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With the proposal to exclude beverage cartons from the scope of the Deposit Return Scheme, this could drive material shift over time. However, it 
is difficult to conclude definitively without the correct balance of information and cost between DRS and EPR. 

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? 

80%

 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 are not aware of any evidence to support this assumption. This would also not be easily measurable without placing a considerable burden on 

the DMO and producer. Kerbside collection is currently measured in tonnage, whereas DRS is measured in volume making reconciliation 

impossible.

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

Both the producer/ importer and retailer

 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. 

This would generate a consistent position.

 24. What evidence will be required to ensure that all material collected is passed to a reprocessor for the purpose of calculating the rate of 
recycling of deposit return scheme material? 

Chapter 3: Scheme Governance
 25. What length of contract do you think would be most appropriate for the successful bidder to operate as the Deposit Management 

Organisation? 

7 - 10 years

 26. Do you agree that the above issues should be covered by the tender process? 

Yes

 26.a Please list any further issues you believe should be covered as part of the tender process. 

The bids must also demonstrate ‘support from the value chain’. Otherwise there is a risk of someone becoming the DMO that doesn’t have the 

support of the full value chain. This aligns with the Extended Producer Responsibility approach too.

 27. Do you agree that the above issues should be monitored as Key Performance Indicators ? 

No

 27.a Please list any further issues you believe should be covered by Key Performance Indicators . 

DMO KPIs can only be put in place when the design of the scheme is agreed. For example, there are inevitable challenges with holding a DMO 

accountable for RVM reliability if they have no involvement in the instalment and contract of reverse vending machines, which may be handled 

directly via the owner of the return point.

 28. Do you agree that Government should design, develop and own the digital infrastructure required to register, and receive evidence on 

containers placed on the market on behalf of the Deposit Management Organisation and regulators? 

Yes

 28.a Please elaborate on your answer 
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29. Government will need to understand the needs of users to build digital services for DRS. Would you like your contact details to be added to 

a user panel for DRS so that we can invite you to participate in user research (e.g. surveys, workshops interviews) or to test digital services as they 

are designed and built? 

Yes 

Chapter 4: Financial Flows

 30.a If any other please specify 

Both. However, it is also not clear if a de minimis is helpful, with full coverage required to help the balance of material between DRS and Extended 

Producer Responsibility. This has to be paid for somewhere for the full net cost to be addressed fairly.

 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 would indicate that the scheme is not delivering effectively and efficiently against the ambition of material 
recovery and recycling. It would also indicate that it was failing to meet other goals, including avoiding any unnecessary impact on the operation 

and costs of Extended Producer Responsibility-related schemes other than DRS.

 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 - this risks adding unnecessary complication and becoming a distraction to the important targets and ambitions we are supportive of.

 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. 

0%. This is for the reasons explained in our answer to questions 32 and 33 – we support option 1, for unredeemed deposits to part-fund the scheme.

 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? 

Other

 36.a If other please specify 

We do not have a set view on what the minimum deposit level should be, but it should not be lower than 10p.

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

Yes

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

Other

 37.b If other please specify 

While this would make sense for an initial period, subsequent increases may be required to continue to shift behaviour. A potential comparison is 

with the introduction of charges for single use carrier bags, initially at a lower level, but which have since increased to further influence behaviour.

 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? 

By continuing to browse the site, you're agreeing to our use of cookies. Click here for more info 

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/35ea71ed-1210-4ff9-903b-9fa05685e586 4/9

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/35ea71ed-1210-4ff9-903b-9fa05685e586




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                         
                

26/11/2021, 16:44 Magpie 

Yes

 47.a Please explain your answer. 

Yes. However, this should nevertheless be encouraged as best practice to aid consumers.

 48. How long do you think exemptions should be granted for until a review date is required to ensure the exemption is still required? 

5 years or longer

 49. Do you think the scheme could benefit from technological solutions being incorporated as a method of return, alongside reverse vending 

machines and manual return points? 

Not answered

 50. How could a digital deposit return scheme solution be integrated into existing waste collection infrastructure? Please explain your answer. 

While we are supportive of the concept of a digital scheme solution, it is hard to envisage how you can merge volume related Extended Producer 
Responsibility kerbside collections with a fair and cost effective item management process for a digital DRS. This decision sits outside of the 

responsibility of the DMO.

 51. What are the potential fraud control measures a digital deposit return scheme could bring? Please explain your answer. 

Traceability drives trust and potentially eradicates fraudulent item inflation.

 52. Do you think a digital deposit return scheme could ensure the same level of material quality in the returns compared to a tradition return to 

retail model, given containers may not be returned via a reverse vending machine or manual return point where there is likely to be a greater 
scrutiny on quality of the container before being accepted? 

Not answered

 52.a Please explain your answer.

 53. If the digital DRS system can be integrated into the existing waste collection infrastructure would its implementation and running costs be 

lower? Please provide evidence to support your answer. 

The expectation would be that they would, but the concept is not proven.

 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? 

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? 

Yes. An important consideration to reduce the incidence and likelihood of fraud will be to ensure as much consistency as possible across the UK, 
including on labelling, level of deposit, and scope of materials. Effective and consistent labelling or bar codes will also be important.

 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 

By continuing to browse the site, you're agreeing to our use of cookies. Click here for more info 

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/35ea71ed-1210-4ff9-903b-9fa05685e586 6/9 

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/35ea71ed-1210-4ff9-903b-9fa05685e586






 

 

 

26/11/2021, 16:44 Magpie

 76.a Any other (please specify) 

24 months or greater is a more realistic timeline than the options presented. As noted in our answer to question 75, it is important that the scheme is 

well-designed and effective. The scale of work required for the DMO and scheme to be fully operational is significant.

 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? 

This will have a substantial impact. Differences between the nations on the framework and rules of the various DRS schemes will inevitably create 

more complexity and therefore longer implementation timescales. 

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 

Unable to answer yes or no. There are a number of clear gaps in the Impact Assessment. It currently provides no correlation to Extended Producer 
Responsibility. There is no focus on the sales impact relating to materials, or deposit impacts from aspects like multi pack sales. There is also no detail 
or focus on a true cost of operating return points in such a highly competitive retail market, with density far higher than in other DRS markets. 
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