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Yes – the Digital DRS working group impact assessment shows that the cost (both financial and environmental) of allocating and printing unique 

codes on packaging for collection at kerbside is lower than the cost of installing equipment for consumers to return to store, as long as procedures 

to ensure a quality kerbside sort, such as those being demonstrated in Wales, are implemented. In addition, we could capture more containers at 
kerbside using digital – beverage containers and milk bottles. 

54. Do you support the proposal to introduce a new permitted development right for reverse vending machines, to support the ease of 
implementation for the scheme? 

Yes

 54.a Do you have any amendments or additional parameters you would propose are reflected in the permitted development right? 

Alcohol licence variations for DRS machine installation should be made simple and cheap. The proposal that reverse vending machines must not 
be situated within 15 metres of the curtilage of a building used for residential purposes may be problematic for small retailers which are situated 

close to residential properties, such as city centres or local convenience stores. 

Chapter 6: Labelling
 55. Do you agree that the following should be part of a mandatory label for deposit return scheme products? 

56. Are you aware of further measures that can be taken to reduce the incidence and likelihood of fraud in the system? 

Integrated barcodes can be used to hide a sophisticated code within container artwork, thereby reducing space needed on pack. QR codes 

can be printed on containers using inkjet technology at point of filling. GS1UK are the leaders in this field and hold 90% of existing barcode 

information. Other DRS systems such as Germany use anti-counterfeiting inks which are detectable by RVMs and distributed under licence by the 

DMO. Near field communication technology for packaging is a growing area that may have fraud reduction benefits (although costs are likely to 

make this unfeasible at present).

 57. Do you agree with our proposals to introduce mandatory labelling, considering the above risk with regards to containers placed on the 

market in Scotland? 

Yes

 58. Do you consider the risk of incorrectly labelled products entering the markets of England, Wales or Northern Ireland via Scotland to be a 

significant risk? Please provide any evidence to support your answer. 

Yes

 58.a Please provide any evidence to support your answer. 

We would encourage governments in all regions to work together to enable a consistent labelling requirement across the United Kingdom.

 59. Do you consider leaving any labelling requirements to industry to be a better option than legislating for mandatory labelling requirements? 

No

 59.a Please explain your answer. 

We would encourage governments in all regions to work together to enable a consistent labelling requirement across the United Kingdom.

 60. Are you aware of any other solutions for smaller producers who may not currently label their products? Please explain your answer. 

No. We are not aware of any products that are currently sold unlabelled as that would contradict the Food Information Regulation.

 61. We believe 18 months is a sufficient period of time for necessary labelling changes to be made. Do you agree? 

No

 61.a Can you provide any evidence to support your answer? 

2 years is the established period of churn for OPRL changes to take effect. We would advocate for consistency with that.

 62. Will your processes change as a result of mandatory labelling? 

Yes

 62.a Please explain your answer. 
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counterfeiting inks is mandated then this will be more complex.

 63. Do you agree that our proposed approach to labelling will be able to accommodate any future changes and innovation? 

Don't know

 63.a Are you aware of any upcoming technology in the field of labelling? 

Integrated barcodes can be used to hide a sophisticated code within container artwork, thereby reducing space needed on pack. QR codes 

can be printed on containers using inkjet technology at point of filling. GS1UK are the leaders in this field and hold 90% of existing barcode 

information. Other DRS systems such as Germany use anti-counterfeiting inks which are detectable by RVMs and distributed under licence by the 

DMO. Near field communication technology for packaging is a growing area that may have fraud reduction benefits (although costs are likely to 

make this unfeasible at present). 

Chapter 7: Local Authorities
 64. Do you agree that local authorities will be able to separate deposit return scheme containers either themselves or via agreements with 

material recovery facilities to regain the deposit value? 

No

 64.a Please explain your answer 

We don’t believe current NIR technology would be able to tell the difference between an in-scope PET bottle for beverages and a PET washing up 

liquid bottle, for example. For this to work it would have to be a manual pick.

 65. Do you agree that local authorities will be able to negotiate agreements with material recovery facilities to ensure gate fees reflect the 

increased deposit values in waste streams or a profit sharing agreement on returned deposit return scheme containers was put in place? 

Yes

 65.a Please explain your answer.

 66. In order to minimise the risk of double payments from the Deposit Management Organisation to local authorities, where should data be 

collected regarding the compositional analysis to prevent the containers then being allowed to be redeemed via return points? 

Collection of data at the point of shredding / crushing would mean the deposit cannot be redeemed twice.

 67. How difficult do you think this option would be to administer, given the need to have robust compositional analysis in place? Please explain 

your answer. 

We understand that compositional analysis would be possible in terms of material types, however what may be more difficult to administer is the 

redemption of deposits from kerbside collections.

 68. What option do you think best deals with the issue of deposit return scheme containers that continue to end up in local authority waste 

streams? 

Option 2

 68.a Please briefly state the reasons for your response. Where available, please share evidence to support your view. 

Option 2, where the Deposit Management Organisation makes payments for deposit return scheme containers appearing in all local authority 

waste streams seems the most logical option of those presented. 

Chapter 8: Compliance Monitoring and Enforcement

 69. Are there any other producer obligations you believe the Environmental Regulators should be responsible for monitoring and enforcing? 

We believe the Environmental Regulators should also ensure that the RVM authentication method for RVMs is functional and works at the point of 
redemption.

 70. Are local authorities (through the role Trading Standards and the Primary Authority Scheme) best placed to enforce certain retailer 
obligations? 

Yes

 70.a To what extent will local authorities be able to add monitoring and enforcement work for the deposit return scheme to existing duties 

they carry out with retailers? 
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71. In addition to those in the table, are there any other types of breaches not on this list that you think should be? If so, what are they? These 

may include offences for participants not listed e.g. reprocessors or exporters. 

no.

 72. Are there any vulnerable points in the system? Please explain your answer? 

Vulnerabilities in the system as proposed from our perspective are: • We require further clarification on the ‘retailer requirement to sell in-scope 

containers’. Does this mean that if a retailer chooses not to sell drinks in containers or only sells containers that are not in scope of DRS they will be in 

breach of regulations? • There is also clarification required on the point about ‘not disposing of material in the required way’ – our understanding is 

that the DMO will dispose of the materials as, once deposits are redeemed, they will be the owner of the materials, not the retailer. • We have 

some concerns over the logistics of collected materials being returned to the DMO. Will the DMO organise collection from store, or will materials 

have to be returned to a retailer’s depot first? • We suggest that maintaining segregation at the collection point is important to help keep costs 

down. Manual collection points might result in a higher risk for mixed recycling. • We need to understand if there could be a requirement to sort, 
present, weigh and / or count at the depot returns site. • Collecting returns in smaller amounts increases handling cost. We suggest the DMO thinks 

about how it would be possible to collect full or nearly full containers of material to recycle. • Some thought needs to be given to traceability when 

moving material from the depot recycling centre; we would be very supportive of a digital element in this space too, avoiding the need to 

introduce more paper ideally. • Operating capacity is a concern for depot returns. We would need to model some scenarios based on different 
levels of returns. • Knowing what we need to do with it at the depot recycling centre is essential when considering capacity • Knowing how the 

recycled material is expected to be presented to a recognised recycling business is important. • The ability to return multiple streams to recycling 

companies on one trailer / vehicle will reduce transport costs and improve material flow • There should be a benchmark when considering all of 
the retailers handling fees (if also moving recycled material to bulk collection points). • We would need to factor time in for colleague consultation 

– especially our driver population, as well as time to integrate new ways of working, communication and driver training, ways of working and 

layout at the depot returns centre. • In terms of supply chain, our initial view is that 3500 products and over 300 suppliers could be impacted. We 

would need to carefully manage the flow of old and new product to maintain availability without impacting on holding space at depots. • Any 

interruption to supply could impact alternative similar products as demand could switch. • Looking at the Scottish thinking, it sounds as though 

there could be a 10 – 12 week period where producer charges are applied which might help smooth the transition for old to new product • 

Seasonality could be a factor in terms of the switchover in relation to peak production / demand period. • A situation where different barcodes 

might be required in specific countries within the UK creates huge complexity. It is worth bearing in mind much of what is produced in Scotland is 

sold elsewhere. • Moving products between our depots in Newhouse (Scotland) and Birtley (NE England) would be problematic if different 
schemes in England and Scotland exist. Currently all our Scottish stores are serviced by Newhouse, but there may be future situations to supply 

some stores from Birtley or possibly Lea Green (NW England) – for instance if we needed to support Newhouse capacity for a period of time.

 73. Do you see a role for the Deposit Management Organisation to seek compliance before escalating to the Regulator? 

We foresee an introductory period where stakeholders are getting used to the system where it would not be appropriate to escalate directly to the 

Regulators.

 74. Do you agree with the position set out regarding enforcement response options? 

Yes

 74.a If not, please expand your answer. 

Chapter 9: Implementation Timeline

 75. Do you have any comments on the delivery timeline for the deposit return scheme? Please pose any views on implementation steps missing 

from the above? 

An implementation date that was consistent with Scotland would remove the risk of cross-border fraud and remove the need for additional stock 

keeping units and segregated logistics for Scotland. We would encourage the governments of the devolved nations to work together to agree a 

common implementation period.

 76. How long does the Deposit Management Organisation need from appointment to the scheme going live, taking into account the time 

required to set up the necessary infrastructure? 

Any other (please specify)

 76.a Any other (please specify) 

2 years

 76.b Please provide evidence to support your answer. 

Retailers will need to accrue funds, source and install Reverse Vending Machines and apply labelling and authentication methods to labels. 2 

years is a minimum time requirement needed to achieve this.

 77. Depending on the final decision taken on the scope of the scheme in England and Northern Ireland – all-in or on-the-go – what, if any, 
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Chapter 10: Summary of approach to Impact Assessment
 78. Do you agree with the analysis presented in our Impact Assessment? 

Not answered

 78.a Please briefly state the reasons for your response. Where available, please share evidence to support your view 

We don’t have enough evidence to support or refute. 
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