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(Required) 

  Academic or researcher  

 Business representative organisation/ trade body  

 Charity or social enterprise  

 Community group  

 Consultancy  

 Distributer  

 Exporter  

 Individual  

 Local government  
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give your reason. 
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6. Given the context of the Covid-19 pandemic we are currently experiencing, do you support or 

oppose our proposals to implement a deposit return scheme for drinks containers in 2024?  

a.) Support  

b.) Neither support nor oppose  

c.) Oppose  

d.) Not sure  

Please elaborate on your answer if you wish.  

Whether DRS can be delivered across the UK, excluding Scotland, in 2024 depends on a number of 

factors.   Key amongst these are the speed at which the UK government gets parliamentary approval 

for the legislative framework and how quickly the scheme administrator is then appointed to put the 

scheme in place.   Both of these will significantly eat into the less than three and a half years 

remaining in the timetable (we would not want to be launching the scheme in the run up to 

Christmas). 

The other factor in delivering the scheme in 2024 is the closeness of the UK scheme to that being 

developed in Scotland.   Interoperable schemes are desirable from the perspective of fraud 

prevention and an efficient supply chain, but the closer the structure and operation of the two 

schemes are, the more the experience and lessons gained implementing the Scottish scheme can be 

used to speed up the introduction of DRS in the rest of the UK. 

While the pandemic has impacted on progress in Scotland, with the implementation date having 

been postponed once so far, this may prove to be less of a factor in the rest of the UK if we continue 

to emerge from lockdown. 

7. Do you believe the introduction of a deposit return scheme will have an impact on your 

everyday life?  

a.) Yes, a detrimental impact 

b.) No, there will be no impact 

If you answered yes the scheme would have a detrimental impact, how significant would this 

impact be?  

a.) No significant impact  

b.) Some impact but manageable  

c.) Large impact but still manageable  

d.) Large impact and impossible to comply with  

 

 



8. Have your views towards implementation of a deposit return scheme been affected following 

the economic and social impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic?  

a) Yes – because of economic impacts  

b) Yes – because of social impacts  

c) Yes – because of both economic and social impacts  

d) No  

e) Not sure  

Please elaborate on your answer if you wish 

Other than the acceptance that there has been a delay in moving the project forward in government 

(and in Scotland a delay in implementation), the NFRN has not changed its views on how the scheme 

should be implemented. 

9. Do you agree that the cap should be included as part of the deposit item in a deposit return 

scheme for:  

a) Plastic bottle caps on plastic bottles – yes/no  

b) Aluminium bottle caps on glass bottles – yes/no  

c) Corks in glass bottles – yes/no  

d) Foil on the top of a can / bottle or used to preserve some drinks – yes/no 

10.Do you believe we have identified the correct pros and cons for the all-in and on-the-go 

schemes described above?  

a.) Yes  

b.) No  

Please elaborate on your answer.  

You have correctly identified that there are advantages and disadvantages of each of the options.   

The NFRN was the first retail trade association to support the introduction of DRS and is keen to see 

it reach its maximum potential and therefore we do not agree with excluding perfectly good 

recyclable material on the basis of an arbitrary decision to limit what can be returned.   While some 

types or size of container may be more likely to be used in a particular environment, either in the 

home or “on the go”, this demarcation is far from reflecting the majority use of any particular type 

of container. 

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.  

a) Yes  



b) No  

Please elaborate on your answer. 

Deposit return schemes will be at their most effective and efficient when the public understands 

them.   Differences between schemes in different countries within the single trading area of the UK 

will serve only to cause confusion, particularly in the border areas, and drive down return rates.  For 

producers, having three separate schemes in addition to that in Scotland, would drive up costs as 

the need for different labelling and / or barcodes in each country brings there own costs, plus the 

loss of the benefits of the economies of scale that flowed from a UK wide supply chain. 

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?  

a) All-in  

b) on-the-go  

Please elaborate on your answer.  

As indicated in our previous answers, in order to maximise the amount of high quality recycled 

material and to remove tons of plastic, glass and metal litter, the scheme needs to avoid 

unnecessarily excluding containers because the contents are perceived not to be used “on the go”. 

As producers and retailers are investing their time and money in the introduction of a scheme, the 

NFRN believes that the UK government should ensure that we maximise return rates and avoid 

artificial barriers, in the way that Scotland has done and Wales have indicated their intention to do. 

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?  

a) Yes  

b) No  

Having to remember which bottles are on the go and therefore are returnable and which bottles are 

not deemed on the go and therefore should be returned via the kerbside collections, is more likely 

to be disruptive to consumers. 

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)?  

a.) Yes  

b.) No  

b) If no, how would you change the definition of an on-the-go scheme?  

While we agree with the definition, we do not agree that on-the-go is the way forward.  

 



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?  

a) Yes  

b) No  

c) Difficult to say 

Possibly they are consumed more frequently out of the house, but far from exclusively so.   It would 

not be helpful to the success of the scheme if of two bottles consumed at home on the same day, 

one was returned via DRS and the other via kerbside or other collection. 

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

glass? 

The NFRN is aware that some RVM’s have the ability to crush glass, while others rely on bottles 

naturally breaking into a number of large pieces as they drop within the machine.   The NFRN has 

concerns about the safety of handling crushed glass in the retail environment, and supports limiting 

breakage to that which occurs naturally in the collection process. 

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

rather than product? Yes / No  

To base the DRS scheme on the product contained rather than the container material would be a 

recipe for confusion. 

18.Do you agree with the proposed list of materials to be included in scope? Yes / No  

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 / No 

The NFRN does not have an insight into whether producers will switch materials or turn to using 

reusable bottles.   We would expect this would depend on the relative costs of the current 

containers compared to the cost of refitting production lines and producing new containers. 

20.Which of the following approaches do you consider should be taken to phase in a 90% 

collection target over 3 years?  

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

b) 75% in year 1, 80% in year 2, 90% in year 3 and thereafter  

c) 75% in year 1, 85% in year 2, 90% in year 3 and thereafter  

d) 80% in year 1, 85% 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?  

a) 80%  

b) 85%  

c) 90% collection rate should be achieved for all materials  

 

 

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? Yes / No Please provide any 

evidence to support your answer 

The NFRN’s concern is that while the percentages may be the same and achievable, the quantity of 

high quality recycling received would, in the case of an on-the-go scheme, be significantly less. 

 

23.Who should report on the volumes of deposit return scheme material placed on the market in 

each part of the United Kingdom (England, Wales and Northern Ireland) for the proposed deposit 

return scheme, and what would be the implications of these obligations? a) The 

producer/importer b) The retailer c) Both the producer/importer and retailer 

The producer or importer should report as they know the total figures placed on the market.  If 

retailers were required to report, not only would these create an additional, unwelcome burden on 

retailers, it would require more effort to collate the thousands of returns than would be the case if 

the data was provided by producers. 

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? 

There should be an audit trail showing what was received and when, how it flowed through the 

system and how much was sold on for recycling. 

25.What length of contract do you think would be most appropriate for the successful bidder to 

operate as the Deposit Management Organisation?  

a) 3-5 years  

b) 5 – 7 years  

c) 7 – 10 years  

d) 10 years + 

 

 



26.Do you agree that the above issues should be covered by the tender process? Yes / No Please 

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

The tender process needs to also include details about the approach that the prospective scheme 

administrator would take to build the infrastructure of the scheme, including a robust backhaul 

system to ensure that returned materials were collected regularly and promptly to prevent a build 

up at the retailers and to ensure that retailer received the refund of the deposit and payment of the 

handling fee in a prompt manner. 

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

No Please list any further issues you believe should be covered by Key Performance Indicators . 

--- 

 

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 / No Please elaborate on your answer  

The NFRN believes that the development of the systems for operating the DRS should be the 

responsibility of the Scheme Administrator, working with the producer and retail sectors and those, 

such as backhauliers, who are contracted to provide particular service or have particular expertise. 

29.Government will need to understand the needs of users to build digital services for deposit 

return scheme. Would you like your contact details to be added to a user panel for deposit return 

scheme 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 / No 

--- 

30. What is an appropriate measure of small producers for the purposes of determining the 

payment of registration fees? • Taxable Turnover • Drinks containers placed on the market • Any 

other 

The NFRN has no view on this matter. 

31.Is a high level of unredeemed deposits funding the scheme problematic? Yes / No. Please 

explain your answer. 

While it is accepted that there will always be a level of unredeemed deposits and that these will help 

fund the scheme over all, a high level of unredeemed deposits indicates that the scheme is failing to 

achieve its objective capturing used containers through a system desired to ensure a supply of high 

valued plastic for recycling.   Consumers may, of course, be returning materials through beside 

collection as they do currently, but this does not meet the quality requirements. 

32.Which option to treatment of unredeemed deposits do you support? Option 1 / Option 2  

The NFRN feels that it is important that unredeemed deposits are retained and help to fund the 

scheme going forward. 



 

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?  

If a minimum level of producer fee is imposed, this could, when added to the proceeds of the sale of 

collected materials and the unredeemed deposits, lead to a build up of surplus cash within the 

scheme.    This could act as a disincentive for the scheme to act as efficiently and cost effectively as 

possible, as well as potentially damaging small producers who are having to contribute to the 

scheme at a rate above that which the scheme needs to operate, and who therefore are not able to 

reinvest in their businesses to the same degree. 

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

a) 25% of net costs  

b) 33% of net costs  

c) 50% of net costs  

d) Other  

Please provide any evidence to support your response.  

If a floor is to be set, then it should be as low as possible. 

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

environmental causes? Invested in the scheme/ other environmental causes 

Excess funds should be retained within the scheme. 

To use any “excess” to fund other environmental causes would risk turning the scheme into a 

government piggy bank for funding government projects without using usual government financing 

and therefore effectively turning the producer levy into effectively a tax. 

There is also a problem of defining what is “excess”.   The scheme will always have to carry a certain 

level of funds to cover containers that have not been returned as yet.   While a container of coca 

cola may be consumed and returned within days or a couple of weeks of purchase, a bottle of 

(particularly high value) spirits may not be returned for many months, if not longer.  Currently there 

is no data on how long it will take containers to be returned.   Taking cash from the scheme may only 

lead to shortfalls later on. 

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

a.) 10p  

b.) 15p  

c.) 20p  

d.) Other  



The deposit level needs to be high enough to encourage the return of the container, but not so high 

that those on lower incomes are not able to purchase the products in the first place. 

37.Do you agree that there should be a maximum deposit level set in legislation?  Yes / no If yes, 

what should be the maximum deposit level set in legislation?  

a.) 30p  

b.) 40p  

c.) 50p  

d.) Other  

The setting of a maximum deposit level within legislation will serve to restrict the government’s and 

scheme operators room for manoeuvre in the longer term as details fixed in legislation are more 

difficult to change.   Inflation will, over time, erode the value of the deposit and this may cause a fall 

in the return rate.   An upper limit will come to prevent adjustments that the scheme may wish to 

make to increase the incentive to return the containers. 

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?  

The NFRN is concerned that either excluding multipacks or introducing differential deposits serve to 

add unwanted complication for the scheme.   Consumers need to understand what deposit applies 

to which containers and the containers will need to be marked differently so that retailers relying on 

manual takeback know which rate of deposit to apply. 

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 multipacks? Please 

provide evidence to support your answer 

As indicated in our answer to Question 38, the NFRN is not in favour of the scheme having different 

deposit rates. 

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? Please provide any 

evidence to further explain your answer.  

Yes.    It is important that customers can easily return a container and reclaim the deposit, without 

having to travel any great distance or having to make additional journey for the purpose.    Similarly, 

no retailer who wants to be part of the scheme should be disadvantaged by being excluded from the 

scheme and the additional footfall we believe that it will bring into their stores. 

However, some smaller stores may not have the space to receive and store returned items or may 

prepare food on site and have concerns about food safety.   In these cases, retailers should have the 

ability to apply from an exemption from the requirement to host a  return point. 

 



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? If so, how long or how frequently would such delays be likely to arise 

for? 

With the range of retail and, potentially other, return points and the use of “reverse vending” 

machines, we would hope that delays would be kept to a minimum.  However in city centre and 

business areas, delays at lunchtime are a current feature the retail experience for many customers 

due simply to the number of customers arriving in a short period of time.   In such cases, the retailer 

may have sufficient volumes of returns to make an RVM economically viable, leaving his staff to 

serve customers and thereby minimising any impact of service levels. 

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. Please explain your answer. 

The NFRN are extremely concerned about the implications of these proposals for independent 

retailers.   The costs of collecting containers, particularly from less regular customers, could seriously 

erode retailers margins, making what can be an invaluable service for those less able to get to the 

shop themselves, particularly in rural areas, economically unviable.    There is also concern about the 

physical logistics of backhauling used containers in a van that is also carrying fresh food deliveries. 

Retailers are also concerned about the open ended nature of the obligation, given that bottles 

containing spirits, for example, may not be returned for some months. 

The NFRN would therefore prefer option three, no obligation, while making it clear that retailers 

may chose to offer such a service should they wish to. 

43.Do you agree with the proposed criteria for the calculation of the handling fee? Yes / No 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: -  

Close proximity –  

Breach of safety  

Any further comments you wish to make  

Retailers who operate a very small store or kiosk and therefore have nowhere to securely store the 

returned items pending collection, should also be able to apply for an exemption. 

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? 



While the NFRN acknowledges that some independent retailers will apply for exemptions, the issue 

has not progressed to the position where retailers in their businesses are yet giving the matter any 

consideration.   The roll out of the scheme in Scotland may be the first indication we get as the likely 

rates of application for exemptions. 

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:  

a.) Signage to demonstrate they don’t host a return point;  

b.) Signage to signpost consumers to the nearest return point;  

c.) Anything else?  

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? Yes / No Please explain your answer. 

The proposed exemption seems entirely reasonable. 

48.How long do you think exemptions should be granted for until a review date is required to 

ensure the exemption is still required?  

a.) 1 year  

b.) 3 years  

c.) 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? Yes / No  

The technological solutions the NFRN are aware are being discussed by some all seem to come with 

requirements, such are unique ID codes on each container that, if technologically possible, add to 

the complexity and to the cost of implementing and running a return scheme. 

50.How could a digital deposit return scheme solution be integrated into existing waste collection 

infrastructure? Please explain your answer.  

Part of the purpose of DRS is to increase the supply of high quality recycled material, something that 

is not possible using the current kerbside, everything in together, collections.   To operate a DRS 

using existing collection routes would therefore undermine a key part of the reasoning behind the 

scheme, reducing the amount of plastic that can be recycled into new drinks containers. 

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

Please explain your answer.  

By giving each container a unique ID code, it should be possible, with a robust IT system, to prevent 

out of scheme or already returned bottles from being accepted.   The problem, however, is 



accounting for all the bottles actually being returned across a range of channels, so that the 

consumer can be paid their deposit. 

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? Yes / No Please explain your answer.  

 

 

53.If the digital deposit return scheme 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. 

 

 

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 / No Do you have 

any amendments or additional parameters you would propose are reflected in the permitted 

development right? 

It would be ridiculous if the deposit returned scheme was undermined by the planning system 

slowing down or preventing the deployment of reverse vending machines. 

55.Do you agree that the following should be part of a mandatory label for deposit return scheme 

products?  

a) an identification marker that can be read by reverse vending machines and manual handling 

scanners.  

b) a mark to identify the product as part of a deposit return scheme.  

c) the deposit price.  

The NFRN supports the use of the existing barcode system as a means of identifying in scope 

containers and that the fact that the container is within the scheme should be clearly marked, as 

should the rate of deposit. 

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

fraud in the system? 

Having a scheme in the rest of the UK that is compatible / interoperable with that in Scotland will be 

the most effective way of squeezing fraud out of the system. 

 



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 / No  

Labelling will be essential if customers and manual return point operators are to be able to easily 

identify which products come with a deposit and which, being from outside the scheme and either 

being imported into the rest of the UK from Scotland or purchased in Scotland and brought across 

the border by a consumer. 

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. 

It is a risk.   A soft drink purchased at Edinburgh Waverley station has a good chance of ending up 

south of Berwick upon Tweed, for example.   The ease of moment around the UK will lead to 

containers crossing between schemes, which reinforces the need for the schemes to work together. 

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

legislating for mandatory labelling requirements? Please explain your answer. 

Yes, as industry and operator led requirements can more easily adapt to changes circumstances and 

technology than requirements needing changes to regulations. 

60.Are you aware of any other solutions for smaller producers who may not currently label their 

products? Please explain your answer. 

The NFRN has no view on this matter. 

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

Do you agree? a.) Yes/ No 

While the NFRN has limited knowledge of the production lead times for labelling, 18 months from 

the requirements being notified seems reasonable. 

62.Will your processes change as a result of mandatory labelling? Yes/ No/ Don’t know. Please 

explain your answer. 

Provided there is no fundamental change, for example a switch from bar codes to QR codes that 

would require a change of scanner, changes to labelling would have little impact on our members 

process. 

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

changes and innovation? Yes / No / Don’t know Are you aware of any upcoming technology in the 

field of labelling? 

No. 

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? - 

Yes - No Please explain your answer  



If consumers forfeit their claim to the deposit by placing the container in the kerbside recycling and 

the council decide to separate the in scope item and claim the deposit and handling fee, that seems 

to be a legitimate thing to do. 

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 - No 

Please explain your answer. 

The NFRN has no view on this matter. 

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? 

Containers returned by local authorities should be processed and accounted for through the same 

channels as the material collected through a retailers manual takeback. 

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.  

If the council are treated as a return point operator, processing their returns should not be any more 

difficult than for any other retailer or return point. 

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?  

a. Option 1  

b. Option 2  

c. Option 3  

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

support your view. 

The NFRN believes that this is the simplest and most cost effective approach, using the 

infrastructure of the scheme and funding the payments from the existing pool of levy’s and deposits. 

69.Are there any other producer obligations you believe the Environmental Regulators should be 

responsible for monitoring and enforcing? 

The NFRN has no view on this matter. 

70.Are local authorities (through the role Trading Standards and the Primary Authority Scheme) 

best placed to enforce certain retailer obligations? Yes /No  

Please give any alternative suggestions. 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? 



Ensuring that a store is registered as a return point, or has a valid exemption, and is providing the 

service is something that can be added to the routine engagement between retailers and the local 

trading standards team. 

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 backhaul from retail to the schemes counting centres is a weak point.   Independent retailers, 

with limited secure storage space, need to be able to rely on a robust  backhaul system than collects 

reliably and regularly and can quickly schedule additional collections if needed.   Failures in backhaul 

will not only leave retailers out of pocket on deposits and handling fees not received but will also 

cause operational and health and hygiene issues in the store as the bags and boxes of returned 

containers build up. 

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

escalating to the Regulator? 

The DMO should take steps to provide  advise and guidance to the producer or retailer in order to 

get back on the correct path before passing the issue over for regulatory enforcement. 

74.Do you agree with the position set out regarding enforcement response options? If not, please 

expand your answer. 

Yes. 

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 NFRN is concerned by the target for implementation of “late 2024” as we would not want to be 

introducing something this significant, with all the changes required to the operation of stores, in 

the run up to Christmas.   If it is from November onward we would prefer the launch be delayed until 

the end of January 2025. 

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? Please 

provide evidence to support your answer.  

a.) 12 months  

b.) 14 months  

c.) 18 months  

d.) Any other (please specify)  



The NFRN’s view is based, in part, on our on going experience in Scotland.  A newly appointed DMO 

has to constitute itself as a company, recruit staff, finalise the operational design of the scheme with 

stakeholders, agreeing the technical requirements with producers, retailers and equipment 

manufacturers and then putting contracts for backhaul, counting centres and material handling out 

to tender.   For the UK excluding Scotland, that will need the infrastructure built over the three 

countries, with all producers and retailers being registered, eighteen months is the minimum time it 

will take to get everything required into place. 

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 impact of this decision would be on the volumes being returned and therefore the scale of the 

infrastructure to be built.   This may require additional time if more service providers need to be 

contracted or larger facilities prepared and if this added to the complexity of designing and 

operating financial and other systems. 


