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Yes

 10.a Please elaborate on your answer.

 11. Do you foresee any issues if the final scope of a deposit return scheme in England and Northern Ireland does not match the all-in decision 

taken in Wales? E.g. an on-the-go scheme in England and an all-in scheme in Wales. 

Yes

 11.a Please elaborate on your answer. 

Governments across the UK should commit to a single coherent scheme design, and ensure that any DRS is interoperable with the scheme in 

Scotland. Any significant differences in the operation of a DRS in any part of the UK is likely to have a detrimental impact on the overall success of 
the schemes. This is because there will be public confusion caused by differences on what containers are included and what to do in each part of 
the UK leading to lower consumer engagement. An all-in scheme is likely to provide a larger supply of high quality recyclate available to be reused 

than an on-the-go scheme.

 12. Having read the rationale for either an all-in or on-the-go scheme, which do you consider to be the best option for our deposit return 

scheme? 

All-in

 12.a Please elaborate on your answer. 

An all-in scheme will help to drive high recycling rates for drink containers with all formats/size covered thus creating a supply of high quality 

recyclate and preventing litter. It will be an easier scheme for consumers to understand. An on-the-go scheme will limit the amount of material that 
can be recycled for use. An all-in scheme reduces incentives for consumers to switch formats/sizes. In addition, an all-in scheme will ensure 

alignment with the Scottish DRS.

 13. Given the impact Covid-19 has had on the economy, on businesses and consumers, and on everyday life, do you believe an on-the-go 

scheme would be less disruptive to consumers? 

No

 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? 

It is difficult to assess what an on-the-go scheme should look like given the lack of successful international precedent, and that many drinks they 

may be consumed on-the-go would exceed the 750ml threshold (for example many 1l water bottles), whilst many other below 750ml would still be 

consumed at home or on premise. Keeping all PET bottles to the same DRS stream will ensure a focus for waste processors.

 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? 

Difficult to say

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

Others are better placed to answer this question.

 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. 

Some consumers may switch to materials outside the scope of a DRS to avoid paying a deposit. One material that consumers may switch to is 

fibre-based composite packaging (drinks cartons and Tetrapaks) which will fall under EPR. The Government will need to explain why they are not 
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Chapter 4: Financial Flows

 30.a If any other please specify

 30. Q. What is an appropriate measure of small producers for the purposes of determining the payment of registration fees? 

31. Is a high level of unredeemed deposits funding the scheme problematic? 

Yes

 31.a Please explain your answer. 

A high level of unredeemed deposits will mean that a large amount of material is not being recycled, which will make it difficult to achieve the 90 

per cent collection target.

 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 part of the scheme funding and create a further disparity with the 

Scottish DRS by increasing the scheme costs for producers selling in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. Such differences in funding and fees may 

inhibit the ability of the DMO to work with Circularity Scotland in terms of allowing financial exchanges and material flow, thus increasing the risk 

that the single market for drinks in the UK would be fragmented, with separate SKUs adopted for each DRS scheme.

 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 a floor. All unredeemed deposits should part-fund the scheme with producers covering the remaining operational costs.

 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 setting of the deposit level should be a function of the DMO. The DMO should be permitted to set the deposit level in relation to achieving the 

collection and recycling targets, as set by government. If different DRS systems are to be run in different parts of the UK, we would recommend 

that the DMO/scheme administrator(s) adopt common deposit values to reduce complexity, consumer confusion, market distortion, and to 

mitigate against fraud and cross-border issues. The setting of these, however, should still be determined by the DMO/scheme administrator. We 

would recommend that, to aid consumer understanding, any DRS introduced in the UK should be established will a single, consistent deposit value. 
We believe this value should be determined by the scheme administrator on the basis of achieving the targets set by government rather than 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

 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? 

Allowing a reduced deposit level for multipacks of healthy drinks would go some way to alleviate this unintended consequence of DRS. In addition, 
th  DMO h l  h  th  t t i  th it l l  If t it l l ll ll f t f i i k t i 
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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 

Chapter 5: Return Points
 40. Do you agree that all retailers selling in-scope drinks containers should be obligated to host a return point, whether it is an all-in or on-the-go 

deposit return scheme? 

Yes

 40.a Please provide any evidence to further explain your answer. 

The most effective recycling occurs when it is made easy and accessible for citizens – including the opportunity to return the container to where 

you purchased it.

 42 . Do you have a preference, based on the 3 options described above, on what the schemes approach to online takeback obligations 

should be? We welcome views from stakeholders on who this obligation should apply to, including if there should be an exception for smaller 
retailers or low volume sales. 

Option 1

 41. Given the proposed extensive distribution and availability of return points for consumers to return bottles to, do you think customers would be 

likely to experience delays / inconveniences in returning drinks containers? 

No

 41.a If so, how long or how frequently would such delays be likely to arise for?

 42.a Please explain your answer. 

Option 1 would maximise the collection of in-scope drinks containers by obligating retailers to provide a takeback service.

 43. Do you agree with the proposed criteria for the calculation of the handling fee? 

Yes

 43.a Would you propose any additional criteria are included for the calculation of the handling fee?

 44. Please tick which exemptions you agree should be included under the scheme: 

44.a Any further comments you wish to make

 45. Please can you provide any evidence on how many small and micro sized retail businesses we might likely expect to apply for an exemption 

to hosting a return point, on the grounds of either close proximity to another return point or on the compromise of safety considerations?

 46. Do you think obligations should be placed on retailers exempted from hosting a return point to display specific information informing 

consumers of their exemption? If yes, please tick what information retailers should be required to display: 

46.a Anything else? Please specify

 47. Do you agree with our rationale for not requiring retailers exempted on the basis of a breach of safety not to be required to signpost to 

another retailer? 

No

 47.a Please explain your answer. 

N t i i t t il  t i t th t t i t l k  it h  f  t t t i i  th 
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Options 2 and 3 would be hard to administer. The most accurate way to reward local authorities for in-scope containers in kerbside collection is for 
the local authority to claim back the deposit on the containers they collect and separate. Options 2 and 3 would subject in-scope containers to 

both a DRS and EPR, allowing for the recovery of the same item to be charged for twice, which would not be equitable. They would also not have 

any guarantee with respect to the quality of the material to be recycled. 

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. 

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. 

No.

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

The lack of a single, aligned scheme implemented at the same time may be the biggest risk for fraud. Different schemes could drive pricing 

differences between the same product in different parts of the country thus incentivising the transportation of products and used packaging 

between deposit and non-deposit parts of UK to take advantage. This would undermine businesses, create consumer confusion, lower consumer 
trust, and reduce the effectiveness of the DRS. The scheme should also be aligned across the island of Ireland to prevent risks of cross-border fraud.

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

The DMO should seek compliance from anyone failing to do so before escalating to the regulator. Any issue can first be identified by the DMO and 

this would allow any errors or oversights to be corrected without needing to involve the regulator.

 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? 

The difference between the timelines of the Scottish scheme and that of the rest of the UK will cause public confusion and the risk of fraud 

between the schemes so it should be minimised. Interoperability between the two schemes will be important to ensure their success and, therefore, 
Circularity Scotland and the DMO should work closely together to prevent fraud, raise consumer awareness, and maximise collection rates.

 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? 

18 months

 76.a Any other (please specify)

 76.b Please provide evidence to support your answer. 
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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? 

An all-in scheme may take longer to implement because it will need to accommodate a larger number of drinks containers, but it will be a more 

comprehensive and, ultimately, more effective scheme. 

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 
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