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14. Do you agree with our proposed definition of an on-the-go scheme (restricting the drinks containers in-scope to less than 750ml in size and 

excluding multipack containers)? 

No

 14.a If no, how would you change the definition of an on-the-go scheme? 

We do not support any further consideration of an ‘on-the-go’ DRS – which does not support our ambitions for packaging circularity and will not 
achieve the same environmental outcomes as an ‘all-in’ DRS.

 15. Do you agree that the size of containers suggested to be included under an on-the-go scheme are more commonly consumed out of the 

home than in it? 

No

 16. Please provide any information on the capability of reverse vending machines to compact glass? 

Consistent with our belief that governments across the UK should commit to a single coherent scheme design, ensuring that any schemes 

introduced are compatible and interoperable – and work towards a single scheme that is efficient, simple and works for consumers, producers and 

retailers – we are supportive of glass being included in the scheme, aligned to the Scottish DRS. We understand that reverse vending machines 

capable of collecting glass are in use in other DRS schemes, and will be available for in use the Scottish DRS. The Government should regulate so 

that the DMO is empowered to determine and set the producer fees for containers depending on their material and size – which would allow for 
the specific costs of handling glass to be fairly apportioned.

 17. Do you agree that the scope of a deposit return scheme should be based on container material rather than product? 

Yes

 18. Do you agree with the proposed list of materials to be included in scope? 

Yes

 19. Do you consider there will be any material switching as a result of the proposed scope? Please provide evidence to support your response. 

Yes

 19.a Please provide evidence to support your response. 

While it is difficult to predict any material switching, particularly as DRS is only one of many forthcoming changes to packaging policy, the impact 
of a DRS is less likely to be significant if the DRS is well-designed, (e.g. the DMO has control over critical levers such as the deposit level and 

producer fees) and well communicated to consumers. 

Chapter 2: Targets
 20. Which of the following approaches do you consider should be taken to phase in a 90% collection target over 3 years? 

70% in year 1, 80% in year 2, 90% in year 3 and thereafter

 21. What collection rate do you consider should be achieved as a minimum for all materials after 3 years? 

85%

 22. Is it reasonable to assume that the same collection targets could be met with an on-the-go scheme as those proposed for an all-in scheme 

for in-scope materials? 

No

 22.a Please provide any evidence to support your answer 

We do not support any further consideration of an ‘on-the-go’ DRS – which does not support our ambitions for packaging circularity and will not 
achieve the same environmental outcomes as an ‘all-in’ DRS.

 23. Who should report on the volumes of DRS material placed on the market in each nation? 

Not answered

 23.a What would be the implications of obligations to report on volumes of deposit return scheme material for producers/ importers and 

retailers? Please provide evidence to support your answer. 

Most of our initial customers (e.g. retailers, wholesalers) operate UK-wide, and themselves decide how they distribute stock across their stores within 

the UK once it is delivered to them. While we could report UK sales to the DMO for the purpose of calculating our obligation, we do not have any 
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No. All unredeemed deposits must be retained by the DMO, and those deposits deemed to not be likely to ever be redeemed (i.e. significant time 

has passed) should be used to contribute to the operation and performance of the scheme. Retaining unredeemed deposits within the DRS is 

consistent with high-performing schemes internationally. Unredeemed deposits are one of three essential funding streams for these schemes 

(alongside per-unit producer fees and the resale value of collected materials), which contribute the funding required to achieve collection 

targets. As a DMO would be established as a not-for-profit, no funds could be ‘paid-out’ of the scheme. Once the significant start-up and capital 
costs of establishing the DRS had been repaid, any funds retained by the scheme above its operating costs would be reinvested into the scheme, 
increasing its performance and upgrading infrastructure. We support the Government’s preferred option (1) of allowing unredeemed deposits to 

part fund the scheme to whatever extent they are collected.

 32. Which option to treatment of unredeemed deposits do you support? 

Option 1

 33. With option 2, do you foresee any unintended consequences of setting a minimum percentage of the net costs of the deposit return 

scheme that must be met through the producer fee? 

Yes. Option 2 would undermine the viability of the DRS by removing a key scheme funding stream. All unredeemed deposits must be retained by 

the DMO, and those deposits deemed to not be likely to ever be redeemed should be used to contribute to the operation and performance of 
the scheme. Further, Option 2 would create a disparity with the Scottish DRS – which may prevent the DMO from working with the Scottish DRS 

scheme administrator, increasing the likelihood that the current single market for drinks in the UK would be fragmented. We support the 

Government’s preferred option (1) of allowing unredeemed deposits to part fund the scheme to whatever extent they are collected.

 34. If a floor is set do you consider that this should be set at: 

Other

 34.a Please provide any evidence to support your response. 

We do not support Option 2.

 35. Do you agree that any excess funds should be reinvested in the scheme or spent on other environmental causes? 

Reinvested in the scheme

 36. Q. What should be the minimum deposit level set in legislation? 

10p

 36.a If other please specify 

The DMO should be empowered to set the deposit level it judges best suited to meeting the collection targets that it has been set. The initial 
deposit should be set at a level that achieves these targets with minimal impact on consumers and business. The deposit level should not be fixed 

within legislation

 37. Do you agree that there should be a maximum deposit level set in legislation? 

No

 37.a If yes, then what should be the maximum deposit level set in legislation? 

Not answered

 37.b If other please specify 

The DMO should be empowered to set the deposit level it judges best suited to meeting the collection targets that it has been set. The initial 
deposit should be set at a level that achieves these targets with minimal impact on consumers and business. The deposit level should not be fixed 

within legislation

 38. Recognising the potentially significant deposit costs consumers could pay on a multipack purchase, how best can we minimise the impact 
of the scheme on consumers buying multipacks? 

Clear communication at the point of sale about the refundable deposit costs and information on how these can be reimbursed.

 39. Do you agree with our approach to letting the Deposit Management Organisation decide on whether to adopt a fixed or variable deposit 
level, particularly with regards to drinks containers sold in multipack form? 

Yes

 39.a Please provide evidence to support your answer 

The DMO should be empowered to set the deposit level it judges best suited to meeting the collection targets that it has been set. The initial 
deposit should be set at a level that achieves these targets with minimal impact on consumers and business  The deposit level should not be fixed 
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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. 

Minimising the time between DRS operating in Scotland and elsewhere in GB. An eventual GB-wide scheme would be the optimal solution.

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

Yes

 59.a Please explain your answer. 

Decisions to adopt labels should be the responsibility of the DMO – which is best placed to determine minimum system requirements, and label 
efficacy to help achieve the optimal environmental outcomes.

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

 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? 

18 months would be the minimum period of time required for any changes, however 24 months is more realistic. We anticipate increased demand 

on designers and suppliers, as the changes will coincide with EPR labelling changes, adding to workload for artwork studios and suppliers. We 

believe the DMO should have the flexibility to determine labelling requirements.

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

Yes

 62.a Please explain your answer. 

The level of change and disruption will depend on the minimum requirements. Any requirements over and above the minimum required 

‘identification marker’ i.e. barcode would cause significant disruption.

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

Yes

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

By giving the DMO the power and flexibility to determine labelling standards and requirements, it will be able to consider future developments as 

they become viable across industry. 

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 do not support the use of kerbside services for collecting in-scope DRS materials. We have no evidence that local authorities / material 
recovery facilities can separate out containers and maintain the material quality required for our circular packaging goals. It would not be possible 

for such an arrangement to be made without creating an incentive for local authorities to ‘compete’ with the DRS, undermining its ability to reach 

its collection targets.

 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? 

No

 65.a Please explain your answer. 

We do not support the use of kerbside services for collecting in-scope DRS materials. We have no evidence that local authorities / material 
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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? 

The need for compositional analysis would be avoided by ensuring that in-scope DRS material is not captured in the kerbside system.

 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 do not support the use of kerbside services for collecting in-scope DRS materials.

 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 1

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

We do not support the use of kerbside services for collecting in-scope DRS materials. We have no evidence that local authorities / material 
recovery facilities can separate out containers and maintain the material quality required for our circular packaging goals. It would not be possible 

for such an arrangement to be made without creating an incentive for local authorities to ‘compete’ with the DRS, undermining its ability to reach 

its collection targets. Therefore no option listed is the optimal outcome from an environmental perspective, however, Option 1 is the simplest and 

aligns with the Scottish DRS. Should the DMO deem that a particular local authority can ensure material quality, it should be up to the DMO to 

decide whether it wishes to interact / allow L.A.s to return collected and separated in-scope containers. However, given that in such a scenario 

consumers would have forfeited their full deposit – by way of returning via kerbside/litter – it is not clear why local authorities should be entitled to 

claim 100% of the deposit value. We would recommend that the DMO only pays out the net costs (of collecting and sorting containers), not the full 
deposit value, and only once the containers had been counted and their quality verified. 

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? 

No

 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?

 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. 

The Deposit Management Organisation could be deemed to be in breach should it repeatedly fail to calculate accurate return point handling 

fees. However, conversely ‘not setting correct producer fees’ shouldn’t constitute a breach – it is an accounting issue that should be instead 

addressed via contract KPIs. Government must define what it means by the term ‘Not ensuring adequate provision of return points’. ‘Adequate’ is 

a function of an extensive RPO network, whereas accessible would mean that all consumers are served and have the ability to redeem their 
deposits.

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

Different schemes, implemented in different parts of the UK at different times. Any deviation from a single, GB-wide scheme will create the 

opportunity for fraud, consumer confusion, and significantly increase business disruption and cost. This should be avoided wherever at all possible. 
We also support the principle of introducing DRS in Northern Ireland – however Britvic, like the rest of the drinks market, has an ‘All-Ireland’ model – 

and we would prioritise consistency between Ireland and Northern Ireland schemes. We continue to work with our industry partners and the Irish 

Government to create an effective DRS in Ireland, and fully support interoperability/compatibility between Ireland and Northern Ireland DRS. We 

strongly encourage the UK and Irish Governments to work closely together to achieve the optimal environmental outcomes, and mitigate the risk 

of fraud. 

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

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

Yes

 74.a If not, please expand your answer. 
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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? 

The lengthy ‘timing gap’ proposed between this DRS and the Scottish DRS (due to commence in July 2022) risks fraud and other cross-border issues. 
We urge Government to work with obligated industries to develop a pragmatic timeline that achieves the earliest possible implementation of a 

DRS – and to strive to ensure that a GB DRS is compatible or interoperable with the DRS in Scotland, ultimately working towards the facilitation of a 

‘single scheme’ across the GB drinks market that is efficient, simple and works for consumers, producers and retailers. Based on the timelines 

presented in the consultations on an EPR scheme for packaging and greater consistency in recycling collections, it would be preferable to ensure 

that drinks producers are not obligated for primary packaging under a different EPR scheme, if they would subsequently be obligated to change 

reporting and payment practices when DRS is live. Government must also ensure producers do not face a ‘double obligation’ for either reporting 

or charging, under DRS and the existing Packaging Recovery Note system or future EPR scheme. Government should also consider its phasing to 

allow the DMO to set its own rules for producers, e.g. for labelling. The DMO would need to be appointed and established before it can 

communicate its requirements, and this must leave enough time to allow producers to make the necessary preparations.

 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) 

Based on experience from Scotland and of industry’s involvement in international DRS schemes, we would recommend 18-24 months from the 

appointment/approval of the DMO to ‘go-live’.

 76.b Please provide evidence to support your answer.

 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, 
impact does this have on the proposed implementation period? 

The difference between an ‘all-in’ and ‘on-the-go’ scope in terms of DMO establishment and scheme implementation is anticipated to be 

insignificant to the overall timelines for DRS introduction. The same processes would be involved to arrange the DMO governance structure, secure 

financing, appoint staff, and procure/build counting/sorting infrastructure along with establishing IT and logistics operations, etc. 

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 

Email Subject

 File Upload 

Response Type 

Online / CSV

 Non-fitting

 Date Submitted 

44351.69322 
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