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This submission is presented on behalf of the Scottish Beer & Pub 
Association, the Society of Independent Brewers, the National Association of 
Cider Makers, the Gin and Vodka Association, the Wine & Spirit Trade 
Association and British Hospitality Association Scotland. Our members 
represent the vast majority of alcohol retailed in Scotland as well as 
supermarkets, pubs, restaurants and hotels. As responsible members of the 
business community we fully appreciate the dangers of Climate Change, have 
adopted policies to counter it and will support effective, proportionate 
measures to deal with this important issue. 
 
Alcohol drinks producers have taken significant steps in recent years to 
reduce the amount of packaging they use. Working with the Waste & 
Resources Action Programme (WRAP), major steps have been taken to 
reduce the amount of glass in bottles, whether this is in beer, cider, wine or 
spirits. All our drinks sold in cans and bottles are now fully recyclable. As part 
of Climate Change Agreements Scottish producers have made extensive 
savings in Carbon emissions, and are amongst the most efficient in the world. 
 
As well as this submission, a number of our individual members will be 
making wider submissions on the Climate Change (Scotland) Bill as a whole; 
however this submission responds solely on the issue of “deposit and return”, 
as identified at Question 15 in the TICC Committee’s call for views. 
 
Our general view on deposit and return 
 
We do not believe that legislation is needed in this area. It places a 
disproportionate cost on producers and retailers, and there are more effective 
ways to increase recycling already in place, such as increased kerbside 
collection from consumers. In addition local authorities should be allowed to 
count commercial waste towards their recovery targets. 
 
As to reuse, this is now accepted as being more costly, in environmental 
terms as well as in cash, than recycling and could lead to concerns about 
hygiene and so public safety. Reuse schemes should not be encouraged 
except perhaps as a responsible procedure in tightly limited local schemes 
with full understanding of the risks and negligible Carbon footprint. 



 
The practicalities of a return and deposit scheme in Scotland 
 
Considerable cost: A deposit and return scheme would cause considerable 
additional cost to retailers. They are obliged to collect and store containers on 
behalf of manufacturers. They also have the responsibility for charging and 
returning the deposits. This places additional cost burdens throughout the 
supply chain and consequently on the consumer. Whilst this is a burden on 
the retail sector as a whole, it is particularly onerous on smaller retailers, who 
do not have the space or resource to deal with such an operation.1

 
Setup costs: As well as the ongoing costs to business the set-up costs of 
such a scheme should not be ignored. Automated tills would need to be 
amended to allow the charging of a deposit, and there would also be training 
costs involved to assist staff in recognising which products are obliged to pay 
a deposit. 
 
Potential for fraud: Putting a financial value on a container clearly 
incentivises potential criminality. With a value attached to each container 
there is the risk of fraud, whereby non-deposit paying containers are 
exchanged in return for a deposit. This can be negated in part by training (at a 
cost) but if the financial value is sufficient, then there is the potential for more 
sophisticated fraud. Deposits can also lead to people searching through litter 
for containers with deposits. There is also a danger with such a scheme that it 
could lead to counterfeiting of products as reused bottles lose their brand 
identity. 
 
On-trade issues: The practicalities within the on-trade (pubs, clubs, 
restaurants, etc) are even more difficult. For a busy pub to operate a scheme 
would be very difficult indeed. A pub would be burdened with the same cost 
pressures as other retailers but would suffer particularly at closing time. There 
is likely to be a large number of people leaving at the same time, demanding 
the return of their deposit. This would cause huge problems for bar staff, who 
are concentrating on the orderly dispersal of their customers. A busy bar 
would be likely to need additional staff to deal with deposits, imposing 
additional costs on the business. If a deposit and return scheme were to be 
introduced, it seems logical that on-trade premises are excluded due to the 
specific aforementioned issues, especially given that existing arrangements 
already ensure high levels of recycling take place. 
 
Cross-border deposits: A further issue arises with cross-border deposits. 
With a deposit scheme in Scotland and not in England there is the potential 
for Scottish retailers to be disadvantaged. Firstly, as the upfront cost will be 
lower in England then Scottish consumers are likely to purchase from 
England, particularly if this is a large purchase. The second potential 
downside is that consumers will purchase their goods in England and redeem 

                                                           
1 The brewing industry has recently been considering a deposit scheme for kegs and casks. This is totally unrelated 
to this issue and was as a result of container thefts due to the high value of scrap metal. The scheme has not been 
introduced due to the high costs involves, even with much larger containers than bottles. 



the deposit in Scotland. If this was carried out on a large scale then this could 
cause significant costs to Scottish retailers. 
 
Cash flow: Retailers are also likely to have issues arising from cash flow. 
Whilst the scheme should be broadly neutral, a situation could arise where 
certain retailers are liable to pay out more through deposits than they receive. 
For example, consumers may buy from their local shop on a regular basis but 
then redeem their deposits during their weekly deposits at a supermarket, 
potentially acting as a disincentive to accept containers for recycling. 
Alternatively the opportunity could arise where a consumer stores up the 
bottles they have bought from the supermarket and takes them to the local 
pub to collect the deposits. 
 
Producer specific issues: Without knowing all the details of a scheme it is 
difficult to identify exactly which factors are likely to hit producers hardest. 
However issues such as labelling and re-labelling, complications concerning 
transactions and the potential removal of recyclable material could all place a 
financial and logistical burden on producers, which will ultimately result in 
higher prices to the consumer. 
 
Infrastructure: In addition, to be able to reuse containers, producers would 
have to invest in major alterations to their distribution and collection 
operations and to bottling and canning plant to allow returnable containers to 
be collected, cleaned and refilled safely. 
 
Product quality: If a refillable system were to be introduced this would cause 
problems for producers in terms of maintaining excellent quality standards for 
their products. Returnable bottles became notorious for being chipped and 
generally low quality when they were commonplace in the beer market. The 
modern consumer expects a higher level of presentation from their product. 
The only remedy would be for producers to increase the amount of glass used 
in their bottle to maintain the damage caused by multiple use. This would be 
counter-productive to the aim of reducing the use of packaging used in 
products. 
 
Light-weighted bottles: Enormous steps have been taken by producers to 
introduce light-weighted bottles, and these are nearly universal in the 
alcoholic drinks sector. This has brought significant benefits in terms of 
reducing environmental and financial costs. This type of glass cannot be 
reused as it would be unsafe but can be recycled. 
 
Uneconomic: Further, the reuse of glass containers has been shown to be 
uneconomic in cash and environmental terms. The costs of distribution and 
return and then reuse are higher than the use of one-trip bottles followed by 
efficient kerbside recycling. 
 
Benefits of kerbside collection: In terms of long-term solutions to the 
recycling of beverage containers, the most cost-effective solution must be 
specialised kerbside collection. A deposit and return scheme results in a 
proliferation of sites needing to collect, store and administer a scheme before 



the containers are even removed for recycling. With kerbside collections still 
needed for other forms of waste/recycling collection the most cost- and 
environment-efficient method of recycling must be a centralised system of 
collection. Building up a critical mass of recyclable material on routes gives 
the economies of scale necessary to make this happen – and reducing the 
kerbside collection volume is likely to result in higher prices for remaining 
users. 
 
Local Authority targets: Another option to increase recycling, particularly in 
the on-trade, is to allow Local Authorities to count commercial recycling 
towards their recycling targets. This would lead to an increase in recycling of 
containers sold in the on-trade. It would also encourage pubs to site bottle 
banks on their premises, providing a service to the wider community – and 
consequently boosting recycling without the need for additional costs to the 
consumer. These actions as well as increased information to the general 
public would be a far more effective method of increasing recycling rates and 
reducing packaging waste. 
 
General points 
 
Clause 58 of the proposed legislation states that the Climate Change Bill will 
enable Ministers, by regulation, to introduce a deposit and return scheme. 
While the Bill will not introduce such a scheme in itself, we would suggest this 
approach, of introducing such a major policy change by regulation, rather than 
by primary legislation will inevitably mean any future development in this area 
could be introduced with far less scrutiny by the Scottish Parliament.  We do 
not believe the current approach is a sensible one, especially given that the 
scope of the powers which could be granted to Scottish Government Ministers 
by Clause 58 are so wide-ranging and currently lacking in detail that they are 
difficult to meaningfully respond to. 
 
The Scottish Government have not actually indicated their intention of 
pursuing the introduction of a “deposit and return” scheme, at this stage, or 
indeed at some point in the future.  We would hope that the Committee’s 
deliberations on the Climate Change Bill would clarify the Scottish 
Government’s stance on this issue and that the final legislation would reflect 
their position and plans.  
 
In any event we would hope that the Committee would reject the concept of a 
“deposit and return” scheme in light of our concerns, and the availability of 
other more effective policy options to increase recycling rates.  We are willing 
to supply further information and comment if required by the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee. 
 



Trade Bodies Supporting This Submission 
 
The Scottish Beer and Pub Association 
 
The Association’s members are Scotland's brewing and large pub companies 
representing the licensed trade industry in Scotland. The main aim of the 
Association is to contribute to the economic and social wellbeing of Scotland 
through employment, investment and training. SBPA’s members account for 
1,500 of the 5,200 licensed public houses in Scotland. 
 
The Society of Independent Brewers 
 
Formed in 1980 as the Small Independent Brewers’ Association, to represent 
the interests of the emerging new wave of microbrewers.  With growing 
credibility and campaigning success, SIBA has come to represent the broad 
spectrum of the independent brewing sector. There is no longer a ceiling on 
membership and the Society of Independent Brewers – renamed in 1995 – is 
now one of the most authoritative and respected bodies in the brewing 
industry. 
 
The National Association of Cider Makers 
 
The voice of the UK’s cider makers.  Founded in 1920, the National 
Association of Cider Makers (NACM) is the governing body of the cider and 
perry industry in the UK. It represents both the larger producers and the many 
hundreds of smaller scale Cider Makers.  The NACM itself is a member of the 
Association of the Cider and Fruit Wine Industries of the European Union and 
through this body is able to represent the interests of Cider Makers with the 
European Union. 
 
The Gin and Vodka Association 
 
The Gin and Vodka Association is a non-profit, non-trading association.  
Membership is open to any individual, firm, limited company or corporation, 
which is a producer, brand owner or importer of gin or vodka. There are 
currently 35 members who, between them, represent an estimated 98% of the 
gin and vodka trades in the UK.    
 
The Wine and Spirit Trade Association 
 
Established in 1824, the WSTA represents the whole of the wine and spirit 
supply chain including producers, importers, wholesalers, bottlers, warehouse 
keepers, logistics specialists, brand owners, licensed retailers and 
consultants.  The WSTA has over 330 members and works with them to 
promote the responsible production, marketing and sale of Alcohol and to 
share best practice with the entire trade.    
 
 
 
 



The British Hospitality Association (BHA) In Scotland 
 
The BHA is the national association for the hotel, restaurant and catering 
industry and it has been representing the hotel, restaurant and catering 
industry for over 90 years.  The BHA represents some 3,000 establishments 
in Scotland, across all sections of the industry – not just group-owned 
properties, but also hundreds of individually owned hotels and restaurants. 
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