
1 
 

Written submission from Eunomia 

Written Submission from Dr Dominic Hogg, Eunomia Research & Consulting 
Ltd 

My name is Dr Dominic Hogg and I am Chairman of Eunomia Research & 
Consulting. I have worked in the area of waste and materials management for more 
than twenty years, and my experience relates mostly to the design and appraisal of 
strategy and policy in this area. In addition to the oral evidence I have already 
provided, I offer this written submission to reiterate some key points in my evidence.  

In making this submission, I ask the Sub-committee to reflect on the matters that a 
DRS is seeking to address. The sub-committee will, no doubt, have heard from 
interested parties who will present a view as to the effects of a deposit refund 
scheme on businesses and consumers in which there are a plethora of costs but few 
benefits: the economics of a scheme where the unclaimed deposits are used to part 
fund the scheme actually makes it somewhat difficult to sustain the view that all 
parties suffer costs while no-one benefits. We (Eunomia) have never claimed that 
there are no costs associated with such a scheme. However, we argue that the 
benefits exceed these costs, and that they do so even though we are unable to take 
full account of the reductions – which, no doubt, will be disputed by the same 
organisations - of litter on land, and in the rivers and the oceans. The littering, and 
attendant pollution of, our land and waters is already reaching alarming levels. The 
choice that needs to be made is either to introduce an efficient scheme at relatively 
low cost (the impact would be reflected in producer fees of less than three quarters 
of a penny per container), recognising that more significant benefits will be delivered 
to society in a context where we are pushing marine pollution to unsustainable 
levels, or to continue on a path approximating business as usual, with continued 
leakage of beverage containers into the terrestrial and marine environment. The 
matter of plastics in the marine environment in particular has captured the public 
imagination: a well-designed deposit refund scheme will help to address this, even 
though it will clearly not resolve the matter altogether, and in doing so, it will also 
help to reduce climate change emissions.  

A deposit refund scheme is the only mechanism of which we are aware that is known 
to deliver recycling rates of the order of 90% for the beverage containers being 
targeted. The significance of this relates to the fact that unless we achieve very high 
captures of plastics, then, especially where packaging of beverages is concerned 
(where the drinks are usually consumed shortly after purchase), the level of resource 
use required to satisfy a given rate of consumption is manifestly unsustainable.  

This is shown graphically below, where the volume of beverages that can be 
delivered from the initial material containing 1,000 litres is shown plotted against the 
recycling rate. This highlights the fact that only once recycling rates move well 
beyond the current rates (for the UK, net of losses, this is approximately 50%) is the 
original material sufficient to deliver many times the original volume of beverages 
(because it is recycled repeatedly). The graphic indicates the significant difference 
between a 50% rate and a 90% rate – in fact, the 50% recycling rate implies use of 
five times more material than is required at a 90% recycling rate. On resource 
efficiency grounds, therefore, there is no contest (and the commensurate reductions 
in greenhouse gas emissions are clear).  
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The quality of the material collected in this way is extremely high. It is somewhat 
ironic that many of the companies that have expressed opposition to deposit 
schemes are – in their quest to make use of recycled materials in their packaging – 
using materials collected from other European countries where deposit refund 
schemes are in place. Reprocessors are fully aware of the advantages of such 
schemes, though they are not always free to speak publicly about this because some 
of their key client groups are opposing the same schemes. High quality materials are 
more likely to remain in the UK for reprocessing because the relatively high cost of 
disposing of rejects does not feature where the extent of contamination is at low 
levels.Exhibit 1: Effect of Recycling Rate on the Volume of Beverages that can be 
Delivered by the Initial Quantity of Material 

 

Litter on land gives rise to significant direct and indirect costs. Based on work for 
Zero Waste Scotland, we estimated the potential litter reduction benefits from a 
deposit refund scheme to be of the order £200 million. This figure takes no account 
of the effects of litter in the marine environment: we all now recognise that a 
significant proportion of litter in the oceans comes from land.  

The annual costs of a DRS scheme in Scotland would be of the order £60 million, of 
which around £20 million would be offset by material sales. The net cost of £40 
million or so we estimate would be funded, in roughly equal shares, from unclaimed 
deposits and producer fees.  

In the way we have assumed the scheme would be designed, most of the £40mn net 
costs would be paid directly to retailers in the form of handling fees. There has not 
been sufficient emphasis on this point in the presentation of deposit refund schemes: 
virtually all schemes, internationally, make such payments, so the costs to retailers 
would be – more-or-less – reimbursed by the scheme. Retailers have too often been 
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led to believe that they are expected to bear – uncompensated – the costs of 
handling returned containers. This would not be the case.  

Local authorities have also expressed concern regarding their collection services, 
focussing, in the main (and, as it happens, too narrowly), on the lost revenue from 
the sale of recyclables. Recent research which we will release in the near future also 
highlights – from working closely with 6 local authorities - that local authorities are 
likely to be net beneficiaries of such a scheme owing to avoided costs from 
managing residual waste, from litter, and from lower costs of sorting where they 
operate commingled collections. They do lose some revenue (although they are not 
always beneficiaries of this at present), but the net effect is likely to be positive. We 
previously estimated the savings to local authorities in Scotland at around £12.5 
million per annum, after taking into account the losses in revenue from kerbside 
collections. On the basis of our latest research, this figure is of the right order of 
magnitude for Scotland. 

In summary, a deposit refund scheme has a benefit cost ratio of around 5:1, even 
without taking full account of the impacts on the marine environment. These costs 
are aligned with those of efficient schemes operated elsewhere in Europe. It remains 
to be asked what it is about Scotland that makes it so difficult to believe that a 
successful deposit refund scheme could be operated in the country. Our view is that 
the obstacles, such as they exist, are surmountable, and that the additional costs 
would be more than justified by the benefits to society.  

Dr Dominic Hogg 
Chairman 
 

 


