
 
ACS Submission - A Deposit Return Scheme for Scotland 

 

ACS (the Association of Convenience Stores) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the 

Scottish Government’s consultation on a deposit return scheme for Scotland. ACS is a trade 

association, representing 33,500 convenience stores across the UK. Our members include 

the Co-Op, Spar UK, Nisa Retail and thousands of independent retailers. In Scotland, there 

are 4,962 convenience stores employing over 37,000 people1. 

 

ACS has concerns about the impact that a deposit return scheme would have on retailers in 

Scotland, particularly regarding their role in taking back containers. As such, we have 

developed principles on what a well-designed deposit return scheme looks like to ensure 

that the introduction of a DRS does not place considerable burdens on small retailers. ACS’ 

preferred model for a deposit return scheme for Scotland includes the following principles: 

 

• Return points should be determined by strategically mapping locations rather than 

mandating every location that sells drinks to take back containers. 

• An automated system (through reverse vending machines) should be used for the 

take back of containers as it is not feasible for a small retail business to manually 

manage returns in their store due to the pressures and risks it would place on staff.  

• Shops smaller than 280 sqm should be exempt from the scheme as they have 

limited sales and storage space to facilitate a deposit return scheme. However, the 

Scottish Government should allow small retailers to apply to opt in if they wish to 

take the commercial decision to participate in the system.  

• Handling fees must cover the necessary investment in reverse vending machines 

and the operating costs associated with running the scheme, so that a DRS is cost 

neutral for return points.  

• The system operator should be responsible for the costs for purchasing, 

installing, maintaining reverse vending machines, and backhauling of material 

through the supply chain.  

• The system should be first and foremost intended as a way of tackling plastic waste, 

therefore, PET bottles should be in scope of a deposit return scheme, alongside 

metal drinks cans. Glass presents logistical challenges for return points as well as 

health and safety issues for staff while including cartons and disposable cups in 

scope would mean that return points would be required to accept them manually.    

• A deposit return scheme should target “on-the-go” products as the capture rate for 

these products for recycling is low and would also minimise the impact of a DRS on 

kerbside household recycling collections.  

• The system operator should be accountable to a Board including representatives 

from return points. Members of the board should include representatives from 

businesses who deal with the day-to-day operations of DRS.  

• We believe that there should be one single unified scheme across the United 

Kingdom rather than separate but compatible schemes 
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We would welcome further engagement with the Scottish Government as they develop a 

deposit return scheme for Scotland. We would like to provide a constructive view on what a 

deposit return scheme would look like, including what measures should be taken to mitigate 

the impact on small retailers. For more information about this submission, please contact 

Julie Byers, ACS Public Affairs Manager by emailing Julie.Byers@acs.org.uk or calling 

01252 515001. 

 

What materials will be collected 
 

Q1. Which of the options do you prefer? Please chose one or more options from 

below and explain your reasoning.  

 

PET plastic containers 

Metal (aluminium and steel) 

 

We have concerns that introducing a wide range of materials into the scope of deposit return 

scheme would place further operational burdens on return points, particularly if they are to 

be accepted manually (as would be the case for cartons and coffee cups).  

 

The system should be first and foremost intended as a way of tackling plastic waste, 

therefore including PET bottles as the only material in scope would reduce the cost and 

number of reverse vending machines required at return points. For example, a return point 

would only be required to provide a single reverse vending machine to accept plastic. If 

glass were in scope of a DRS this would either mean the return point would be required to 

sacrifice space to provide additional reverse vending machines to cater to additional 

materials or be required to outlay additional capital to purchase a more sophisticated reverse 

vending machine would could accepted different materials.  

 

The consultation document sets out that PET plastic containers would be in scope of a DRS. 

We would welcome clarity from the Scottish Government to whether this is referring to all 

PET plastic containers or specifically PET plastic drinks containers. If the consultation is 

referring to all PET plastic containers, this could present additional challenges leading to 

customer confusion on which products are in and out of scope. Limiting a DRS to PET 

plastic drinks containers will ensure that the introduction of a DRS is straightforward and 

simple for consumers to understand.   

 

The Scottish Government could also consider included metal drinks containers in scope of a 

deposit return scheme if infrastructure is in place upstream to facilitate the take back of 

containers. Including metal drinks cans alongside PET drinks containers will have a minimal 

impact on a return point as one reverse vending machine can accept both materials. 

However, we believe that the definition of metal cans should only capture “on-the-go” drinks 

containers.  

 

Q.2 Do you think the scheme should start with a core set of materials and then be 
expanded as appropriate? Please pick one.  
 

No 

 

Q2a. If yes, which materials should it start with? 
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N/A 

 

2b. If yes, which materials do you think should be added later? 

 

N/A 

 

Q3. Are there any materials that you think should not be included? Please explain 
your reasons.  
 

Glass, HDPE plastic, cartons and disposable cups.  

 

We believe that glass should not be included within a deposit return scheme as it would 

require return points to invest in additional or more sophisticated reverse vending machine. 

Lower cost reverse vending machines will only accept plastic and metal containers. If a 

return point was required to take back glass containers manually this could present 

additional health and safety issues for staff as there is more of a risk for breakage, which 

would mean staff handling broken glass.  

 

The scheme should ensure that the products in scope are manageable in the operation of 

the system. Therefore, we also believe that cartons and disposable cups should not be in 

scope of a DRS as they would not be able to be accepted by most RVMs and therefore 

would have to be accepted manually. Manual take back presents significant operational 

implications for return points as stipulated in our response to Question 15.  

 

HDPE plastic is largely used to milk-based products which presents hygiene implications as 

these materials may still contain dairy residue. This has particular implications for return 

points if they are required to manually handle these products as they may be stored in open 

bags and there is potential for cross contamination.  

 

Q4. Are there any other materials not already listed that should be included? 
 

No 

 

Q5. Are you aware of any materials currently in development that should be included? 
For instance, there is currently a great deal of interest in making ‘bioplastics’ either 
from starch derived from plants or food byproduct streams. Whilst these can look and 
behave like plastic, it is often important to ensure they are kept separate from plastic 
in the waste stream as they are recycled differently. 
 

N/A 

 

Q6. What are your views on the cost implications for local authorities? 

 

We believe that a deposit return scheme could divert a certain amount of high value 

recycling out of the local authority collection system, which could have an impact on the 

economics of kerbside collections. Populus polling of over 2,000 consumers found that 70% 

of respondents said that they would rather have their plastic bottles and cans continue to be 

collected through kerbside collections than through a deposit return scheme2. Therefore, the 

Scottish Government should consider how it can mitigate the impact of a deposit return 

scheme to ensure that it does not have a detrimental impact to local authority kerbside 
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recycling, for example, by targeting only “on-the-go” products which are not commonly 

recycled in household collections.  

 

A recent report by Eunomia suggests that local authorities could see savings from the 

introduction of DRS3 from having fewer containers to collect and sort from kerbside 

collection, and reduced levels littering and landfill charges. Eunomia suggest that these 

savings could mean collection routes need to be re-configured. This could potentially mean 

different collection routes, less frequent collections, and collections on different days savings 

which could cause further customer confusion about their kerbside recycling collections.  

 

The Scottish Government should also take into account that many of the countries that 

operate a deposit return scheme for single-use containers already had the infrastructure in 

place for refillable containers and had not invested as much into kerbside recycling 

infrastructure as Scotland. Therefore, where the consultation recognises that PET, glass and 

aluminium and steel cans are in scope of the most popular schemes around the world, these 

schemes do not account for the impact of displacing these materials from kerbside to a DRS.  

 

What types of products will have a deposit on them 
 
Q7. Do you think the material the container is made from or the product it contains 
should be the key consideration for deciding the scope of the scheme?  
 

Material the container is made from 

 

The Scottish Government should start with the material of the container rather than the 

product it contains for the basis of deciding the scope of the scheme as the purpose of a 

deposit return scheme is to tackle the packaging waste rather than the product. However, 

defining the scope of a deposit return scheme may provide clarity for consumers.  

 

Q8. Are there any product categories that should be excluded from the scheme? 
Please explain your reasons.  
 

As stated above, HDPE plastic which contains milk-based products should not be included 

within the scope of the scheme as it would present additional hygiene issues. We also 

believe that glass should not be included due to its operational implications on return points. 

Therefore, the Scottish Government should consider whether it would be useful for clarity for 

consumers to exclude alcohol from the scheme as alcohol products are largely bottled in 

glass. 

 

Q9. Are there any product categories that you broadly agree with but think that certain 

products within them should be excluded? Please give us specific reasons for 

exempting anything. 

 

N/A 

 

Q10. Are there any other products that broadly fall into the category of ‘drinks’ that we 
have not included that you think should be? 

N/A 
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Q11. Do you think that the deposit return scheme should be limited to “on the go” 
only? Please explain why.  
 

Yes 

 

We believe that a deposit return scheme that focuses on “on-the-go” drinks containers 

should be seriously considered by the Scottish Government. We believe there is a need for 

further infrastructure for “on-the-go” recycling in order to increase the low capture recycling 

rate for these products. Valpak currently estimate that only around 3% of plastic drinks 

bottles and metal drinks cans are recycled. Therefore, if a deposit return scheme is 

introduced, it should take a more targeted approach to tackling plastic waste littered “on-the-

go”. 

 

As well as targeting a specific area of concern, focusing a deposit return scheme to “on-the-

go” drinks containers would also mean there would be a minimal impact on household 

kerbside collections as there is currently a very limited number of “on-the-go” drinks 

containers recycled at home. This would mean that only a small number of recyclate would 

be displaced from household recycling to a deposit return scheme, unlike a scheme where 

all drinks containers were in scope.  

 

Q11a. Do you agree with how we have defined on the go? Please explain your 
reasons. 
 

No 

 

While the definition broadly captures the purpose of “on-the-go” drinks containers, in its 

current form it could capture a wide range of products depending on where the customer 

chooses to consume them. This definition would be challenging to implement in practice as it 

does not provide enough clarity on what drinks containers would be in scope and therefore 

all drinks containers could fall within the definition. 

 

Therefore, to limit the definition of “on-the-go” and specifically target the products that are 

commonly consumed “on-the-go”, for example, single PET soft drinks containers, the 

definition should specify what constitutes “small”. We believe that the definition must include 

a container size cut-off point. Moreover, the current definition could also capture drinks 

containers contained in a multi-pack which are not marketed or sold as “on-the-go” products. 

As such, the definition should specify that “on-the-go” should only be applied to single unit 

sales such as a single PET drinks container.  

 

Q12. Specifically on dairy products, do you think including dairy carries hygiene or 
related risks above those posed by other products? Please provide evidence.  
 

Yes 

 

Q13. Should any dairy products be excluded from the system? Please explain your 
reasons.  
 

All 

 

There may be customer confusion unless all dairy products in drinks containers are exempt 

from the scheme.  



 

Where you will be able to get the deposit back 
 

Q14. Which option for return location do you prefer? Please choose one and explain 
your reasons.  
 

Takeback to a designated drop-off point 

 

Mapping Optimal Locations 

 

We believe that the Scottish Government should consider designing a deposit return scheme 

which allows the take back of drinks containers to designated drop-off points. Currently, 

consumers do not recycle at the point of purchase and changing this behaviour would be 

challenge. Designated drop-off points have the biggest potential than any of the options for a 

deposit return scheme to be convenient to consumers, for example, they could be located in 

transport hubs, workplaces, public buildings, and parks. This could also mean that some 

retailers may take back containers, however, return points should be determined by mapping 

optimal locations rather than mandating all retailers based on whether that location would 

contribute to an effective return rate of containers. This could lead to not only more effective 

return rates but would also minimise the operational and financial burdens on small retailers.  

 

While the consultation states that under a return to designed drop-off point system, these 

return points could be located at local waste disposal sites, this does not necessarily have to 

be the case. Designated drop-off points could be in a wide range of locations but should be 

considered in centralised, convenient, and accessible locations. It should be the 

responsibility of the system operator to determine which geographical locations would be 

suitable for reverse vending machines to be placed in. This process should be based on 

evidence of which locations consumers most frequent to ensure that scheme is convenient 

to consumers. For instance, if a deposit return scheme is targeting “on-the-go”, then return 

locations must be at locations where consumers are “on-the-go” such as transport hubs, on-

street, or workplaces. Not only does this option have the potential to minimise the impact of 

the scheme on retailers but would also assist the system operator in determining which 

locations would deliver the most effective return rate. It would also support the system 

operator in determining which rural locations would be most convenient to consumers to 

ensure that a deposit return scheme is also effective in rural locations as well as urban. 

 

Mapping optimal locations to determine which locations should be return points can also 

account for logistical issues, for example the system operator can ensure that that 

backhauling route for drinks containers is the most efficient. If every location that sells drinks 

was required to take back containers, not only would this be incredibly burdensome for 

convenience retailers, but it could overwhelm the logistical operations of the system 

operator. Backhauling from over 17,400 return points would be a logistical nightmare and 

could lead to an ineffective deposit return scheme where the shear magnitude of the scheme 

overwhelms its operations.  

 

As evident in Australia, deposit return schemes can be effective without requirements on 

retailers to take back containers. South Australia for instance, has reached an 80% return 

rate4,5. We encourage the Scottish Government to assess whether mapping optimal 
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locations, for example, a community reverse vending machine at a parade of shops, 

recycling centres, or public parks would be more appropriate that mandating any place that 

sells drinks to take back containers. This would not only mitigate the impact that a deposit 

return scheme would have on small shops but would provide more convenient and practice 

solutions for customers looking to redeem their products “on-the-go”. However, there should 

be detailed consultation on how the process to map optimal locations would work.  

 

Retailer Concerns 

 

We believe deposit return schemes would place considerable burdens on convenience 

retailers if they are required to be return points, particularly as the consultation proposes that 

all 4,962 convenience stores in Scotland (the majority of which are independent retailers) 

would be obligated to participate in a deposit return scheme6. As stated above, we would 

encourage the Scottish Government to consider whether more strategic locations would be 

suitable. This would not only reduce burdens on shops, but also provide more convenient 

and practical solutions for consumers wanting to return their containers on-the-go. 

 

To inform our submission, we have referred throughout to research that ACS commissioned 

in May 2017 which comprises of six focus groups across the UK to look at the views of both 

retailers and consumers on DRS7. There was a strong consensus from retailers that a DRS 

should not be introduced as it would place additional burdens and pressures on retailers. 

They raised specific concerns about the lack of space in-store to process returns, increases 

in staff costs, in-store delays, and staff handling dirty containers. A summary of the focus 

group findings can be found here: LINK 

 

Please see below a non-exhaustive list of the potential costs that a convenience retailer 

would face, based on whether they accept containers manually or through an automated 

machine8. The Scottish Government should consider if these costs below can be mitigated 

by determining return point locations more strategically, ensuring that a deposit return 

scheme only requires the take back of containers through reverse vending machines, and 

exempting small shops being required from participating. 

 

The costs associated with manual handling do not take into account the extensive 

operational issues that return points would face, such as health and safety issues for 

instance. We recommend that the Scottish Government commission research to understand 

the impact that a deposit return scheme would have on convenience retailers which should 

consider the extent of operational issues that they would face.   

 

Manual 

Space Lost In-Store Up to 2m2 in back of house and 1m2 at counter 
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Feasibility Report 2015 by Eunomia = 222,750,000 containers. All convenience retailers required to take back (4,962 stores). 
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year, 863 each week, and 123 every day.  



Lost Staff Hours 185,517 lost staff hours in the convenience sector each year 
 
The Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland 
assumes that each DRS transaction would take an additional 45 
seconds for a staff member to manually process. They also 
assume that the average number of containers returned in each 
transaction is 15. 
 
With each convenience store accepting 123 containers every day, 
this is equivalent to 8.2 transactions. Therefore, staff will take 6.15 
minutes each day to process DRS, equivalent to 43.05 minutes 
each week and 37.41 hours each year.  

Storing Costs Storing Plastic and Aluminium Containers 
 
£864,380 for the sector each year, equivalent to £174.20 per store. 
 
The Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland on 
deposit return schemes suggests that retailers would need to 
purchase bags to store plastic drinks containers and aluminium 
cans returned to store. These cost 67p each and can contain up to 
150 plastic containers or 250 aluminium cans.  
 
Assuming each store receives the same number of returned 
containers (361 plastic containers and 330 cans each week), each 
retailer would be required to purchase 5 bags, which would cost 
£3.35 every week, equivalent to £174.20 every year. 
 
Storing Glass Containers 
£248,100 to the convenience sector 
 
The Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland in 2015 
suggests that retailers would need to purchase containers to store 
glass returned to store. They estimate that a container would cost 
£10 and would be able to store 40 containers.  
 
Assuming 173 glass containers are returned to a convenience 
store, a retailer would be required to purchase 5 containers if they 
only received one backhauling collection a week, costing the store 
£50, and the convenience sector £248,100.  

Automated9 

Space Lost In-Store £38,152,818 to £190,764,090 worth of sales space would be lost in 
the sector every year if convenience stores placed RVMs in their 
stores. This is equivalent to £7,689 to £38,445 per store.   
 
The figure depends on the size of the reverse vending machine. 
For the purposes of this submission, we estimate RVMs taking 1m2 

up to 5m2 as set out in Zero Waste Scotland’s DRS feasibility study 
in 2015.  
 
According to the IGD 2017 Report suggests that total value of 
sales in the convenience sector is £38bn. When divided by the 
total square footage of all convenience stores according to IGD 
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(estimated at 53,200,000 sq. ft.). This calculates the worth of the 
space based on m2 which is £7,689.  

Cost of Machine Leasing  
£3,715,920 cost to the convenience sector each year (over a five-
year leasing contract). Equivalent to each store paying £36 a 
week, equivalent to £1,872 a year 
 
While one machine would cost £7,000 + VAT upfront, leasing the 
machine over a 5-year lease would be £36 per week10.  
 
Purchasing 
£59,550,000 cost to the convenience sector. 
 
Following conversations with TOMRA, Zero Waste Scotland 
estimated in 2015 that the upfront cost of a RVM would cost 
£30,000.  

 

We have provided more information about retailers’ concerns, related particularly to 

manually handling containers, below.  

 

Limited Space 

 

Space is always at a premium in convenience stores. Convenience stores by their very 

nature are small format businesses, they are generally defined as being under 280 square 

metres. Of the 4,962 convenience stores across Scotland, 91% of independent convenience 

retailers are smaller than 1,999 sq. ft., and 59% are under 999 sq. ft11. From the retailer 

focus groups there was considerable concern about where and how they would collect and 

store bottles and packaging; “We are fighting for every space inch of space.  If someone 

comes in with a black bag of plastic bottles, where are you going to keep this stuff?”  

Retailer, Scotland12. In addition to the focus groups, we asked Scottish independent 

convenience retailers in our Voice of Local Shops survey whether they would have the 

space to accommodate DRS in their store. The results of the survey reiterated retailers’ 

concerns that lack of space in-store to process returns is a significant concern. 62% of 

independent convenience retailers said that they either did not have space in their store to 

take back containers or would have to make significant changes to their store to take back 

containers13. 

 

While the consultation states that “a well managed deposit return scheme would limit impact 

of space in-store if pick ups are frequent”, there are no proposals suggested in the 

consultation to ensure that this is mitigated in the deposit return scheme in Scotland. 59% of 

independent convenience stores in Scotland are smaller than 999 sq.ft. and as such even if 

the impact on space can be mitigated by the design of the deposit return scheme, sacrificing 

any space in a small convenience store may not be workable. 

 

Moreover, the feasibility report suggests that if a RVS is not installed in-store, then 

containers should be stored in a bag by the till point. This is an impractical solution because 

space behind the till is very limited and needs to be clear of clutter so that staff can serve 
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customers swiftly. Consultation with retailers has suggested that there would not be enough 

room at the till point to store a container bag unless it was a trip hazard.  

 

In-Store Delays and Lost Staff Hours 

 

For beverage containers to be accepted manually, retail staff would need to be able to 

recognise deposit labels, inspect the packaging to ensure it is still intact, and refund the 

value of the deposit. This would require a great deal of time from staff in store and delays at 

the till point.  

 

Once collected by staff, the containers would have to be sorted, bulked and sent for 

reprocessing – again this would impose time pressures on employees. We conservatively 

estimate that based on the 45 seconds14 of staff time required for each transaction, that each 

store could lose over 43 minutes in lost productivity each week due to the introduction of 

deposit return schemes15, however this is likely to be much higher. While this is difficult to 

quantify, one retailer in the focus groups noted: “If you come in the front door with a can, it’s 

got to go somewhere where its being recycled, so now a member of staff – at 12p a minute – 

has got to walk out the back and walk back again. That’s 5 minutes, or 60p we’re paying to 

get a 5, 10 or 20p refund on a can – it doesn’t make sense.  And most of this stuff is already 

recycled in private anyway.” Therefore, while retailers will not have to invest in a large 

amount of capital for a RVS, they will be financially burdened by having to employ more staff 

or increase staff hours to process returns16.  

 

Transaction time is considerably important to the convenience store business model. One of 

the top drivers for customers to visit a convenience store is the fast speed of service/short 

queues17. The average consumer spends 4 minutes and 12 seconds in a convenience store. 

With the majority of consumers visiting for 1-3 minutes (39%), and 8% of consumers visit a 

convenience store for less than a minute18. Therefore, any additional time at the till will have 

a considerable impact on retailers as well as the customer’s experience. Zero Waste 

Scotland estimate that the time it would take for a cashier to manually process and accept 

an average of 15 containers and store them is an estimated 45 seconds19, while the average 

shopper queues for 42 seconds in a convenience store20. Staff processing container returns 

would more than double the length of queue in a convenience store. 

 

Backhauling 

 

The complexities of the convenience sector mean that there are already logistical issues in 

convenience retailers’ backhauling and waste disposal systems. Often delivery vehicles 

make multiple deliveries in one trip - this means that it would be likely that vehicles would 

need to be adapted to hold used packaging and fresh grocery deliveries, so that food 

hygiene is not compromised when backhauling plastic waste. Given the complexities in the 

supply chain for the convenience sector to backhaul plastic containers, we believe it should 

be the responsibility of the system operator to backhaul drinks containers from return points 

                                                
14 Eunomia: A Scottish Deposit Refund System (Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland) 
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seconds per transaction x 8.2 = 43.05 minutes.  
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17 ACS Local Shop Report 2018 
18 Him CTP Data 2018 
19 Eunomia: A Scottish Deposit Refund System (Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland) 
20 Him CTP Data 2018 



(for more information, see Question 34) especially if they are to maintain ownership of the 

materials.  

 

Hygiene & Health and Safety 

 

Retailers in the focus groups also raised concerns that a DRS would not work alongside 

current food hygiene and health and safety regulations. Using the same physical space at 

point of sale used to serve food-to-go and accept unhygienic returns would be challenging 

for convenience retailers and to still comply with food hygiene regulations. While it has been 

recognised that this would challenging for food service businesses by other stakeholders, it 

would also be a challenge for convenience retailers as 22% of stores have in-store bakeries, 

22% have hot food counters, 19% have food preparation areas or a kitchen, and 10% offer a 

food to go concession21.   

 

In addition, retaining bags of returned containers behind the till could represent a health and 

safety risk for staff both in terms of trip and hygiene hazards. The Workplace (Health, Safety 

and Welfare) Regulations 1992, Regulation 9 Cleanliness and Waste Materials stipulates 

that “so far as is reasonably practicable, waste materials should not be allowed to 

accumulate in a workplace except in suitable receptacles”. According to the Zero Waste 

Scotland feasibility study, the average retailer will most likely store 4 containment bags at 

one time, which equates to 2 metres2 being given up to store the bags22. Retailers may also 

have to deal with damaged containers and broken glass, which presents additional hazards 

when processing returns.  

 

EPoS 

 

DRS could also present technical issues for convenience retailers. If DRS is to be introduced 

in Scotland, retailers processing returns manually could be required to have an IT system in 

place in their store to process the return in order to update the centralised DRS system. If 

this is the case it could place considerable burdens on the convenience sector as nearly a 

third (32%) of independent retailers do not have an EPoS system in their store23. In order to 

comply with DRS, retailers would have to ensure that they have EPoS system in place in 

their store, but also upgrade their EPoS software to be able to administer returns. This would 

present additional costs for the retailer.  

 

Redeeming Deposits 

 

A key part of the deposit return scheme will be consumers redeeming their deposit, however, 

the consultation does not detail the mechanics of how customers would redeem their 

deposit, for example, whether their drinks containers would be redeemed for cash, vouchers, 

or money back on their card. It also does not provide detail on which locations consumers 

could redeem their deposit, is this at all return points or selected return points? There are 

also logistical issues that need to be considered, such as retailers’ cash flow if they 

consumers are redeeming their vouchers at the till, and convenience for customers, for 

example, would a consumer be required after queueing to return their containers to queue 

again to redeem their deposit?  

 

Footfall 
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As the consultation states, one of the aims for the design of a deposit return scheme is to 

ensure that it is convenient for consumers to return their drinks containers and therefore we 

disagree with suggestions that a deposit return scheme would be a footfall driver which 

would lead customers to spend in-store if retailers were mandated to take back drinks 

containers. This is apparent in the consultation which states “if the designated return points 

are not located in major shopping areas or are otherwise central, people could find 

themselves making a special trip to return their containers rather than doing it as part of their 

normal shopping pattern.” While a deposit return scheme could allow for customers returning 

drinks containers to spend their redeemed deposit in-store, there is no evidence to suggest 

that these same customers would not be already spending their money with that retailer 

irrespective of a deposit return scheme.  

 

Reverse Vending Machines 

 

While an automated system would mitigate a number of burdens placed on small shops if 

the deposit return scheme requires all locations which sell drinks containers to participate, it 

presents its own challenges including cost of purchasing and running machines, and space 

to put machines in-store. While there are a number of RVS models available for the take 

back of containers, for the purposes of this submission we have used two estimates24.  

 

As recognised in the table above, the up-front costs of a reverse vending machine would 

range from £7,000 + VAT to £30,000. This is a considerable investment for a small 

convenience retailer. Zero Waste Scotland’s study suggests that 40% of convenience stores 

would require one reverse vending machine25, as such, this would cost between £3,715,920 

to £59,550,000 for the 1,985 convenience stores in Scotland26.  

 

There also may be options for retailers to lease reverse vending machines rather than being 

presented with one upfront cost, which will be preferable to independent retailers. Valpak 

have suggested that while one machine would cost £7,000 + VAT upfront, leasing the 

machine over a 5-year lease would be £36 per week27. However, for convenience stores, 

operating low margin business, putting up £1,872 a year to lease a RVM still presents a 

significant financial cost.  

 

To put this in perspective, in the last year convenience retailers in Scotland invested £76m in 

their business. On average, each non-affiliated independent retailer in Scotland invested 

£6,862 in their business in the last year, while each independent symbol group retailer 

invested £11,761 in their business. The main areas of investment included refrigeration, in-

store lighting and shelving. If a retailer were to invest in a reverse vending machine in their 

store, this would account for a considerable amount of their investment spend. A non-

affiliated independent retailer would need to quadruple their investment spend that year if 

they purchased a £30,000 RVM up-front, 98% of their investment to purchase a £7,000 RVM 

up-front, or 27% to lease a RVM. While independent symbol group retailers would need to 

more than double their investment spend to purchase a £30,000 RVM up-front, 60% of their 

investment to purchase a £7,000 RVM up-front, or 16% to lease a R VM. Investing in an 

                                                
24 Eunomia: A Scottish Deposit Refund System (Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland) 2015 cited that a RVS 
could cost around £30,000 with £2,000 installation costs and take up around 5m2 of sales space in-store. Reverse Vending 
Corporation suggest that one machine would cost £7,000 + VAT. Leasing over a 5 year lease would be £36 per week (£9,360) 
+ VAT with £5.40 monthly energy costs. This machine would take up around 1m2 in-store. 
25 Eunomia: A Scottish Deposit Refund System (Appendix to the Final Report for Zero Waste Scotland) 
26 40% of convenience stores in Scotland 
27 Reverse Vending Machine Corporation: Cost of a Deposit Return Reverse Vending Machine 

http://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/reverse%20v%20-%20CFE%20response.pdf
http://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/reverse%20v%20-%20CFE%20response.pdf
http://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/reverse%20v%20-%20CFE%20response.pdf


RVM could mean that retailers may decide to postpone or cancel planned investments to 

improve their store. RVMs may also be rated and therefore retailers would be further 

burdened by increases in business rates by complying with the scheme.  

 

Many convenience stores are unlikely to have access to outside space to place RVM – 

retailers in our focus groups identified that for those who place it outside it could be 

vulnerable to criminal damage28 - meaning they have no choice but to sacrifice sales space 

in-store. Reverse vending machines are estimated to take up one metres2 to five metres2 in 

store. Giving up this much space in-store will result in significant costs for retailers and loss 

of important sales space for other products and services. Sales space per metre squared in 

a convenience store is estimated at £7,68929. To accommodate a RVM, each convenience 

store could lose from £7,689 to £38,445 every year in lost sales.  

 

Retailers in our focus groups were also concerned that the space for a RVM would not only 

take the place of profitable retail lines leading to reduction in business, but would also mean 

there would be fewer products available to those who rely on local shops. One retailer noted 

that: “if they are the size of a regular vending machine, that’s takes the place of quite a few 

shelves of product that I could sell, that I won’t be able to sell that, and I won’t be able to 

provide for my customers.”30 

 

All the points above also assume that reverse vending machines are working effectively. 

Retailers have experienced machine hardware failures in the past (for example, ATMs, bill 

payment services, coffee machines, and photo booths). Currently, there is no clear plan how 

a retailer would need to respond if a machine broke down in their store, even though 

consumers would hold the retailer responsible for the breakdown. Therefore, contingencies 

must be considered. 

 

To ensure that a deposit return scheme is cost neutral for convenience retailers, the system 

operator should be responsible for the costs for purchasing, installing and maintaining the 

reverse vending machine. Hosting a reverse vending machine should not be an additional 

cost placed on 17,407 return points.  

 

Q15. In any model involving return to retail, are there any types of retailer that should 
be excluded? Please explain your reasons.  
 

Yes 

 

The Scottish Government must consider meaningful exemptions for small shops and other 

food service businesses, including: a small shop exemption, manual handling exemption, 

and an exemption for businesses where operating a deposit return scheme would be to the 

detriment of their food hygiene practices in-store.  

 

Small shop exemption  

 

First and foremost, the Scottish Government should consider an exemption for small stores 

which have limited sales and storage space to facilitate a deposit return scheme. Regardless 

                                                
28 Jericho Chambers: Deposit Return Scheme – views of retailers and consumers 2017 
29 Estimate based on IGD Data from 2017. £7,689 is how much a m2 of space is worth in a convenience store. Based on 38bn 
sales figure / 53,200,000 sq. ft. (total footage of all convenience stores according to IGD). We then converted the square 
footage figure into m2. 
30 Jericho Chambers: Deposit Return Scheme – views of retailers and consumers 2017 



of the method of take back (automated or manual), a retailer would be required to sacrifice 

space in-store to operate a deposit return scheme – either by storing drinks containers 

nearby the till and at back of house for collection, or with a reverse vending machine taking 

up significant space in store.  

 

Space is always at a premium in convenience stores. Convenience stores by their very 

nature are small format businesses, they are generally defined as being under 280 square 

metres. Of the 4,962 convenience stores across Scotland, 91% of independent convenience 

retailers are smaller than 1,999 sq. ft., and 59% are under 999 sq. ft31. Therefore, we believe 

the Scottish Government should consider an exemption for stores under 280 sqm. For stores 

exempt from taking back containers under a deposit return scheme due to their size, the 

Scottish Government should allow them to apply to opt into the deposit return scheme 

voluntarily if they take the commercial decision that they wish to take back containers in their 

business.  

 

In practical terms, this would mean that the system operator has three scenarios where they 

can request that the business participates in the deposit return scheme and hosts a reverse 

vending machine. These include:  

• Approaching a public business larger than 280 sqm mapped as an optimal location to 

host a reverse vending machine. In this instance, the business would be required to 

host the reverse vending machine as their shop/café/leisure centre etc is larger than 

280 sqm. 

• Approaching a public business which is smaller than 280 sqm mapped as an optimal 

location to host a reverse vending machine. In this example, the system operator 

would request the business to host the reverse vending machine. However, is at the 

business’ discretion whether or not to do so. 

• Approaching a public business which is smaller than 280 sqm but not mapped as an 

optimal location to host a reverse vending machine. These locations would be 

businesses that have applied to opt in voluntarily to participate in a deposit return 

scheme. It is up to the system operator whether they meet the criteria to participate. 

 

Using the figures set out in Table 10 of the Partial Business Regulatory Impact Assessment, 

we can estimate that under a DRS which captures PET, aluminium, and glass, a 

convenience store would process an estimated 863 containers each week and potentially 

123 every day. While this is an estimation, it is a considerable amount of returns for the 

convenience sector to process, especially when you consider the size of the stores (below 

280 sqm), and the space available behind the till and in-store if a retailer is accepting returns 

manually.  

 

Where small shop exemptions exist in other countries, including Croatia, Estonia, Germany 

and Lithuania, there is no standardised exemption, it is determined by the scheme in each 

country. In Croatia, retailers smaller than 200m² are exempt, while in Estonia, only retailers 

in urban areas under 20m2 are exempt from taking back containers. Retailers between 20-

200m2 can apply for an exemption but this is decided by the local authority32. The 

convenience market is very different in the Scotland compared to other countries in Europe. 

Therefore, the Scottish Government cannot simply replicate an exemption from another 

DRS, they must consult with industry to determine if and what size a small shop exemption 

                                                
31 ACS Scottish Local Shop Report 2018 
32 Reloop: Deposit Systems for One Way Beverage Containers Global Overview 

http://reloopplatform.eu/reloop-releases-global-overview-of-deposit-return-systems/


should be set at. We believe that the small shop threshold should be set at 280 sqm to 

reflect the convenience market in the UK.  

 

Manual exemption 

 

As set out in response to Question 14, it is not feasible for a small retail business to 

manually manage returns in the store due to the limited space in store, the pressures and 

risks this would place on staff, and the hygiene issues it presents. In a manual system, a 

staff member would have to check that the bottle is in the scheme, scan it (if they have an 

EPoS system), store it by the till, clean and process the bottles and store in a secure 

container either at back of house or outside then ensure that they have backhauling systems 

in place. Therefore, the introduction of a deposit return scheme in Scotland should require a 

network of automated reverse vending machines rather than requiring return points to accept 

returns manually. To ensure that return points are not burdened by an automated system, 

we believe the system operator should cover the capital costs for installing reverse vending 

machines at return points.  

 

Hygiene Exemption 

 

The Scottish Government should also consider whether return points which would incur 

hygiene issues from taking back containers should be exempt from participating in a deposit 

return scheme.  

 

As stated in our response to Question 14, retailers in the focus groups also raised concerns 

that a DRS would not work alongside current hygiene and health and safety regulations.  

Convenience retailers may experience hygiene issues when they retain returned containers 

for a considerable period. Retention of used packaging is likely to attract pests and be a 

general hygiene risk for retailers and their staff. This could impact their food hygiene rating, 

which has not been considered in other impact assessments or studies. The Food Hygiene 

Information Scheme helps consumers choose where to eat or shop for food by giving them 

information about the hygiene standards in food businesses. An Environmental Health 

Officer will inspect a food business and will determine their rating based on its food hygiene 

compliance.  

 

Q16. Do you agree that online retailers should be included in the scheme? 
 

Yes  

 

The Scottish Government must consider the role of online retailers within a deposit return 

scheme and whether they should be required to provide return facilities. If online retailers 

have no obligations as part of a DRS, this will result in traditional bricks and mortar retailers 

being responsible for taking back packaging from online retailer sales, resulting in another 

competitive advantage for online retailers. 

 

When considering the role of online retailers, the Scottish Government must consider 

whether drinks sold online would also include a deposit and would this mean that online 

retailers would be required to take back containers? How would this work for online retailers 

based outside of Scotland? Would grocery home delivery services be required to take back 

containers? And how would that work? Online retailers will also experience issues with 

backhauling drinks containers. More information about the issues with backhauling 

infrastructure under a DRS are in our response to Question 34.  



 

Q16a. What provisions do you think should be made to ensure online shopping is 

included successfully? 

 

N/A 

 

How the scheme will be paid for 
 

Q17. Do you agree that deposit return should be seen as a form of producer 
responsibility?  
 

Yes 

 

Q17a. If yes, do you think deposit return would impact on other producer 

responsibility obligations? Please explain your reasoning. 

 

We encourage the Scottish Government to consider how the introduction of a deposit return 

scheme would interact with existing Extended Producer Responsibility, including the PRN 

system. This will reduce the potential of duplicating policies and the costs associated for 

both businesses and consumers. 

 

The consultation states that the “Scottish Government want to incentivise product design 

which could be achieved by requiring producers to make containers that meet criteria of 

being included in DRS system”. We believe that standardising the materials to be factored 

into the design of a deposit return scheme is too prescriptive. Instead these could be 

incorporated within the PRN system which is currently being considered for reform 

particularly to incentivise more recyclable packaging to be used.  

 

Q18. Do you think it is appropriate for the scheme administrator to maintain 

ownership and income from sales of the material? Please explain your reasons.  

 

Yes 

 

The scheme administrator should maintain ownership and income from the sales of material 

to ensure that it can offset the operational costs, including the cost of operations for return 

points to take back containers. In this instance, the scheme administrator would be 

responsible for offsetting the return point operational costs through handling fees and 

subsidising the reverse vending machine located at their site.  

 

Q19. If the scheme administrator maintains ownership of the material, should it 

prioritise maximising profit from sales or should it seek to achieve additional 

benefits?  

 

Achieve additional benefits 

 

Q19a. If you selected pursue additional benefits, which benefit should the 

administrator pursue?  

 

The scheme administrator should consider reinvesting the profits from sales into improving 

the DRS infrastructure, for example maintaining reverse vending machines or reviewing the 

level of handling fees to compensate return points.  



 

We would urge caution for the scheme administrator to pursue extending the scope of 

materials as an additional benefit as this could mean additional complexities for a deposit 

return scheme and further burdens on return points. Where there are any proposals that the 

scope of materials should be extended, these proposals should be subject to consultation by 

the Scottish Government.  

 

Q20. Should any excess funding or unredeemed deposits be ringfenced for the 

continued maintenance or improvement of the system, or do you think it would be 

appropriate to divert funding to other purposes?  

 

Funding should be ringfenced 

 

Q21. How would you define a producer? 

 

We believe that those who place products on the market, such as manufacturers, should be 

captured within the definition of producer.  

 

Producer fees are used in other countries where a DRS operates to compensate if 

unredeemed deposits are not sufficient to sustain the operation of a deposit return scheme33. 

If a producer fee is introduced, we believe that it should be proportionately distributed 

through the supply chain based on interaction with the scheme and how the organisation 

benefits from the scheme. 

 

Return points will be responsible for the take back of containers and will incur operational 

costs for doing so. Return points, the majority of which would be small businesses under the 

Scottish Government’s proposals, will not benefit from the scheme and as such should not 

face additional costs from producer fees. Therefore, the definition must clarify that it does not 

include return points to ensure that they are not obligated to pay producer fees.  

 

How the scheme is communicated so everyone understands it 
 

Q22. Do you agree that producers should be required to put deposit return scheme-

related information on each container?  

 

Yes 

 

Q22a. If yes, should those putting small amounts of material onto the market in 

Scotland be exempt from this labelling requirement?  

 

No  

 

All producers should be required to put deposit return scheme-related information on each 

container to ensure consumers have clarity regarding which drinks containers are within 

scope of the scheme. Allowing producers to place drinks containers on the market without 

the information but be within scope of the scheme could lead to customer confusion, where 

customers may bring other containers not within scope of the scheme to return points.  

 

                                                
33 Defra: Review of Packaging Deposits System for the UK 2008 



ACS’ Crime Report 2018 found that the top triggers for violence and verbal abuse are when 

staff and their staff are going about their typical working day, enforcing the law, for example, 

retailers when enforcing age-restricted sales through age-verification schemes such as 

‘Challenge 25’34. Therefore, customer clarity is key to ensure to minimise the triggers for 

violence and verbal abuse to the operator of the return point.  

 

Q22c. Rather than be exempt, should small importers be required to put a label with 

deposit return-related information onto the existing packaging?  

 

Yes 

 

As set out in response to Question 22a, consistency is key to ensure that there is clarity for 

consumers around which drinks containers are in the scope of a deposit return scheme.  

 

How to prevent fraud in the system 
 

Q23. Which option for labelling do you believe offers the best balance between 

reducing potential for fraud and managing costs to producers and retailers?  

 

Specific barcode. 

 

As recognised by the consultation document, “data on items returned, collected either 

through automated return points or through counting centres, will enable monitoring of 

collection rates and help to prevent fraud”. Therefore, an automated, reverse vending 

machine scheme would mitigate the risk of fraud at the return point. This is because a 

manual return system would mean return points would be more susceptible to fraud. While 

reverse vending machines would be able to detect whether a barcode was fraudulent upon 

scanning, it would be more challenging for a retailer to detect a fraudulent label. Particularly 

as nearly a third of convenience retailers (32%) do not have EPoS which is required to scan 

a barcode in-store35.  

 

Therefore, if return points are required to accept returns manually, not only would a high 

security label be required, but retailers would also need to manually report the number of 

returns they received, counting each one as they accept it from a customer, this would mean 

that the retailer would more at risk of miscounting. Retailers would also need to put in place 

procedures for staff to check drinks container labels manually to ensure that they are not 

fraudulent. This would mean that retailers would need to ensure that staff were trained to 

understand which labels are authentic, costing staff time. While convenience retailers have 

systems in place to protect themselves from fraud, including staff training procedures, these 

systems are not always effective due to the sophistication of the fraud. Therefore, an 

automated reverse vending machine system is the most effective way to mitigate the risk of 

fraud at the return point.  

 

We would also welcome clarity on who would be liable for the money lost through fraudulent 

returns. We are wary that under a manual system, retailers will be under pressure to provide 

a quick and prompt service to customers, which could lead to some retailers losing out to 

deposit returns because bottles they have received may be fraudulent. We would seek 

clarity from any DRS in existence about where the responsibility lies for fraudulent returns 

                                                
34 ACS Crime Report 2018 
35 ACS Scottish Local Shop Report 2018 



 

The Scottish Government must also consider how a deposit return scheme would work for 

cross border sales, where fraud could be more prevalent. Would containers be accepted in 

Scotland from England and Wales? Or would retailers have to refuse the refund? Would 

refusing containers mean another trigger point for violence and verbal abuse against staff? 

The South Australian container deposit scheme is only for containers sold in South Australia. 

To enforce this, an offence was created to deter consumers from making fraudulent returns, 

with a maximum penalty of $30,000 to persons who seek refunds on beverage containers 

sold outside of South Australia. Collection point operators may request to any person 

claiming a refund to complete a written declaration stating the person has no reason to 

believe the containers were not purchased in South Australia and may refuse to accept 

containers if they believe the containers were not purchased in South Australia36.  

 

Q24. Are there other security measures we should be considering, for instance 

heightened security measures at key return locations?  

 

Yes  

 

In the case of a manual system, return points would be required to store drinks containers in 

a secure location either at back of house or outside. 46% of independent convenience 

retailers in Scotland currently store their mixed recycling waste inside their store or outside in 

a non-secured bin37. Therefore, convenience retailers would be either be required to 

compromise on space at the back of house which could present a risk to health and safety 

and food hygiene or invest in a secure unit to place outside to store drinks containers.  

 

This presents another challenge that return points would face if they were required to 

manually take back containers. The Scottish Government should ensure that a deposit 

return scheme in Scotland is automated, which would not only reduce the burdens on 

smaller return point locations, such as convenience retailers, but also reduce the risk of 

containers being stolen from return points.  

 

How much the deposit should be 
 

Q25. Do you have a preference for what level the deposit should be set at? Please 

explain your reasoning for choosing this level. 

 

Don’t Know 

 

The deposit should be set at a level which encourages consumers to take back containers. 

However, the Scottish Government should consider the affordability of the products once a 

deposit has been applied and the implications of imposing a deposit which is too high. For 

instance, where a 15p deposit is applied on an “on-the-go” bottle this would increase its price 

by 10%, however, if it is applied to a multipack of six drinks containers, this could increase 

the price by 26%38. Therefore, the Scottish Government should minimise the costs on 

consumers by excluding multipacks and targeting “on-the-go” drinks containers.  

                                                
36 South Australia EPA FAQs 
37 ACS Voice of Local Shops survey November 2017 
38 Assuming deposit level was set at 10-20p, e.g. 15p – the deposit placed on a typical 500ml soft drink costing £1.45 would 
increase the price by 10.3% to £1.60. A deposit placed on a typical six pack of 330ml soft drinks costing £3.50 would increase 
the price by 26% to £4.40.  

 

http://www.epa.sa.gov.au/environmental_info/container_deposit/faqs


 

Q26. Do you think that certain types of drinks containers should carry a different 

deposit level?  

 

No 

 

All types of drinks containers, regardless of material or size, should have the same level of 

deposit applied. This will not only ensure that there is clarity for customers to interact with a 

deposit return scheme but also provide clarity for return points on which the level of deposit 

that is applied onto drinks containers. A deposit return scheme should be straightforward 

and be easily understood by customers as customer confusion could limit the effectiveness 

of a deposit return scheme.  

 

If there were to be customer confusion in a DRS, this could significantly impact retailers. For 

example, it would be extremely likely that a customer would attempt to return a bottle or can 

that was not part of the DRS. Not only would this lead to in-store delays increase queue 

times while the retailer determined if it was part of the scheme, but if the retailer had to reject 

the claim for a deposit return, this could be a trigger for verbal abuse or violence from the 

customer. As stated in responses to Question 22a, the top triggers for violence and verbal 

abuse is when retailers and their staff are going about their typical working day, enforcing 

the law, for example, when enforcing age-restricted sales. 

 

What infrastructure to put in place, and the logistics involved 
 

Q27. Which sorts of take back do you think the system should include?  

 

Reverse Vending Machines 

 

Q28. How should the handling fee paid to retailers be calculated?  

 

If a deposit return scheme requires retailers to take back drinks containers, it must be cost 

neutral. Handling fees must cover the necessary investment in reverse vending machines 

and the operating costs associated with running the scheme. In the longer term, handling 

fees must increase with the cost of operating a scheme, for example a decline in non-return 

fees should not result in return points being financially burdened by the operation of a 

deposit return scheme. 

 

To ensure that handling fees adequately compensate return points as part of the scheme, 

the Scottish Government must consider how handling fees would be agreed. Would handling 

fees be agreed commercially or through legislation? How would handling fees change over 

time, for example, reviewed each year to take retailers’ costs into account? Would handling 

fees increase with inflation? Will larger retailers receive a better ‘commission’ due to 

negotiating power, leaving smaller retailers disadvantaged? We also have concerns that 

handling fees may deteriorate over time, similar to other commission rate services operating 

in convenience stores. 

 

As there is no uniform rate for setting handling fees39, the Scottish Government should 

consider determining its own system to calculate handling fees. The calculation of handling 

fees in other countries where deposit return schemes can be confusing as they vary 

                                                
39 Reloop: Deposit Systems for One Way Beverage Containers Global Overview 

http://reloopplatform.eu/reloop-releases-global-overview-of-deposit-return-systems/


depending on both the material accepted and whether it was returned through manual take 

back, reverse vending machines (without compaction) and reverse vending machines with 

compaction.  

 

We have heard from retailers in Sweden40 and the Netherlands that handling fees often do 

not cover the cost of taking back containers. In the Netherlands, retailers have even called 

for container collection points to be relocated from stores because of the cost of processing 

DRS significantly outweighs the handling fee paid to them41. Therefore, we believe that 

retailers’ handling fees should be proportionate to the burden placed on them rather than 

based on the value of recycling.  

 

Therefore, we believe that the Scottish Government should include measures in Primary 

Legislation to ensure that the handling fee fully compensates return points. This could 

include a requirement to conduct economic analysis of the impact of the deposit return 

scheme on return points and review it on an annual basis to determine the handling fee, 

which would also take into account factors including inflation and operating costs. This will 

ensure that the system operator is bound by legislation to fully compensate return points for 

the costs of taking back containers rather than the fee being subject to commercial decisions 

by the system operator. As this could mean that the handling fee falls short of covering the 

costs of taking back containers at the return point.     

 

Q29. Do you agree with the assessment of the potential job creation of between 12 

and 116 jobs? Please explain your reasoning. 

 

Don’t Know 

 

As part of the Scottish Government’s assessment of the potential job creation of a deposit 

return scheme, there should be consideration as to whether it is due to displacement from 

local authority household recycling collection to operation of a deposit return scheme rather 

than organic job creation.  

 

How to create additional benefits from the scheme 
 

Q30. Do you think a deposit return scheme for Scotland should pursue any additional 

benefits?  

 

Yes 

 

Q31. Are there additional benefits we have not covered that you think should be 

considered?  

 

We support the Scottish Government’s potential additional benefit to allow customers to 

donate their deposit to registered charities. However, the Scottish Government should 

ensure that additional benefits do not overwhelm the operation of the deposit return scheme, 

especially when it is first introduced. Therefore, an additional benefit to encourage better 

product design may be more appropriate for the PRN system to address or the call for 

evidence on how the tax system or other charges could reduce single-use plastic waste. 

 

                                                
40 Conversations with Swedish retail trade association in 2017 
41 Discussions with Netherland retailer in 2017 



The Scottish Government should consider whether additional benefits could include ensuring 

that retailers are adequately compensate for handling returns. We have anecdotally heard 

from retailers in the Netherlands and Sweden that retailers complain about the low amount 

that they are compensated in handling fees. In the Netherlands, retailers have even called 

for container collection points to be relocated from stores because of the cost of processing 

DRS significantly outweighs the handling fee paid to them.  

 

Who owns the system 
 

Q32. Which option do you think offers the best system ownership model to ensure the 

primary goals of a deposit return system are met?  

 

Industry operated not-for-profit 

 

The ownership of the system operator will play a key role in the accountability and delivery of 

the deposit return scheme and therefore should be representative of the whole supply chain 

involved with DRS. As such, the system operator should be accountable to a Board. Given 

that return points will play an integral role in the delivery of a deposit return scheme, we 

believe that there should also be representatives from businesses which act as return points 

on the Board.  

 

To ensure that the Board has the appropriate expertise to hold the system operator 

accountable for the delivery of the deposit return scheme, members of the Board should 

include representatives involved with the day-to-day operations of the deposit return scheme 

in their own businesses. This will allow for more technical issues to be discussed and 

resolved to ensure the smooth running of the deposit return scheme.  

 

Moreover, as part of the Scottish Government’s consideration of the system ownership of a 

deposit return scheme, they should consider which processes must be in place to ensure 

that an election of members to the Board is fair.  

 

Q33. How much emphasis should be placed on the system administrator achieving 

secondary benefits like ensuring Fair Work practices are followed and that the 

material collected is reprocessed in Scotland? 

 

The Scottish Government should ensure that the system administrator can sustain the 

operation of the deposit return scheme before considering whether it could achieve 

secondary benefits, especially when it is first introduced.  

 

Q34. What do you see as the main roles for a scheme administrator? 

 

The scheme administrator should be responsible for: 

 

• Determining which locations would be suitable to provide the most effective and 

sustainable return rate for the take back of containers through reverse vending 

machines 

• The cost of reverse vending machines  

• Ensure that the money in the deposit return scheme is fully accounted for and that 

return points are fully reimbursed.  

• Backhauling drinks containers through the supply chain 



 

Mapping Optimal Locations 

 

We believe that the system operator should be allowed to retain ownership of material in a 

deposit return scheme. Therefore, it should be up to the system operator to map optimal 

locations to host reverse vending machines to ensure that the deposit return scheme can 

achieve the highest return rate possible. The process to determine which locations should 

host reverse vending machines should be based on evidence of which locations consumers 

most frequent to ensure that the scheme is convenient to consumers. This will mean that the 

scheme has the highest chance at success to change consumer behaviour from recycling at 

kerbside to bringing drinks containers to a reverse vending machine. For example, if a 

deposit return scheme was targeted at “on-the-go” products, then return locations must be at 

locations where drinks containers are consumed “on-the-go” including transport hubs, on-

street, or workplaces.  

 

The process should also be determined by the location’s feasibility of hosting a return point. 

For example, it would be unlikely that a convenience store under 280 sqm would be able to 

sacrifice the sales space to provide a reverse vending machine. However, it could be 

practical to place a communal reverse vending machine outside the store, on a shopping 

parade for instance. The process should also consider which rural locations would be most 

convenient to consumers to ensure that a deposit return scheme is also effective in rural 

locations as well as urban. 

 

Mapping optimal locations to determine the locations of return points can also account for 

logistical issues, for example the system operator can ensure that that backhauling route for 

drinks containers is the most efficient. If every location that sells drinks was required to take 

back containers, not only would this be incredibly burdensome for convenience retailers, but 

it could overwhelm the logistical operations of the system operator.  

 

Cost of Reverse Vending Machines 

 

We welcome that the consultation recognises that RVMs could be paid through direct 

ownership of the scheme administrator. We believe that the deposit return scheme for return 

points should be cost neutral as they will face significant operational burdens, while 

manufacturers will benefit from the scheme. Therefore, we believe producer fees should be 

used to place reverse vending machines at return points to ensure that return points are not 

financially burdened from outlaying significant amounts of capital in investing in a reverse 

vending machine. 

 

Compensating Retailers 

 

If a deposit return scheme requires retailers to take back drinks containers, it must be cost 

neutral. Handling fees must cover the operating costs associated with running the scheme 

and return points should also be compensated for the necessary investment in reverse 

vending machines. Therefore, it should be the responsibility of the system operator to ensure 

that the money in the deposit return scheme is fully accounted for and that return points are 

fully reimbursed and promptly. As stated above, the system operator should also be 

responsible for compensating retailers for the investment in reverse vending machines. 

 

Backhauling 

 



We believe that the system operator should be allowed to retain ownership of the material, 

and therefore the system operator should be responsible for the material to be collected from 

return points rather than it being backhauled through existing retailer logistics. As such, we 

would support an in-house or contracted collection system for the collection of material from 

return points.  

 

If return points were required to backhaul the material using existing logistics, this would 

present challenges to the convenience sector due to the different types of convenience store 

ownership. Larger multiple retailers would own, or directly contract with, the logistics 

operation servicing their stores. Independent retailers are supplied by third party wholesalers 

who will have their own business decisions on the return of packaging to a central point for 

recycling or disposal with a specialist waste provider. In most cases, vehicles supplying 

convenience stores will service a number of outlets on each round of deliveries.  

 

The complexities of the convenience sector mean that there are already logistical issues in 

convenience retailers' backhauling and waste disposal systems. Following consultation with 

retailers, the vast majority do not currently backhaul beverage container waste. Those who 

do backhaul only accept packaging waste including shrink wrap and cardboard and aim to 

cut down on their carbon footprint by backhauling packaging when they are making 

deliveries to a store. Retailers will have waste contracts in place with either their local 

authority or a specialist waste contractor to pick up their general waste and mixed recycling 

waste. According to ACS’ Voice of Local Shops survey, the majority (60%) of Scottish 

independent convenience retailers use local authority collection for their mixed recycling.42  

 

If return points are required to backhaul the material using existing logistics, retailers and 

wholesalers will also have to consider the impact of a deposit return scheme on the hygiene 

of the container backhauling process as containers collected would be of unknown 

cleanliness. It’s likely that retailers would need to adapt their vehicles to ensure the hygiene 

of their vehicle remains at a high standard. In addition, for a convenience retailer, the 

potential to have a mix of stores on a delivery/collection route with and without bottle 

crushing/compaction would add a further level of complexity in dealing with the returned 

bottles.   

 

As recognised in the consultation, the organisation responsible for moving returned 

containers from the return point to a bulking or counting centre would need to be registered 

as a waste carrier. Many independent retailers will not have access to existing logistics in 

respect of backhauling services. 40% of the sector are unaffiliated independent retailers43 

who would have no (or very limited) access to backhauling services and as such would need 

to pay for returns to be collected from their store or transport the returned containers 

themselves.    

 

How the system is regulated 
 

Q35. Which option for regulating producers do you think is most appropriate? Please 

explain your reasons.  

 

Regulation by the scheme administrator 

 

                                                
42 ACS Voice of Local Shops survey 
43 ACS Scottish Local Shop Report 2018 



Q36. Which option for regulating return sites, including retailers, is most appropriate? 
Please explain your reasons.  
 

Regulation by the scheme administrator 

 

The responsibilities for regulating return sites should lie between the scheme administrator 

and Trading Standards. The scheme administrator should have the responsibility for 

ensuring the information, deposit, and material flow from the return point while Trading 

Standards should be responsible for the physical operation of the take back of containers at 

return points to ensure that it complies with food hygiene and health and safety regulations.  

 

Q37. What level of regulatory power do you think is appropriate for the system 

administrator? 

 

The system administrator must be overseen by the Scottish Government to ensure that its 

actions for enforcement can be held to account.  

 

Q38. In particular, do you think the administrator should have a role in approving 

products that go on sale to make sure they are compatible with the scheme?  

 

Yes 

 

We agree that the scheme administrator should have a role in approving products that go on 

sale to make sure they are compatible with the scheme. However, the exact role that they 

would play must be further explored and consulted upon before defined to ensure there are 

no unintended consequences. 

 

Q39. Do you agree that the Scottish Government should be responsible for regulating 

the system administrator?  

 

Yes 

 

Q39a. If yes, should this be done via SEPA?  

 

No 

 

Q39b. If no, what other organisation would take on this role? 

 

While the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s expertise is to ensure that business and 

industry is aware of and complies with environmental regulation, which suggests that they 

should be responsible for regulating the deposit return scheme, we do not believe that its 

expertise would extend to all of the system administrator’s responsibilities. For instance, 

SEPA could have oversight of waste collection management processes and the flow of 

materials, but it would not be appropriate for an environmental agency to oversight of the 

deposit through the supply chain. Therefore, there must be oversight not only of the material 

through the scheme, but also the data collection and reporting, and the scheme’s finances 

including deposit and handling fees, by the appropriate government body. 

 

Questions on Example Systems 
 



Q40. Which example do you think best matches the ambition of a deposit return 

system to increase the rate and quality of recycling and reduce littering?  

 

Example 1  

 

Q41. Do you agree with the assessment of Example 1?  

 

No 

 

We believe that none of the four examples proposed in the consultation should be 

considered as the desired model for a deposit return scheme in Scotland. However, we 

believe that Example 1 has the potential to be amended into a well-designed deposit return 

scheme that could be introduced in Scotland.  

 

We believe that as the example sets out, return points should be at designated locations, 

however, we disagree with the example’s assumption that they should be placed in public 

locations such as recycling centres or public car parks in all towns over 1,000 people. Is the 

population of an area the most appropriate metric to determine the location of a return point 

and whether a consumer will engage with the scheme? We do not believe that it takes into 

account the value of the location itself and that it would be more effective to determine where 

return points are located based on the footfall of the location and the convenience to 

consumers, for example how it relates to their shopping and consumption habits. We agree 

with the statement in the consultation that “if designated return points are not located in 

major shopping areas or are otherwise central, people could find themselves making a 

special trip to return their containers rather than doing it as part of their normal shopping 

pattern.” Therefore, analysis should be undertaken on where the most convenient locations 

to consumer are. If these strategic locations are then designated as return points, we believe 

that the deposit return scheme would achieve a higher return rate than the estimated 60% in 

the example.  

 

Moreover, the example does attempt to engage rural consumers with the scheme by 

assuming locations of return points would be in areas with populations of 1,000 or more, as 

the Scottish Government’s definition of rural areas is with a population of less than 3,000 

people44. Using strategic locations for return points would also support the system operator 

in determining which rural locations would be most convenient to consumers to ensure that a 

deposit return scheme is also effective in rural locations as well as urban. 

 

We are generally positive with the scope of the materials included in this example, 

particularly regarding the exemption of HDPE packaging which presents additional hygiene 

issues for return points as mainly products contained in HDPE packaging are dairy products. 

However, we do not believe glass should be in scope of a deposit return scheme as it 

presents logistical issues for return points and health and safety issues for staff.  

 

We believe the Example 1 can be built upon the achieve a well-designed deposit return 

scheme in Scotland. ACS’ preferred model for a deposit return scheme for Scotland includes 

the following principles: 

 

• Return points should be determined by strategically mapping locations rather than 

mandating every location that sells drinks to take back containers. 

                                                
44 Table 1 Scottish Government 6-Fold Urban/Rural Classification 2009-10 

https://www.gov.scot/Publications/2012/03/5755/1


• An automated system (through reverse vending machines) should be used for the 

take back of containers as it is not feasible for a small retail business to manually 

manage returns in their store due to the pressures and risks it would place on staff.  

• Shops smaller than 280 sqm should be exempt from the scheme as they have limited 

sales and storage space to facilitate a deposit return scheme. However, the Scottish 

Government should allow small retailers to apply to opt in if they wish to take the 

commercial decision to participate in the system.  

• Handling fees must cover the necessary investment in reverse vending machines 

and the operating costs associated with running the scheme, so that a DRS is cost 

neutral for return points.  

• The system operator should be responsible for the costs for purchasing, installing, 

maintaining reverse vending machines, and backhauling of material through the 

supply chain.  

• The system should be first and foremost intended as a way of tackling plastic waste, 

therefore, PET bottles should be in scope of a deposit return scheme, alongside 

metal drinks cans. Glass presents logistical challenges for return points as well as 

health and safety issues for staff while including cartons and disposable cups in 

scope would mean that return points would be required to accept them manually.    

• A deposit return scheme should target “on-the-go” products as the capture rate for 

these products for recycling is low and would also minimise the impact of a DRS on 

kerbside household recycling collections.  

• The system operator should be accountable to a Board including representatives 

from return points. Members of the board should include representatives from 

businesses who deal with the day-to-day operations of DRS.  

 

Q42. Do you agree with the assessment of Example 2?  

 

No 

 

While the example is similar to our proposed recommendation that the system operator 

should designate strategic locations to host reverse vending machines, it uses a set distance 

to require locations to offer take back collection facilities rather than considering which 

locations would be more convenient for consumers to encourage a higher return rate.  

 

We do not necessarily agree that distance is the most appropriate metric to determine which 

locations should take back containers under a deposit return scheme. Instead, we would 

encourage the Scottish Government to determine strategic locations based on footfall of 

consumers to ensure return locations are convenient to consumers while minimising the 

burdens on convenience retailers.  

 

We would welcome clarity on how retailers would be required to take back containers under 

Example 2 in practice. Would the system operator make the retailer aware that they were 

required to take back containers or provide facilities, and would this be through a commercial 

agreement with the retailer and the system operator or would the retailer be approached by 

the enforcement body?  

  

Unlike Example 3 and 4, Example 2 does not acknowledge the costs that return points would 

face from taking back containers. As stated in the example, certain retailers will be required 

to provide take back facilities if there is not a designated drop off point within a certain 

distance. This will mean that retailers will be required to invest in reverse vending machines. 



Not only does this cost retailers by outlaying capital for the reverse vending machine but also 

from the sales space in store that will be sacrificed in order to host the RVM. Currently these 

costs are not accounted for in this example. We would welcome clarity whether this cost is 

assumed to be covered by the system operator or whether these costs have yet to be 

accounted for but would be fully compensated by the system operator like in Examples 3 

and 4.  

 

We do not agree with the scope of materials included within the example. Cartons and 

disposable cups would present additional issues for return points as it would require some 

form of manual handling as cartons and disposable cups cannot be accepted through a 

reverse vending machine. As stated in response to Question 15, this would place significant 

operational burdens on return points. The example also includes glass and HDPE materials 

in scope, which we do not support. We believe that including glass will present additional 

logistical issues as well as risk the health and safety of staff at return points while HDPE 

presents additional hygiene concerns as many of the products contained in HDPE are dairy 

products.  

 

Q43. Do you agree with the assessment of Example 3?  

 

No 

 

We do not agree that every location that sells drinks containers should be mandated to take 

back containers under a deposit return scheme. We believe that a  deposit return scheme 

would place considerable burdens on convenience retailers if they are required to be take 

back locations, particularly as the consultation proposes that all 4,962 convenience stores in 

Scotland (the majority of which are independent retailers) would be obligated to participate in 

a deposit return scheme. We would argue that the higher return rate assumed in Example 3 

is at the expense of return points where there will be a higher impact on their operations. 

 

Example 3 assumes that the cost of running/compensating the 17,407 return points would 

be £859m over a 25-year period, which is equivalent to £1,974 per store each year. While 

the example sets out that return points would be fully compensated meaning that running a 

DRS will be cost neutral for them, we would like to clarify how the Scottish Government 

intends to implement this. We have concerns that handling fees may not adequately 

compensate retailers, as is the case in the Netherlands and Sweden. Therefore, we believe 

economic analysis of the impact of a deposit return scheme on return points should be 

reviewed annually to determine the handling fee and that it appropriately compensates 

retailers. We believe that this requirement should be incorporated into Primary Legislation to 

ensure that the system operator is bound to fully compensate return points by law rather 

than determining the handling fee on a commercial basis.   

 

Example 3 acknowledges that return points would accept containers through a combination 

of manual handling an automated system. As set out in response to Question 14, it is not 

feasible for a small retail business to manually manage returns in the store due to the limited 

space in store, the pressures and risks this would place on staff, and the hygiene issues it 

presents. Therefore, the introduction of a deposit return scheme in Scotland should require a 

network of automated reverse vending machines rather than requiring return points to accept 

returns manually. 

 

In addition, to minimise the impact of a deposit return scheme on convenience retailers, 

shops smaller than 280 sqm should be exempt from the scheme as they have limited sales 



and storage space to facilitate a deposit return scheme. However, the Scottish Government 

should allow small retailers to apply to opt in voluntarily if they take the commercial decision 

to take back containers.  

 

As stated in response to Question 3, we believe that the scope of materials included within a 

deposit return scheme should not included glass as it presents logistical and health and 

safety issues for staff at return points.  

 

Q44. Do you agree with the assessment of Example 4?  

 

No 

 

We have the same concerns regarding Example 4 as set out in response to Question 43 

regarding the locations which would be mandated to take back containers. However, 

Example 4 presents additional issues for return points as it would require some form of 

manual handling as cartons and disposable cups cannot be accepted through a reverse 

vending machine. As stated in response to Question 15, this would place significant 

operational burdens on return points. Therefore, Example 4 would be far more burdensome 

than Example 3. 

 

Under this example, a deposit return scheme would cost £874m over a period for 25 years, 

equivalent to each £2,008 per return point every year. We again would like to clarify how the 

Scottish Government intends to ensure that return points are compensated. If each return 

point incurs a loss of £2,008 each year, they should be compensated fully and promptly. 

Would this be solely through handling fees or by subsiding the costs of a reverse vending 

machine?  

 

Q45. How do you think the NPV model could be further developed? What other factors 

should be included in the models? 

 

While the NPV model considers the impact on smaller retailers with strategic objective 4 

looking at the positive impact of a deposit return scheme on small businesses, it appears 

that this is only relation to procurement. Another factor that should be included in the model 

is the impact on small businesses in relation to their role in a deposit return scheme, for 

instance, the model should consider the impact on small business’ role as a return point.  

 

Q46. What economic risks or opportunities do you see in introducing a deposit return 

scheme in Scotland? 

 

76% of convenience stores in Scotland are owned and operated by independent, small 

retailers. It is a highly entrepreneurial sector, 26% have established their business within the 

last five years, and 22% of shop owners in Scotland work over 70 hours per week45. These 

statistics demonstrate the importance of cutting red tape for the owners and operators of 

these businesses and to ensure the continued growth of this sector.  Entrepreneurs are 

significantly hampered by complex administrative burdens. Therefore, we urge the Scottish 

Government to mitigate the impact of a deposit return scheme on the convenience sector to 

encourage entry to the sector as well as further investment.  

 

                                                
45 ACS Scottish Local Shop Report 2018 



Moreover, we believe that a deposit return scheme has the potential to divert a certain 

amount of high value recycling out of the local authority collection system, which could have 

an impact on the economics of kerbside collections. Populus polling of over 2,000 

consumers in 2017 found that 70% of respondents said that they would rather have their 

plastic bottles and cans continue to be collected through kerbside collections than through a 

deposit return scheme. Therefore, the Scottish Government should consider how it can 

mitigate the impact of a deposit return scheme to ensure that it does not have a detrimental 

impact to local authority kerbside recycling, for example, by targeting only “on-the-go” 

products which are not commonly recycled in household collections.  

 

Q47. Do you see particular risks with any of the examples? 

 

Examples 2, 3 and 4 present particular risks for convenience retailers. These relate to 

mandating every location that sells drinks containers to take back containers and widening 

the scope of materials included within the scheme to cartons and disposable cups.  

 

We believe that mandating every location that sells drinks containers to be a return point 

would place considerable burdens on retailers. Under this proposal, all 4,962 convenience 

stores in Scotland (the majority of which are independent retailers) would be obligated to 

participate in a deposit return scheme. Retailers would be required to accept the deposit 

return, store the containers (either manually or using a Reverse Vending Machine) and 

backhaul the drinks containers to counting centres. Retailers have voiced concerns about 

the lack of space in-store to process stores, increases in staff costs, in-store delays and staff 

handling dirty containers.  

 

Each example assumes that there would be a combination of manual handling and reverse 

vending machines to take back containers. From consultation with ACS members, we know 

that accepting containers back manually, over the counter, would not be practical or 

workable. In a manual system, a staff member would have to check that the bottle is in the 

scheme, scan it (if they have an EPoS system), store it by till, clean and process the bottles 

and store in a secure container either at back of house or outside then ensure that they have 

backhauling systems in place. An automated system would mitigate some of the concerns 

raised by retailers including the pressures on staff to process returns, in-store delays and 

hygiene concerns.  

 

Moreover, Examples 2 and 4 would include cartons and disposable cups within the scheme. 

The Scottish Government should ensure that the products in scope are manageable in the 

operation of the system. Therefore, we believe that cartons and disposable cups should not 

be in scope of a DRS as they would not be able to be accepted by most RVMs and therefore 

would have to be accepted manually, which presents significant operational implications for 

return points. 

 

Q48. What action do you think we could take to maximise the opportunities and 

minimise the risks of any of the approaches? 

 

To mitigate the risks of the examples proposed, particularly examples 3 & 4, the Scottish 

Government must consider meaningful exemptions for small shops and other food service 

businesses such as introducing an exemption for shops smaller than 280 sqm from being 

required to take back containers (as recommended in response to Question 15). For stores 

exempt from taking back containers under a deposit return scheme due to their size, the 



Scottish Government should allow them to apply to opt in voluntarily if they take the 

commercial decision that they want to take back containers in their business.  

 

As set out in response to Question 14, it is not feasible for a small retail business to 

manually manage returns in the store due to the limited space in store, the pressures and 

risks this would place on staff, and the hygiene issues it presents. Therefore, the introduction 

of a deposit return scheme in Scotland should require a network of automated reverse 

vending machines rather than requiring return points to accept returns manually. The system 

operator should be responsible for such reverse vending machines including the costs for 

purchasing, installing, maintaining reverse vending machines, and backhauling of material 

through the supply chain to ensure that an automated system does not place additional 

costs on return points. 

 

The Outline Business Case suggests that an opportunity for a deposit return scheme is 

increased footfall for retailers. However, the consultation document states that one of the 

aims of a deposit return scheme is convenience to consumers stating that if “designated 

return points are not located in major shopping areas or are otherwise central, people could 

find themselves making a special trip to return their containers rather than doing it as part of 

their normal shopping pattern”. As such, we do not believe an opportunity of any of these 

approaches is increased footfall for retailers as if a scheme is convenient for consumers then 

returns will take place within their normal shopping pattern rather than as a separate trip to 

the store.  

 

Co-operation with the UK Government  
 

Q49. Do you think being part of a UK-wide system would be beneficial for deposit 

return in Scotland? Please explain your reasons.  

 

Yes.  

 

We believe it would be beneficial for the Scottish Government to work towards a UK-wide 

system rather than a Scotland only deposit return scheme. A number of our members 

operate across the UK, therefore, consistency in the operation of a deposit return scheme 

across the UK is important to minimise burdens for businesses having to comply with 

different regulations for each country. A UK-wide deposit return scheme would also reduce 

the likelihood of cross-border fraud. 

 

A deposit return scheme will require new infrastructure and operation of waste collection. 

Therefore, it is imperative that it is delivered consistently across the UK to minimise burdens 

on the whole supply chain. For manufacturers this could mean only producing one label for 

its products across the UK, while for retailers it is understanding the locations which are 

required to take back containers and how, and which materials are in scope of the scheme. 

Moreover, a deposit return scheme should be straightforward and convenient to consumers, 

therefore, a single unified scheme will ensure that the deposit level remains the same across 

the UK and there is consistency for which containers can be returned.  

 

A UK-wide deposit return scheme could also ensure that it fits with other policies current 

being considered at Westminster, such as the Department for Environment, Food and Rural 

Affairs’ plans for PRN reform and HM Treasury’s recent call for evidence on how the tax 

system or other charges could reduce single-use plastic waste.  

 



Q50. Do you think having compatible but separate systems would achieve the same 

effect as a single system? Please explain your reasons.  

 

No 

 

A single UK-wide system would be more effective than four separate systems in England, 

Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland. Having four separate schemes would lead to 

inconsistencies and operational issues for industry across the supply chain, placing further 

burdens on businesses.  

 

This is most evident with the introduction of the single-use carrier bag charge which was 

introduced separately in Wales in 2011, Scotland in 2014, and England in 2015. Despite the 

aim of the policy – to reduce the use of plastic bags – being consistent across the UK, its 

implementation was inconsistent which meant that retailers had to comply with different 

regulations depending on where their stores were located. For example, paper bags are 

included within scope of the carrier bag charge in Wales and Scotland, but not in England. 

While only large retailers (with more than 250+ FTE employees) are required to charge for 

carrier bags in England despite smaller retailers being required to charge for carrier bags in 

Wales and Scotland.  

 

Given that the introduction of the single-use carrier bag charge was a relatively 

straightforward policy to implement, and there are apparent inconsistencies in its introduction 

that have placed additional burdens on businesses, we have concerns that separate deposit 

systems could struggle to be compatible with one another. Therefore, given the complexities 

of the implementation of a deposit return scheme, including the creation of a system 

operator and new infrastructure that will need to be implemented, the Scottish Government 

should work towards a single UK-wide scheme rather than compatible separate systems.  

 

Q51. Can you identify any risks with being part of a UK system? 

 

No. 

 

Q52. Can you identify any risks with not being part of a UK system? 

 

As stated in response to Question 49 - if the Scottish Government is to introduce a deposit 

return scheme in Scotland, there must be one single unified scheme across the United 

Kingdom. Otherwise this would cause confusion for customers and mean additional 

complexities for businesses. 

 

If Scotland is not part of a UK system, the Scottish Government will need to consider how its 

deposit return scheme would work for cross border sales as it will be more at risk for cross 

border fraud. Would containers be accepted in Scotland from England and Wales? Or would 

retailers have to refuse the refund? Would refusing containers mean another trigger point for 

violence and verbal abuse against staff? We would welcome clarity on how the Scottish 

Government intends to address these questions.  

 

Equality Impact Questions Cross Referred to the EQIA 
 

Q53. Have we correctly assessed potential impacts?  

 



The equality impact assessment currently recognises that: ‘“There is often an exemption to 

“take back a proportionate amount to that sold” therefore, a small retailer could legitimately 

refuse to take back large amounts of returns due to storage space and ask the person to go 

to an automated take back point, typically located at larger store.’ This statement in the EQIA 

recognises the impact that a manual handling system would have on small format stores – 

which we have raised concerns about throughout our submission. We have concerns about 

how such an exemption would work in practice, for example, at what threshold could a 

retailer reject returns, and could this to be a trigger for violence and verbal abuse for shop 

workers enforcing such a threshold in-store?  

 

Therefore, instead of introducing an exemption where small retailers could refuse to accept 

large amounts of returns, which would also create customer confusion and dissatisfaction 

with the scheme, a deposit return scheme should be automated, only accepting returns 

through reverse vending machines placed at strategic locations. This would allow small 

retailers to accommodate for large returns as it does not place the same pressures on staff 

like a manual system does.  

 

54. Do you think the proposed mitigation is comprehensive?  

 

No  

 

The equality impact assessment does not consider the impact that the introduction of a 

deposit return scheme would have on people with protected characteristics in comparison to 

taking no action and maintaining the status quo. The EQIA only considers the impact that 

each element of each example of how a deposit return scheme would work as proposed in 

the consultation. The EQIA should consider exploring what impact the introduction of deposit 

return scheme infrastructure would have on people with protected characteristics. For 

instance, in research commissioned last year, it would be difficult to return containers for 

those without cars, the housebound, or less mobile. Therefore, a higher proportion of those 

with long term disabilities (73%) or those aged over 65 years old (76%) supported household 

collections instead of a deposit return scheme46. 

 

                                                
46 Populus Online Connsumer polling March 2017 


