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I am grateful for the opportunity to respond to some of the points contained 
within the above Bill and submit the following for consideration: 
 
My main issue of concern is in relation to Question 15, Waste Reduction and 
Recycling, and in particular the section relating to charges for carrier bags. 
However, many of the issues of concern can be applied to many of the other 
questions set out in the Call for Views document. 
 
Committee members will be familiar with the Environmantal Levy on Plastic 
Bags (Scotland) Bill, introduced in June 2005 by Mike Pringle MSP, which 
was unanimously rejected by the then Environmantal and Rural Development 
Committee (ERDC) and subsequently withdrawn by the proposer in October 
2006.   
 
I would like to remind the Committee that this was one of the most detailed 
examination of any Bill brought before the Scottish Parliament which, 
incidentally, received in excess of 1,200 responses with over 1,000 of those 
responses opposing the proposal to implement charging for carrier bags.  I 
may add that it was also estimated to have cost the taxpayers of Scotland 
somewhere in the region of £2 million for the the process, procedures and due 
diligence carried out by the ERDC.   
 
In considering all the evidence before them the ERDC also took into 
consideration an independently commissioned report on behalf of the Scottish 
Executive conducted by AET Technology (AEAT).  This report initially stated 
that the introduction of a charge for carrier bags would lead to an increase in 
Scotland's waste arisings by some 4,500 tonnes annually due to other types 
of carrier bags, such as paper carrier bags, being used as alternatives to 
conventional plastic carrier bags.  The figure of 4,500 tonnes was 
subsequently proven, with factual evidence, to be totally incorrect and grossly 
underestimated.  Consequently the figure of 4.500 tonnes, in agreement with 
the Executive, was revised upwards to 13,700 tonnes per annum. 
 
In April 2008, accompanied by a Statement of Reasons, a second attempt to 
introduce his Bill was lodged by the same Member and considered by the 
current Rural Affairs and Environment Committee (RAEC) and was again 
rejected on the same grounds as the previous ERDC since no new evidence 
was presented to the RAEC in support of the Bill.  It should also be noted that 
the Bill had fallen in May 2008 since no further proposals had been lodged 
within the required timescale. 
 
The inclusion of carrier bags within the Climate Change Bill suggests that all 
the considerations, findings and conclusions of both the ERDC and RAEC 
have been totally disregarded in what can only be described as a "witch hunt" 



against carrier bags by those ill-informed and ill-advised.  It is a proven fact 
that by charging for carrier bags, waste arisings will ulimately increase, 
greenhouse gases will ultimately increase and carbon emissions will 
ultimately increase, thereby defeating the whole objective of the Climate 
Change Bill which is to reduce all three. 
 
The original voluntary agreement objective agreed with all parties was to 
reduce, by 25 per cent the environmental IMPACT of plastic carrier bags over 
a two year period, and, by early 2008, and having cleary demonstrated that 
this target would be achieved, the goal-posts were suddenly changed, after 
only 12 months, from a 25 per cent reduction in the environmental impact of 
carrier bags to a 25 per cent reduction in their NUMBERS.  What we now 
have in the market place is a plethora of carrier bags in all different types of 
materials adversely affecting the long term objectives and our desires to 
reduce profligacy. 
 
Paper bags that truly are "single use" and end up in landfill, Jute bags that 
can't be recycled because they're lined with the heavier LD type plastic and 
therefore end up in landfill, Cotton bags that can't be recycled because many 
have the handles stuffed with a so called "fabric" that's nothing more than a 
common permeable plastic material, they end up in landfill, Woven and Non-
Woven Polypropylene, Nylon etc, etc, etc.  Each and every one of them has a 
greater environmentally damaging impact through the carbon dioxide and 
methane emissions released when in landfill, substantial increases in 
transportation, fuel, carcinogenic emissions and decreased energy efficiency. 
 
We have heard the cries of late from many politicians who wish "ban plastic 
bags", unfortunately they've failed to take on board the recent exchange in the 
House of Commons where Mr Ellwood asked of the Environment Minister, 
Jane Kennedy, if there were plans to enable local authorities to prohibit the 
use of "single-use" carrier bags, to which the Minister responded:  "The 
Government have no such plans. It would be illegal under EU law to 
prohibit the use of bags, and the Government have no plans to do so or 
empower local authorities to do so. A very significant reduction in the number 
of single-use carriers distributed by supermarkets is in prospect following the 
agreement reached between the Government and the British Retail 
Consortium in December, under which leading supermarkets have pledged to 
reduce bags by 50% by the spring". (Hansard, 19th January 2009) 
 
Another ill-informed and ill-advised term used by many is the term "single-
use" in relation to plastic carrier bags.  Following correspondence to Cabinet 
Secrtary for Rural Affairs and Environment, Richard Lochhead, as to his 
frequent use of the term "single-use", his reply of the 6th January 2009 was to 
agree that the term "single-use" should NOT be used. 
 
Furthermore, I can also bring to your attention a Scottish Government 
sponsored article that appeared in a Scottish daily newspaper on July 17th 
2008 where a so called "Eco friendly" Jute shopping bag was being promoted 
by the newspaper and a supermarket chain.   On finding that this bag 
released a black / blue dye when wet a sample bag (Laboratory Reference 



50167602) was presented for examination to the Public Analyst for West 
Lothian, Dr Andrew Mackie, who's report concluded "I do not consider that the 
amount of dye which might leach from the bag under normal conditions of use 
would have any effect on food carried in the bag, provided it was contained 
in protective packaging".    "Food not protected by packaging carried in 
the bag might be affected by dye leached from the bag should it become 
wet.  This is undesirable, although is unlikely to present a significant hazard 
to health."  For reasons unknown, no further analysis was carried out on 
possible contaminants contained within the dye such as a lead content, often 
found in dyes and paints, or phthalates. 
 
I can also confirm, in relation to the above Jute bag promotion, that a 
successful compensation claim for articles of material irreparably damaged 
due to the leachage of dye from one of those bags was made by a member of 
the public to both parties involved in the promotion, the claim being settled in 
full.   
 
Members of the Committee, much nonsense has been spoken with regards to 
plastic carrier bags and I would respectfully request that both the TICC 
Committee and the RAE Committee endorse the findings and decisions made 
by the former ERDC and current RAEC, both of whom, after great 
deliberations rejected calls to impose a charge on carrier bags.  The following 
figures, based on projections which can then be accurately calculated, show 
just how damaging an effect on our Scottish environment alone this persistent 
and ill-advised drive to curtail the use of plastic carrier bags will have. 
 
The figures show the assumptions and consequences upon reaching a 50% 
reduction in plastic carrier bag usage with half of that 50% remaining as 
lightweight supermarket carrier bags.  The projected percentages of HDPE, 
LDPE, paper, woven and non woven polypropylene, jute, cotton and other 
types of bags are all included in the 2009 figures which are based on the 2006 
baseline figure used by WRAP. 
 
Mid 2009 Projections based on a 50% reduction in plastic carrier bags in 
Scotland: 
                                                                                                                                                      
2006/7                                  Mid  2009 
 
Weight of all carriers (tonnes):                                                                                                     
10,600                                    38,340                               
 
Weight of transit cardboard packaging (tonnes):                                                                           
700                                      4,100 
 
Transport and Landfill volumes in cubic mtrs:                                                                             
27,700                                  232,500 
 
20ft Containers required for one journey:                                                                                      
3,500                                     29,100 
 



Pallets required for delivery (assumed to be full pallets):                                                           
76,100                                  639,300  
 
 
In closing may I take this opportunity to make myself available to the 
Committee where I would be only to willing to enhance in greater detail the 
factual realities of the environmental impact and damage the introduction of a 
charge on carrier bags would bring, not only to Scotland but to the UK as a 
whole. 
 
Baggit Ltd 
9 February 2009 


