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Executive Summary 
Introduction 
 
The aim of the project was to gather data on the flows of single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging placed on market (POM) and recycled in the UK (and by 
nation). 
 
It also aimed to identify options for managing these items to help reduce the environmental 
impact of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, including an 
assessment of potential policy measures. 
 
Conclusions 
 
POM 
 
Fibre-composite Cups 
 
For fibre-composite cups, approximately 3.2 billion units (+/- 9%) were placed 
onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for fibre-composite cups of 35.3k tonnes. The Valpak estimate is 5% lower 
than the industry estimate of units. 
 
Fibre-composite cups are typically made using virgin fibre with a plastic lining 
that is around 10% of the cup weight 
Based on survey responses, the plastic lining is predominantly made from PE, however other 
polymer types can be used, such as PLA. 
 
Plastic Cups 
 
For plastic cups, approximately 1.0 billion units (+/- 9%) were placed onto the 
UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for plastic cups of 7.0k tonnes. The Valpak estimate is 9% higher than the 
industry estimate of units.  
 
Plastic cups can be made from a range of polymers, with the industry survey 
indicating that roughly two thirds (67%) are made from either PS or EPS, at 42% 
and 25% respectively 
The industry survey estimates that 26% of plastic cups are made from PP, and 7% from 
PET. The survey did not highlight the usage of other polymer types, however it is 
acknowledged that others do exist, such as PLA.  
 
Lids and Sleeves 
 
It is estimated that 2.9 billion cups lids and 0.2 billion cup sleeves (+/-18%) 
were placed onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses on the usage of these items and Valpak average 
packaging weight data. 
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Cup lids are generally made from PET or PS, and this appears to depend on the 
type of cups they are used with 
Based on survey responses, all fibre-composite cup lids are made from PS, whereas plastic 
cup lids are made from PET. Although PET and PS were the only polymer types that were 
mentioned within the survey responses, it is possible that other polymer types are used for 
cup lids such as PP. 
 
On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
For on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, approximately 3.2 billion units 
(+/- 9%) were placed onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging of 30.0k tonnes. The Valpak 
estimate is 8% lower than the industry estimate of units. 
 
On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging is typically made using virgin fibre 
with a plastic lining that is approximately 10% of the total packaging weight. 
Based on survey responses, the plastic lining is mainly made from either PE or PET, however 
other polymer types can be used, such as PLA. 
 
Nation Splits 
 
The majority of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
arise in England 
England accounts for 86% of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
arisings in the UK, with Scotland accounting for 8%, Wales 4% and Northern Ireland 2%. All 
estimates of national POM splits are +/- 12%. 
 
 
Recycling 
 
Fibre-composite Cups 
 
Fibre-composite cups achieved 2.8% recycling rate in 2019 
Data collected by the National Cup Recycling Scheme in 2019 shows there were 89 million 
fibre-composite cups recycled. Based on the POM estimate of 3.2 billion cups (35.3k tonnes) 
for 2019, this means the recycling rate was 2.8%. 
 
There is enough recycling capacity to recycle all fibre-composite cups POM in the 
UK 
There is over 61k tonnes of recycling capacity in the UK, and the recycling facilities 
collectively have enough capacity to treat all the fibre-composite cups generated in the UK. 
 
Plastic Cups 
 
Plastic cups recycling in the UK is estimated at 2-4% 
For several reasons, there is very little data specific to plastic cup recycling in the UK. 
Discussions with key industry stakeholders and knowledge of plastic polymer recycling 
infrastructure in the UK indicates that the recycling rate for plastic cups is 2-4%. 
 
There is enough recycling capacity to recycle all PET and PP cups 
Once sorted by polymer, there are no real capacity constraints for the recycling of PET or PP 
cups, with an excess of 40k tonnes of input capacity in the UK for post-consumer household 
PP in 2020 and over 200k tonnes for household PET grades. Whilst there is relatively high 
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utilisation of this capacity with other post-consumer grades, it is unlikely that recycling 
capacity will act as a constraint either in relation to current or future collection levels. 
 
Lids  
 
Lids recycling in the UK is estimated to be close to 0% 
This is based on the assumption that if the cup itself is not recycled, then it is unlikely that 
the lid would be either. However, we can expect that the majority of the lids do not get 
separated for recycling at the sorting stage of the supply chain. This is primarily because 
nearly all of the lids are PS (98%) and the vast majority of the MRF sorting capacity in the 
UK does not target PS due to the relatively small percentage arising in household plastic 
packaging. 
 
Sleeves 
 
Sleeves recycling in the UK is estimated to be 2.8% 
Sleeves are made of cardboard and so are recyclable. However, as with the lids, it would be 
a reasonable assumption that if the fibre-composite cup itself is not recycled, then it is 
unlikely that the sleeve would be either. As such, it is estimated that the recycling rates for 
the sleeves is the same as it is for fibre-composite cups at 2.8%. 
 
On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
No recycling infrastructure is in place for on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging 
The research indicated there was no treatment or recycling infrastructure in place for on-the-
go fibre-composite food packaging. This type of composite material is not a target input for 
MRFs; however, if it were to enter the process it would most likely flow into the mixed paper 
fraction where it would be classified as a contaminant by the mill. This could cause 
downgrading or rejection. However, some mills have indicated they may look at using this as 
a feedstock in future depending on the specification of the infeed material. 
 
 
Collection Network and Capacity 
 
Fibre-composite cups has the largest collection network and capacity 
Using data held by the National Cup Recycling Scheme, it is estimated that there are over 
6,300 fibre-composite cup collection points across the UK with a minimum capacity of 1.6 
million fibre-composite cups. For plastic cups it is estimated that there are at least 5,000 
recycling points in the UK with a minimum capacity of 1.1 million cups. 
 
At the time of writing, there was little or no on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected for recycling in the UK.  
 
 
Initiatives for Managing Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food 
Packaging 
 
There were 54 initiatives identified for managing single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging 
The research identified 18 initiatives used for managing fibre-composite cups, 19 for plastic 
cups and 17 for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, most of which were operated on 
a voluntary basis. 
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There are six key policies used for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging 
The main policies identified for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite 
food packaging were: 

 Levy/charge 

 Takeback Schemes 

 Recycling Targets  

 Ban  

 Modulated Fees  

 Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) for Reusable Cups and Food Containers 
 
 
Policy Assessment 
 
The key objective of the assessment is to compare alternative policies and identify the best 
means to reduce the impacts of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging. In terms of the waste hierarchy, the priority is to reduce the use of single-use 
packaging and switch to reusable alternatives (e.g., for cups), then to increase the recycling 
of single-use packaging wastes (and, where feasible, the recycled content in single-use food 
and drinks packaging). 
 
The policies considered for which scenarios for single-use packaging items are modelled are 
as follows:  

 A mandatory takeback scheme 

 National recycling rate targets 

 Charges 

 Bans  

 An EPR approach 
 
The impacts of the policies (the monetised costs and benefits and net benefits) are 
quantified, in order to compare/contrast their relative effectiveness, and determine the most 
cost-effective way to reduce the impacts of single-use cups and single-use on-the-go fibre-
composite packaging. The impacts of the policies are presented as net of or relative to the 
baseline scenarios. 
 
How the policies impact on costs and benefits is traced in detail through the system(s) for 
the management of single-use packaging items: from the point at which they are placed on 
the market (i.e. ‘filled with drink’), to the point they become waste, which is either lost in the 
environment, or is collected and then flows either to recycling processes, or other waste 
management routes.  
 
The costs are the costs of managing the wastes from single-use packaging items. These are 
litter costs at the POM stage (litter in bins and ground litter). At the collection, sort, and 
recycling stages these costs are collection costs (including bins/containers), transport costs, 
sort costs, disposal costs, and recycling costs.  
 
At the collection and sort stages recovered materials values are generated. Collectors may 
receive revenues by selling single-use packaging wastes direct to recyclers or through 
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transfer of such wastes to sorters who then generate revenues from selling sorted (but 
otherwise unprocessed) recovered single-use packaging wastes to recyclers.  
 
UK recyclers purchase recovered single-use packaging wastes (from collectors and/or 
sorters) and profit by reprocessing it and selling recycled products at higher prices. Note that 
the scenario models capture just profits to avoid double counting of revenues. 
 
All costs at each of the stages and for the overall waste management system are presented 
as net costs i.e. costs less materials value. A reduction/increase in gross costs or an 
increase/reduction in materials value lowers/increases net costs. Net costs can be negative if 
the value of materials (i.e. revenue received) exceeds costs. 
 
Since materials values, which are an income stream for example to collectors and would 
represent a ‘benefit’, are already included in net costs, the remaining benefits in the policy 
scenarios are the sales market values of empty single-use packaging items and reusable 
alternatives that are sold in the UK. These sales values are adjusted by an assumed gross 
profit margin of 25% to manufacturers/sellers of these empty and reusable packaging items. 
 
Monetised costs not included are; disamenity costs of litter, any inconvenience costs to 
consumers that are not compensated by deposits, any inconvenience costs to consumers of 
reusable cups/containers, costs related to usage of reusable cups/containers and associated 
waste management costs, and environmental costs of manufacturing, usage and waste 
management of reusable cups/containers instead of single-use packaging. 
 
Monetised benefits not included are avoided greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from 
displacement of extraction and use of virgin materials through higher recycling, and any 
other beneficial impacts on the environment from reduced litter and waste to citizens, 
wildlife, and nature in general. 
 
Fibre-composite Cups 
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion, or 35k tonnes, of empty single-use fibre-composite cups 
(SUFCs) were placed on the market with a value of £257m. After being used to serve drinks 
these items are typically contaminated and are then either discarded as litter or enter some 
form of collection.  
 
Littering of SUFCs wastes cost approximately £600k, in 2019, and while some 45k tonnes of 
SUFCs wastes (including lids and contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this 
packaging after its use goes to disposal. 
 
The overall SUFCs recycling rate in 2019 was just 2.8%, and the overall SUFCs waste 
management costs less materials value was approximately £6m. 
 
Between 2022 and 2034, an additional 558.1k tonnes SUFCs (or 51 billion items) cumulative 
are projected to be placed on the market. Of this, a further 78k tonnes of SUFCs will end up 
being littered at cost of £9.4m cumulative.  
 
At current collection/recycling rates, the vast majority of any of these SUFCs that are 
collected will continue to be disposed. The projected overall SUFCs waste management costs 
less materials value is around £92m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
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The impacts1 of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for SUFCs and their waste management are summarised in Figure ES1. 
 
Figure ES1 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for SUFCs, cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -42.0 64.9 11.6% £0.0 -£7.3 £7.3 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -144.0 144.0 25.8% £0.0 -£24.9 £24.9 

Charge -23.6 -32.7 -0.5 0.0% -£35.0 -£3.9 -£31.1 

Full ban -522.1 -719.8 -14.5 0.0% -£774.4 -£85.6 -£688.8 

Partial ban -320.5 -441.9 -8.9 0.0% -£475.4 -£52.6 -£422.9 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -147.5 -252.3 30.6 8.4% -£218.8 -£31.8 -£186.9 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -407.8 407.8 73.1% £0.0 -£70.5 £70.5 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -189.6 189.6 34.0% £0.0 -£32.8 £32.8 

EPR + MTB -147.5 -286.6 64.9 16.8% -£218.8 -£37.7 -£181.0 

EPR + MTB + 
Charge -182.2 -327.8 58.6 16.9% -£270.2 -£42.3 -£227.9 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -147.5 -390.6 168.9 42.1% -£218.8 -£55.6 -£163.2 

Charge + 
Recycling target -23.6 -171.3 138.1 26.0% -£35.0 -£27.8 -£7.1 

1 Fibre content of empty SUFCs packaging. 
2 SUFCs Packaging + lids + contamination. 
3 SUFCs Packaging + lids + contamination. 
4 Average SUFCs recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall SUFCs waste management costs less materials value. 
 
The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for SUFCs are as follows: 
 
For the single policies for SUFCs, all of the policies reduce SUFCs waste management costs 
less materials value, cumulative, relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory takeback or 
recycling rate targets reduces SUFCs waste management costs less materials value by more 
than they reduce benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing 
these policies (separately) for SUFC packaging has overall positive net benefits (cumulative, 
relative to baseline).  
 

 
1 The impact of the policies on benefits less cost is the impact on benefits relative to baseline minus the impact on costs relative 
to baseline, for example for mandatory take-back the impact on benefits less costs is £0m minus -£7.3 = +£7.3m 
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Separately implementing charges, bans or an EPR approach for SUFCs has overall negative 
net benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline) because of the impacts on benefits from 
displacing usage of SUFCs with reusable alternatives, which outweighs the reduction (relative 
to baseline) in waste management costs less materials values in these policy scenarios.  
 
Implementing bans on SUFCs has the biggest impact (cumulative, relative to baseline) on 
the avoidance of litter/disposal, followed by implementing an EPR approach, and then 
recycling targets for SUFCs. Charges and bans reduce SUFCs recycling relative to baseline 
and setting recycling targets has the biggest positive impacts (cumulative, relative to 
baseline) on SUFCs waste recycling. 
 
For the policy combinations considered for SUFCs, all of the combined policies reduce SUFCs 
waste management costs less materials value, relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory 
takeback together with recycling rate targets or a deposit on SUFCs reduces waste 
management costs less materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to 
baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing these policy combinations for SUFCs has overall 
positive net benefits.  
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback with a deposit on SUFCs has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, cumulative relative to baseline, followed by an EPR approach 
combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling targets. The reduction in the 
avoidance of litter/disposal from implementing an EPR approach are reinforced by 
implementing the policy together with a mandatory takeback scheme, with charges on 
SUFCs, or with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Implementing mandatory takeback with a SUFC deposit has the biggest impact on avoidance 
of litter/disposal, the biggest impact on SUFCs waste recycling, and the biggest positive 
impact on net benefits in the combined policies scenarios. Recycling rate targets for SUFCs 
are more effective when supported by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for 
SUFCs. 
 
For all of the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displace single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios2. 
 
Plastic Cups 
 
In 2019, approximately 1 billion, or 13.8k tonnes, of single-use plastic cups (SUPCs) were 
placed on the market with a value of around £43m. After being used to serve drinks the 
SUPCs are typically contaminated and are either discarded as litter or enter some form of 
collection.  
 
Some 1.5k tonnes of SUPCs were littered (including lids and contamination) at a cost of 
approximately £180k, in 2019, and while more than 13k tonnes of SUPCs wastes (including 
lids & contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this material went to disposal.  
 
The recycling rate for SUPCs waste in 2019 is estimated to be between 2% – 4%, and the 
overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials was around £1.8m. 
 

 
2 Any inconvenience costs to consumers of reusable cups, costs related to usage of reusable cups and associated waste 
management costs, and environmental costs of raw materials extraction, manufacturing, usage and waste management of 
reusable cups instead of single-use fibre-composite cups. 
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Between 2022 and 2034, while a decline in the usage of SUPCs compared to 2019 is 
projected, an additional 10.5 billion SUPCs cumulative (or around 134k tonnes) with a 
cumulated market value of £422m are projected to be placed on the market. Of this, some 
15k tonnes of will end up as litter, at a cost of £1.8m, cumulative, but at current 
collection/recycling rates, the vast majority of any SUPC waste that is collected will continue 
to end up being disposed. 
 
The overall projected SUPCs waste management costs less materials values are £16.8m, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for SUPCs and their waste management are summarised in Figure ES2. 
 
Figure ES2 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for SUPCs, cumulative, net of baseline 
2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -3.7 3.7 2.8% £0 -£0.53 £0.53 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -27.2 27.2 20.3% £0 -£3.84 £3.84 

Charge -9.2 -9.7 -0.3 0% -£0.13 -£1.16 £1.03 

Full ban -120.1 -126.2 -4.8 0% -£1.71 -£15.05 £13.34 

Partial ban -74.8 -78.6 -3.0 0% -£1.07 -£9.37 £8.30 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -17.5 -25.7 2.7 2.9% -£0.25 -£3.28 £3.03 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -67.1 67.1 50.1% £0 -£9.48 £9.48 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -31.5 31.5 23.5% £0 -£4.45 £4.45 

EPR + MTB -17.5 -29.1 6.2 5.9% -£0.25 -£3.82 £3.57 

EPR + MTB + 
Charge -28.0 -39.3 5.2 6.0% -£0.40 -£5.00 £4.60 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -17.5 -52.7 29.8 26.2% -£0.25 -£7.61 £7.36 

Charge + 
Recycling target -9.2 -34.6 24.5 20.0% -£0.13 -£4.67 £4.54 

1 Plastic content of empty SUPCs packaging. 
2 SUPCs packaging + lids + contamination. 
3 SUPCs packaging + lids + contamination. 
4 Average SUPCs recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. 
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The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for SUPCs are as follows: 
 
For the single policies, all of the SUPCs policies reduce waste management costs less 
materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to baseline), i.e. the impact of 
implementing these policies (separately) for SUPCs has overall positive net benefits.  
 
Implementing bans on SUPCs has the biggest impacts on reduced usage of SUPCs and 
avoidance of SUPCs litter/disposal, recycling and SUPC waste management costs less 
materials value. But bans on SUPCs have the biggest negative impacts on benefits.  
 
Implementing an EPR approach or implementing charges on SUPCs prevents SUPCs wastes, 
avoids litter/disposal and reduces SUPCs waste management costs less materials value, with 
comparatively smaller negative impacts on benefits. Implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUPCs has comparatively smaller impacts on SUPCs litter/disposal, recycling and 
waste management costs less materials value. 
 
Implementing recycling rate targets for SUPCs avoids litter/disposal and achieves high 
recycling of SUPCs packaging waste but without preventing single-use packaging or 
increasing the take-up of reusable alternatives. Implementing an EPR approach for SUPCs 
has comparable impacts on avoidance of litter/disposal (and SUPCs waste management costs 
less materials value) but the increase in SUPCs waste recycling is smaller. 
 
The impacts in all of the policy combinations considered is to reduce SUPCs waste 
management costs less materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to 
baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing these policies in combinations for SUPCs has 
overall positive net benefits.  
 
The biggest impacts on the use of SUPCs is from implementing EPR together with mandatory 
takeback and charges on SUPCs, followed by EPR alongside mandatory takeback, and then 
EPR together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for SUPCs with a cup deposit has the biggest 
impact on the avoidance of litter/disposal, the biggest increase in recycling of SUPCs 
packaging waste (relative to baseline), and the biggest positive impact on overall benefits 
minus SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. 
 
Implementing charges on SUPCs combined with recycling rate targets has a comparatively 
smaller impacts on usage of SUPCs. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback policy with a cup deposit, and a mandatory takeback 
policy combined with recycling rate targets have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage 
of SUPCs in these policy scenarios. 
 
For all the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displace single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios3. 
 
 
 

 
3 Any inconvenience costs to consumers of reusable cups, costs related to usage of reusable cups and associated waste 
management costs, and environmental costs of raw materials extraction, manufacturing, usage and waste management of 
reusable cups instead of single-use plastic cups. 
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On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion items, or 30k tonnes, of single-use on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging (OFFP) were placed on the market with a value of around £385m. 
After being used to serve food, the OFFP is typically contaminated, and is either discarded as 
litter or enters some form of collection.  
 
Littering of single-use OFFP (including contamination) is estimated to have cost 
approximately £810k, in 2019, and while almost 27k tonnes of OFFP wastes (including 
contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this material went to disposal.  
 
The overall OFFP waste recycling rate in 2019 is estimated to be just 0.6%. The overall OFFP 
waste management costs less materials value was £4m. 
 
Between 2022 and 2034, a further 47.3 billion items of single-use OFFP, more than 442k 
tonnes cumulative, with a cumulative sales market value of £5.7bn are projected to be 
placed on the market.  
 
Approximately, a further 100k tonnes of single-use OFFP is projected to end up being 
littered, at a cost of £12m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. At current collection/recycling rates, 
the vast majority of OFFP will continue to be littered or go to disposal after being used once. 
The overall projected OFFP waste management costs less materials value is just under £60m 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for OFFP and their waste management are summarised in Figure ES3. 
 
Figure ES3 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for OFFP, cumulative, net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -25.9 32.9 7.4% £0.0 £0.3 -£0.3 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -114.4 114.4 25.9% £0.0 £1.3 -£1.3 

Charge -20.1 -22.4 -0.1 0.0% -£20.3 -£2.7 -£17.6 

Full ban -412.1 -459.1 -2.5 0.0% -£416.6 -£55.4 -£361.2 

Partial ban -253.4 -282.2 -1.5 0.0% -£256.1 -£34.1 -£222.0 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -125.4 -167.4 10.9 3.7% -£126.7 -£19.1 -£107.6 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -254.7 254.7 57.6% £0.0 £2.8 -£2.8 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -143.4 143.4 32.4% £0.0 £1.6 -£1.6 

EPR + MTB -125.4 -189.4 32.9 10.6% -£126.7 -£19.6 -£107.2 
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EPR + MTB + 
Charge -154.9 -217.7 29.8 10.7% -£156.5 -£23.3 -£133.3 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -125.4 -274.0 117.5 37.3% -£126.7 -£21.7 -£105.0 

Charge + 
Recycling target -20.1 -132.1 109.7 26.0% -£20.3 -£1.5 -£18.8 

1 Fibre content of empty OFFP. 
2 OFFP + contamination. 
3 OFFP + contamination. 
4 Average OFFP recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value. 
 
The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for OFFP are as follows: 
 
All the single policies for OFFP (implemented separately) reduce net benefits, cumulative 
relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory takeback or recycling rate targets for OFFP 
increases OFFP waste management costs less materials value (cumulative, relative to 
baseline). 
 
Separately implementing charges, bans or an EPR approach for OFFP has (comparatively 
larger) overall negative impacts on net benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline) because of 
the negative impacts on benefits from displacing the usage of single-use OFFP with reusable 
alternatives in these policy scenarios.  
 
Implementing bans on OFFP has the biggest impacts (cumulative, relative to baseline) on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, followed by implementing an EPR approach for OFFP, and then 
recycling targets for OFFP waste. 
 
Bans or charges on single-use OFFP reduces OFFP waste recycling relative to baseline 
(although the impact for charges is negligible). Setting recycling targets for OFFP has the 
biggest positive impacts on OFFP waste recycling, cumulative relative to baseline, followed 
by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP. 
 
For the policy combinations considered for OFFP, all of the combined policies have negative 
impacts on net overall benefits, cumulative, relative to baseline.  
 
Implementing mandatory takeback with a deposit, or mandatory takeback with recycling rate 
targets for OFFP, increases OFFP waste management costs less materials value, cumulative 
relative to baseline. The other policy combinations reduce OFFP waste management costs 
less materials value, cumulative relative to baseline. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback with a deposit on OFFP has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, cumulative relative to baseline, followed by implementing an EPR 
approach combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling targets, and then an 
EPR approach combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and charges. The reduction in 
avoidance of litter/disposal from implementing an EPR approach is reinforced by 
implementing the policy together with a mandatory takeback scheme, with charges on OFFP, 
or with recycling rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Implementing mandatory takeback for OFFP with a deposit has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal and the biggest impact on OFFP waste recycling.  
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP together with either recycling rate 
targets, a deposit, charges, or an EPR approach has significantly greater impacts compared 
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to mandatory takeback alone. Recycling rate targets for OFFP are more effective when 
supported by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme. 
 
For all the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displaces single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios4. 
 
Key Uncertainties in the Modelled Scenarios 
 
The proportions of the different types of single-use packaging items that are littered, and 
how the policies impact on littering of these packaging types is uncertain. For single-use 
coffee cups, the EAC5 quotes 7.3% of used coffee cups littered based on 2.5 billion coffee 
cups sold. Specific figures on the littered quantities of fibre-composite cups, plastic cups and 
other fibre-composite food packaging are not available. The baseline scenarios assume 10% 
of these single-use packaging items are littered. With no evidence to draw on regarding 
examples of the impacts of the policies considered, the scenarios include an assumed 
reduction in littering. In the baseline scenario for SUPCs the cost of litter disposal is 10.4% 
of the overall waste management costs less materials value, and in the scenarios for SUPCs 
it ranges from 7% to 12% of the overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials 
value. So alternative assumptions on the quantity of litter assumed has a small impact on 
overall on costs, e.g. orders of magnitude suggest other things equal that a doubling of the 
amount of litter increases litter disposal costs by approximately 10%. 
 
A more important uncertainty is that the litter costs (as modelled in the scenarios) are litter 
disposal costs and so are not representative of the complete costs of littering. More 
comprehensive costs relating to management of bin and ground litter for these packaging 
items would likely have a greater impact on their overall waste management costs. 
 
The number of reusable alternatives to single-use packaging items on the market is an 
uncertainty in the baseline scenarios. As is the rate at which they are assumed in the 
modelled scenarios to displace single-use items i.e. the number of servings of food and 
hot/cold drinks per year accounted for by reusable cups/containers. The benefits in the 
scenarios where switching occurs relate to the net impact on sales of these cups/containers 
i.e. lost sales of empty single-use cup/containers relative to the increased sales of reusable 
cups/containers, and the benefits are sensitive to the particular assumptions made. Costs 
and materials values are also sensitive to particular assumptions made, for example 
displacement of single-use cups/containers by reusable alternatives means littering is 
reduced but there’s also fewer items available for recycling, and to generate value from 
materials. 
 
While the policy scenarios consider switching from single-use to reusable cups/containers, 
scenarios for switching to non-composite single-use containers or switching out of single-use 
plastic cups are not included. For example, switching from fibre-composite cups to fibre cups 
(although the EPR scenario does cover this to some extent) or switching from single-use 
plastic cups to single-use fibre cups. 
 

 
4 Any inconvenience costs to consumers of reusable containers, costs related to usage of reusable containers and associated 
waste management costs, and environmental costs of raw materials extraction, manufacturing, usage and waste management 
of reusable containers instead of single-use fibre-composite food packaging. 
5 House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups Second Report of Session 2017–19 



WRAP Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  13 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

There is an implicit simplifying assumption that in the scenarios where switching from single-
use cups/containers to reusable alternatives occurs, reusable cups/containers are durable, 
and last long enough to survive for the duration of the scenario horizon. Although likely to be 
comparatively small in terms of the overall costs, this means that waste management costs 
and/or replacement costs for reusable cups/containers are not included in overall costs. 
 
The recycling rate targets in the policy scenarios setting recycling rate targets for single-use 
packaging are in essence arbitrary, and in these scenarios the specific profile of the 
trajectory and the level of the targets has a big impact on the costs and benefits. There are 
very few examples of recycling targets being set for these types of single-use packaging 
materials, and there are none that give any information on impact, and over what period of 
time they are expected to be achieved. The policy scenarios with recycling rate targets are 
assumed to reflect a reasonably high ambition, for example against the very low starting 
point for recycling of fibre-composite cups, but note that the current position is that the 
availability of collection systems for all of the single-use packaging materials considered here 
is the limiting factor. 
 
Important uncertainties that are out of scope of this research are the monetised 
environmental benefits and costs of increased usage of reusable cups/containers relative to 
single-use equivalents. While there have been several life cycle assessments (LCA) that have 
concluded that reusable cups potentially offer the best environmental option and provide 
comparative environmental impacts to single-use packaging equivalents, there is often a 
balance point in such studies that depends on the number of times a reusable cup/container 
is required to be used (user behaviour) to avoid a greater environmental burden compared 
to the use of single-use packaging. An LCA example for ceramic mugs shows ceramic mugs 
have a smaller potential environmental impact than single-use paper cups with lids when 
used at least 200 to 300 times, and that ceramic mugs are less expensive than single-use 
paper cups for restaurants once they are reused 45 times or more6. Another LCA example, 
develops scenarios for KeepCups which show that the carbon footprint of single-use 
compostable cups overtakes that of all KeepCup versions after only 10 days’ worth of usage, 
and after 24 days’ worth of usage for single-use paper cups7. 
 
As a general point, while more durable (by design), reusable cups/containers are likely to be 
far heavier and likely to have greater environmental burdens compared to single-use 
cups/containers from the associated extraction and use of materials and energy in their 
manufacture, transport and distribution. In their use-phase, reusable cups/containers require 
energy and water for washing for preparation for using again and may have comparatively 
greater carbon impacts at end-of-life. That having been said, they are durable and reused 
over and over and may therefore displace the environmental burden of materials, energy, 
manufacture, use and waste of many single-use items.  
 
Ultimately, reusable cups/containers will become wastes (and likely need to be replaced due 
to breakages or being lost) and therefore such impacts and their fates at end-of-life also 
need to be considered. These impacts need to be carefully assessed and weighed against the 
increased usage of single-use packaging items and the potential for single-use packaging to 
have reduced environmental impacts from enhanced capture, better waste management, 
higher recycling and higher recycled content, in order to avoid unintended consequences for 
the environment, wildlife, nature and citizens. 

 
6 https://www.recyc-quebec.gouv.qc.ca/sites/default/files/documents/acv-tasses-cafe-resume-english.pdf     
7 https://au.keepcup.com/media/KeepCup%20LCA%20Report.pdf  
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1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
The aim of the project was to gather more accurate data on all single-use cups and on-the-
go fibre-composite food packaging, at a UK level (and by nation) and to identify the best 
means to reduce the environmental impact of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite 
food packaging, including an assessment of potential policy measures8. 
 
The work focussed on the following on-the-go packaging types: 
 

1. Fibre-composite cups  
 
Fibre-composite cups are made predominantly from paper fibre but have a thin 
plastic liner which helps make the cup leakproof/heatproof. These are often used for 
serving hot drinks (i.e. coffee / tea) and cold drinks (i.e. soft drinks / milkshakes). 
Although not composite materials, the lids and insulation bands were also included as 
these are typically disposed with the cup. 
 

2. Plastic cups  
 
Plastic cups are typically made from polystyrene (PS), polyethylene terephthalate 
(PET) or polypropylene (PP). These are typically used for serving juices, smoothies 
etc. and often used with water cooler dispensers. The lids and insulation bands were 
also included as these are typically disposed with the cup. 
 

3. On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
 
This includes on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging that is composed of fibre 
(being the main material) with a plastic liner/coating/window. Examples include fast 
food containers, sandwich boxes (skillets), salad bowls, soup pots / containers and 
portion pots. 
 
It excludes liquid beverage cartons such as Tetrapak. 

 
 
1.2 Background 
 
Consultations undertaken by Defra on single-use cups indicated the majority of respondents 
suggested Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) was an appropriate system to manage 
their recovery compared to other systems such as a Deposit Return Scheme (DRS). At the 
time of writing, the consultation responses were still being considered and Government are 
continuing to look at evidence on how best to manage them.  
 
In line with the waste hierarchy and the objectives of EPR, Defra want to reduce the use of 
all unnecessary, difficult-to-recycle, single-use cups (fibre-based and plastic), lids and on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging, and where this not possible, increase the recycling of 
these items.  
 

 
8 Although Article 3(2b) Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive defines composite packaging as “packaging made of two or 
more layers of different materials which cannot be separated by hand and form a single integral unit, consisting of an inner 
receptacle and an outer enclosure, that it is filled, stored, transported and emptied as such”, this project focuses on fibre-based 
composite packaging (predominantly made from fibre with a plastic liner/coating/window) that is used for on-the-go food and 
drinks only. 
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This can be done by incentivising greater design for recyclability at the point of manufacture, 
reducing the use of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, 
encouraging the use of reusable alternatives, and investing in collection, sorting, and 
recycling. Defra want to decrease the number of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging littered and to make it easier for people and businesses to recycle 
these products through effective and accessible recycling streams. 
 
There are several policy measures available to help in meeting these outcomes, and Defra 
need to assess the costs, benefits, opportunities and barriers of these policy measures in 
order to determine the most effective ways to reduce the environmental impacts of single-
use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging9.  
 
 
1.3 Key Objectives 
 
The key objectives of this work were to identify: 

 The quantity and weight of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging placed on the market in the UK (and by Nation) in 2019  

 Quantity and weight of these items recycled in 2019 

 The UK recycling capacity for these materials  

 Quantity and weight of these items placed on the market in the UK (and by Nation) 
up to 2033/34 

 The scale of the collection network for fibre-composite cups in the UK and the cost of 
collections 

 Initiatives and policies that are used both within and outside the UK for managing 
single-use cups, their lids, and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 

 Barriers, opportunities and policy options for managing single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging 

 The impact of policy scenarios for the prevention and recovery of single-use cups and 
on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging up to 2033/34 

  
  

 
9 WRAP, RfQ Fibre composite packaging, 19/20/2020 
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2.0 Packaging Placed on the Market (POM) 
 
This section of the report provides estimates of the amount of each type of packaging placed 
on the market (POM) during 2019, as well as estimates on how this varies by nation within 
the UK. 
 
As there are levels of uncertainty around the data used to establish the various elements 
that are combined to make the total POM, figures are presented with error margins, 
providing a range around the estimate. The robustness scores established for each data 
piece used are presented in Appendix I and these have been converted into a percentage 
and related to appropriate margins of error10, as shown below. The respective margins of 
error are provided throughout the report.  
 
Figure 1 Relating Robustness Scores to Appropriate Margins of Error 
 

Robustness Error Margin 
96% to 100% +/- 3% 
91% to 95% +/- 6% 
86% to 90% +/- 9% 
81% to 85% +/- 12% 
76% to 80% +/- 15% 
71% to 75% +/- 18% 
66% to 70% +/- 21% 
61% to 65% +/- 24% 
56% to 60% +/- 27% 

 
 
The method used to calculate the margin of error on a total made up of tonnages with 
differing margins of errors was to convert each percentage error to a tonnage and use the 
Root of Sum of Squares (as it is the error of a sum). This was then expressed as a 
percentage of the total. 
 
 
2.1 POM Method 
 
A survey of foodservice retailers, packaging suppliers, manufacturers, trade associations, and 
collectors and recyclers formed the basis of estimating POM. The survey was conducted 
remotely between December 2020 and January 2021. In total, 32 key stakeholders that are 
directly involved in managing the materials in-scope of this project participated in the 
survey: 28% of collectors, 16% recyclers, 16% manufacturers, 9% distributors, 19% 
retailers and 13% trade associations. Information was requested regarding the amount of 
packaging placed on the market, its composition, quantity collected and recycled, as well as 
their estimate for the total UK market for single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging. 
 
The results of the survey were collated, and an average of the total UK market estimates for 
the three main packaging types – fibre-composite cups, plastic cups, and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging – was used as the leading POM estimate. Participants were asked 
for their UK market estimates both in terms of units of packaging and tonnage placed on the 

 
10 These are assumed estimates of error margin and not the outputs of statistical calculation. 
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market. Due to the variation in packaging weight within each packaging category, it is likely 
that the number of units placed on the market will be a more accurate estimate.  
 
This approach was used as there was a lack of publicly available information specifically 
regarding the packaging types in scope, and therefore the steering group felt an industry-led 
estimate developed using key industry stakeholders with a large market-share operating in 
the UK market would have a strong understanding of the size of the market they operate in. 
 
 
2.2 POM Cross-check 
 
Using two different methodologies can ensure the robustness of the data where findings are 
in agreement. The industry-led estimates of the UK market were cross-checked using Valpak 
estimates that were calculated using the below methodology. The Valpak estimates were 
calculated using a bottom-up approach, using a variety of components based on the key 
sectors which supply products in fibre-composite cups, plastic cups, and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging to end users. These include: 

 Packaging used to supply food and beverages within supermarkets, either pre-
packaged or sold through in-store cafés, sourced from Valpak’s EPIC database11 

 Packaging used to supply food and beverages within non-grocery retail outlets, either 
pre-packaged or prepared in store, based on Kantar data of the food on-the-go 
market12 

 Packaging used to supply food and beverages within the hospitality sector, either 
pre-packaged or sold through in-store cafés, sourced from Valpak’s EPIC database 

 
Additional scaling was used dependent on the packaging type to provide full market POM 
estimates, and the details are included within the following sections. 
 
This methodology was considered the strongest methodology available for cross-checking 
the industry estimate. 
 
 
2.3 Fibre-composite Cups POM 
 
The average of the industry estimates of the total number of fibre-composite cups placed on 
the UK market in 2019 was 3.2 billion with an average industry estimated weight of 35.3k 
tonnes. This was estimated by survey respondents to arise predominantly from the 
hospitality (non-consumer) sector, such as coffee shops, cafés, and office canteens, with a 
96% share of the total POM based on an average of the responses. The remaining 4% was 
attributed to the consumer sector, for example, where consumers purchase drinks through 
self-serve machines in supermarkets and other retail stores. 
 
To calculate the Valpak estimate of the total volume of fibre-composite cups POM in the 
same year, a bottom-up approach was used. For grocery retail (consumer sector), Valpak 
EPIC data covering approximately 53% of the UK grocery market share was analysed and 
scaled up to provide an estimate of the total grocery sector. 

 
11 The database is based on information collected direct from suppliers as well as information sourced internally, meaning that it 
holds a wide coverage of information across multiple product ranges. Product specific data collection is completed through site 
visits, supplier mailings and weighing in-house (purchasing product and collecting used product from staff). All data goes 
through a comprehensive checking process on receipt and is stored in Valpak’s bespoke software Environmental Product 
Information Centre (EPIC). 
12 https://www.thegrocer.co.uk/category-reports/meal-deal-or-no-deal-food-to-go-category-report-2019/599957.article  
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For non-grocery retail (consumer sector), Kantar data relating to the market shares of 
different food-to-go channels in 2019 was used12. Based on this data, high street retail 
represents approximately 28% of grocery retail. This percentage was then applied to the 
grocery POM estimate to provide a best estimate of fibre-composite cups arising from the 
non-grocery retail sector. This approach assumes that the composition of fibre-composite 
cups sold within the grocery sector is the same as is sold within the non-grocery retail 
sector; however, it is worth noting that this may not necessarily be the case. For example, a 
non-grocery retailer may only sell drinks of a certain size and therefore not have the same 
range of cup sizes. 
 
Valpak EPIC data relating to 33% of the cash and carry and delivered foodservice industry 
was analysed and scaled up to provide an initial estimate of fibre-composite cups POM within 
the hospitality sector (non-consumer). Again, this approach assumes that the composition of 
fibre-composite cups within the Valpak EPIC data sample of the hospitality sector is 
representative of the wider sector, which may not be the case depending on the range of 
drinks sold by each establishment. When this POM estimate was combined with the grocery 
and non-grocery retail estimates, the full market estimate appeared to be significantly lower 
than both the industry estimate and the historic estimate of approximately 2.5 billion cups. 
This historic estimate is considered as outdated due to the growth in the market13. 
 
The hospitality POM estimate was adjusted based on the assumption that smaller and/or 
independent coffee shops are more likely to purchase packaging from a cash and carry or 
delivered foodservice provider, whereas large chains would be more likely to have their own 
direct supply of branded packaging. The survey identified that approximately 35% of coffee 
shops are small independents. This percentage was then used to scale up the Valpak 
hospitality estimate to account for the full sector. Although fibre-composite cups are used by 
a range of business types within the sector and not just coffee shops, and there may be 
differences in the number and range of cups sold between the smaller independent shops 
and larger chains, this approach was used as a proxy to provide a best estimate of the total 
market using the available data. 
 
Figure 2 presents the full market POM estimates for fibre-composite cups both in terms of 
units and weight. The Valpak estimate is 5% lower than the industry estimate of units, and 
16% higher than the industry tonnage estimate. Whilst the estimate of units is very similar 
using both approaches, there is more variation in tonnage. This is likely due to the range of 
cup sizes, for example, a small cup used for an espresso compared to a large cup for a latte. 
 
Figure 2 Fibre-composite Cups POM14 
 

Source Sector Units (billion) Weight (kt) Error margin 
Industry 
estimate Full market  3.215 35.3 +/- 9% 

Valpak 
estimate 

Full market 3.0 40.9 +/- 17% 

Grocery retail 0.1 1.2 +/- 12% 

Non-grocery retail 0.03 0.3 +/- 15% 

 
13 This figure is based on a Which report in 2011 and highlighted again in the House of Commons Environmental Audit 
Committee – Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups report (2017). The figure appears to be commonly accepted. 
14 Valpak estimates of the sector breakdown may not add due to rounding. 
15 Out of the responses received, the lowest estimate of units was 2 billion, and the highest estimate was 5 billion. 
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Hospitality 2.9 39.3 +/- 18% 
 
 
2.4 Plastic Cups POM 
 
The average of the industry estimates of the total number of plastic cups placed on the 
market in 2019 was 1.0 billion with a weight of 7.0k tonnes. This was estimated to arise 
predominantly from the hospitality (non-consumer) sector, with a 96% share of the total 
POM based on an average of the responses. The remaining 4% was attributed to the 
consumer sector. This is the same consumer / non-consumer split as was estimated by the 
survey group for fibre-composite cups. 
 
To calculate the Valpak estimate of the total volume of plastic cups POM in 2019, a similar 
approach was taken as was used for fibre-composite cups. For the grocery sector, Valpak 
EPIC data covering approximately 53% of the UK grocery market share was analysed and 
scaled up to provide an estimate of the total grocery sector. 
 
For non-grocery retail, Kantar data relating to the market shares of different food-to-go 
channels in 2019 was used12. Based on this data, high street retail represents approximately 
28% of grocery retail. This percentage was then applied to the grocery POM estimate to 
provide a best estimate of plastic cups arising from the non-grocery retail sector. 
 
Valpak EPIC data relating to 33% of the cash and carry and delivered foodservice industry 
was analysed and scaled up to provide an estimate of plastic cups POM within the hospitality 
sector. When this POM estimate was combined with the grocery and non-grocery retail 
estimates, the full market estimate appeared to be lower than the industry estimate. 
 
As part of the survey, foodservice retailers were asked to provide an estimate of the volume 
of both fibre-composite and plastic cups placed onto the market in 2019. These responses 
were analysed to assess the difference in POM between the two cup types. It was found that 
plastic cups sold by the sample of foodservice retailers accounted for approximately 34% of 
the volume of fibre-composite cups. This percentage was then applied to the industry-led full 
market estimate for fibre-composite cups POM as a means of estimating the full market for 
plastic cups.  
 
Based on this approach, the full market Valpak estimate for plastic cups POM in 2019 was 
1.1 billion units with an average industry estimated weight of 13.8k tonnes. The units 
estimate is 9% higher than the industry estimate of 1 billion cups. It is worth noting that the 
difference in tonnages POM between the industry and Valpak estimates is significant, with 
the Valpak estimate being close to double the industry estimate. Whilst it is likely that 
tonnages may vary due to differing cup sizes, this degree of difference may highlight 
inconsistencies within the data. For example, the types of cups included in the EPIC data 
used for calculating the Valpak estimates may not be representative of the range of plastic 
cups in circulation, such as the relatively small plastic cups used in vending machines. 
Several survey responses commented on the prevalence of vending machines within public 
places (e.g. hospitals) and work environments, and that cups used in vending machines may 
account for a substantial proportion of plastic cup usage. Due to the lack of available data on 
the scale of the vending machine market, it has not been possible to quantify how many 
cups (plastic or fibre-composite) arise from vending machines.  
 
After establishing the full market Valpak estimate for plastic cups POM (almost 1.1 billion 
units, 13.8k tonnes), the grocery, non-grocery and hospitality estimates were subtracted 
from the total. It was assumed that the remainder would arise within the hospitality sector 
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where foodservice retailers have their own direct supply chain as opposed to relying on 
foodservice wholesalers. 
 
Figure 3 includes the breakdown of plastic cups POM as estimated by industry and Valpak, 
both in terms of number of units and weight. The error margins for each estimate are also 
provided. 
 
Figure 3 Plastic Cups POM16 
 

Source Sector Units (billion) Weight (kt) Error margin 
Industry 
estimate Full market 1.017 7.0 +/- 9% 

Valpak 
estimate 

Full market 1.08 13.8 +/- 18% 

Grocery retail 0.02 0.2 +/- 15% 
Non-grocery 

retail 0.004 0.05 +/- 18% 

Hospitality 1.07 13.6 +/- 18% 
 
 
2.5 Cup Lids and Sleeves POM  
 
To estimate the number of lids and cups used alongside fibre-composite and plastic cups, a 
slightly different approach was used. Foodservice retailers were asked to provide estimates 
on the proportion of cups sold with lids and/or sleeves. 
 
For cup lids, retailers provided an estimate of lid usage for fibre-composite and plastic cups 
separately. When this is weighted based on the number of cups of each material type POM 
by each retailer, lids are provided with 98% of drinks sold in fibre-composite cups, compared 
to only 2% of drinks sold in plastic cups. These percentages were then applied to the 
industry led POM estimates of units for both cup types to estimate the number of lids POM in 
2019. Then, this estimate was used together with Valpak EPIC data on average cup lid 
weights to provide an estimate of tonnage.  
 
Figure 4 shows the final cup lid POM estimates for 2019, with an error margin of +/- 18%. 
In addition, it includes a sector split between grocery retail, non-grocery retail and 
hospitality, which is based on Valpak estimates of sector split for cups. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
16 Valpak estimates of the sector breakdown may not add due to rounding. 
17 Out of the responses received, the lowest estimate of units was 0.8 billion, and the highest estimate was 3.6 billion.  
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Figure 4 Cup Lids POM18 
 

Source Sector Units (billion) Weight (kt) 

Valpak 
estimate 

Full market 2.9 12.5 

Grocery retail 0.1 0.4 
Non-grocery 

retail 0.02 0.1 

Hospitality 2.8 12.5 
 
 
This approach was repeated for cup sleeves, with weighted results from the survey 
indicating that 5% of cups are provided with sleeves. It was assumed that all sleeves would 
be used with fibre-composite cups, however it is possible that a small number may be used 
with plastic cups. Based on the industry estimate of fibre-composite cups POM and the 
proportion of sleeves sold with cups, an estimate was made of the number of sleeves POM in 
2019. Then, this was used together with Valpak EPIC data on average cup sleeve weights to 
provide an estimate of tonnage.  
 
Figure 5 shows the final cup sleeve POM estimates for 2019, with an error margin of +/- 
18%. In addition, it includes a sector split between grocery retail, non-grocery retail and 
hospitality, which is based on Valpak estimates of sector split for fibre-composite cups. 
 
Figure 5 Cup Sleeves POM19 
 

Source Sector Units (billion) Weight (t) 

Valpak 
estimate 

Full market 0.16 787.9 

Grocery retail 0.005 24.0 
Non-grocery 

retail 0.001 6.7 

Hospitality 0.15 757.2 
 
 
2.6 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging POM 
 
The average of the industry estimates of the total number of on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging items placed on the market in 2019 was 3.2 billion with a weight of 30.0k tonnes. 
This was estimated to arise predominantly from the hospitality (non-consumer) sector, with 
a 95% share of the total POM based on an average of the responses. The remaining 5% was 
attributed to the consumer sector. However, it was noted by a few participants that 
sandwiches for on-the-go consumption would likely be purchased through consumer 
channels and would therefore have a different consumer / non-consumer split, although no 
estimates were provided as to what this may be. 

 
18 Valpak estimates of the sector breakdown may not add due to rounding. 
19 Valpak estimates of the sector breakdown may not add due to rounding. 
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A bottom-up approach was used to calculate the Valpak estimate of on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging POM in the same year as a cross-check of the industry estimate. 
For the grocery sector, Valpak EPIC data covering approximately 53% of the UK grocery 
market share was analysed and scaled up to provide an estimate of the total grocery sector. 
 
For non-grocery retail, Kantar data relating to the market shares of different food-to-go 
channels in 2019 was used12. Based on this data, high street retail represents approximately 
28% of grocery retail. This percentage was then applied to the grocery POM estimate to 
provide a best estimate of on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging arising from the non-
grocery retail sector. 
 
Valpak EPIC data relating to 33% of the cash and carry and delivered foodservice industry 
was analysed and scaled up to provide an initial estimate of on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging POM within the hospitality sector. When this POM estimate was combined with the 
grocery and non-grocery retail estimates, the full market estimate appeared to be 
significantly lower than the industry estimate. 
 
The hospitality POM estimate was adjusted based on the same assumption that was used for 
fibre-composite cups, which was that smaller and/or independent coffee shops are more 
likely to purchase packaging from a cash and carry or delivered foodservice providers, 
whereas large chains would be more likely to have their own direct supply of branded 
packaging from the manufacturer. Based on the survey estimate that approximately 35% of 
coffee shops are small independents, the Valpak estimate for the hospitality sector was 
scaled up to account for the full sector. It is acknowledged that this may not be the most 
accurate way to estimate the volume of on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging POM via 
the hospitality sector because of the range of establishments within the sector and their 
varying usage of on-the-go food packaging; however, this approach was used as a proxy to 
provide the best estimate of the total market using the available data.  
 
Figure 6 presents the full market POM estimates for on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging both in terms of units and weight. The associated error margins are also included. 
The Valpak estimate is 8% lower than the industry estimate of units, and 25% higher than 
the industry tonnage estimate. There is a much wider range of packaging formats and sizes 
within on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging compared to fibre-composite cups, and 
therefore there is likely to be a variation in estimates of the full market tonnage.  
 
Figure 6 On-the-go Fibre-composite Food Packaging POM20 
 

Source Sector Units (billion) Weight (kt) Error margin 
Industry 
estimate Full market 3.221 30.0 +/- 9% 

Valpak 
estimate 

Full market 2.9 37.4 +/- 21% 

Grocery retail 1.1 12.2 +/- 15% 
Non-grocery 

retail 0.3 3.4 +/- 18% 

Hospitality 1.5 21.9 +/- 21% 

 
20 Valpak estimates of the sector breakdown may not add due to rounding. 
21 Out of the responses received, the lowest estimate of units was 1 billion, and the highest estimate was 8 billion. One estimate 
of 15 billion was omitted from the analysis as this was believed to be an outlier. 
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On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging differs to both fibre-composite and plastic cups in 
terms of from which sector the material arises based on Valpak POM estimates. For single-
use cups, the hospitality sector accounts for the majority of POM (96% of fibre-composite 
cups and 98% of plastic cups). Whereas the split between non-consumer (hospitality) and 
consumer (grocery and non-grocery retail) is more even for on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging, with a non-consumer share of 58% and consumer share of 42% based on the 
POM weight estimate.  
 
Using Valpak estimates of the types of packaging included within each sector, sandwich 
packaging (skillets) appear to skew this split, with 94% by weight estimated to have come 
from the consumer sector. Fibre-composite sandwich packaging makes up approximately one 
third of the total weight of on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging estimated by Valpak. 
When sandwich packaging is removed, the remaining format types have a consumer/non-
consumer split that is more similar to single-use cups, at 16% and 84% respectively22. 
 
Figure 7 provides an indicative composition of the different packaging formats across the 
full market for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. This data has been estimated 
using Valpak EPIC data for the grocery and hospitality sectors and aims to provide insight 
into the range of formats on the market. However, it is worth noting that the approach taken 
assumes that other businesses placing this type of packaging onto the market use the same 
exact formats as those included within the EPIC data, and as a result, the format splits 
above are for illustrative purposes and are not a definitive list or breakdown of the different 
formats. 
 
Figure 7 Indicative Format Splits Across the Total Market for On-the-go Fibre-composite 
Food Packaging23 
 

Packaging Format Indicative Composition 
Food containers / boxes 37% 
Sandwiches 33% 
Other fibre-composite flexible 11% 
Other fibre-composite rigid 10% 
Portion pots 7% 
Soup/hot food containers 2% 
Fibre-composite salad containers 0.2% 
Fibre-composite lids 0.2% 
Dessert pots 0.1% 

 
 
2.7 Placed on Market in the UK (and by Nation) 2019  
 
To support decision making within the devolved administrations, an estimate was made of 
how the total volume of packaging placed onto the UK market is likely to be split between 
the different nations.  

 
22 The industry survey estimates of how on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging is split between the consumer and non-
consumer sector are 5% and 95%, respectively. However, one of the responses stated that the sandwiches in fibre-composite 
packaging are more likely to arise from the consumer sector. To test the sensitivity, the sector splits were recalculated on the 
assumption that the industry estimate of sandwiches POM would arise within the consumer sector, and the remaining on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging formats would arise within the non-consumer sector. This provided a split of 28% consumer 
and 72% non-consumer. 
23 Indicative composition percentages may not add due to rounding. 
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A 2018 report by UKHospitality provides the regional gross value added (GVA) contribution of 
the UK hospitality sector for 2017, based on ONS data24. It was felt that solely relying on this 
split would not necessarily be representative of how fibre-composite cups, plastic cups and 
on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging is sold through non-hospitality sectors, such as 
grocery and non-grocery retail. 
 
In addition to the above, Office of National Statistics (ONS) 2018 data on regional balanced 
GVA contributions by industry across all NUTS level regions was assessed as this data covers 
all sectors and not just hospitality25. Industries were selected based on their SIC07 
description, and although grocery and non-grocery retail are included under retail trade, 
other non-target sectors may also fall into the same description, which means that the 
regional GVA contributions may be less accurate due to the range of sectors present.  
 
The nation splits of GVA contributions as a percentage of the total UK contribution were then 
compared for both approaches, and the average was used to provide an estimate of how 
POM varies by nation.  
 
Figure 8 illustrates how GVA contributions vary by nation for each of the approaches. 
Despite the differences in the sectors included, the nation splits are very similar. 
 
Figure 8 Nation Splits based on GVA Contributions 
 

Nation UKHospitality GVA ONS GVA Average 
England 85% 87% 86% 
Scotland 9% 7% 8% 
Wales 4% 3% 4% 

Northern Ireland 2% 3% 2% 
 
 
Using the average of the UK hospitality and UK full market GVA contributions, the total POM 
estimates obtained through the surveys with industry were split by nation for fibre-composite 
cups, plastic cups and on-the-go food fibre food composite packaging. In addition, the 
Valpak POM estimates for cup lids and sleeves are split by nation following the same 
approach. This data has an error margin of +/-12% and is included in Figure 9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
24 https://www.ukhospitality.org.uk/page/EconomicContributionoftheUKHospitalityIndustry2018  
25 https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossvalueaddedgva/datasets/nominalandrealregionalgrossvalueaddedbalancedbyindustry  
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Figure 9 Packaging Split by Nation26 
 

Packaging 
type Measure England Scotland Wales Northern 

Ireland UK total 

Fibre-
composite cups 

Units 
(billion) 2.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 3.2 

Weight (kt) 30.3 2.9 1.3 0.8 35.3 

Plastic cups 

Units 
(billion) 0.9 0.1 0.04 0.02 1.0 

Weight (kt) 6.0 0.6 0.3 0.2 7.0 

On-the-go 
fibre-composite 
food packaging 

Units 
(billion) 2.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 3.2 

Weight (kt) 25.8 2.4 1.1 0.7 30.0 

Cup lids 

Units 
(billion) 2.5 0.2 0.1 0.1 2.9 

Weight (kt) 10.7 1.0 0.5 0.3 12.5 

Cup sleeves 

Units 
(billion) 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.004 0.2 

Weight (kt) 0.7 0.7 0.03 0.02 0.8 

 
As part of the survey, foodservice retailers were asked to provide an estimate of how the 
packaging that they place onto the UK market is split by nation. The responses to this 
question were not used to estimate how total UK POM is divided between nations because of 
uncertainties with the accuracy of the data, as many businesses explained they do not 
necessarily keep a record of their data at this level. For example, some responses were 
based on the number of stores per nation, and others were based only on an estimate made 
by the retailer. In addition, the responses are skewed towards the hospitality sector and so 
may not be representative of the grocery and non-grocery retail sectors. However, the 
estimates have been included within this report (Figure 10) as it was felt important for 
reference and to compare to the nation splits based on the ONS data. 
 
Figure 10 Estimates of 2019 nation splits based on survey responses 
 

Nation Estimate of nation split  
England 81% 
Scotland 10% 
Wales 7% 

Northern Ireland 2% 
 
 

 
26 Figures may not add due to rounding. 
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The key organisations placing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
onto the UK market are included within Appendix II of this report. 
 
 
2.8 Packaging Composition 
 
2.8.1 Material Composition 
 
The survey of manufacturers, packaging suppliers, foodservice retailers, trade associations, 
collectors and recyclers also formed the basis of estimating the material composition of each 
type of packaging. Each participant was asked to provide their best estimate of what the 
material composition and recycled content was for each packaging type. Where participants 
manufacture, distribute or sell packaging / products using the packaging in scope, they were 
also asked to provide this information for the specific packaging that they place onto the 
market. 
 
The collated responses were used to provide an indicative material composition for each type 
of packaging, as it is acknowledged that the sample group may not be representative of the 
full market for each packaging type. This approach was taken as opposed to using Valpak 
EPIC data because under the current packaging reporting requirements, composite 
packaging is typically reported under the predominant material type rather than under each 
different composite material type, and therefore the level of granularity needed to estimate 
the composition of fibre-composite packaging is not always available. 
 
2.8.1.1 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
For fibre-composite cups, all responses indicated that cups are made up of between 90% to 
95% paper, with the rest being predominantly polyethylene (PE). Where respondents were 
unable to provide a polymer type for the plastic lining, this has been included to allow for 
non-PE lining materials. For example, polylactic acid (PLA) can be used as a lining, and 
although this was not highlighted as an alternative option within the survey sample, it is 
assumed that a small proportion of fibre-composite cups with this lining is likely within the 
full market. Figure 11 provides the indicative material composition of fibre-composite cups, 
as well as estimating the weight of each material type based on the industry full market POM 
estimate. 
 
Figure 11 Indicative Composition of Fibre-composite Cups27 
 

Material Indicative 
material split Weight (kt) 

Paper 91% 32.2 

PE 7% 2.3 
Non-PE plastic 

lining 2% 0.7 

Total  35.3 
 
 
The Confederation of Paper Industries (CPI) guidelines on the tolerable level of plastic within 
fibre recycling have an aspirational target for plastic of max. 5% of the weight entering a 

 
27 Figures may not add due to rounding. 
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paper mill28. The On-Pack Recycling Label (OPRL) guidance states that coated paper and 
card are required to have a maximum of 15% plastic by weight to be considered recyclable, 
with this decreasing to 10% by January 202329.  
 
The indicative estimates of material composition suggest that the majority of fibre-composite 
cups could be recycled; however, it is important to note that cups with a PLA lining may 
contaminate the recycling process30. As a compostable plastic, PLA will break down within 
industrial composting facilities, but its properties may also cause PLA linings on fibre-
composite cups to break down to a greater degree than PE linings, posing a risk of 
contamination. Another point to consider is that if fibre-composite cups with a PLA lining 
were to be disposed of within existing food/garden waste collections and enter an industrial 
composting facility, they would likely be removed as suspected contamination31.  
 
2.8.1.2 Plastic Cups 
 
For plastic cups, weighted responses from the survey indicated that roughly two thirds 
(67%) of cups are made from either polystyrene (PS) or expanded polystyrene (EPS), at 
42% and 25% respectively. Figure 12 provides the indicative material composition of plastic 
cups, as well as estimating the weight of each material type based on the industry full 
market POM estimate. 
 
Figure 12 Indicative Composition of Plastic Cups32 
 

Material Indicative 
material split Weight (kt) 

PET 7% 0.5 

PS 42% 2.9 

EPS 25% 1.7 

PP 26% 1.8 

Total  7.0 
 
 
These are the polymer types identified within the survey sample; however, it is possible that 
other polymer types, such as PLA, may also have been placed on the market in 2019 by 
other businesses outside of the sample group.  
 
2.8.1.3 On-the-go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
For on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, the majority of responses indicated that 
packaging is made up of between 90% and 95% paper, with the rest being predominantly 
PE. Where respondents were unable to provide a polymer type for the plastic lining, this has 
been included to allow for non-PE lining materials, such as PLA, as it is recognised that these 

 
28http://thecpi.org.uk/library/PDF/Public/Publications/Guidance%20Documents/CPI%20Recylability%20Guidelines%20Revision
%201_Jan2020.pdf  
29 https://www.oprl.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/New-OPRL-Labelling-Rules-Jan-2020.pdf  
30 https://resource.co/article/how-recycle-biodegradable-coffee-cups-13020  
31 https://wrap.org.uk/resources/guide/compostable-plastic-packaging-guidance  
32 Figures may not add due to rounding. 
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are also used within on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. Figure 13 provides the 
indicative material composition of on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, as well as 
estimating the weight of each material type based on the industry full market POM estimate. 
 
Figure 13 Indicative Composition of On-the-go Fibre-composite Food Packaging33 
 

Material Indicative 
material split Weight (kt) 

Paper 93% 27.9 

PE 4% 1.1 

PET 3% 1.0 
Non-PE plastic 

lining 0.1% 0.02 

Total  30.0 
 
 
Based on the CPI and OPRL plastic tolerance guidelines, the indicative composition of on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging suggests that the majority of this packaging should 
technically be recyclable depending on the fibre-length and end product. As is the case for 
fibre-composite cups, on-the-go food packaging which uses a PLA liner may contaminate the 
recycling process. In addition, on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging is considered more 
likely to be contaminated than fibre-composite cups (e.g. with leftover food), and so this 
may reduce its recyclability. 
 
2.8.1.4 Cup Lids and Sleeves 
 
For cup sleeves, it was assumed that all would be made from paper fibre only. For cup lids, 
the survey responses indicated that the polymer type varies depending on the type of cup it 
is used with, as all respondents said that plastic cups have PET lids, and fibre-composite 
cups have PS lids. Based on the Valpak estimates of the amount of lids POM in 2019 and the 
survey responses relating to lid usage for fibre-composite and plastic cups (Section 2.5), 
the indicative material composition of cup lids was estimated and is included in Figure 14. 
 
Figure 14 Indicative composition of cup lids 
 

Material Indicative 
material split Weight (kt) 

PET 2% 0.3 

PS 98% 12.2 

Total  12.5 
 
 
Although PET and PS were the only polymer types that were mentioned within the survey 
responses, it is possible that other polymer types are used for cup lids. 
 

 
33 Figures may not add due to rounding. 
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2.8.2 Recycled Content 
 
Within the surveys, organisations were asked to provide details on how much recycled 
content was present in their packaging. Whilst there are some examples of recycled content 
usage within the survey responses, incorporating recycled content into single-use cups and 
on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging was widely acknowledged by the survey group as 
a challenge for various reasons.  
 
Firstly, current legislation limits the use of recycled content within food contact applications, 
with only PET and HDPE recycled content permitted for use34. Based on the indicative 
material compositions outlined in the previous section, PET accounts for only a small 
proportion of packaging, therefore most of the plastic used in single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging cannot contain recycled material. Where recycled content 
can be incorporated, within plastic cups and cup lids for example, several survey responses 
indicated that at least 40% of the plastic by weight was recycled material, with others 
indicating that recycled content was at 100%.  
 
Secondly, survey responses indicated that virgin rather than recycled material is often 
required to sustain the structural integrity of the packaging. Virgin fibre is stronger and 
therefore better suited to be used in fibre-composite cups. However, this in turn means that 
the fibre from cups is high quality and a good length, which enables it to be recycled in high 
value end products such as high-quality writing paper35 or even in reusable coffee cups36. 
 
Lastly, recycled fibre has an increased biological loading compared to virgin fibre, which 
presents a health and safety risk.  
 
 
  

 
34 https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2619/pdfs/uksi_20122619_en.pdf  
35 https://www.jamescropper.com/about/innovation/coffee-cup-recycling  
36 https://circularandco.com/reusable-coffee-cups  
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3.0 Recycling  
 
3.1 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
3.1.1 Recycling 
 
Data collected by the National Cup Recycling Scheme indicates that 89 million fibre-
composite cups were recycled in 201937. Based on the POM estimate of 3.2 billion cups for 
2019, this means the recycling rate for 2019 was 2.8%. 
 
Using data from the National Cup Recycling Scheme regarding the quantity of cups collected 
and knowledge of the individual cup collection points located throughout the UK, it was 
possible to estimate the split between the volume of cups collected by each nation (England, 
Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland). The analysis considered cups collected using the 
following collection systems: individual locations, backhauled from retailers to distribution 
centres for bulked collections, and on-street recycling points.  
 
Where cups were collected from individual locations, it was possible to determine the nation 
of collection by either simply the name of each individual location or by knowing the 
operational area covered by each waste collector involved in collecting cups. To breakdown 
the number of cups collected from each nation via backhaul to a distribution centre, it was 
necessary to work out the number of stores offering cup recycling per nation. Using survey 
responses where the participant had provided a split by nation and desktop research, it was 
possible to calculate the number of stores offering cup recycling in each of the four nations. 
As on-street cup recycling points are typically launched with a high degree of service 
promotion, the areas involved can be easily attributed to the corresponding nation. Based on 
further research, it was identified that the collections of fibre-composite cups in Northern 
Ireland was negligible.  
 
Once each scenario was split by the volume of cups collected by nation, it was then possible 
to add together the volume of cups collected within each nation in each scenario. These 
results were then used to calculate the percentage split of the total volume of cups collected 
by each nation.  
 
This was deemed to be the best approach as it involved using data from the National Cup 
Recycling Scheme, knowledge of the individual collection points and survey responses, as 
well as the scenario split used elsewhere in the modelling process. Using this approach, it 
was possible to take logical steps to break down the data further into a split by nation. As 
the data from the National Cup Recycling Scheme provides the end recycling location and 
the waste collector that has collected the cups, this was used as a high-level sense-check for 
the nation splits.  
 
Figure 15 shows the POM and recycling for each nation and the UK. 
 
 

 
37 The NCRS works by signing up fibre-composite cup collectors and recyclers to the NCRS. Once a collector delivers cups into a 
recycler, the NCRS receives a report informing them of how many cups have been recycled, it then pays an ‘incentive payment’ 
to the collector, which is extra to the money the collector will receive from charging their client for the service as well as the 
money they receive from the recycler for the material. This helps incentivise collectors, regardless of where they collect cups 
from to sign up to the NCRS and receive the extra payment. This ensures the data regarding cups recycled is captured and 
reported to the NCRS.  

Also, as there is only a limited number of facilities recycling cups, all of which have been engaged by the NCRS all efforts are 
made to ensure that data regarding all cups recycled is collected. The only cups recycled out-with the scheme are likely to be 
through acceptable contamination levels at the mills. There was no data available regarding this although the quantity will be 
minimal. 
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Figure 15 Fibre-composite POM and Recycling UK and by Nation 
 
Packaging 

type Measure England Scotland Wales Northern 
Ireland UK total 

Fibre-
composite 
cup POM 

Units 
(billion) 2.8 0.3 0.1 0.1 3.2 

Weight (kt) 30.3 2.9 1.3 0.8 35.3 

Fibre-
composite 

cup Recycling 

Units 
(billion) 0.08 0.01 0.002 0.00 0.09 

Weight (kt) 0.9 0.1 0.03 0.0 0.98 

Recycling 
Rate % 3.0% 2.0% 2.0% 0.0% 2.8% 

 
 
3.1.2 Recycling Collections and Capacity 
 
Where collected for recycling, fibre-composite cups are typically handled as a separate 
stream and not mixed with other types of paper or board. This is due to the fact that they 
are not permitted for inclusion in the grades covered by EN 643, such as mixed paper and 
cardboard, where they would be viewed as a contaminant. Keeping them as a separate 
stream is also for operational reasons, as they are often blended with other feedstock grades 
at controlled percentages into the pulping process. Where this occurs, the exact mix is 
determined either by the end paper or board product being manufactured or the ability of 
the process to remove the plastic element of the cup, or a combination of both. As a result 
of the fibre-composite cups being kept separate, the supply chain from the collection point to 
the recycler is fairly simple, with the cups typically only being bulked and baled prior to 
supply to the mill. The exception to this separate stream collection scenario is that fibre-
composite cups have historically also been collected via bring banks mixed with drink and 
liquid food cartons by ACE UK. However, this bring bank system has recently been removed 
due to the high percentage of local authorities that now collect drink and liquid food cartons 
at the kerbside. 
 
There are four paper mills in the UK that can accept and recycle fibre composite cups. These 
are: 

 DS Smith, Kent 

 Essity, Lancashire 

 Sonoco / ACE UK, West Yorkshire 

 James Cropper, Cumbria 
 
A range of end products are produced by the different mills – board products, high quality 
papers, and tissue.  
 
There are over 61k tonnes of capacity across these facilities for fibre-composite cups and 
they collectively have enough capacity to treat all the paper cups generated in the UK38. This 

 
38 http://www.pcrrg.uk/faqs.html  
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estimate for processing capacity was supported by the findings of this research and is 
comfortably in excess of the 1k tonnes collected for recycling, and even greater than the 
total tonnage of fibre-composite cups placed on the market in the UK each year. Even if all 
fibre-composite cups POM were recycled it would represent less than one percent of the 
paper packaging currently recycled, and due to the high quality of the fibre from fibre-
composite cups it is believed that this would represent additional recycling, and would not 
displace current recycling material.  
 
No recycling of the plastic fraction removed during the pulping process was identified; 
however, some trials are understood to be underway. 
 
In addition to these four paper mills, Circular & Co, working with Nextek, reprocess fibre-
composite cups and manufacture reusable cups. First the fibre-composite cups are taken to a 
site in Wales where they are industrially cleaned and shredded. The resulting material is 
blended with recycled plastics to form a paper plastic composite used in the reusable cups’ 
outer layer. At their site in Cornwall, Circular & Co turn this recycled composite material into 
reusable cups in a moulding process. Towards the end of 2020, Nextek also started working 
with Ecodek to use the paper plastic composite to produce waterproof building materials. 
 
 
3.2 Plastic Cups 
 
3.2.1 Recycling 
 
Data for plastic cup collection and recycling is much harder to access for a range of reasons: 

 There is no national collection system to monitor activities and capture data 

 Plastic cups are often collected in mixed recyclable collections. This might be with 
other recyclables in a fast-food restaurant or coffee shop, mixed with bottles and 
cans at a vending machine, or collected with a full mix of recyclables at on-the-go 
collection points or in workplaces, etc. 

 They are made of a range of polymers, some of which may be captured during the 
sorting centre and others not, depending on the facility that they pass through 

 They are typically recycled mixed with other formats of the same polymer type at 
very small percentages 

 
For the aforementioned reasons, the survey of collectors identified very little data specific to 
plastic cups. A more detailed description of the supply chain is shown in the next section. 
 
By utilising the research for this project, and a knowledge of UK municipal sorting 
infrastructure, the percentage capture and recycling rate can be assumed to be low. As the 
cups may be placed in mixed recycling collection points, in addition to more targeted 
collection points, it can be assumed that their collection rate may be a little higher than for 
fibre-composite cups that have limited specialist collection systems. Based on the number of 
potential collection points (food and drink outlets, recycling services by vending companies, 
mixed recyclable collections by waste management companies), it is estimated that 5-10% 
of cups are potentially being collected for recycling. However, the most likely polymers of 
cups to be captured for recycling at the sorting stage of the supply chain would be those 
made from PP and PET, as there is very limited sorting of PS at municipal sorting centres. 
However, PP and PET cups are estimated to make up only 33% of all cups placed on the 
market. If it is assumed that some of the PS cups may find their way to recycling, either in 
separate collections where they are mixed with other PS items or that some are captured at 
sorting centres, then perhaps 40% of the POM may be available for capture. Applying the 5-
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10% collection rate to this gives a 2-4% recycling rate for the cups. As stated above this is 
potentially higher than for fibre cups due to their ability to be put in mixed recycling points, 
as well as more targeted collections, and their collection infrastructure being in place for 
longer, and as such, is better established. 
 
It is assumed this is the recycling rate for all nations in the UK, as all have a similar collection 
and sorting infrastructure. 
 
3.2.2 Recycling Collections and Capacity 
 
The supply chain for plastic cups is more complex than for fibre-composite cups, with them 
often being included in dry mixed recyclables collections or mixed with other recyclables that 
might be generated at the same point, such as plastic bottles and drinks cans. An additional 
consideration is that plastic cups are made from a range of different polymers. The most 
prevalent polymer used is PS (42% HIPS, 25% EPS) followed by PP (26%) and PET (7%). 
These different polymers tend to get mixed in the supply chains, for example during 
collection or interim storage, and so must be separated either prior to recycling or during the 
recycling process itself.  
 
The exact nature of downstream activities after collection and initial bulking were often 
difficult to identify due to the mix of materials and limited information collectors may have of 
the downstream sorting process (typically an MRF). Also, there are multiple steps in the 
supply chain and so they may not know where the plastic goes after the MRF for recycling. 
Based on the UK MRF infrastructure, it seems probable that PP and PET cups would be 
identified by NIR sorters and ejected with similar household items. For PP cups this would be 
with PP trays, punnets and bottles, and for PET cups this would be with PET bottles and 
trays. PS cups would be captured for recycling if the MRF had an NIR unit for this polymer; 
however, sorting of PS at MRFs / PRFs in the UK is believed to be minimal due to the 
relatively small quantities of PS collected through separate collections from households. 
 
Once sorted by polymer, there are no real capacity constraints for the recycling of PET or PP 
cups, with an excess of 40k tonnes of input capacity in the UK for post-consumer household 
PP in 2020 and over 200k tonnes for household PET grades. Whilst there is relatively high 
utilisation of this capacity with other post-consumer grades, it is unlikely that recycling 
capacity will act as a constraint either in relation to current or future collection levels with 
around 3.5k tonnes of PP cups placed on the market each year and 1k tonnes of PET cups. It 
should also be noted that there is significant additional recycling capacity coming online in 
2021 for both PP and PET. The compatibility of PET cups within bales of bottles, for example 
with respect to their intrinsic viscosity, was not considered as part of the project. However, 
due to the very small percentages at which the cups would be present, it seems unlikely that 
their presence would cause an issue for recyclers. No commercial scale recycling operation 
for processing EPS or HIPS post-consumer cups was identified.  
 
It is possible to recycle a mix of PP and PS cups, however, the process is relatively specialist 
with the polymer separation process needing to be able to handle a wide range of PS and PP 
compositional mixes. The addition of EPS creates an additional challenge as its density is 
different than HIPS. Some years ago, there was a recycling line in the UK that was able to 
recycle a mix of HIPS and PP plastic cups. However, it is no longer operating. It is potentially 
possible that mixes of HIPS and PP could be taken by WEEE plastics recyclers, however, this 
was not investigated as part of the project. This would require further investigation and the 
light, thin walled nature of the cups may necessitate a different handling approach at the 
facilities compared to their other inputs. A degree of pre-treatment, such as size reduction, 
may also be required. 
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3.3 Lids  
 
3.3.1 Recycling 
 
Approximately 98% of lids placed on the market are PS and 2% PET. Both are recyclable, in 
principle, however actual recycling rates are estimated to be extremely low. It would be a 
reasonable assumption that if the fibre-composite cup itself is not recycled, then it is unlikely 
that the lid would be either. For the lids to enter the recycled supply chain, when the cup 
does not, the consumer would either have to remove the lid and place it in the recycling 
container prior to leaving with their drink, or specifically remove the lid from the cup at a 
later point to place it in a recycling container.  
 
This being the case, a maximum recycling level would be 2.8% in the UK, the same as for 
the fibre-composite cups. However, we can expect that the majority of the lids do not to get 
separated for recycling at the sorting stage of the supply chain. This is primarily because 
nearly all of the lids are PS (98%) and the vast majority of the MRF sorting capacity in the 
UK does not target PS due to the relatively small percentage arisings in household plastic 
packaging. In addition, some lids are of a size that will fall through screens and pass into the 
fines fraction at sorting centres. MRFs do target PET, however, this is only 2% of POM. As 
such, we estimate the recycling rates for the lids to be close to zero in England, Scotland, 
Wales and Northern Ireland as well as overall for the UK. 
 
3.3.2 Recycling Collections and Capacity 
 
There are some collection containers in place at fast-food restaurants and coffee shops for 
the capture of mixed recyclables such as lids. More generally, these items could, in principle, 
be placed in on-the-go containers for mixed recyclables and be supplied to MRFs (if this was 
allowed).  
 
The main constraint is on sorting at the MRF which is unlikely to target PS, the majority 
polymer. Downstream recycling of small quantities of PS lids is also likely to be a challenge, 
although it is possible that solutions could be found (see Section 3.2). 
 
 
3.4 Sleeves 
 
3.4.1 Recycling 
 
Sleeves are made of cardboard and so are recyclable. However, as with the lids, it would be 
a reasonable assumption that if the fibre-composite cup itself is not recycled, then it is 
unlikely that the sleeve would be either. For the sleeve to be recycled, when the cup is not, 
the consumer would either have to remove the sleeve and place it in the recycling container 
prior to leaving with their drink, or specifically remove the sleeve from the cup at a later 
point to place it in a recycling container. Dedicated recyclers may do this, but it seems likely 
that most would dispose of the sleeve with the cup if the cup itself is not placed in a 
dedicated recycling collection container.  
 
The recycling rate of fibre-composite cups has been calculated at 2.8% across the UK. We 
estimate that any additional recycling of the sleeves away from the coffee shops and fast-
food restaurants will be balanced by a degree of loss of the sleeves during the sorting 
process, as many are likely to pass through a MRF where there is some potential for them to 
be lost into the fines fraction, or flow with the non-fibre fraction and be lost. As such, we 
estimate the recycling rates for the sleeves to be the same as the fibre-composite cups in 
England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, as well as overall for the UK. 
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3.4.2 Recycling Collections and Capacity 
 
There are some collection containers in place at fast-food restaurants and coffee shops for 
the capture of mixed recyclables such as sleeves. More generally, these items could be 
placed in on-the-go containers for mixed recyclables that accept cardboard.  
 
There would be no capacity constraints for sorting the material at MRFs, as the POM tonnage 
is relatively small. Likewise for recycling, where there is in excess of 1m tonnes of cardboard 
capacity in the UK. 
 
 
3.5 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
3.5.1 Recycling 
 
The research identified no specific collection systems for on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging or recyclers willing to accept these items. Some may inadvertently be captured in 
mixed paper streams at sorting centres, but they would be viewed as contamination by the 
mill. As such, a zero percent recycling rate is being assumed in each nation. Two mills did 
not rule out taking this material in the future; however, more research work would be 
needed and there are challenges to recycling this material, as outlined below. If these items 
were accepted at some point in the future, then they would need to be kept separate from 
other non-composite input grades. 
 
3.5.2 Recycling Collections and Capacity 
 
No treatment or recycling infrastructure was identified for on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging. This type of composite material is not a target input for MRFs, however, if it were 
to enter the process it would most likely flow into the mixed paper fraction where it would be 
classified as a contaminant by the mill. This could cause downgrading or rejection. 
Depending on the exact nature of the item, some on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
may also flow into output plastic fractions. Here, again, it would be viewed as contamination. 
 
A key challenge at the recycling stage of the supply chain, i.e. at the paper mill, is that bales 
of mixed on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging would arrive with an unknown 
percentage of plastic content. This is different than with fibre-composite cups where the 
percentage of plastic film can be estimated relatively easily. This makes decisions on the 
blending of feedstock grades more challenging. An additional factor is the likely 
contamination with food waste. With an appropriately designed collection container, organic 
and more general contamination can be minimised for fibre-composite cups. For example, by 
having a stacking system for cups making it difficult to include other non-target items. For a 
more general mix of on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, designing a system that can 
minimise contamination is more challenging. A final factor is the quality of the fibre, which 
can often be of a lower quality than that used on fibre-composite cups, making the material 
less attractive for mills. 
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4.0 Collection Network and Costs  
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report identifies the collection network and costs for collecting fibre-
composite hot and cold drinks cups.  
 
Although the focus for this section of the project was fibre-composite cups, the project team 
established that the collectors/recyclers for these items would likely be the same as for 
plastic cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging and therefore the team also 
attempted to gather information on the collection of these items. 
 
 
4.2 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
4.2.1 Types of Collection Containers  
 
There are a wide variety of collection containers used for collecting fibre-composite cups 
depending on where they are located (i.e. in individual stores or more communal locations) 
and if they are being collected on their own or with other materials. Figure 16 shows 
examples of the types typically used. 
 
Figure 16 Examples of Fibre-composite Cup Collection Containers39  
 

 

 
39 Clockwise: Provided by McDonald's, Valpak January 2020, Provided by Pret a Manger, 
https://www.globalrailwayreview.com/news/109804/network-rail-rolls-out-coffee-cup-recycling-bins-at-stations/, Valpak 
December 2020, https://www.chilternrailways.co.uk/news/chiltern-railways-fast-track-coffee-cup-recycling-stations, 
https://www.circularonline.co.uk/news/new-starbucks-cup-recycling-bins-arrive-store/, Provided by Costa   
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The capacity of the cup collection containers varies ranging from 50 cups up to 700 cups and 
more. UK based manufacturers include Regency, Glasdon, Leafields, Wybone, British Bins 
and Litter Bins.  
 
Waste management companies also use a range of boxes and bags (which can be used 
behind the counter and in offices etc.) depending on client needs and how they operate their 
collection service.  
 
A list of waste collectors that offer cup collections can be found in Appendix II. This list has 
been made up from waste collectors signed up to the National Cup Recycling scheme40, 
however it is likely that this there will be other waste collectors not signed up to the scheme 
that offer fibre-composite cup collections. Several of these collectors also offer plastic cup 
collection services.   
 
4.2.2 Collection Network and Capacity  
 
In 2017, a project conducted in partnership with Costa and Valpak examined the challenges 
associated with increasing fibre-composite cup recycling in the UK. This work quickly 
identified that with three recycling plants already operational in the UK that had the capacity 
to recycle all the cups generated, the key barrier to increasing the recycling of these cups 
was not about recycling infrastructure, but the challenge to collect them for recycling cost-
effectively. This led to the establishment of the National Cup Recycling Scheme in 2018, 
which now has members including Costa, McDonalds, Burger King, Greggs, Pret a Manger, 
Caffè Nero, Pure and Lavazza Professional. Prior to this, very few cups were collected for 
recycling, however since then the collection network for hot and cold fibre-composite cups 
has grown rapidly. 
 
Fibre-composite cups can now be collected in a variety of locations ranging from on-street 
collections to offices, transport hubs, hospitals and universities. Several large fast-food 
restaurants such as Costa, Starbucks and McDonalds also offer collection points in store, 
where customers can take any brand of cup to be recycled. Post-back recycling services are 
also starting to be offered. 
 
The development of the collection network has been driven forward by the National Cup 
Recycling Scheme, waste collectors/recyclers and key organisations such as Hubbub41, Keep 
Scotland Beautiful42 and the Paper Cup Recovery & Recycling Group43, which have been 
important in expanding the collection network and raising public awareness about cup 
recycling. 
 
The public can find the nearest collection point for cups using any of the following websites: 

 https://www.cuprecyclingscheme.co.uk/home  

 https://www.recycle-more.co.uk/home  

 https://www.recyclenow.com/what-to-do-with/paper-coffee-cups-1  
 
Using data held by the National Cup Recycling Scheme, it is estimated that there are over 
6,300 (+/- 21%) fibre-composite cup collection points across the UK. The Paper Cup 

 
40 https://www.cuprecyclingscheme.co.uk/home 
41 https://www.hubbub.org.uk/recycling-disposable-coffee-cups 
42 https://www.keepscotlandbeautiful.org/cup-movement/ 
43 http://www.pcrrg.uk/ 
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Recovery & Recycling Group previously estimated that there were 4,800 collection points in 
the UK, so this highlights how fast the collection network is growing44. 
 
Based on number of collection points at each type of location and the typical collection 
containers used by each service provider at these locations, it is estimated that the current 
capacity of the collection network in the UK is over 1.6 million (+/- 24%) fibre-composite 
cups. This should be considered a minimum estimate for collection capacity as it is only 
based on the size of the collection container, however in some cases the container is only 
the vessel for collecting the cups and the collection capacity is not limited by the size of the 
container (which is often determined by the space available for the container), as it may be 
emptied several times a day, for example tube containers used within fast food premises. 
Also, in some quick service restaurants, cups can be handed over the counter for recycling 
and are placed into large bags/containers behind the counter or within storerooms where 
they can also be stacked/compacted in preparation for collection. 
 
 
4.3 Plastic Cups 
 
4.3.1 Types of Collection Containers  
 
Having explored the collection containers available for fibre-composite cups, the project 
team identified that many of the collection containers pictured above are also suitable for 
plastic cups. Several bin manufacturers explain in their product specifications that their cup 
collection bins are suitable for either paper or plastic cups. Where this is the case, the 
customer can choose the required signage for the bin to reflect the desired target material. 
The collection containers for plastic cups are of a similar style to those for fibre-composite 
cups which have separate slots for cups and liquids. These are typically the tube-style 
collection containers like those pictured above. Another available style is a bin which has 
multiple slots around the edge and a disposal slot in the middle for liquids. This style of 
collection container enables a higher volume of cups to be collected and many of these can 
hold anywhere between 400 and 500 paper or plastic cups.  
 
Many major quick service retailers collect plastic cups in-store via mixed recycling containers 
as there is no need to segregate plastic cups into a single waste stream. Essentially, there 
are two key ways that plastic cups are collected in-store. The first being that plastic cups are 
collected in-store via a collection container which has a separate collection slot for all types 
of single-use plastic. In this scenario plastic cups will be collected mixed in with other types 
of single-use plastic commonly found in quick service restaurants, cafés and on-the-go food 
retailers such as plastic drinks bottles. The second way that that plastic cups are collected in-
store for recycling is via a collection container which accepts dry mixed recycling. In this 
scenario, plastic cups will be collected mixed in with other types of recyclable items 
frequently found in quick service restaurants, cafés, and on-the-go food shops such as 
plastic drinks bottles, cardboard food boxes and other paper waste. In both of these 
scenarios, there must be little or no liquid or food waste in the collection container.  
 
Alternatively, a plastic cup is likely to be recycled if left in-store by the customer, as in this 
scenario staff members will often collect the used plastic cups and place them in dry mixed 
recycling containers back of house.  
 
Several waste management companies offer a recycling service for plastic cups where they 
will provide sacks either for plastic cups only or for mixed single-use plastic. A sack for 
plastic cups only will hold on average approximately 300 cups.  

 
44 http://www.pcrrg.uk/faqs.html 
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Other business-to-business retailers or vending machine suppliers may collect plastic cups for 
recycling when delivering a new load of cups or drinks, however, this is not currently a 
common service.  
 
4.3.2 Collection Network and Capacity  
 
There is a much lower demand for a single-stream collection network for plastic cups as the 
recyclate has a much lower value than that of fibre-composite cups (as shown in Figure 
17), and as such, at on-the-go locations, plastic cups are typically collected as part of a 
mixed recycling stream. This will either be via a stream for single-use plastics or for dry 
mixed recycling. Whereas in closed environments such as offices, plastic cups are more likely 
to be collected via a separate collection system such as in plastic sacks. These will either be 
collected or posted back to the waste management company.  
 
Based on the responses received in the completed questionnaires and desktop research into 
plastic cups, it is estimated that there are at least 5,000 (+/- 21%) recycling points in the UK 
for plastic cups. These include a variety of locations such as in-store, offices, transport hubs 
etc. 
 
Based on the number of collection points at each type of location and the typical collection 
containers used by each service provider at these locations; it is estimated that the current 
capacity of the collection network in the UK for plastic cups is 1.1 million (+/- 24%) cups. 
This should be considered a minimum estimate as it is based on the size of the collection 
container, however as with fibre-composite cups, in some cases the container is only the 
vessel for collecting/receiving the cups and the collection capacity is not limited by the size 
of the container as the container may be emptied several times a day, for example tube 
containers used within fast food premises. Also, in some fast-food premises, cups can be 
handed in over the counter into larger bags/containers behind the counter or within 
storerooms. 
 
 
4.4 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
At present there is little or no on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging collected for 
recycling in the UK. However, this work identified that several recyclers may be interested in 
exploring the feasibility of recycling this type of material. 
 
The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association have also established a working group to 
explore the potential for setting up a recycling scheme to collect sandwich packaging similar 
to the National Cup Recycling Scheme45. 
 
 
4.5 Collection and Recycling Costs / Rebates 
 
A survey of collectors and recyclers was undertaken as part of this work and information was 
requested regarding collection, transportation, sortation, recycling and disposal 
costs/rebates. However, due to this information being commercially sensitive, few 
organisations were willing to share this information, and those that provided data requested 
that it should be treated confidentially. Therefore, to estimate the costs involved in collecting 
and recycling the materials included in this work, three key sources were used: 

 Recycling price guides such as Letsrecycle.com  

 
45 https://www.cuprecyclingscheme.co.uk/ 
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 Secondary research of published reports 

 Valpak Recycling Services, which is a department within Valpak that arranges for the 
recycling and treatment of all types of wastes and recyclable materials including 
plastics, paper, cardboard, glass, metal, food waste, textiles, light bulbs, batteries, 
waste electronics and hazardous waste. Each year it carries out over 40,000 
individual recycling and waste collections. They have up-to-date knowledge of waste 
and recycling collections and the associated containers and costs. 

 
Also, it was identified that there are three main scenarios for collecting these materials: 

 Collected from individual locations such as stores, cafés, offices, and transport hubs 
etc. 

 Material is backhauled by a retailer to a distribution centre (or equivalent) and the 
waste collector collects the material in bulk from this central location 

 On-street collections 
 
Figure 17 provides indicative costs for collection and recycling using these three scenarios. 
 
The costs included do not include a service charge46 which waste management companies 
would charge clients to ensure they cover all the costs of the service. 
 
It should be noted that although there are little or no collections currently happening for on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging, estimated costs for collecting/recycling this material 
have been included for scenarios modelling for managing this material in future, which is 
detailed in Section 7.0. 
 
This shows that out of the three categories of materials included in this work, only fibre-
composite cups are profitable (depending on the type of collection system used). However, it 
should be noted that this is supported by a £70 per tonne incentive payment which has been 
paid by members of the National Cup Recycling Scheme since 2018 to incentivise the 
collection of these cups. This incentive payment has remained the same since 2018 and was 
set through discussions with waste collectors as being the level required to make fibre-
composite cup collections commercially viable.  
 
The other two categories would need to include a service charge to the client to make the 
service profitable47.  
 
Of the three main collection systems used, the one where collectors can access it from a 
retailer at a distribution centre (or equivalent) once backhauled by the retailer is the most 
cost-effective system. The least cost-effective system was on-street collections. 
 
In terms of materials, it showed that fibre-composite cups collected segregated had the best 
net value due to the increased recycling value. For plastic cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging, collecting the material co-mingled had the best net value due to 
collection costs. 
 
Appendix III shows the detailed estimated costs for each of the three collection schemes. 
 

 
46 A service charge is the fee a waste management company will charge a client for providing a collection service. It will 
typically involve all their costs plus a percentage for making a profit. This charge will often be based on the type of material 
collected, location of customer, size of collection container and number of uplifts.  This is often charged on a £x per uplift basis. 
47 In reality a waste collector will normally charge a service charge to a client for the service, however this not been included in 
the calculations (similar to the NCRS incentive payment) to enable the direct costs/benefits to be examined. 
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Figure 17 Summary of Collection and Recycling Costs / Rebates (£/t)48 
 

  
Collection Transport Sortation Recycling Disposal49 

cost 
Disposal 

(Contamination 
/ t of cups) 

Net Value / Cost  

Collection System £/t £/t £/t £/t50 £/t £51 £/t 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
collected mixed (co-mingled) -£31 to -£133 -£13 to -£17 -£40.00 £110 -£130 -£12 to -£26 -£107 to £8 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
(segregated) -£160 to -£267 -£13 to -£17 £0.00 £220 -£130 -£9 to -£20 -£83 to £38 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (co-mingled) -£5 to -£67 -£13 to -£17 -£40.00 -£40 -£130 -£5 to -£20 -£103 to -£183 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (segregated) -£160 to -£267 -£13 to -£17 £0.00 £0 -£130 -£3 to -£13 -£175 to -£297 

On-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging collected mixed (co-
mingled) 

-£5 to -£160 -£13 to -£17 -£40.00 £5 -£130 -£12 to -£26 -£64 to -£227 

On-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging collected mixed 
(segregated) 

-£160 to -£267 -£13 to -£17 £0.00 £20 -£130 -£9 to -£20 -£162 to -£283 

 
 
 
 

 
48 Text in black represents a benefit/profit whereas text in red represents a cost/loss. 
49 Disposal cost refers to the costs of dealing with input packaging waste materials that are removed in reprocessing, for example contamination and/or non-target materials and the plastic in fibre-composite 
cups at the paper recycler. 
50 This includes £70 per tonne incentive payment which is paid by the National Cup Recycling Scheme to incentivise the collection of these cups. 
51 This is a process loss calculated using the estimated process loss as a proportion of the disposal cost.  
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5.0 Initiatives Used for Managing Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-
composite Food Packaging  

 
5.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report presents the findings of a literature review to examine best 
practice on managing single-use cups and other on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
both in the UK and internationally, including government policies and voluntary initiatives 
implemented to encourage the reduction in their use, and increase their collection and 
recycling. 
 
Desktop research was used to supplement information from Valpak’s International 
Environmental Compliance (IEC) department to understand best practice initiatives utilised in 
the UK and internationally. This approach was also used to identify any future trends, 
legislation, and voluntary initiatives. 
 
The research identified that ‘voluntary’, industry-led initiatives were much more common 
than those driven by government. 
 
An overview of the findings of this research by material type are summarised in the figures 
below, however further detail can be found in Appendix IV.  
 
 
5.2 Fibre-composite Cups  
 
Most of the initiatives identified for managing fibre-composite cups were voluntary and led 
by industry. Initiatives included: a shared reusable deposit return system, bans, single-use 
cups charge/levy, collection points and recycling, new cup material development and 
awareness campaigns. 
 
Regional mandatory initiatives are in place in the USA and Canada with laws charging for 
single-use cups. 
 
There are a few countries that have mandatory national initiatives to reduce the 
environmental impact of single-use fibre-composite beverage cups, such as:  

 Korea – fibre-composite cups banned at cafés/restaurants for consumption in-store. 
There is a charge on single-use cups for takeaway 

 Latvia – single-use cups used in catering and retail are subject to a natural resources 
tax 

 Ireland – “latte levy” introduction 

 Austria – labelling requirements for beverage cups and specific tariffs for composite 
materials 
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Figure 18 Summary of Initiatives for Managing Fibre-composite Cups 
 

Initiative Voluntary/ 
Mandatory Programme Where What 

DRS for 
Reusable Cups 

Voluntary 1. FreiburgCup  Freiburg, 
Germany 

Shared reusable coffee cups/lids 
with deposit scheme led by 100+ 
cafés, bakeries, and cafeterias. 

DRS for 
Reusable Cups 

Voluntary 2. ReCUP Germany Shared reusable coffee cups/lids 
with deposit scheme involving 
2,500+ cafés and restaurants. 

Ban and DRS Voluntary 3. Boston Tea Party UK Coffeehouse chain that only serves 
coffee in customers’ reusable cups 
or customers can use refundable 
loan scheme to borrow/buy one (22 
branches). 

Single-use Fibre-
composite cups 
Ban 

Mandatory 4. South Korea –
Single-use cups 
banned in café 
shops  

South Korea Fibre-composite cups to be banned 
at cafés, restaurants, and fast-food 
stores. Disposable takeaway 
containers will cost extra starting in 
2021. 

Single-use Tax Mandatory 5. Latvia – Single-
use tax  

Latvia Single-use tableware and utensils 
made of plastics-composite materials 
pay a natural resource tax (DRN). 

Single-use Cup 
Charge 

Voluntary until 
Dec. 2020, 
then 
mandatory 

6. Berkeley – 
Single-use cup 
law 

Berkeley, 
USA 

Berkeley has a new law charging 
$0.25 (£0.1852) for single-use cups. 

Single-use Cup 
Charge 

Mandatory 7. Zero Waste 
Scotland / 
Scottish 
Government 

Scotland, UK The initiative charges consumers 
extra for their single-use cup to 
increase the number of reusable 
cups used. 

Single-use Cup 
Charge 

Mandatory 8. Ireland – Single-
use cup charge 

Ireland They are looking to introduce a flat 
levy on single-use cups ('Coffee Cup 
Levy').  

Single-use Cup 
Charge 

Mandatory 9. Vancouver – 
Single-use cup 
charge 

Vancouver, 
Canada 

The initiative involves charging a 
minimum fee of $0.25 (£0.18) on 
each single-use beverage cup 
distributed. 

Cup Recycling 
(Takeback Plus) 

Voluntary 10.  National Cup 
Recycling 
Scheme 

UK Some key stakeholders in the fast-
food services industry have 
introduced a system for collecting 
and recycling hot and cold fibre-
composite cups by paying an 
incentive payment to waste 
management companies to make 
recycling cups more financially 
attractive.  

 
52 Currency converter used for all currency conversions within report: 
https://www.xe.com/currencyconverter/convert/?Amount=369&From=EUR&To=GBP, based on the exchange rate on 
19/02/2021  
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Coffee Cup 
Recycling 

Voluntary 11.  Hubbub – 
Square Mile 
Challenge  

City of 
London, 
England 

Collaborative campaigns by major 
coffee retailers for collecting, 
recycling and raise awareness. 
Since the Square Mile Challenge, 
Hubbub have replicated and scaled cup 
recycling to Leeds, Swansea and 
Edinburgh as part of the 'Leeds 
byExample' and #InTheLoop city-wide 
recycling on-the-go campaigns. They 
have also created 'The Cup Fund', 
a £1m grant in collaboration with 
Starbucks to scale cup recycling across 
the UK.  

Plastic-free 
Paper Cup 

Voluntary 12.  ButterflyCups –
Plastic-free paper 
cup  

20 countries 
inc. UK 

A plastic-free, single-use takeaway 
cup that breaks down in soil and has 
a folding top to prevent spills — 
instead of a lid. 

Recyclable Cup  Voluntary 13.  Frugalcups –
Recyclable cup  

UK  Frugalpac manufactures cardboard 
cups that can be recycled in regular 
recycling plants. 

Cup Recycling Voluntary 14.  7-Eleven's – Cup 
rescue Campaign 

Australia Together with Simply Cups, 7-Eleven 
is leading the cup recycling initiative 
in Australia so that takeaway cups 
can be collected, processed, and 
recycled. 

Beverage Cups 
Labelling 

Mandatory 15.  ARA – Beverage 
cups labelling 

Austria Labelling requirements will be 
introduced for some single-use 
plastics, including beverage cups. 

Composite 
Material Tariffs 

Mandatory 16.  EPR – 
Composite 
material tariffs 

Austria EPR material costs, specific tariffs for 
composite materials.  

Eco-modulated 
fees 

Mandatory 17.  CITEO – Eco-
modulated fees 

France Eco-modulation fees to all packaging 
materials 

Reusable Cups Mandatory 18.  Packaging Act – 
Reusable cups 

Germany Restaurants (and others) selling on-
the-go food and drink will be 
obligated to offer reusable 
packaging.  

 
 
5.3 Plastic Cups  
 
Most of the initiatives identified for managing plastic cups were also voluntary and led by 
industry. Initiatives included: reusable deposit return systems, bans, and consumption 
reduction targets. 
 
For plastic cups, France is the first country to have a national ban on plastic cups, 
introducing new legislation in 2020. There are regional single-use plastic bans in Belgium and 
Spain aimed at specific sectors. 
 
The Danish government reached an agreement on climate action in the waste sector and 
circular economy in June 2020, which includes a target for consumption reduction of two 
single-use plastic items: cups/lids and food containers.  
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There are several examples of initiatives involving takeback/rental/reusable cup services in 
retail environments and public events/festivals.  
 
There are also a few initiatives used to increase awareness and education. 
 
Figure 19 Summary of Initiatives for Managing Plastic Cups 
 

Initiative 
Voluntary/ 
Mandatory 

Programme Where What 

DRS for Reusable 
Cups 

Voluntary 1. Globelet Australia & 
New 
Zealand 

Rent reusable cups from Globelet for 
offices, festivals, etc. Only available in 
New Zealand and Australia. Customers 
order, use and then return the cups for 
washing. 

DRS for Reusable 
Cups 

Voluntary 2. MCE Eco Cup Brazil Either purchase or loan reusable cups 
for events, companies, schools, etc. 
Leave deposit, use cups, and then 
send back for cleaning. 

DRS for Reusable 
Cups 

Voluntary 3. Plastic Free Plux Brussels, 
Belgium 

Plastic Free Plux – Rent reusable 
goblets to avoid single-use cups. 

DRS for Reusable 
Cups 

Voluntary 4. StackCup UK StackCup launch and run reusable cup 
schemes for stadiums and festivals. 
Cups are washed sustainably.  

Single-use Cup 
Ban 

Mandatory 5. Flanders single-use 
cup ban 

Belgium From January 2019, it is forbidden to 
serve drinks in single-use cups, cans or 
plastic bottles during all events in 
Flanders, from school parties to 
festivals. 

Ban of Certain 
Single-use Plastic 
Products 

Mandatory 6. French 
Government 
Decree – Ban of 
certain single-use 
plastic products 

France The French anti-waste law was 
published in February 2020, after a lot 
of stakeholder engagement. On the 
1st of January 2020, a ban on single-
use plastic cups was introduced. 

Waste Prevention 
Law 

Mandatory 7. Balearic Islands – 
Waste prevention 
law 

Balearic 
Islands 

From 2019 there have been bans on 
single-use plastics, and free tap water 
is available for everyone in public 
buildings, restaurants, cafés and 
hotels. 

DRS for Reusable 
Cups 

Voluntary 8. CleanCup France CleanCup® distributes, collects and 
washes reusable cups. At present they 
service campuses, companies, and 
communities.  

Reusable Cup 
Vending Machines 

Voluntary 9. Newcy – Reusable 
cup vending 
machines 

France Replace single-use cups with reusable 
cups directly in vending machines, 
water fountains and cafeterias. 

Reuse Target Mandatory 10.  Navarra – Reuse 
target  

Spain Introduced in 2018 this initiative 
requires businesses in the hotel, retail 
and catering (HORECA) sector to serve 
80% of beers, 70% of soft drinks and 
40% of water in reusable containers, 
by 2028. 
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Consumption 
Reduction Targets 

Mandatory, 
not 
implemented 
yet 

11.  Danish 
Government – 
Consumption 
reduction targets 

Denmark Danish government looking to set 
50% target for consumption reduction 
of two single-use plastic product 
categories: cups for beverages, caps 
and lids and food containers. 

Recyclable Lid for 
Cold Drinks 

Voluntary 12.  Starbucks –
Recyclable lid for 
cold drinks 

USA A new recyclable lid is going to be 
introduced that will replace more than 
a billion plastic straws each year. The 
new cold drink lid will begin being 
rolling out to stores in the USA and 
Canada.  

Waste Action Plan 
for a Circular 
Economy 2020-
2025 

Mandatory, 
not 
implemented 
yet 

13.  Ireland: Waste 
Action Plan for a 
Circular Economy 
2020-2025 

Ireland Mandatory introduction of EPR for all 
packaging producers before the 2024 
EU deadline and it will mean all 
producers will be liable for the eco-
modulation fees. 

Analysis of 
Environmental 
Impact of Cup 
options 

Voluntary 14.  Belgium 
Government –
Analysis of 
environmental 
impact of cup 
options 

Belgium There have been several life cycle 
analyses (LCA) that have concluded 
that reusable cups offer the best 
environmental option and providing a 
comparative analysis with single-use 
equivalents.  

Recommendations 
for Reducing the 
Usage of Single-
use Cups 

Voluntary 15.  EPECOM –
Recommendations 
for reducing the 
usage of single-use 
cups 

Scotland Scottish Government have been 
advised on best methods to achieve 
circular economy. This includes 
preventing/reducing the use of single-
use cups. 

Cup Recycling Voluntary 16.  Options 
Management 
(Previously ‘Save a 
Cup’) 

UK Options Management (Previously 
‘Save a Cup’) scheme collects and 
recycles polystyrene and 
polypropylene plastic cups from 
vending machines in business 
environments. 

Cup Recycling Voluntary 17.  TerraCycle USA Free recycling programme for rigid 
plastic cups. 

Marking 
Requirements 

Voluntary 18.  Resin 
Identification 
Codes 

Worldwide Resin identification code – a marking 
symbol used on plastic products to 
show which type of plastic resin was 
used to make the product.  

Eco-modulated 
fees 

Mandatory 19.  CONAI – Eco-
modulated fees 

Italy Eco-modulation fees for plastic 
packaging. 

 
 
5.4 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  
 
Although more commonly used for managing cups, there are some deposit return systems 
now being used for food packaging, which helps reduce single-use fibre-composite (and 
other) packaging. 
  
By January 2023, France is aiming to implement a ban of single-use containers, cups 
(including the lids) and cutlery, regardless of the material when the meals are served on-site 
in eating establishments. 
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Several industry-led organisations and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) have created 
working groups / initiatives to share best practices in order to reduce the use of on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging, and where this is not possible, increase recycling rates.  
 
There are several national initiatives using packaging marking / logos / instructions to 
increase awareness of packaging sorting and the recycling of product packaging when 
disposing of items. Countries using this type of initiative include the UK, USA and France.  
 
Figure 20 Summary of Initiatives for Managing On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 

Initiative 
Voluntary/ 
Mandatory 

Programme Where What 

DRS for 
Reusable Food 
Boxes 

Voluntary 1. ReCIRCLE Switzerland / 
Germany 

Offer a reusable food container 
scheme using a deposit (400+ 
restaurants). 

DRS for 
Reusable Food 
Containers 

Voluntary 2. Deliveround Belgium Deliveround is working with Deliveroo 
and Recycling Network Benelux to 
provide a reusable food delivery 
container service.  

DRS for 
Reusable Food 
Containers 

Voluntary 3. Ecobox Luxembourg Ecobox is a deposit return scheme for 
reusable packaging for food. 

DRS for 
Reusable 
Food/Drink 
Packaging 

Voluntary 4. Burger King / 
Terracycle 

Tokyo/US Burger King and Terracycle are trailing 
a deposit return scheme for reusable 
packaging within its stores. 

Reusable Food 
Containers 

Voluntary 5. Tiffin Boxes Mumbai, 
India / 
Belgium / UK 

Tiffin Boxes are used as a 
replacement for takeaway food 
packaging. 

Ban Mandatory, not 
implemented 
yet 

6. French 
Government – 
Ban 

France Introducing legislation to reduce waste 
and encourage a circular economy 
(not promulgated yet) – Ban on 
containers, cups, lids used in catering 
premises – January 2023. 

Waste 
Prevention and 
Management 
Plan 2018-2023 

Mandatory, not 
implemented 
yet 

7. Brussels – Waste 
Prevention and 
Management 
Plan 2018-2023 

Belgium The objectives are to promote the 
transformation towards more 
sustainable and circular consumer 
practices. 

Plastic Lining 
Reduction 

Voluntary 8. OPRL/CPI UK On-Pack Recycling Label (OPRL) have 
issued guidance for fibre-composite 
packaging to reduce the amount of 
plastic used. 

Alternative 
Materials 

Voluntary 9. Vegware UK Single-use food packaging company 
Vegware makes packaging from 
plants using renewable, lower carbon, 
recycled, or reclaimed materials, and 
is designed to be commercially 
compostable with food waste, where 
accepted. 

Alternative 
Materials 

Voluntary 10. Tiffin Sandwiches UK In 2018 Tiffin Sandwiches made a 
pledge to be plastic free in 2020. 
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Awareness 
Raising 

Voluntary 11. The British 
Sandwich & Food 
to Go Association 
/ Foodservice 
Packaging 
Association (FPA) 

UK Infographic compiled to inform about 
sandwich packs and how they can be 
recycled. 

Recycling 
(Takeback) 

Voluntary 12. The British 
Sandwich & Food 
to Go Association 

UK The British Sandwich & Food to Go 
Association have set up a working 
group to look at the feasibility of 
setting up a recycling scheme for 
sandwich packs that is similar to the 
takeback plus system setup by the 
National Cup Recycling Scheme. 

Composite 
Material 
Recycling 

Voluntary/ 
Industry 

13. Sustainable 
Packaging 
Coalition 

UK Manufacturers who want to improve 
the sustainability of the packaging can 
get guidance from the Sustainability 
Packaging Coalition (and other 
organisations).  

Collection and 
recycling 

Voluntary/ 
Industry 

14. Saperatec Germany Saperatec offers a new way to 
separate composite materials to 
recover and clean the secondary 
materials. 

Marking 
Requirements 

Voluntary/NGO 15. OPRL UK On Pack Recycling Label is an NGO 
operating within the UK promoting 
clear recycling information to the 
consumer. 

Marking 
Requirements 

Voluntary/NGO 16. How2Recycle US How2Recycle is part of the NGO 
Green Blue within the US. 
How2Recycle aim to reduce confusion 
by creating a clear on-pack recycling 
labelling system.  

Marking 
Requirements 

Mandatory 17. Citeo Triman 
Logo 

France The introduction of Law No. 2020-105 
promoting a Circular Economy and the 
Fight Against Waste makes it 
compulsory to show the Triman logo, 
which aims to provide a more readily 
understandable symbol for consumers 
in France to ensure recyclable 
products are separated at end of life. 

 
 
5.5 Summary 
 
There are several types of initiatives used for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging including: 

 Levy/charge 

 Takeback Schemes 

 Recycling Targets  

 Ban  

 Modulated/Eco-modulated Fees  

 DRS for reusable cups and food containers 
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Most of the initiatives are led by the industry rather than driven by government.  
 
Numerous studies have shown single-use coffee cup charges are more effective than 
discounts at increasing reusable cup usage. 
 
Scotland and Ireland are introducing charge on single-use cups to increase the use of 
reusable cups and reduce the use of single-use cups. Latvia is introducing a cups tax and 
Austria has modulated fees with specific tariffs for composite materials. There are other 
regional Government initiatives, such as in: Flanders (Belgium), Navarra and Balearic Islands 
(Spain), Berkeley (USA) and Vancouver (Canada). 
 
Takeback schemes currently in place or being considered in the UK are ‘takeback plus’ type 
schemes i.e. they offer takeback in-store but also try to encourage other retailers to offer 
takeback or try to collect from other on-the-go locations to expand the collection 
infrastructure.  
 
The research identified several voluntary initiatives that are in place which have 
informal/aspirational recycling targets: 

 National Cup Recycling Scheme (UK): Fibre-composite cups 

 Square Mile Challenge (Hubbub): Fibre-composite cups 

 7-Eleven’s Cup Rescue Campaign (Australia): Fibre-composite cups 

 Save a Cup (UK): Fibre-composite and plastic cups 

 Terracycle (USA): Plastic cups 
 
France is the first country to introduce a national law banning single-use cups, plates, and 
cotton buds since 1st January 2020. Korea is also banning paper cups within cafés, 
restaurants and fast-food stores, and single-use takeaway containers will cost extra. 
 
Although fee modulation is common, a few schemes go further by using more advanced eco-
modulated fees (e.g. applying no fee to reusable packaging, higher fees for non-sortable / 
non-recyclable packaging, or higher fees for packaging with additives that disrupt recycling). 
The most notable examples are CITEO in France and CONAI in Italy. 
 
There are several initiatives in place that use a deposit return system for reusable items in 
retail environments as well as public events.  
 
There are also initiatives aimed at redesign of single-use packaging, increasing awareness 
and on-pack labelling. 
 
Further details on each of the initiatives identified in this section can be found in the 
Appendix IV. 
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6.0 Policy Options for Managing Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-
composite Food Packaging  

 
6.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report presents the findings of a literature review, surveys and 
stakeholder engagement to identify barriers, opportunities and policy options that are used 
to prevent single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, from becoming 
waste and, where waste occurs, to improve recycling. It sets out to identify key policy 
options that could be used in the development of scenarios for managing these materials up 
to 2033/34 (see Section 7.0).  
 
It builds on the research and findings from Section 5.0 of this report by identifying the key 
policies that are used to manage these materials, and trying where possible to identify how 
they operate and their effectiveness. It should be noted that the information published on 
initiatives varied due to them either being in the process of being implemented, only recently 
being implemented and there not being enough time to measure their impact, or that they 
are voluntary and as such there is no requirement to publish data regarding their 
effectiveness. 
 
The main policies identified for managing these materials were: 

 Levy/charge 

 Takeback Schemes 

 Recycling Targets  

 Ban  

 Modulated Fees  

 Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) for Reusable Cups and Food Containers 
 
Further information on each of these policies are provided below.  
 
 
6.2 Levy/Charge 
 

Levy/Charge 
 

Introduction 
 
This works by placing a charge onto the cost of a single-use cup. The cost of the product 
is increased by the extra charge. The aim of this is to change consumer behaviour to 
reduce the usage of single-use items and encourage the use of reusable packaging. It also 
aims to reduce littering. 
 
For the materials examined in this project, the research found that it was used for single-
use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging.  
 
How the Policy Works 
 
Compared to a tax which is held by central government, charges placed on goods are 
retained by the retailer of those goods. Where charges are in place for single-use cups, 
the additional cost added to the product is small, typically around 25 pence/cents. The 
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additional charge on single-use cups should be made clear to the customer, which can be 
done through signage, information on menus, or on receipts. 
 
Customers have the option of paying the additional charge to use a single-use cup, or they 
can avoid the charge by using a reusable cup. A growing number of studies indicate 
single-use cup charges, which are similar in nature to the Single Use Carrier Bag Charge, 
have a greater impact than reusable cup discounts at driving reusable uptake.  
 
For example, in the UK, some retailers offer a 25 pence discount (or equivalent) when 
someone brings their own cup to the store. However, evidence indicates reusable cup 
discounts are ineffective at driving reuse behaviour, with reuse rates among major high 
street retailers consistently around just 1-2% of sales. In comparison, a trial conducted by 
Starbucks in the UK involving charging a 5 pence single-use cup fee and a 25 pence 
reusable cup incentive increased reusable cup usage for hot drinks sold in stores from 
2.2% to 5.8%53. 
 
Charges may be introduced at a local, regional or national scale, which largely depends on 
whether the charge is voluntary or mandated by regional/national legislation. The example 
above of Starbucks adding a charge to single-use cups in the UK demonstrates how a 
voluntary charge could operate, and although the charge applies at a national scale across 
the Starbucks chain, it is specific to that brand. Consequently, customers also have the 
option of avoiding the charge by purchasing drinks from non-charging retailers in addition 
to using a reusable cup. 
 
The main example of a regional charge on single-use cups, which is already operational, is 
in the city of Berkeley in the US. It took effect on 1st January 2020 and added $0.25 
(£0.18) onto the price of a product using a single-use cup. 
 
In addition to the charge, all single-use cups must be compostable, and the charge must 
be visible to customers through signage, menus, and receipts etc. The charge is not a city 
tax, but a fee that is retained by the business owner. 
  
Customers can avoid the charge by bringing their own cup to cafés and restaurants. 
Additionally, some business owners also offer a discount of $0.25 (£0.18) for customers 
bringing their own cup, meaning a customer bringing their own cup can potentially get 
their drink $0.50 (£0.36) cheaper than those that do not.  
 
Due to the policy in Berkeley coming into force on 1st January 2020, as well as the impact 
of Covid-19 and subsequent lockdown, there is no information available on the impact of 
the initiative.  
 
In terms of using this policy, Berkeley was the first city in the US, however others may 
follow suit depending on its success.  
 
Research did not highlight any national examples of a charge; however, Ireland and 
Scotland are currently in the process of preparing to introduce a charge on single-use 
cups. 
 
The Irish Government is aiming to eventually ban single-use coffee cups and ban the 
unnecessary use of cold drinks cups (they also plan to add a charge for food containers 
defined under the Single Use Plastics Directive (SUPD) and legislate to ban their 

 
53 https://resource.co/article/starbucks-announces-nationwide-five-pence-coffee-cup-charge-12731  
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unnecessary use) under the Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy54, however they 
plan to include an interim step to this by introducing a charge. The rate is still to be 
determined but likely to be €0.10 (£0.09), €0.15 (£0.13) or €0.25 (£0.22) and is due to 
begin in 2022. 
 
Scotland intends to initially prioritise the introduction of charges for single-use beverage 
cups and will establish a working group in 2021 to support the design of the charge, 
including arrangements for monitoring its effectiveness. Detailed proposals for the revised 
scheme will be consulted on in 2021 and will cover on-the-go food containers, packets and 
wrappers, beverage containers and cups for beverages. 
 
The Scottish Government has stated that extended producer responsibility (EPR) schemes 
are to be established for certain single-use plastic products, so producers are responsible 
for the costs of awareness raising measures and the costs of cleaning up litter.  
 
For some products, producers would also be responsible for the costs of waste collection 
or the costs of data gathering and reporting. The products included are on-the-go food 
containers, packets and wrappers containing food for immediate consumption, beverage 
containers, cups for beverages, lightweight plastic carrier bags, wet wipes, balloons, 
tobacco products with filters and fishing gear55. 
 
The Welsh Government is also considering introducing a charge and commissioned the 
report ‘Options for Extended Producer Responsibility in Wales’, which estimates that a 
£0.25 charge added to single-use cups, together with a mandatory takeback system in 
coffee shops, could reduce the numbers of these cups by around 30% and generate 
around £97m a year, which could then be used to tackle other waste problems in Wales 
and create jobs at the same time56. 
 
Barriers 
 Consumer acceptance 

 Currently a lack of public awareness 
of how to dispose of cups 

 Lack of collection network  

 A charge initiative must be 
promoted to the public on a 
regional/national scale to prepare 
them for the change 

 Levies can impact lower value 
products disproportionately 
compared to higher value products 
i.e. £0.20 added onto a £1 drink has 
a relatively greater impact than on a 
£3 drink 

 Impacts lower income consumers 
greater than higher income 
consumers 

Opportunities 
 Producers could be allowed to retain 

money raised from the charge, but 
be encouraged to invest in 
increasing the reuse and recycling of 
cups and food containers 

 Monies raised by the charge could 
be used to help increase the 
collection infrastructure and raise 
awareness of cup recycling, which 
could benefit waste management 
companies and recyclers 

 Could stimulate investment in the 
necessary recycling infrastructure in 
UK  

 To enable the smooth introduction 
of the charge, Berkeley did not take 
steps towards the enforcement of it 
until the 1st January 2021, a year 

 
54 https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/4221c-waste-action-plan-for-a-circular-economy/  
55 https://www.gov.scot/publications/introducing-market-restrictions-single-use-plastic-items-scotland-consultation-
document/pages/10/  
56 https://www.foe.cymru/news/time-wales-perk-latte-levy  
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 Can reduce consumption of the 
product which can affect all those 
involved in the supply chain. The 
extent to which producers are 
impacted would also depend on the 
degree consumers make the shift to 
reusables 
 

after its introduction. This was to 
help any businesses that had trouble 
making the transition, giving time to 
work out any challenges that 
retailers had, and provide technical 
assistance 

o The phasing and delayed 
enforcement were deliberate 
features aimed to ease the 
city towards zero waste in a 
spirit of partnership, rather 
than penalty 

 Incentivises the use of reusable 
items 

 Manufacturers of reusable cups may 
have an increase in sales 

 Saving to the retailer if customers 
bring reusable cups to be filled  

 Awareness campaigns could 
discourage the public from littering 

 Through reduced littering and fewer 
cups being in the residual waste 
stream, local authorities may benefit 
from cost savings 

 
 
6.3 Takeback Schemes 
 

Takeback Schemes 
Introduction 
 
A takeback scheme is an initiative organised by a manufacturer or retailer to collect used 
products or materials from customers once they have been used so that they can be 
recycled. This type of scheme helps set up a collection network for the target items and 
can help promote customer loyalty. 
 
For the materials included in this work, consumers could return single-use cups and on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging to any shop involved in the scheme to ensure that 
they are collected and recycled.  
 
How the Policy Works 
 
Takeback schemes enable material to be collected for recycling that may otherwise be 
disposed of within the residual waste stream. Manufacturers and/or retailers of items 
included within a takeback scheme provide a collection system, which may also be funded 
by these businesses. 
 
The number and location of collection points depends on how the takeback scheme is 
implemented. For example, a voluntary industry-led scheme may utilise their stores as 
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collection points, whereas a nationally mandated scheme may require target items to be 
collected at specific locations in addition to where the items are purchased. 
 
No mandatory takeback schemes for single-use cups or on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging were identified; however, the current system for waste electrical and electronic 
equipment (WEEE) in the UK demonstrates how such a scheme operates.  
 
Since the start of 2021, larger retailers of electrical and electronic equipment (EEE) have 
been required to takeback WEEE from their customers57. Records must be kept of returned 
items and retailers are responsible for arranging the safe storage, transport and recycling 
of the material. By setting a de minimis, this allows smaller retailers and distance sellers 
who may not have the capacity to store returned goods onsite to join the distributor 
takeback scheme (DTS), and direct customers to take WEEE to household waste recycling 
centres.  
 
Although single-use cups would require significantly less storage space than bulky WEEE 
items such as fridges, this example illustrates how a mandatory takeback system could 
work.  
 
Fibre-composite cups, as an on-the-go item, can end up in a wide range of places such as 
high-street locations, shopping centres, transport hubs, offices, universities, and domestic 
bins, etc., and at present, cannot be disposed of with mixed paper in standard dry mixed 
recycling collection bins. This is because they need to be collected separately for the 
facilities that recycle them. However, as there are five recycling facilities in the UK that can 
recycle them, the challenge is to collect them separately, which can be helped by takeback 
schemes whereby the retailer can help separate the target materials from any 
contamination present.  
 
In the UK, the National Cup Recycling Scheme is an example of a voluntary takeback 
scheme, which is co-funded by major brands including Costa Coffee, McDonald's, Caffè 
Nero, Pret A Manger, Greggs, Burger King, Pure and Lavazza Professional. The scheme 
has introduced collection points in stores and in other locations. They encourage 
customers to recycle any brand of fibre-composite cups. 
 
Starbucks also offer in-store cup recycling in over 375 stores across the UK, and as per the 
National Cup Recycling Scheme, any brand of cup can be taken in to be recycled. Their 
goal is to ‘double the recyclability of cups from 2016-2022’58. 
 
Other voluntary initiatives include the 'Square Mile Challenge', which was set up by 
Hubbub and has the aim of collecting and recycling fibre-composite cups across the City of 
London. It includes putting in place more than 100 recycling points across the Square Mile 
including every branch of Marks & Spencer, McDonalds, Nespresso and Starbucks.  
 
According to the ‘Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer responsibility 
system’, most respondents (55%) agreed that the provision of a takeback scheme of 
single-use cups for recycling should continue to be developed on a voluntary basis by 
businesses prior to a government decision on whether single-use cups are to be included 
under an EPR scheme or possible DRS59. 
 

 
57 Prior to this, retailers had the option of joining the distributor takeback scheme to fulfil their obligation. 
58 https://globalassets.starbucks.com/assets/0110125A401A46B7BEFAD86DD6BC884B.pdf  
59 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/819467/epr-consult-sum-
resp.pdf  
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In 2020, the British Sandwich & Food to Go Association formed a Working Group with key 
industry stakeholders to look at the feasibility of setting up a collection and recycling 
scheme for post-consumer sandwich packs. The two main areas of focus are: how might 
sandwich packs be collected? And how do they incentivise recovery/collection?  
 
A system for the mandatory takeback of single-use cups could be built on the current 
voluntary initiatives mentioned above that have been developed by industry.  
 
Barriers 

 It would not lead to waste 
prevention, but increase the 
collection of single-use cups  

 As a voluntary scheme, only 
36% of businesses offering 
coffee have a cup 
collection/recycling in place60 

 Contamination for recycling 

 Lack of coffee cups 
markers/labelling to help with 
disposal and sortation 

 Lack of public awareness around 
single-use cups causing 
confusion on appropriate 
disposal and what people can 
and can't recycle 

 Retailers would require 
dedicated space for the storage 
of returned cups  

Opportunities 
 Amplifies existing examples of 

voluntary approach in place 

 Better communications about the 
takeback program can encourage 
customers to use it 

 Through takeback, retailers can offer 
consumers a discount on their next 
purchase to encourage customer 
loyalty  

 Takeback schemes could increase 
the collection of cups and raise 
awareness of cup recycling, which 
could benefit waste management 
companies and recyclers. It could 
also stimulate the development of 
new end markets which could 
support the move towards a more 
circular economy 

 Increased recycling of fibre-
composite cups 

 It could stimulate investment in the 
necessary recycling infrastructure in 
UK  

 It can incentivise the use of reusable 
options 

 It could lead to a reduction in 
littering if consumers return the cup 
to a store and fewer cups being in 
the residual waste stream, which 
could result in reduced costs for 
local authorities 

 
 
  

 
60 Food-To-Go-Report.-City-to-Sea.-2020.pdf 
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6.4 Recycling Targets 
 

Recycling Targets 
 
Introduction 
 
A recycling target is a target which is set to stimulate a target group to recover and 
recycle a proportion of the material which is placed on the market. It is often incremental 
and will increase over time. 
 
For the materials included in this work, recycling targets could be applied to single-use 
cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. 
 
How the Policy Works 
 
Recycling targets could be measured in several ways such as quantity of cups recycled, 
weight of cups recycled, or organisations signed up to the initiative. 
 
Setting recycling targets over several years allows businesses for which the target falls 
upon to plan how they are going to meet the targets, as well as to budget for it. 
 
Targets are typically set to be challenging but ultimately achievable and are set over a 
given period such as several years. This will often give confidence to the recycling sector 
to enable them to invest in the appropriate infrastructure to help achieve the targets.  
 
Recycling targets can be both voluntary (i.e. set by industry) or can be mandatory and 
driven by legislation. 
 
An example of a formal target can be found in Flanders (Belgium), where legislation was 
introduced in 2019 banning single-use cups, cans and bottles at public and non-public 
events (schools, local community fairs and festivals), unless the organisers can prove the 
separate collection and recycling of at least 90% of those items (95% by 2022). The 
Public Waste Agency of Flanders (OVAM) is the responsible enforcement agency, issuing 
warnings for non-compliance and possible prosecutions where event organisers do not 
meet the required recycling targets61. However, at the time of writing due to the Covid-19 
pandemic, enforcement was not fully in place62. 
 
In the UK, the Government does not currently have a target specifically aimed at the 
recycling of single-use cups or on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. However, it 
does have recycling targets for paper and plastic (and other materials) packaging through 
the Packaging Waste Regulations. 
 
According to the July 2019 Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer 
responsibility system, the majority of the respondents (62%) agreed that a recycling 
target should be used for single-use cups. 
 
The research identified several voluntary initiatives that are in place which have 
informal/aspirational recycling targets: 

 National Cup Recycling Scheme (UK): Fibre-composite cups 

 Square Mile Challenge (Hubbub): Fibre-composite cups 

 
61 https://www.ovam.be/aan-de-slag-met-de-wetgeving-cateringmateriaal 
62 Based on correspondence with OVAM 
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 7-Eleven’s Cup Rescue Campaign (Australia): Fibre-composite cups 

 Save a Cup (UK): Fibre-composite and plastic cups 

 Terracycle (USA): Plastic cups  
 
Barriers 
 On-the-go consumption and the 

challenge to change consumer 
behaviour 

 Lack of UK collection infrastructure  

 Consumers need simple ways of 
recycling on-the-go food packaging, 
with clear and concise instructions 
coupled with convenient collection 
infrastructure 

 Consumers are often confused or 
unaware of what, how and where 
they can recycle and of the difficulty 
of recycling contaminated packaging 
waste 

 Standardisation across industry, 
including the collection of cups  

Opportunities 
 Targets could provide clarity for 

producers, collectors and recyclers 
to provide sufficient confidence to 
invest in collection/recycling 
infrastructure going forward. This 
could include working with local 
authorities to collect from municipal 
sources  

 Targets would enable industry 
performance to be monitored more 
effectively  

 They can encourage year on year 
increases in performance, and over 
time, challenge organisations on 
how best to collect items from a 
wider range of sources  

 Encourage design for recyclability 

 Increase public awareness of 
recycling single-use items 

 Incentivises retailers to encourage 
the use of reusable cups 

 Through reduced littering and fewer 
cups being in the residual waste 
stream, local authorities may benefit 
from cost savings 
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6.5 Ban 
 

Ban 
 

Introduction 
 
This works by prohibiting the placing on the market of a certain type of single-use 
product.  
 
As an example, the EU Single Use Plastic Directive was published in the Official Journal of 
the European Union in 2019 prohibiting, from 3rd July 2021, the placing on the market of 
the single-use plastic products listed in Part B of the Annex, including cotton buds, cutlery, 
plates, straws, stirrers, and beverage and food containers made from EPS63.  
 
This type of policy could be used for both single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite 
food packaging. However, it may be easier to implement for cups as reusable cups are 
more established and smaller for consumers to carry.  
 
How the Policy Works 
 
Bans can be introduced as a pre-announced point-in-time ban or as a phased in approach. 
They can also be introduced in tandem with other initiatives, such as mandatory 
requirements for reusable items when food/drink is consumed on-site etc. 
 
When introducing bans, consideration should be given as to how this will affect the whole 
supply chain, i.e. a ban on fibre-composite cups would significantly reduce the 
manufacturing sector for these items, but this may be offset by the increased manufacture 
of reusable cups (although the cups may be made from different materials and by another 
company). 
 
Also, the supply chain should be given sufficient notification of when and how the ban will 
be implemented so that they can prepare supply-chains, processes and educate 
staff/pubic on the new policy. One benefit of a phased in approach is that it gives more 
time for the supply chain to prepare. In the time before items are banned, the supply 
chain can identify the best alternative solution where they already exist, or they are able 
to innovate to find new solutions. For example, if fibre-composite packaging around 
sandwiches were to be phased out, this could bring about innovation to find a more 
suitable mono-material and/or reusable packaging option. 
 
Bans can be implemented on a national, regional, or business level and can be voluntary 
or mandatory.  
 
The main example of a national ban on single-use cups, which is already operational, is in 
France. It took effect on 1st January 202064, introducing a ban on single-use cups, plates 
and cotton buds. 
 
Several countries both inside (in part driven by the EU Single Use Plastic Directive) and 
outside the EU are planning on implementing bans or phased bans for a range of single-
use products and materials: 
 

 
63 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/eli/dir/2019/904/oj 
64 https://www.ecologie.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/20018_InterdictionPlastique.pdf  
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1. The Irish Government are aiming to eventually ban single-use coffee cups and ban the 
unnecessary use of cold drinks cups (they also plan to add a charge for single-use plastic 
food containers defined under the Single Use Plastics Directive (SUPD) and legislate to ban 
their unnecessary use) under the Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy. 
 
2. In Iceland, from the 3rd July 2021, certain single-use plastic products will no longer be 
permitted to be placed onto the market, as set out in an amendment to the Hygiene and 
Pollution Prevention Act in 202065. Examples of products that will be banned include 
single-use plastic straws, stirrers, cups and food containers. 
 
3. New Zealand is planning to consult on proposals to phase out seven single-use items 
including cotton buds, straws, drink stirrers, cups, tableware, produce stickers and single-
use produce bags. 
 
Examples of regional legislative bans include: 
 
1. Flanders (Belgium), from 2019, banned single-use cups, cans and bottles at public and 
non-public events (schools, local community fairs and festivals), unless the organisers can 
prove the separate collection and recycling of at least 90% of those items (95% by 2022). 
 
2. The regional Government of Balearic Islands law on waste and polluted lands has, from 
2019, banned single-use plastics, and free tap water must be available for everyone in 
public buildings, restaurants, cafés and hotels. In addition, plastic single-use pre-portioned 
packs may no longer be offered in food and sanitary areas in hotels and restaurants (for 
example ketchup, mustard, sugar, and jam, but also toiletries including shampoo, creams 
and lotions).  
 
3. In 2021, South Korea will ban the use of paper cups in restaurants and coffee shops 
and customers will have to pay extra for using single-use takeaway containers under a 
national campaign to reduce the use of single-use products.  
 
Based on the research into existing bans, business level bans are typically voluntary, such 
as the voluntary ban on single-use cups implemented by Boston Tea Party in its UK stores. 
Research also indicated that several large fast-food service restaurants are aiming to 
significantly reduce their usage of single-use packaging. 
 

Barriers 
 Pre-Covid-19, the food-to-go 

industry was experiencing uptake 
from customers using reusable cups 
of between 1% – 5% of total sales. 
Whilst it was seen by some as slow 
progress, the industry believe 
behaviours towards reusable items 
were slowly changing. However, 
since the pandemic hit the industry 
has lost some of the progress 
made66  

Opportunities 
 Increase in the use of reusable cups 

and food containers  

 Two potential reuse models: 
o Reuse packaging owned by 

the customer, which appears 
to be the most prevalent 
model used at the time of 
writing. This is likely due to 
reduced costs, administration 
and infrastructure required 

o Deposit return system (see 
Section 6.7) 

 
65 https://www.stjornarradid.is/efst-a-baugi/frettir/stok-frett/2020/07/01/Algengar-einnota-vorur-ur-plasti-verda-oheimilar-a-
naesta-ari/  
66 https://www.citytosea.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Food-To-Go-Report.-City-to-Sea.-2020.pdf  
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 Consumer acceptance/lifestyle i.e. 
people want convenience, therefore 
a phased in approach may ease the 
transition and help get the public on 
side with the key aims of the policy 

 Can reduce the consumption of the 
product which can affect all those 
involved in the supply chain and can 
put jobs at risk. Although jobs could 
be offset through the manufacture 
of items made from alternative 
materials and/or by another 
company 

 The alternative products can be 
more expensive and may affect the 
poorest hardest 

 Retailers will need space for storage 
and washing facilities  

 Less high-grade fibre from cups 
available for high value recycling 
end markets 

 LCA highlights potential reduced 
environmental impact of reusable 
cups compared to single-use cups 

 A ban could be placed on certain 
items to incentivise the design of 
new environmentally friendly 
packaging, designed for recyclability 
in typical recycling infrastructure i.e. 
fibre cups without the plastic lining 

 Prevent and reduce the impact of 
single-use items on the 
environment, in particular from litter 
and plastics/micro-plastics in the 
environment 

 Through reduced littering and fewer 
cups being in the residual waste 
stream, local authorities may benefit 
from cost savings 

 
 
6.6 Modulated Fee 
 

Modulated Fee 
 
Introduction 
 
The 2018 EU Directive on Packaging and Packaging Waste proposed that within an EPR 
scheme, producers could be required to pay financial contributions to help increase waste 
prevention and the environmental impact of waste. 
 
This means that modulated fees paid by the producer can potentially be used to 
encourage better design of products to improve their environmental performance. Poorer 
performing items that have a higher impact on the environment are subject to higher fees, 
while better performing items are subject to lower fees. For example, this can help 
encourage producers to switch to better designed items that reduce packaging used and 
increase reuse/recyclability.  
 
In the 2019 ‘Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer responsibility system’, 
Defra and the devolved administrations proposed using modulated fees as one of two 
alternative approaches to incentivise producers to make better packaging design choices. 
They suggest using modulated placed on the market (POM) fees, where producers pay 
more if their packaging cannot be recycled or is difficult to recycle and less if their 
packaging is readily recyclable67. 
 

 
67 https://consult.defra.gov.uk/extended-producer-responsibility/consultation-on-reforming-the-uk-packaging-
produce/supporting_documents/packagingeprconsultdoc.pdf  
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This type of policy could be used for both single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite 
food packaging. 
 
How the Policy Works 
 
At present, producer responsibility schemes typically have some form of fee modulation, 
i.e. charging differing fees to producers depending on the type of packaging material for 
which the producer is obligated, with fees for plastic and for composite packaging 
materials typically significantly higher than fees for other packaging materials. Fees 
generally vary depending on the cost of getting the material recycled, which will have 
other elements included within the overall calculation such as cost of collection, value of 
material and market demand.  
 
An example of fee modulation EPR material costs from Austria including composite 
materials is shown in the table below. 
 

Material Tariffs €/kg 
Other composite materials €0.73 
Plastic €0.70 
Beverage cartons €0.65 
Biodegradable materials €0.40 
Aluminium €0.31 
Ferrous metals €0.28 
Textiles €0.15 
Paper €0.12 
Ceramics €0.12 
Glass €0.09 
Wood €0.02 

 
Although fee modulation is common, only a few schemes have more advanced eco-
modulation of fees (e.g. applying no fee to reusable packaging, higher fees for non-
sortable / non-recyclable packaging, or higher fees for packaging with additives that 
disrupt recycling). The most notable examples are CITEO in France and CONAI in Italy68. 
 
CITEO69 
 
CITEO applies eco-modulation to all packaging materials. Reductions in fees are provided 
for efforts to: reduce packaging (8-12%), increase packaging recyclability and ability to be 
sorted (8-12%), include 50% or more recycled material in polyethylene (PE) packaging 
(50%), and/or provide guidance and awareness-raising on material sorting (4-12%).  
 
Fees are increased for packaging that: disrupts recycling by reducing the quality of 
recycled material (50%), cannot be recycled/recovered (100%), or for certain opaque PET 
plastic. From 2020, it also included paper/cardboard packaging that uses mineral oil inks. 
 
 

 
68 https://ieep.eu/uploads/articles/attachments/95369718-a733-473b-aa6b-
153c1341f581/EPR%20and%20plastics%20report%20IEEP%209%20Nov%202017%20final.pdf?v=63677462324 
69 https://d2ouvy59p0dg6k.cloudfront.net/downloads/wwf_germany_epr_briefing___final_230819_2.pdf  
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CONAI 
 
CONAI first introduced differentiated fees for plastic packaging in 2018. Fees vary 
depending on whether the packaging is from the household or commercial/industrial 
sector, its recyclability and ability to be sorted, and whether there are established 
technologies and recycling processes for the packaging.  
 
Differentiated fees for plastic packaging are: 

A. Sortable/recyclable commercial/industrial: €150/t 
B1. Household, with established sorting/recycling infrastructure: €208/t 
B2. Other sortable/recyclable: €263/t 
C. Non-sortable/recyclable: €369/t 

 
This shows that a well-designed fee modulation policy can be a potential instrument in 
bringing about change in the way products are designed, produced and handled. Once 
implemented, it creates an incentive for producers to rethink product design and the 
recyclability of the material. Producers would face a cost in line with the quantity of 
material they place on the market and the end of life costs associated with that material. 
 
However, when implementing such a system, consideration would need to be given to the 
proportion of the packaging item that can be recovered for recycling. Under the current 
system, the obligation on composite or mixed material packaging is calculated on the 
material which makes up the largest proportion of the packaging. The fee structure for 
composite packaging under a reformed scheme would need to account for the overall 
make-up of the packaging and how hard or otherwise each element of the packaging is to 
recycle. However, consideration should also be given to the packaging’s functionality70. 
Another consideration is compostable packaging and where this should fit into the criteria 
for eco-modulated fees.  
 
Barriers 
 The costs faced by producers could 

be passed onto retailers/consumers 

 Some packaging formats such as 
composite materials required for 
functionality may be penalised when 
there are no/limited alternatives 
available at present 

 Modulated fees alone may not lead 
to waste prevention or prevent 
littering as producers could 
potentially opt to pay higher fees, or 
packaging that has been redesigned 
to meet eco-design criteria but could 
still be littered 

 Would need to give industry time to 
adapt to the policy, and where 
possible, re-design the packaging or 

Opportunities 
 It can incentivise packaging design 

for: 
o Reuse   
o Recyclability  
o Recycled content  
o Other environmental criteria 

 Introducing the above criteria within 
modulated fees would benefit 
collectors and recyclers as it would 
stimulate both the collection of 
these materials and end markets 

 Fees from poor performing 
packaging could be used to invest in 
collection/recycling infrastructure, 
litter clean-up and education 
programmes 

 
70 EUROPEN (2019) Extended Producer Responsibility: EU Harmonised Principles for National Modulation of EPR Fees for 
Packaging, May 2019 
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switch materials to improve the 
environmental performance of the 
packaging in line with the eco-
modulation fee criteria. The 
recycling infrastructure may also 
need time to adapt to address 
increased materials coming though 
the supply chain for recycling 

 Has the potential to reduce littering 
and the number of cups placed in 
the residual waste stream, which 
may benefit local authorities as cost 
savings 

 Awareness campaigns should help to 
reinforce the message that certain 
materials are more recyclable than 
others 

 
 
6.7 Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) for Reusable Cups and Food Containers 
 

Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) for Reusable Cups and Food Containers 
 

Introduction 
 
A DRS charges consumers a refundable deposit for the use of a reusable cup or food 
container, i.e. the customer pays a deposit to use the reusable item, which they can return 
at participating partner locations and get their deposit back, or they can simply keep the 
cup and reuse it. 
 
Schemes may be micro-scale/localised and used in relatively closed environments such as 
shopping centres, sporting events, music festivals or concerts; however, they can operate 
at a larger geographical scale with multiple participating outlets, although this is less 
common.  
 
Examples of DRS being implemented were found for both single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging, and as such, could be used for managing these items. 
 
How the Policy Works 
 
DRS is most commonly used for single-use beverage packaging, such as plastic bottles and 
aluminium cans, across the globe. Within a DRS, manufacturers of targeted 
products/packaging are typically required to report on the volume placed onto the market, 
pay handling fees to cover the costs associated with collection and recycling, and to label 
products/packaging as being part of the DRS (e.g. a barcode that can be used to return 
empty or used goods and have the deposit refunded).  
 
How in-scope items are collected, and the deposits returned, varies depending on how the 
DRS was initially set up. For example, retailers and foodservice establishments may be 
required to offer in-store collections, or consumers may be required to use local recycling 
points. Products/packaging can be collected manually (i.e. in person over the counter) or 
through the use of reverse vending machines (RVMs). For example, the Norwegian DRS 
has around 3,700 RVMs with an additional 11,000 manual collection points at smaller 
stores71. 
 
When a consumer purchases a product that is part of the DRS, they pay a small deposit in 
addition to the cost of the item. Once the container is empty, the consumer can take it to 
a collection point to get their deposit back. 

 
71 https://www.valpak.co.uk/news-blog/blog/deposit-return-scheme-learning-from-the-norwegian-model  
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In terms of a DRS for reusable cups, the largest example is the RECUP scheme in 
Germany. Instead of using a single-use cup or being dependent on their own reusable 
cup, customers can ask for the drink in a reusable cup. By paying a €1 (£0.86) deposit at 
the shop, the customer can rent a reusable cup whenever they need for it. 
 
RECUP is a voluntary DRS and is available at over 5,000 issuing points across Germany. 
Which shops participate in the system and offer/take back RECUPs can be found using the 
app, website or by looking for RECUP signage that partners put on the doors to their 
premises etc. The RECUP cups are made of polypropylene (PP) and are 100% recyclable. 
When they are at the end of their usable life, they are returned to the manufacturer to be 
recycled. 
 
After consuming the drink, customers can return their RECUP cup either to the same store 
or at any other participating shop that offers the RECUP service. When the cup is returned, 
the customer gets their deposit back. Upon return the cups are washed on site or taken to 
a central washing facility. 
 
At present, customers can only return the cups at partner stores, however the scheme is 
working on other return options (such as vending machines in supermarkets). 
 
For shops interested in becoming part of the network they register online and can then 
directly order their cups and marketing materials. If shops end up with too many cups (if 
more people bring cups back than take away), RECUP redistributes the cups.  
 
There is no cost associated with ordering cups, since businesses only rent the cups with 
RECUP, which means they lodge the deposit, but afterwards have either the cup in their 
store (which can be exchanged for the lodged deposit if needed) or they receive the €1 
(£0.86) deposit from the RECUP users. Shops pay a fee for being part of the scheme, 
which is approximately €1 (£0.86) per day.  
 
In addition to the voluntary DRS for reusable cups, Germany is introducing a national 
regulation to further promote reusable packaging. As a result of the new Packaging Act 
approved in 2021, restaurants, cafés and bistros in Germany will be obliged to offer 
coffee-to-go and takeaway in reusable containers from 2023. The reusable must not be 
more expensive than the product in the single-use packaging72. A recent study by the 
German Environment Agency (UBA) states that these measures could reduce the 
consumption of single-use cups by 50% within three years73,74. 
 
France intends to eliminate all single-use plastics by 2040 and has set out several 
measures to promote reuse, including targets for the proportion of packaging put on the 
market that is reused to reach 5% by 2023 and 10% by 2027. Whilst this target doesn’t 
directly involve a DRS for reusable cups, such a scheme may support the country in 
achieving future reuse targets. 
 
Another example of a voluntary DRS is CupClub in the UK, which is a returnable packaging 
service for drinks that uses radio-frequency identification (RFID) technology and cloud-
based internet of things (IoT) software to provide cup traceability, helping brands to track 
products and offer an in-built loyalty scheme75.  

 
72 https://www.bmu.de/pressemitteilung/mehrweg-wird-moeglich-im-to-go-bereich/ 
73 https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/en/press/pressinformation/go-for-the-reusable-not-the-disposable-when-it  
74 https://www.umweltbundesamt.de/en/publikationen/oekologische-bedeutung-einweggetraenkebecher  
75 https://cupclub.com/  



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  77 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

CupClub is based in London and targets venues such as offices, university campuses, 
airports and festivals. Over 100,000 drinks have been served since its launch in April 2018. 
The initiative has seen a 465% increase in turnover in 2019, with 400,000 orders from 
only 10,000 cups and return rates of 95%76. In addition, a life cycle assessment (LCA) 
identified that the carbon footprint of CupClub cups is half that of single-use cups over a 
typical lifecycle77. 
 
McDonald’s recently announced a global partnership with TerraCycle's circular packaging 
service, Loop, to test a new reusable cup model for hot beverages in the UK. Customers 
can choose a reusable Loop-created cup, for a small deposit. The deposit can then be 
redeemed by returning the cup to participating McDonald's restaurants, which are then 
washed through the Loop system and reused in McDonald's restaurants78.  
 
There are similar reusable solutions for on-the-go food packaging, for example, tiffin 
boxes (India, UK and Belgium) and ReCircle (Switzerland and Germany). More details on 
these initiatives can be found in Appendix IV.  
 
Barriers 
 Currently there are no large-scale 

deposit schemes to enable pick up 
and drop of a ‘reusable’ 

 Consumer acceptance of the 
behavioural shift required to switch 
from single-use convenience to a 
reusable deposit system, whereby 
they retain/return items which may 
not be as convenient  

 Developing the right/fair deposit and 
reward scheme. It needs to 
incentivise the return of packaging 
without scaring customers away 
with a high initial deposit 

 Ensuring ease of return for users 
e.g. by increasing number of drop-
off points 

 Risk of contamination/hygiene 
concerns with reusables 

 The change to processes at 
restaurant level, particularly for 
small quick-service businesses 

 Jobs can be lost in production of 
single-use cups, but can be created 
in the manufacturing of reusable 
cups, supply chain and in the 
administration system 

Opportunities 
 Reduces consumption of single-use 

items and cost to retailer from the 
provision of single-use packaging 

 Incentivises the use of reusable cups

 Opportunity for the use of reusables 
within closed environments (e.g. 
cultural events) 

 Businesses can improve brand 
loyalty by incentivising the return of 
the packaging through the deposit 
and reward scheme 

 Optimise operations through the 
standardisation of packaging or 
shared drop-off points and logistics, 
across brands, sectors or wider 
networks 

 Offering discounts to use reusable 
items can increase customer buy-in 
to scheme 

 Increasing customer awareness can 
have a knock-on effect on other 
environmental areas such as 
increased recycling and reduced 
littering 

 Supporting legislation would help 
drive the use of the scheme 

 
76 https://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/assets/downloads/Global-Commitment-2020-Progress-Report.pdf  
77 https://drive.google.com/file/d/1C5Qzx31HQnVPg-EyglzR3PRDteQH5SfK/view  
78 https://packagingeurope.com/new-reusable-cup-scheme-announced-by-mcdonalds-and-loop/  
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 Retailers would have to adapt to 
logistical issues in storing new/used 
reusable cups, cleaning and 
collections 

 

 This measure could reduce littering 
and result in lower street-cleaning 
costs for local authorities, as well as 
fewer cups being placed in the 
residual waste stream 

 Producers of reusable cups could 
see a rise in sales 

 Consumers would no longer need to 
carry a reusable cup 

 
 
This has shown that there are barriers and opportunities to all the policies highlighted above 
for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. It also shows 
that the key aim for managing the items will determine the best policy intervention, and that 
several policies could be used to achieve multiple goals or have a greater impact.  
 
Levy/charge 
 
On a consumer level, evidence indicates that charges are more effective at driving reuse 
behaviour than discounts applied when reusable cups are used. To date in the UK, charges 
have typically been introduced at a business level; however, Ireland are introducing a charge 
on single-use cups as an interim step before the introduction of a ban, and the Scottish and 
Welsh governments are also considering a charge on single-use cups.  
 
One of the key benefits of this policy is that it would help to influence consumer behaviour 
change and increase acceptance of switching from single-use to reusable items. Also, if 
producers are allowed to retain the money raised from the charge, they could be encouraged 
to invest in increasing the reuse and recycling of cups and food containers.  
  
Takeback schemes 
 
In the UK, one of the most established takeback schemes for the materials in scope of this 
project is the National Cup Recycling Scheme, which is a voluntary takeback scheme and is 
co-funded by major brands. This is similar to schemes operated by Starbucks and Hubbub. 
The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association have also formed a Working Group to look at 
the feasibility of setting up a collection and recycling scheme for post-consumer sandwich 
packs, similar to the takeback scheme for fibre-composite cups.  
 
Takeback schemes currently in place or being considered in the UK are voluntary takeback 
plus type schemes, i.e. they offer takeback in-store but also try to encourage other retailers 
to offer takeback or try to collect from other on-the-go locations to expand the collection 
infrastructure.  
 
A more mandatory/inclusive takeback approach could potentially be more effective, because 
although there is currently a strong voluntary system and there are a large number of 
collection points within existing member retail stores (and in other on-the-go locations), it is 
limited to participating producers. A mandatory system would encourage a greater number 
of producers to participate, sharing the associated effort and costs to provide the necessary 
infrastructure required to have the desired impact. This would also increase public 
awareness on how and where to recycle cups. 
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According to the 2019 Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer responsibility 
system, most respondents (55%) agreed that the provision of a takeback scheme of single-
use cups for recycling should continue to be developed on a voluntary basis by businesses 
prior to a government decision on whether single-use cups are to be included under an EPR 
scheme or possible DRS79. 
 
In terms of takeback schemes, levies appear to be more commonly used for single-use 
packaging, where the consumer purchases the goods often as an impulse item, and as such 
may not have a reusable item with them. Therefore, this is a mechanism that can 
communicate to consumers that they should be using a reusable item; however, where this 
is not possible, the levy can potentially be used to better manage single-use cups and/or 
increase reusable options. 
 
In the context of the packaging items in scope of this project, deposits are more typically 
used for reusable packaging and are set at a level where the consumer sees the value in the 
item, whether or not this is to return for a deposit or to clean and reuse themselves.  
 
Recycling Targets  
 
In the UK, there are several voluntary initiatives in place which have informal/aspirational 
recycling targets. The Government does not currently have a target specifically aimed at the 
recycling of single-use cups or on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. However, it does 
have recycling targets for paper and plastic (and other materials) packaging through the 
Packaging Waste Regulations, which have been successful in achieving progressing targets. 
 
According to the 2019 Consultation on reforming the UK packaging producer responsibility 
system, the majority of the respondents (62%) agreed that a recycling target should be used 
for single-use cups. 
 
One of the key benefits of recycling targets is that they could provide clarity for producers, 
collectors and recyclers to stimulate sufficient confidence to invest in collection/recycling 
infrastructure going forwards. In addition, targets would enable industry performance to be 
monitored more effectively. 
 
Ban  
 
There are several examples of regional/national bans on single-use packaging across the 
globe. Within the UK, the only examples occur at a business level on a voluntary basis. 
However, the Irish Government is aiming to eventually ban single-use coffee cups and ban 
the unnecessary use of cold drinks cups under the Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy. 
They also plan to add a charge for single-use plastic food containers defined under the 
Single Use Plastics Directive (SUPD) and legislate to ban their unnecessary use. 
 
In terms of restricting the use of single-use cups and food packaging, the research indicated 
that a number of retailers are considering removing single-use packaging for goods that are 
to be consumed on the premises.  
 
This type of approach allows for a phased introduction, especially if there are larger 
ambitions to restrict single-use items. A phased approach allows both consumers and 
businesses to get used to and prepare for policy changes. 
 

 
79 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/819467/epr-consult-sum-
resp.pdf  
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A key benefit of banning certain single-use packaging items is that it has the potential to 
really drive behaviour change amongst consumers towards reusable alternatives. This could 
have a knock-on effect of reducing litter and the presence of these items within the residual 
waste stream. 
 
Modulated Fees  
 
Although only a few schemes at present have more advanced eco-modulated fees (e.g. 
rewarding better designed packaging with lower fees and harder to reuse/recycle packaging 
with higher fees), this is likely to become more common due to the 2018 EU Directive on 
Packaging and Packaging Waste proposal that producers could be required to pay financial 
contributions to help increase waste prevention and manage the environmental impact of 
their products within an EPR scheme. 
 
In the UK, a project was launched in 2020 to look into how this type of modulated fee could 
be introduced, which plans to assess the range of modulation mechanisms that could reward 
companies with good behaviours80. It is due to be completed in 2021. 
 
The key benefit of modulated fees is that it has the potential to incentivise improved 
packaging design, reuse, recyclability, recycled content and other environmental benefits. 
This in turn benefits local authorities, waste collectors and recyclers. 
 
DRS for reusable cups and food containers 
 
Research did not identify any mandatory national DRS for reusable cups and food containers; 
however, Germany has a nationwide voluntary system in place. Outside of this, voluntary 
DRS exists primarily at a business level, several of which are either operating or about to be 
trialled in the UK. 
 
One of the key benefits of a DRS for reusable cups and food containers it that it has the 
potential to reduce the consumption of single-use items and the associated cost to retailers 
from the provision of these items. This would also incentivise the use of reusable packaging. 
 
In terms of DRS design, consistency would be beneficial in terms of avoiding multiple types 
of scheme which may confuse consumers. Also, there has to be a sufficient number of 
collection points and/or businesses taking part in a scheme to ensure that consumers can 
rent an item from one location and conveniently return it to another location. Therefore, to 
go beyond small-scale schemes and up to a regional/national scale, it should be operated on 
a more centralised basis. 
 
Out of the policies examined above, the DRS for reusable cups and food containers focuses 
on reuse, and due to the challenge of scaling up to manage this type of scheme/policy on a 
UK level, the other policy options were considered as more likely to be used to manage 
single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging in the short to medium term. 
 
Therefore, in Section 7.0 each of the following policy options are modelled up to 2033/34 
to try and determine the likely impact they would have in managing single-use cups and on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging: 

 Levy/charge 

 Takeback Schemes 

 
80 https://www.packagingnews.co.uk/news/industry-bodies-combine-develop-new-epr-regulations-16-12-2020  
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 Recycling Targets  

 Ban  

 Modulated Fees  
 
The modelling work also examines the impact of combining/implementing several policies. 
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7.0 Policy Scenarios for the Prevention and Recovery of Single-use Cups and 
On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 

 
7.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the report shows the results from modelling a range of policy options for the 
prevention and management of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging.  
 
The key objective of this analysis is to compare alternative policies and identify the best 
means to reduce the impacts of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging. In terms of the waste hierarchy, the priority is to reduce the use of single-use 
packaging and switch to reusable alternatives (e.g. for cups). Where single-use packaging is 
used, it should be designed to be easily recyclable, and have the highest possible recycled 
content. 
 
This section quantifies the impacts of the policies (monetised costs and benefits), in order to 
compare and contrast their relative effectiveness, and determine the most cost-effective way 
to reduce the impacts of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. 
 
How the policies impact on costs and benefits is traced in detail through the supply chain(s) 
for the management of single-use packaging items: from the point at which they are placed 
on the market (i.e. ‘filled with drink’), to the point they become waste, which is either lost in 
the environment, or is collected and then flows either to recycling processes, or other waste 
management routes.  
 
The individual policy options for which scenarios for single-use items are modelled are as 
follows:  

 Mandatory takeback 

 National recycling rate targets 

 Charges 

 Bans  

 An EPR approach 
 
In addition to modelling the impacts of these policies as individual scenarios (separate from 
each other), combined scenarios assuming policies are implemented together at the same 
time are also considered, to identify where and how policies work together to support each 
other and where they may become less effective, or indeed irrelevant in the presence of any 
of the other policies. An example of the latter would be a full ban on the use of single-use 
packaging which de facto removes the waste management problem. 
 
To quantify the impacts of combined policies, the assumptions in the individual policy 
scenarios are applied simultaneously. This means the impacts may be magnified or reduced, 
in particular where policy combinations have impacts on single-use items POM that were not 
present in the respective separate scenarios, such as EPR together with setting recycling rate 
targets as an example, since recycling targets alone are assumed not to impact on the usage 
of single-use items. In reality, it is possible that certain policy combinations considered here 
may amplify or reduce impacts even without impacts on usage of single-use items; however, 
there is no evidence available on the performance of the policy combinations being 
considered to draw on to gauge the scale of what these impacts might be.  
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Broadly speaking, the individual policies may impact either on the use of single-use and 
reusable formats placed on the market (with no impact on collection/recycling rates), or they 
may impact on collection/recycling rates for single-use items (with no impact on the 
container formats placed on the market). These impacts are discussed in detail in Section 
7.8. 
 
The policy combinations that have been modelled are as follows: 

 Mandatory takeback together with a cup deposit 

 Mandatory takeback with recycling rate targets 

 Charges together with recycling rate targets 

 An EPR approach with mandatory takeback 

 An EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and charges 

 An EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets 
  
The above scenarios incorporate the baseline year quantities established for each of the 
single-use items placed on the market, and recycled Section 3.0, and build on the research 
findings in Section 5.0 and Section 6.0. 
 
It should be noted that information available in the public domain on existing initiatives 
varied due to them either just being announced, or being in the process of being 
implemented, or being only recently implemented, and therefore not being in place for 
sufficient time to evaluate/measure their impact(s). Several of the approaches identified in 
the research findings are also voluntary and commonly there is no requirement to capture 
and/or publish data regarding their effectiveness. 
 
In the modelled scenarios for the above policies, each is assumed to be implemented 
(separately and in various policy combinations) in 2022. In these scenarios, the likely 
impacts of the policies (implemented separately and in combination) have been identified to 
203481. 
 
 
7.2 Baseline Scenarios 
 
Key parameters underpinning the baseline year (2019) are reported in Section 2.0, 
Section 3.0, and Section 4.0, and details of the baseline scenario projections to 2034 are 
reported in Appendix VI. 
 
Figure 21 shows the waste management system modelled for each of the single-use 
packaging types in this report. The model traces in detail the flows and fates of materials 
through various stages or processes, from the point at which they are placed on the market 
to the point at which they either end up at a recycler or go to a disposal82 process.  
 
The process stages in this management system for single-use packaging formats are: POM, 
Collection, Sort, Paper recycling, Plastic recycling. The direction and destination of the flows 
of materials entering and leaving each stage are represented by the arrows. The pathways 
taken for the flows of materials in this system are material specific, i.e. different waste 
management routes are modelled for each packaging type and the materials they may 

 
81 There is no reason to believe (or evidence otherwise) that the impacts of the different policy options would differ between 
nations and therefore the impacts have been assumed to be the same across all nations in the scenarios. 
82 Assumed to be incineration with energy recovery (EfW) or non-hazardous landfill. 
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consist of, for example the fibre in fibre-composite cups, the plastic in fibre-composite cups, 
the plastic lids, and any contamination that carries with the packaging waste. 
 
At the POM stage, after a single-use, an amount of these packaging items is littered (i.e. this 
amount ‘exits’ the system at this point and does not enter the collection stage of the 
system). Packaging wastes that are not littered flow to the collection stage. At each 
subsequent stage there are several pathways for wastes, including at each stage a fraction 
of waste that may go to disposal. For example, materials recovered from the sortation stage 
may be sent to a paper recycler or a plastic recycler, but a fraction of waste is ‘lost’ to 
disposal during sorting. 
 
Depending on the stage of the process and the quantity and type of material, waste 
management costs (litter costs at POM stage, other stages; collection costs, transport costs, 
sort costs, disposal costs, and recycling costs) are incurred and materials values (the value of 
recovered materials and the value of reprocessed materials) are generated. All costs are 
presented as ‘costs less materials value’. 
 
The scenarios quantify the monetised costs and benefits, and net benefits of the policies. 
The impacts of the policies are presented as net of the baseline scenario. 
 
The costs are the costs of managing the wastes from single-use packaging items. These are 
litter costs at the POM stage (litter in bins and ground litter). At the collection, sort, and 
recycling stages these costs are collection costs (including bins/containers), transport costs, 
sort costs, disposal costs, and recycling costs.  
 
At the collection and sort stages recovered materials values are generated. Collectors may 
receive revenues by selling single-use packaging wastes direct to recyclers or through 
transfer of such wastes to sorters who then generate revenues from selling sorted (but 
otherwise unprocessed) recovered single-use packaging wastes to recyclers.  
 
UK recyclers purchase recovered single-use packaging wastes (from collectors and/or 
sorters) and profit by reprocessing it and selling recycled products at higher prices. Note that 
the scenario models capture just profits to avoid double counting of revenues. 
 
All costs at each of the stages and for the overall waste management system are presented 
as net costs, i.e. costs less materials value. A reduction/increase in gross costs or an 
increase/reduction in materials value lowers/increases net costs. Net costs can be negative if 
the value of materials (i.e. revenue received) exceeds costs. 
 
Since materials values (which are an income stream for example to collectors and would 
represent a ‘benefit’) are already included in net costs, the remaining benefits in the policy 
scenarios are the sales market values of empty single-use packaging items and reusable 
alternatives that sold in the UK. These sales values are adjusted by an assumed gross profit 
margin of 25% to manufacturers/sellers of these empty and reusable packaging items. 
 
Monetised costs not included are; disamenity costs of litter, any inconvenience costs to 
consumers that are not compensated by deposits, any inconvenience costs to consumers of 
reusable cups/containers, costs related to usage of reusable cups/containers and associated 
waste management costs, and environmental costs of manufacturing, usage and waste 
management of reusable cups/containers instead of single-use packaging. 
 
Monetised benefits not included are avoided greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) from 
displacement of extraction and use of virgin materials through higher recycling, and any 
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other beneficial impacts on the environment from reduced litter and waste to citizens, 
wildlife and nature in general. 
 
Figure 21 Structure of the Waste Management System in the Scenario Models 

 
 
 
7.2.1 Single-Use Fibre-composite Cups (SUFCs) 
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion, or 35.3k tonnes83, of single-use fibre-composite cups 
(SUFCs) were placed on the market with an adjusted sales value of £64m. In addition, there 
were 2.9 billion plastic lids, or approximately 12k tonnes, with an adjusted sales value of 
£21m. Since some policy scenarios impact on the take-up of reusable cups (RUCs) these also 
need to be represented in the baseline scenario. It is estimated that there were around 3.5 
million, or almost 0.6k tonnes of RUCs on the market in 2019 (note the average weight of 
RUCs is substantially higher than SUFCs), with an adjusted sales market value of around 
£12m. 
 
After being used to serve drinks, these items are typically contaminated and are either 
discarded as litter or enter some form of collection. Approximately 5k tonnes of SUFCs were 
littered (including lids and contamination) at a cost of approximately £600k84. Whilst 45k 
tonnes of SUFCs (including lids and contamination) were collected, the vast majority (96%) 
of this material was disposed. In 2019, the total SUFCs waste management costs less 
materials value to collectors was £5.2m. 
 
Just 1.2k tonnes of waste SUFCs were delivered to specialist paper recyclers at a cost of 
£182k, the plastic lids (approximately 0.4k tonnes) went to sortation but were disposed at a 
cost of £50k. 

 
83 In this section the 2019 quantities for SUFCs are as reported in sections 2 & 3. The values and costs are 2019 estimates from 
the baseline scenario. The 2019 quantity, value and costs of reusable alternatives are from the baseline scenario. All cumulated 
2023 quantities, values and costs are from the baseline scenario model. 
84 For littered SUFCs this is just the assumed disposal cost. Defra quote a figure of £30m per year for total disposable cups 
littering costs in their EPR IA which is more comprehensive and covers all costs of bin litter and ground litter. 
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Paper recyclers incurred £112k in reprocessing costs less materials value from processing the 
input SUFCs waste materials and produced £84k (after accounting for the costs paid to 
collectors for the recovered SUFCs feedstock, disposal and other recycling costs) worth of 
recycled paper products. The overall SUFCs waste recycling rate in 2019 was 2.8%. 
 
Figure 22 summarises the baseline scenario for single-use fibre composite cups. In 2019, 
the adjusted sales market value of SUFCs, lids and RUCs was £97m, and the overall SUFCs 
waste management costs less materials value was £6.0m. 
 
Figure 22 Summary of Baseline Scenario for SUFCs, 2019 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM SUFCs Number of items million 3,217 

POM SUFCs Quantity Tonnes 35,292 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £64.3 

POM Lids Quantity Tonnes 12,220 

POM Lids Market value £m £21.1 

POM RUCs Number of items million 3.2 

POM RUCs Quantity Tonnes 583 

POM RUCs Market value £m £12.1 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 10% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 4,963 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £0.596 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 90% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Quantity Tonnes 44,666 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Costs less materials value £m £5.213 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.182 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Quantity Tonnes 396 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Costs less materials value £m £0.047 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input quantity Tonnes 1,211 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.112 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.084 
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Paper rec. rPaper Output quantity Tonnes 977 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 2.8% 

  Total  Benefits £m £97 

  Total  Costs less materials value £m £6.0 
 
 
Figure 23 summarises the baseline scenario projection from 2022 to 2034. The annual 
figures in the scenario are cumulative 2022 to 2034, except for % figures which are 
averages over the scenario horizon.  
 
In the baseline projection, between 2022 and 2034, 51 billion units, or 558k tones, of SUFCs 
with a cumulated market value85 of just over £1bn are placed on the market, together with 
193k tonnes of plastic lids with a market value of £333m.  
 
The projected market growth and usage of SUFCs (and lids) leads to a further 78k tonnes of 
litter, and additional litter disposal costs of £9.4m. At current collection/recycling rates, the 
vast majority of SUFCs not littered go to disposal, adding to the overall collection/disposal 
costs. On top of the litter costs, collection/disposal costs less materials values, are projected 
to be a cumulative total of £82m between 2022 and 2034. 
 
Only around 25.5k tonnes of SUFCs waste and lids will get to sorters or go direct to paper 
recyclers. Of this, 19.2k tonnes of recovered materials are projected to be input to paper 
recyclers between 2022 and 2034, generating approximately 15.5k tonnes of recycled paper 
products. Paper recyclers’ costs less materials value are projected to be approximately -
£1m86, cumulative, and the value of recycled paper products is project to be a total of 
£1.5m, cumulative between 2022 and 2034. 
 
Approximately 80 million more RUCs are projected to be sold with a cumulated market value 
of almost £300m between 2022 and 2034. 
 
Figure 23 Summary of Baseline Scenario for SUFCs, cumulative 2022 – 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM SUFCs Number of items million 50,865 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes 558,068 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £1,017  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 193,238 

POM Lids Market value £m £333  

POM RUCs Number of items million 78.22 

 
85 At constant 2019 prices. 
86 The cumulative value of reprocessed materials exceeds the cumulative reprocessing costs to paper recyclers. 
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POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 14,189 

POM RUCs Market value £m £293  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 10% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 78,479 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £9.4 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 3.6% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 25,414 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £82.4 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £2.873 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 6,258 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.751 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 19,156 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£1.101  

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £1.545  

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 15,452 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 2.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £1,644 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m £91.5 
 
 
7.2.2 Single-Use Plastic Cups (SUPCs) 
 
In 2019, approximately 1 billion87, or 13.8k tonnes, of single-use plastic cups (SUPCs) were 
placed on the market with a value of almost £11m. In addition, there were 66 million plastic 
lids, or just under 0.3k tonnes, with a total value of £0.5m. Since some policy scenarios 
impact on the take-up of reusable cups (RUCs), these also need to be represented in the 
baseline scenario. It is estimated that there were around 1.1 million, or 0.3k tonnes, of RUCs 
on the market available as alternatives to the use of SUPCs (note the average weight of 
RUCs is substantially higher than SUPCs), with a total market value of around £4m. 
 
After being used to serve drinks, the SUPCs are typically contaminated and are either 
discarded as litter or enter some form of collection. Around 1.5k tonnes of SUPCs were 

 
87 In this section the 2019 quantities for SUPCs are as reported in sections 2 & 3. The values and costs are 2019 estimates from 
the baseline scenario. The 2019 quantity, value and costs of reusable alternatives are from the baseline scenario. All cumulated 
2023 quantities, values and costs are from the baseline scenario model. 
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littered (including lids and contamination) at a cost of approximately £180k88, and while 
13.5k tonnes of SUPCs (including lids and contamination) were collected, the vast majority 
(92.5%) of this waste material was disposed. Total SUPCs waste management costs less 
materials at the collection stage was £1.6m in 2019. 
 
Sorters received over 0.9k tonnes of plastic cups and plastic lids. However, the majority were 
disposed at a cost less materials value of just under £90k. Approximately 0.6k tonnes of 
SUFCs (cups, lids and contamination) were delivered to plastic recyclers. 
 
Plastic recyclers incurred £8.4k in costs less materials value from processing the input 
materials and produced approximately £120k (excluding the costs paid to collectors/sorters 
for the recovered SUPCs feedstock, disposal and recycling costs) of recycled plastic products. 
The overall SUPCs recycling rate in 2019 is estimated to be 3.9%. 
 
Figure 24 summarises the baseline scenario for 2019 for single-use plastic cups. In 2019, 
the total market value of SUPCs, lids and RUCs was £15.4m, and overall SUPCs waste 
management costs less materials value was £1.8m. 
 
Figure 24 Summary of Baseline Scenario for SUPCs, 2019 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 1,085 

POM SUPCs Quantity Tonnes 13,792 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £10.9  

POM Lids Quantity Tonnes 287 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.5  

POM RUCs Number of items million 1.1 

POM RUCs Quantity Tonnes 305 

POM RUCs Market value £m £4.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 10% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 1,504 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £0.181 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 7.5% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Quantity Tonnes 13,540 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £1.563 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.000 

 
88 For littered SUPCs this is just the assumed disposal cost. Defra quote a figure of £30m per year for total disposable cups 
littering costs in the EPR IA which is more comprehensive and covers all costs of bin litter and ground littering. 
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Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Quantity Tonnes 916 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.087  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.010 
Plastic 
rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input quantity Tonnes 617 

Plastic 
rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m 0.0084229 

Plastic 
rec. rPolymer Material value £m 0.1181862 

Plastic 
rec. rPolymer Output quantity Tonnes 536 

Plastic 
rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 3.9% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £15.4 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m £1.8 
 
 
Figure 25 summarises the baseline scenario projection for SUPCs from 2022 to 2034. The 
annual figures in the scenario are cumulative, except for % figures which are averages over 
the scenario horizon.  
 
In the baseline projection, cumulative 2022 and 2034, 10.5 billion SUPCs, or around 134k 
tonnes of SUPCs with a cumulated market value89 of £422m are projected to be placed on 
the market, together with approximately 3k tonnes of plastic lids with a market value of 
£19m.  
 
While the projection is for a decline in the usage of SUPCs (and lids) compared to 2019, a 
further 14.6k tonnes of litter, at a litter disposal cost of £1.8m, is projected. At current 
collection/recycling rates, the vast majority of SUPCs that are not littered will go to disposal, 
adding to overall collection/disposal costs. On top of the litter costs, collection/disposal costs 
less materials values, is projected to be a cumulative total of £15.2m between 2022 and 
2034. 
 
Only around 9.9k tonnes of SUPCs and lids etc. will get to sorters or go direct to plastic 
recyclers.  
 
Of this, approximately 6k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered materials (from SUPCs) is 
projected to be input to plastics recyclers between 2022 and 2034, generating approximately 
5.3k tonnes of recycled plastics products. Plastic recyclers’ waste management costs less 
materials value are -£1m90 (cumulative), and the value of recycled plastic products 
(excluding the value of recovered materials further upstream) is projected to be a 
(cumulative) total of £1.1m between 2022 and 2034. 
 
Approximately 26 million more RUCs are projected to be sold with a cumulated market value 
of just under £400m. 
 

 
89 At constant 2019 prices. 
90 The cumulative value of reprocessed SUPCs materials exceeds the cumulative reprocessing costs to plastics recyclers. 
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The projected benefits (cumulative) in the baseline scenario for SUPCs are £209m, and the 
SUPCs waste management costs less materials values are £16.8m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 25 Summary of Baseline Scenario for SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 10,539 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes 133,950 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £422 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 2,783 

POM Lids Market value £m £19 

POM RUCs Number of items million 26.39 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 7,424 

POM RUCs Market value £m £396 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 10% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 14,611 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £1.8 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 7.5% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 9,862 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £15.2 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.015 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 8,895 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.841 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 5,991 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.980 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £1.062 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 5,309 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 3.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £209.1 
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  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m £16.8 
 
 
7.2.3 On-the-go Fibre-composite Food Packaging (OFFP) 
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion91 items, or 30k tonnes, of on-the-go fibre-composite 
packaging (OFFP) were placed on the market with a sales market value of around £385m. 
Since some policy scenarios impact on the take-up of reusable containers (RUCs), these also 
need to be represented in the baseline scenario. It is estimated that there were around 
3.2m, or 0.7k tonnes of RUCs on the market available as alternatives to the use of single-use 
OFFP (note the average weight of RUCs is substantially higher than OFFP items), with a total 
market value of around £96.3m. 
 
After being used to serve food on-the-go, OFFP is often contaminated and is either discarded 
as litter or enters some form of collection. Approximately 7k tonnes of OFFP was littered 
(including contamination) at a cost of around £810k92, and while 26.9k tonnes of OFFP 
(including contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this material was disposed. The 
total costs less materials value at collection was £3.2m. 
 
Sorters received a small quantity, around 0.3k tonnes, of OFFP material (including 
contamination) adding to disposal costs. The cost less materials value to sorters was just 
under £20k.  
 
While not targeted by MRFs or paper recyclers, around 0.2k tonnes of OFFP materials 
(containers and contamination) made it through to paper recyclers. Paper recyclers incurred 
costs less materials values of around -£14,00093 from processing the input OFFP materials. 
The overall OFFP recycling rate in 2019 is estimated to be just 0.6%. 
 
Figure 26 summarises the baseline scenario for 2019 for OFFP. In 2019, the total benefits94 
were £120m, and the overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value was 
approximately £4.0m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
91 In this section the 2019 quantities for OFFP are as reported in sections 2 & 3. The values and costs are 2019 estimates from 
the baseline scenario. The 2019 quantity, value and costs of reusable alternatives are from the baseline scenario. All cumulated 
2023 quantities, values and costs are from the baseline scenario model. 
92 For littered OFFP materials this is just the assumed disposal cost. Defra quote a figure of £30m per year for total disposable 
cups littering costs in the EPR IA which is more comprehensive and covers all costs of bin litter and ground littering. 
93 To the paper recycler the materials value of the recycled paper manufactured from the input OFFP material exceeds the costs 
of reprocessing. Revenues to paper recyclers are adjusted by an assumed gross profit margin of 25%. 
94 The benefits are the cumulated markets sales value of empty OFFP and alternative reusable containers adjusted by an 
assumed gross profit margin of 25% to manufacturers/ of these items. 
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Figure 26 Summary of Baseline Scenario for OFFP, 2019 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM OFFPs Number of items million 3,208 

POM OFFPs Quantity Tonnes 30,000 

POM OFFPs Market value £m £385.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 3.2 

POM RUCs Quantity Tonnes 688 

POM RUCs Market value £m £96.3 

POM Litter Disposal rate % 20% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 6,720 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £0.806 

Collection OFFPs + cont. Collection rate % 80% 

Collection OFFPs + cont. Quantity Tonnes 26,880 

Collection OFFPs + cont. Costs less materials value £m £3.224 

Collection OFFPs + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFPs + cont. Quantity Tonnes 269 

Sort OFFPs + cont. Costs less materials value £m £0.017 

Sort OFFPs + cont. Material value £m £0.001 

Paper rec. OFFPs + cont. Input quantity Tonnes 217 

Paper rec. OFFPs + cont. Costs less materials value £m -£0.014 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £0.018 

Paper rec. rPaper Output quantity Tonnes 181 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % 0.6% 

  Total  Benefits £m £120 

  Total  Costs less materials value £m £4.0 
 
 
Figure 27 summarises the baseline scenario projection from 2022 to 2034. The annual 
figures in the scenario are cumulative, except for % figures which are averages over the 
scenario horizon.  
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In the baseline projection, cumulative 2022 to 2034, 47.3 billion items of OFFP, or 442.3k 
tonnes, with a cumulated market value95 of £5.7bn are placed on the market.  
 
The projected market growth and the usage of OFFP leads to a further 100k tonnes, 
approximately, of litter, cumulative 2022 to 2034, in the baseline scenario, and a litter 
disposal cost of £12m, for these materials. At current collection/recycling rates, the vast 
majority of OFFP items not littered will go to disposal, adding to overall collection/disposal 
costs. On top of the litter costs for single-use OFFP, costs less materials value to collectors 
are projected to be a cumulative total of £48m between 2022 and 2034. 
 
In the baseline scenario, only around 3.2k tonnes of OFFP items get to paper recyclers (the 
material is not targeted by MRFs or paper recyclers). From input of this material, paper 
recyclers produce approximately 2.7k tonnes of recycled paper products, cumulative 2022 to 
2034. Paper recyclers’ costs less materials value are projected to be a cumulative -£202k96, 
with the value of recycled paper products just over a total of £267k, cumulative 2022 to 
2034.  
 
The OFFP recycling rate is 0.6% a year on average between 2022 and 2034. 
 
Approximately 80 million more RUCs are projected to be sold with a cumulated market 
value97 of £2.3bn. The overall projected benefits98 in the baseline scenario are approximately 
£2bn cumulative 2022 to 2034. The overall projected OFFP waste management costs less 
materials value is just under £60m cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 27 Summary of Baseline Scenario for OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Baseline 

POM OFFP Number of items million 47,307 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes 442,348 

POM OFFP Market value £m £5,677 

POM RUCs Number of items million 78.02 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 16,735 

POM RUCs Market value £m £2,341 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 20% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes 99,279 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£11.9 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 1.0% 

 
95 At constant 2019 prices. 
96 To the paper recycler the materials value of the recycled paper manufactured from the input OFFP material exceeds the costs 
of reprocessing. Revenues to paper recyclers are adjusted by an assumed gross profit margin of 25%. 
97 At constant 2019 prices. 
98 The benefits are the cumulated 2022 to 2034 sales market values of empty OFFP and alternative reusable containers 
adjusted by an assumed gross profit margin of 25% to manufacturers of these items. 
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Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 3,963 

Collection OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m £47.5 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 3,963 

Sort OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m £0.251 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 3,206 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m -£0.202 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £0.267 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 2,666 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 0.6% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £2,004 

  TOTAL Costs less materials value £m £59.5 
 
 
7.3 Mandatory Takeback 
 
The policy establishes a nation-wide mandatory takeback system(s) for single-use cups and 
on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. It builds on the current voluntary initiatives that 
have been developed by industry and it is assumed that the policy is included as part of an 
EPR approach, under which obligated packer/fillers, ‘sellers’ and manufacturers/importers of 
single-use items fund the costs of managing these materials once they are discarded, and 
become wastes. 
 
In the mandatory takeback policy scenario(s) there are two distinct elements relating to 
behaviour changes around littering and take-up of reusable alternatives. 
 
7.3.1 Litter/disposal 
 
The first consideration is the impact on litter/disposal of single-use items prior to the point at 
which these materials may enter collection routes which could be destined for recycling. If a 
mandatory takeback policy is implemented, it is likely that citizen awareness (of littering in 
the environment) could increase, and that there will be many more highly visible and 
convenient places to drop off single-use packaging items, which may have previously been 
discarded.  
 
Nonetheless, it is assumed this is a relatively small impact. Littering figures specifically for 
single-use fibre-composite cups or on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging are not 
available. For single-use coffee cups, the Environmental Audit Committee (EAC)99 quotes 
7.3% littered based on 2.5 billion single-use coffee cups. The policy scenarios assume 

 
99 House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups Second Report of Session 2017–19 
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around 10% of single-use items are ‘lost’ to litter/disposal. So, a maximum of 10% of single-
use items on the market littered could be impacted by the policy.  
 
However, it is not envisaged that a mandatory takeback scheme would entirely eliminate 
littering of single-use items. The assumed impact on implementation of a mandatory 
takeback policy is a 2% reduction in litter, increasing to a 5% reduction in 2025 (as 
awareness of the objectives of the mandatory takeback policy grows). 
 
7.3.2 Deposits 
 
A second consideration is the impact of a mandatory takeback policy in combination with a 
cup deposit or a deposit on OFFP per item which is assumed to boost the diversion of single-
use items from litter/disposal to collection. For example, the current position for single-use 
fibre-composite cups is that just 2.8% are recycled (by specialist paper recyclers), meaning 
that approximately 97% end up going to litter/disposal.  
 
A deposit which is redeemable on return of the singe-use packaging item to a collection 
point incentivises citizen behaviour change and results in lower disposal (and costs) and 
increased collection (and recycling). The capture rate is assumed to depend on the level of 
the deposit. However, there is little evidence on the performance of deposit return systems 
in operation for the types of single-use packaging considered here (details of the assumed 
deposit levels and the capture rates at each level of the deposit are reported in Appendix 
VII). This impact on capture/collection is additional to any impact on littering. 
 
The assumption in the mandatory takeback scenarios is that any additional costs are met by 
the ‘supply chain’, i.e. manufacturers/importers of these type of single-use items and 
‘pack/fillers’ and sellers of hot/cold drinks and on-the-go food. 
 
Deposits on single-use items that are not redeemed are a cost to the consumer and a gain to 
sellers; however, unredeemed deposits may be used to help fund collections. 
 
While in reality it is possible that the establishment of mandatory takeback systems for 
single-use items may influence the choice between single-use items and reusable items, 
evidence of the magnitude of such impacts is not available. Therefore, there are no specific 
assumptions on the impacts in the takeback policy or the takeback plus deposit scenarios to 
drive take-up of reusable items, and the number and types of these items placed on the 
market is assumed to be unchanged (from baseline) in these scenarios. 
 
7.3.3 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback 
 
7.3.3.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 28 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the takeback policy in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
The mandatory takeback policy has no impact on the number of SUFCs (or RUCs) placed on 
the market. Littering of SUFCs wastes is reduced by 15.7k tonnes, and the cost of litter 
disposal is reduced by £1.9m. SUFCs collection increases by 69k tonnes, the costs (of 
collection) net of materials value decreases by £4.4m. Approximately 17k tonnes of plastic 
lids go to sorting, but these are disposed at an increased cost net of materials value relative 
to baseline of £2.04m. 
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Just over 52k tonnes of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers, with some lost 
during processing incurring disposal costs. Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of 
materials values are reduced by almost £3m, cumulative 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the mandatory takeback policy scenario is to increase the 
recycling of SUFCs by approximately 42k tonnes, and the paper recycling rate increases by 
7.4% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The impact of the mandatory takeback policy on overall SUFCs waste management costs less 
materials value is a reduction of £7.3m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 28 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB 

POM SUFCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -15,696 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m £1.9 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 9.4% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 69,025 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£4.419  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £7.804 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 16,996 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £2.040 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 52,029 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.989  
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Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £4.197  

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 41,967 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 7.4% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£7.3 
 
 
7.3.3.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 29 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon, cumulative, net of 
baseline, from implementing the mandatory takeback policy in in 2022.  
 
The mandatory takeback has no impact on the number of SUPCs (or RUCs) placed on the 
market. Littering of SUPCs waste packaging is reduced by almost 3k tonnes, and the cost of 
litter disposal is reduced by £351k. SUPCs collection increases by almost 7k tonnes, and the 
costs (of collection) net of materials value increases by £428k. Approximately 11k tonnes of 
plastic cups (and lids and contamination) go to sorting where some are disposed, at a cost 
net of materials value relative to baseline of almost £600k (cumulative). 
 
Over 4k tonnes of recovered SUPCs and lids are delivered to plastic reprocessors, with some 
of these being lost during processing incurring disposal costs. Total costs at the plastic 
reprocessing stage net of materials values are reduced by approximately £690k, cumulative, 
net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling of SUPCs in the mandatory takeback policy scenario is to increase 
recycling by just less than 4k tonnes. The SUPCs recycling rate increases by 2.7% points on 
average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The impact of the takeback policy on overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials 
value is a reduction of £0.5m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 29 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 
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POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -2,922 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.351 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 5.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 6,940 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.080 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.010 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 6,259 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.592 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 4,216 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.690 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £0.747 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 3,736 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 2.7% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.00 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£0.5 
 
 
7.3.3.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 30 summarises the impacts on OFFP over the scenario horizon from implementing a 
mandatory takeback policy in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034, 
net of baseline (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
The mandatory takeback policy has no impact on the usage and number of OFFP items or 
reusable containers (RUCs) placed on the market. The impact on littering of OFFP items is a 
reduction by almost 10k tonnes, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, and the cost of 
litter disposal of these single-use items is reduced by £1.2m.  
 
OFFP is collected mixed via a DMR system which goes to sorters. Collection of OFFP 
materials increases by approximately 38.5k tonnes, and the collection cost less materials 
value increases by just under £1.0bn cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
Approximately 38.5k tonnes of OFFP materials (including contamination) go to sorting 
increasing disposal and sortation/transport costs (relative to baseline). The costs less 
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materials value of the waste management of OFFP at the sort stage is increased by around 
£2.4bn. 
 
Approximately 31k tonnes (above baseline) of recovered OFFP materials are delivered to 
paper recyclers, cumulative 2022 to 2034. A fraction of these is lost during processing 
incurring disposal costs (above baseline), and the overall costs of waste management of 
OFFP at the paper reprocessing stage less materials value is reduced by approximately £2m, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP recycling in the mandatory takeback policy scenario is to increase the 
recycling of OFFP materials by approximately 26k tonnes, and the recycling rate increases by 
5.8% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall waste management costs less materials value for OFFP is reduced by 
approximately £300k, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, in the mandatory takeback 
policy scenario. 
 
Figure 30 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB 

POM OFFP Number of items million 0 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM OFFP Market value £m £0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -9,909 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.2 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 9.4% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 38,494 

Collection OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m £0.997 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 38,494 

Sort OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m £2.440 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.2 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 31,139 
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Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m -£1.959 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £2.589 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 25,891 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 5.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Costs less materials value £m £0.3 
 
 
7.4 Recycling Targets 
 
The policy sets (separate) recycling targets for single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging. Again, this is assumed to be within an EPR approach, under 
which obligated packer/fillers, ‘sellers’ and manufacturers/importers of these types of single-
use packaging fund the costs of managing these materials once they are discarded and 
become waste. 
 
The policy scenario establishes targets for the recycling rates of single-use packaging items 
in each year from 2022 to 2034, and these are assumed to be met. In a sense, the recycling 
rates targeted are arbitrary, but they are assumed to reflect ‘high ambition’ for recycling 
given the very low starting points for the recycling rates of these types of single-use 
packaging items. As an example, the recycling rate targets for fibre-composite cups are set 
to increase (linearly) from 2.8% in 2022, to 50% by 2034. 
 
Setting recycling rate targets alone is assumed per se not to impact on the littering of single-
use items. It is possible that setting recycling rate targets as part of a broader intervention 
(or combination of policies) supported by measures such as increased communications, the 
widespread provision of collection points, and increased awareness of responsibility by sellers 
and consumers could have an impact on littering.  
 
The recycling rate target scenarios include comparatively small impacts on littering of single-
use packaging wastes. 
 
For the recycling rate targets policy, there are no specific incentives to drive impacts on the 
number of these types of single-use packaging placed on the market, or take-up in the 
number of reusable alternatives.  
 
By assumption in the policy scenarios, setting recycling rate targets for these materials has 
no impact on single-use or reusable packaging.  
 
7.4.1 Impact of Recycling Rate Targets 
 
7.4.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 31 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of setting recycling rate targets in 2022 
to 2034 for SUFCs. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % 
figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
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In this scenario, the setting of recycling targets has no impact on the number of SUFCs (or 
RUCs) placed on the market. Littering of SUFCs is reduced by approximately 8k tonnes, and 
the cost of litter disposal is reduced by just under £1m.  
 
SUFCs collection increases by almost 237k tonnes (cumulative 2022 to 2034), the costs (of 
collection) net of materials values reduces by almost £21m. Approximately 58k tonnes of 
plastic lids go to sorting but these are disposed at an increased cost net of materials value 
cumulative relative to baseline of almost £7m. 
 
Just over 178k tonnes (cumulative, additional to baseline) of recovered SUFCs are delivered 
to paper recyclers between 2022 and 2034, and some of these are lost during processing 
incurring disposal costs. Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values are 
reduced by approximately £10m, cumulative 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the recycling target scenario is to 
increase the recycling of SUFCs by approximately 144k tonnes, and the paper recycling rate 
increases by 24.2% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
In the recycling rate policy scenario, the overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs 
less materials value is a reduction of £24.9m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 31 Impacts of Recycling Rate Targets on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Recycling target

POM SUFCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -7,848 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.9 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 31.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 236,810 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£20.681  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £26.775 
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Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 58,310 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £6.997 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 178,500 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£10.255  

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £14.398  

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 143,979 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 24.2% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£24.9  
 
 
7.4.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 32 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of setting recycling rate targets in 2022 
to 2034 for SUPCs. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % 
figures which are averages over the scenario horizon). 
 
In this scenario, the setting of recycling targets has no impact on the number of SUPCs (or 
RUCs) placed on the market. Littering of SUPCs is reduced by approximately 1.5k tonnes, 
and the cost of litter disposal of these items is reduced by just under £175k.  
 
Collection of SUPCs increases by over 49k tonnes (cumulative 2022 to 2034), and the costs 
(of collection) net of material values reduces by almost £3m cumulative, relative to baseline. 
Approximately 46k tonnes of plastic cups and lids go to sorting where some are disposed at 
an increased cost (over baseline), sorting costs also increase, and overall costs net of 
materials value to sorters, cumulative relative to baseline, has an increase of £4.3m. 
 
Just under 30k tonnes of SUPCs and lids (cumulative, additional to baseline) are delivered to 
plastic recyclers between 2022 and 2034, and a fraction of these is lost during recycling 
incurring disposal costs (above baseline). Total costs less materials value at the plastic 
recycling stage are reduced by approximately £5m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling of SUPCs in the recycling target scenario is 
to increase the recycling of SUPCs by approximately 27k tonnes, and the plastic recycling 
rate increases by 22% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
In the recycling rate policy scenario, the overall impact on SUPCs waste management costs 
less materials value is a reduction of £3.8m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
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Figure 32 Impacts of Recycling Rate Targets on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Recycling 
target 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -1,461 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.175 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 43.9% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 50,539 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.958 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.074 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 45,581 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £4.311 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.5 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 30,701 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.022 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £5.442 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 27,208 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 22.3% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.00 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£3.8 
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7.4.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 33 summarises the impacts on OFFP over the scenario horizon from implementing 
recycling rate targets for OFFP in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 
2034, net of baseline (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, the setting of recycling targets has no impact on the usage of or the 
number of OFFP items or reusable alternative containers (RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
The impact of hitting the recycling rate targets on littering of OFFP items is a reduction by 
almost 5k tonnes, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, and the cost of litter disposal of 
these single-use OFFP items is reduced by approximately £600k, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
net of baseline.  
 
OFFP is collected mixed via a DMR system which then goes to sorters. Collection of OFFP 
materials increases by just over 170k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, and 
the collection costs less materials value reduces100 by around £256k cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. The OFFP materials collected (plus contamination) go to sorting, 
increasing disposal, sortation and transport costs (relative to baseline). The overall cost less 
materials value of the waste management of OFFP at the sortation stage is increased by 
£10.8bn, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
Approximately 138k tonnes (above baseline) of recovered OFFP materials are delivered to 
paper recyclers, cumulative 2022 to 2034. A fraction of these is lost during processing 
incurring disposal costs above baseline. The impact on overall costs less materials value for 
waste management of OFFP to paper recyclers in the recycling target scenario is a reduction 
of approximately £8.7m, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP recycling in the recycling rate targets scenario is to increase the 
recycling of OFFP materials by approximately 114k tonnes, and the recycling rate increases 
by 24.7% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
In the recycling rate policy scenario, the overall impact on OFFP waste management costs 
less materials value is an increase of £1.3m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 33 Impacts of Recycling Rate Targets on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Recycling 
target 

POM OFFP Number of items million 0 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM OFFP Market value £m £0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

 
100 As the collection rate increases over the scenario horizon the disposal rate reduces, and the reduction in disposal costs 
outweighs the increase transport costs, so overall, there is a reduction in costs less materials value at the collection stage. 
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POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -4,954 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.6 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 40.5% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 170,091 

Collection OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m -£0.256 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 170,091 

Sort OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m £10.780 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.7 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 137,592 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Costs less materials value £m -£8.657 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £11.440 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 114,402 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 24.7% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Costs less materials value £m £1.3 
 
 
7.5 Charges 
 
The policy sets a charge per unit for the use of single-use items (e.g. akin to a “latte levy” 
but on all types of single-use formats for hot and cold drinks and on-the-go food). The 
charge is assumed to incentivise the use of reusable alternatives and displace the use of 
single-use items (by assumption, the charge is set at a level that is high enough to alter the 
choice of the type of container at the point of sale (POS), and reusable alternatives are 
available). 
 
The charge policy is assumed to set a charge at 25 pence per single-use item and be 
implemented via regulatory mechanisms other than EPR. Unlike a deposit return scheme, the 
charge is not redeemable. As such, in this policy scenario, the charges are retained by the 
‘sellers’ and may help fund any additional costs of collection and management of these 
items. The charge is a gain to ‘sellers’ and a loss to consumers. 
 
The charge on single-use items is assumed to incentivise take-up of reusable alternatives. 
Consequently, the number of single-use items placed on the market reduces. A 25 pence 
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charge per item is assumed to lead, on average, to a 7.5%101 increase in the uptake of 
reusable alternatives, which then displaces single-use items. This means that, on average, 
92.5% of people purchasing food/drink choose to pay the charge rather than switching to a 
reusable format. 
 
Since the policy impact is to displace single-use packaging items, it is assumed that litter 
from single-use packaging formats reduces in line with the reduction in the number of single-
use formats placed on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not littered). 
 
It is assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable items is available (and balanced with 
demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use packaging see a decline in sales 
while manufacturers/importers of reusable items see an increase in sales. Details of the 
impacts on take-up of reusables at varying levels of charges are discussed in Appendix VII. 
 
7.5.1 Impacts of Charges 
 
7.5.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 34 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a 25p charge on SUFCs which is 
implemented in 2022. The impacts of this policy are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 
(apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, the charge in SUFCs reduces the number of SUFCs placed on the market by 
2.2 billion (or by approximately 24k tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034. The sales market 
value of SUFCs reduces by £43m. These items are displaced by RUCs, leading to an 
additional 5.9 million (or approximately 1k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 
2022 to 2034, with a (cumulative) value net of baseline of £22m. 
 
Littering of SUFCs packaging waste is reduced by almost 11k tonnes, and the cost of litter 
disposal of these items is reduced by £1.3m.  
 
With fewer SUFCs on the market, collection reduces by around 0.8k tonnes (cumulative 2022 
to 2034), and the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by £2.6m. 
Approximately 200 fewer tonnes of plastic lids go to sorting where they are disposed but at a 
reduced cost net of materials value relative to baseline of £24k. 
Fewer SUFCs on the market and collected reduces the quantity of this material input to 
paper recyclers by just over 0.6 tonnes. Some of these are lost during processing, incurring 
lower disposal costs. Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values 
increases by approximately £35k, cumulative 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the charge scenario is to reduce the 
recycling of SUFCs by approximately 0.5k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is unchanged 
relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
In the charge scenario, the impact on benefits is a reduction of £35m, cumulative 2022 to 
2034, net of baseline. The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials 
value is a reduction of £3.9m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
101 Details of the 7.5% take-up of reusable alternatives are discussed in Appendix VII 
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Figure 34 Impacts of charges on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -2,150 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -23,588 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£43  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -8,168 

POM Lids Market value £m -£56.3 

POM RUCs Number of items million -£14.1  

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,068 

POM RUCs Market value £m £22.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -10,833 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.3 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -804 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.607  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.091 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -198 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.024 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -606 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.035 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.049 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -489 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 0.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£35.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£3.9 
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7.5.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 35 summarises the impacts of implementing the 25p charge on SUPCs in 2022. The 
impacts of this policy are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which 
are averages over the scenario horizon). 
 
In this scenario, the charge on SUPCs reduces usage, and the number of SUPCs placed on 
the market reduces by 725 million (or by approximately 9k tonnes) cumulative, net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034. The sales market value102 of SUPCs reduces by £7m. These items 
are displaced by RUCs. There are an additional (above baseline) 2 million RUCs (or 
approximately 0.6k tonnes) placed on the market, cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a 
(cumulative) value net of baseline of £7.5m. 
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by around 2.4k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal for these 
items is reduced by £284k, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer SUPCs placed on the market, collections reduce by around 0.6k tonnes 
(cumulative 2022 to 2034), the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by 
almost £900k. Approximately 520 fewer tonnes of plastic cups and lids go to sorting, where 
some are disposed but at a reduced cost net of materials value relative to baseline of £49k 
(cumulative). 
 
Fewer SUPCs on the market, and collected, reduces the quantity input to plastic recyclers by 
0.4k tonnes, cumulative net of baseline, and lowers disposal costs. The value of reprocessed 
materials reduces by £62k, cumulative, and the total costs (less materials value) at the 
plastic recycling stage increases by £57k, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact of the charge on plastic recycling is to reduce the recycling of SUPCs by 
approximately 0.3k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034. The plastic recycling rate is 
unchanged103 relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the charge is to reduce overall benefits by £130k. The overall impact on 
SUPCs waste management costs less materials value is a reduction of just over £1m, 
cumulative relative to baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 35 Impacts of charges on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -725 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -9,218 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£7  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -192 

POM Lids Market value £m -£0.3  

POM RUCs Number of items million 1.99 

 
102 At constant 2019 prices. 
103 The % reduction in SUPCs POM is the same as the % reduction in SUPCs recycling. 
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POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 559 

POM RUCs Market value £m £7.5  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -2,366 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.284 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -577 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.887 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.001 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -520 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.049  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -350 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.057 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m -£0.062 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes -310 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 0.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.13 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£1.2 
 
 
7.5.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 36 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a 25p charge on single-use OFFP 
which is implemented in 2022. The impacts of this policy are presented as cumulative 2022 
to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, the charge on OFFP reduces the usage and number of these items placed 
on the market by 2.1 billion (or by approximately 20k tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034 net 
of baseline. The impact on the sales market values104 of OFFP is to reduce it by £64m, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Single-use OFFP items are displaced by alternative 
reusable containers (RUCs), of which there are an additional 5.9 million (or approximately 
1.3k tonnes) placed on the market, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, with an 
additional sales market value of £44.1m. 

 
104 The cumulated markets sales values (net of baseline) of empty OFFP and alternative reusable containers adjusted by an 
assumed gross profit margin of 25% to manufacturers of these items. 
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The impact of the OFFP charge on littering of single-use OFFP is to reduce it by around 9k 
tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The clean-up cost of OFFP litter from these 
items is reduced by £1.1m, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
With fewer items of OFFP on the market, collection reduces by around 0.1k tonnes 
(cumulative 2022 to 2034). The costs (of collection) less materials values reduce by £1.6m. 
Fewer tonnes of OFFP materials go to sorting, and overall costs to sorters are reduced, net 
of materials value, by £8k cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
In this scenario, fewer items of OFFP on the market and collected reduces the quantity of 
this material input to paper recyclers by just over 0.1k tonnes. Disposal costs are lower 
(relative to baseline) but materials values are also lower compared to baseline. Overall, the 
waste management costs less materials value for OFFP at the paper recyclers stage 
increases slightly by around £7k, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on OFFP recycling in the charge scenario is to reduce 
the recycling of OFFP by approximately 90 tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline105.  
 
In the charge scenario, the impact on overall benefits is a reduction of £20.3m, cumulative 
2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The overall impact on the waste management costs less 
materials value for single-use OFFP is a reduction by £2.7m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
 
Figure 36 Impacts of charges on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge 

POM OFFP Number of items million -2,144 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -20,051 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£64 

POM RUCs Number of items million 5.88 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,264 

POM RUCs Market value £m £44.1 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -1.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -9,221 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.1 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -132 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£1.588 

 
105 The impact on the paper recycling rate is negligible. 
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Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -132 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.008 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m -£0.0 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes -107 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.007 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.009 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -89 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 0.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£20.3 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£2.7 
 
 
7.6 Bans 
 
In the ban policy scenarios, single-use items are removed from the market, and these are 
replaced by reusable alternatives with the total number of food/drink items served remaining 
unchanged from that in the baseline.  
 
Two ban scenarios are considered – a full ban and a partial ban. 
 
7.6.1 Full Ban 
 
A complete ban on the use of single-use packaging items means that 100% of these items 
are removed from the market. In this policy scenario, this happens by the end of 2024 with 
the markets’ adjustment to the announcement of the ban in 2022 assumed to be phased in. 
 
Since the policy impact is to displace single-use packaging items, it is assumed that litter 
from single-use packaging formats reduces in line with the reduction in the number of single-
use formats placed on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not littered). 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable alternatives is available (and balanced 
with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use items see a decline in sales 
while manufacturers/importers of RUCs see an increase in sales. 
 
7.6.1.1 Impacts of Full Ban 
 
7.6.1.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 37 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a full ban on SUFCs which is 
implemented in 2022, with the market adjustment106 phased in. The impacts of this policy 

 
106 In 2022 there is a 20% reduction in SUFCs POM, increasing to an 80% reduction in 2023, and a 100% reduction from 2024 
onwards. 
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are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over 
the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of SUFCs is almost entirely (because of the phased in impact) 
removed. The number of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by 47.6 billion (or by 
approximately 522k tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034. The adjusted sales market value of 
SUFCs reduces by £952m.  
 
These items are replaced by RUCs. There are an additional 130.4 million (or approximately 
23.6k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a (cumulative) 
value net of baseline of £489m. 
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by just under 73.5k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal of 
these items is reduced by £8.8m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer SUFCs on the market, the quantity collected reduces by around 23.8k tonnes 
(cumulative 2022 to 2034), the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by 
around £77.1m. Approximately 5,900 fewer tonnes of plastic lids go to sorting where they 
are disposed, but at a reduced cost net of materials value relative to baseline of £703k. 
 
Substantially fewer SUFCs are placed on the market as the full ban avoids usage of SUFCs, 
and a substantially reduced quantity (approximately 17.9k tonnes) of this material is input to 
paper recyclers. Some of these are lost during processing, incurring lower disposal costs. 
Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values reduces by approximately 
£1.0m, cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the full ban scenario is to reduce the 
recycling of SUFCs by around 14.5k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is reduced by 2.3% 
points on average relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the full ban on benefits is a reduction of £774m, cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. The impact on the overall SUFCs waste management costs is a reduction of 
£86m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 37 Impacts of Full Ban on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Full ban 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -47,589 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -522,120 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£952  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -180,791 

POM Lids Market value £m -£311.5 

POM RUCs Number of items million 130.38 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 23,650 

POM RUCs Market value £m £488.9  
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POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -73,424 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£8.8 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -23,777 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£77.127 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£2.688 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -5,855 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.703 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -17,923 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £1.030 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£1.446 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -14,456 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points -2.3% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£774.4 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£85.6 
 
 
7.6.1.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 38 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a full ban on SUPCs which is 
implemented in 2022, with market adjustment107 phased in. The impacts of this policy are 
presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the 
scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of SUPCs are almost entirely (because of the phased in impact) 
removed. The number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 9.5 billion (or by 
approximately 120k tonnes) cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The adjusted sales 
market value of SUPCs reduces by £59m.  
 
These items are replaced by switching to RUCs. There are an additional 25.9m (or 
approximately 7.3k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative, relative to baseline, 
2022 to 2034, with a sales market value net of baseline of £97m (cumulative). 
 

 
107 In 2022 there is a 20% reduction in SUPCs POM, increasing to an 80% reduction in 2023, and a 100% reduction from 2024 
onwards. 
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Just over 13k tonnes of litter of SUPCs is avoided (cumulative) compared to baseline, and 
the cost of littering of these items is reduced by £1.6m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034.  
 
With fewer SUPCs on the market, the quantity collected reduces by approximately 8.8k 
tonnes (cumulative 2022 to 2034), and the costs (of collection) net of materials values 
reduces by £13.6m. Approximately 8,000 fewer tonnes of plastic cups and lids go to sorting, 
lowering disposal costs, with overall costs net of materials value relative to baseline in 
sorting reduced by £754k. 
 
Substantially fewer SUPCs on the market reduces the quantity of this material input to plastic 
recyclers (by approximately 5.4k tonnes), disposal costs are lower compared to baseline and 
the value of reprocessed materials is also substantially reduced. Total costs less materials 
value at the plastic recycling stage increase by approximately £0.9m, cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on plastic recycling in the full ban scenario is to reduce 
the recycling of SUPCs by approximately 4.8k tonnes. The plastic recycling rate is reduced by 
3.2% points, on average, relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impacts of the full ban on benefits is a reduction of approximately £2m, cumulative net 
of baseline 2022 to 2034, and the impact on SUPCs waste management costs less materials 
value is a reduction of £15m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 38 Impacts of Full Ban on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Full ban 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -9,449 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -120,103 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£59  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -2,496 

POM Lids Market value £m -£4.3  

POM RUCs Number of items million 25.89 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 7,283 

POM RUCs Market value £m £97.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -13,101 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.572 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -8,843 
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Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£13.600  

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.013 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -7,975 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.754  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -5,372 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.879 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m -£0.952 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes -4,761 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points -3.2% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£1.71 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£15.0 
 
 
7.6.1.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 39 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a full ban on the use of OFFP 
implemented in 2022, with the market adjustment108 phased in. The impacts of this policy 
are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over 
the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of single-use OFFP is almost entirely removed. The number of OFFP 
items placed on the market reduces by 44.1 billion (or by approximately 412k tonnes) 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The impact of the ban on the adjusted sales 
market value of OFFP is a reduction of £1.3bn, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
In the ban scenario, the single-use OFFP items are replaced by alternative reusable 
containers (RUCs). There are an additional (over baseline) 121m (or 26k tonnes) of RUCs 
placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, with a cumulative 2022 to 
2034 adjusted sales market value of just over £900m relative to baseline. 
 
The ban reduces littering of OFFP by approximately 92.3k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
net of baseline, and the cost of littering of these single-use OFFP items by £11.1m, 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer OFFP items on the market, the quantity collected reduces by 3.7k tonnes 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The costs (of collection) less materials value 
reduces by around £44m cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Fewer tonnes of waste 
OFFP materials go to sorting and disposal costs are reduced, and the overall waste 

 
108 In 2022 there is a 20% reduction in OFFP POM, increasing to an 80% reduction in 2023, and a 100% reduction from 2024 
onwards. 
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management cost less materials value for waste OFFP at the sortation stage reduces by 
£235k cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
Substantially fewer tonnes of waste OFFP items (approximately 3k tonnes) is input to paper 
recyclers. While this incurs lower disposal costs relative to baseline, material values are also 
reduced. The overall costs less materials value to paper recyclers of managing waste OFFP 
materials increase by approximately £188k, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on OFFP recycling in the full ban scenario is a reduction 
by approximately 2.5k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is reduced by 0.5% points on 
average relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the full ban on benefits is a reduction of £417m, cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. The impact on the overall waste management costs less materials value for 
single-use OFFP is a reduction of £55.4m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 39 Impacts of Full Ban on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Full ban 

POM OFFP Number of items million -44,071 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -412,095 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£1,322 

POM RUCs Number of items million 120.74 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 25,968 

POM RUCs Market value £m £905.6 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -92,309 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£11.1 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -3,692 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£44.290 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -3,692 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.234 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m -£0.0 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes -2,987 
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Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.188 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.248 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -2,483 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points -0.5% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£416.6 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£55.4 
 
 
7.6.2 Partial Ban 
 
The scenario assumes that a percentage of single-use items are still permitted to be used for 
serving food/drink in situations where reusable alternatives are not convenient or feasible. 
 
In the partial ban policy scenario, the percentage reduction in the number of single-use 
items placed on the market is 60% by 2024. The 60% assumption is based on McDonald’s 
and Costa’s share of stores, so implicitly assuming an equivalent of ‘McDonald’s and Costa’ 
removing single-use packaging of these types and replacing them with reusable alternatives 
on their premises. 
 
Market sales figures for Wales for hot drinks served in full-service restaurants, hotels, pubs 
and bars, cafés and coffee shops – locations that are more likely to be where drinks are 
consumed on premises – indicates 55% of sales are in these types of establishments, which 
provides support for a figure of around 60%. 
 
Since the policy impact is to displace single-use packaging items, it is assumed that litter 
from single-use packaging formats reduces in line with the reduction in the number of single-
use formats placed on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not littered). 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable alternatives is available (and balanced 
with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use items see a decline in sales, 
while manufacturers/importers of RUCs see an increase in sales. 
 
7.6.2.1 Impacts of Partial Ban 
 
7.6.2.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 40 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a partial ban on SUFCs which is 
implemented in 2022, but with a phased in market adjustment109. The impacts of this policy 
are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over 
the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of SUFCs is substantially reduced and there is a switch over to RUCs. 
The number of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by 29.2 billion (or by approximately 
320.5k tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034. The adjusted sales market value of SUFCs reduces 
by £584m.  
 

 
109 In 2022 there’s a 20% reduction in SUFCs, and then a 60% reduction from 2023. 
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These items are replaced by RUCs. There are an additional 80 million (or approximately 
14.5k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a (cumulative) 
value net of baseline of £300m. 
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by just over 45k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal of these 
items is reduced by £5.4m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer SUFCs on the market, the quantity collected reduces by around 14.5k tonnes 
(cumulative 2022 to 2034), and the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by 
around £47m. Approximately 3,600 fewer tonnes of plastic lids go to sorting where they are 
disposed, but at a reduced cost net of materials value relative to baseline of £431k. 
 
Substantially fewer SUFCs are on placed the market as the partial ban reduces the usage of 
SUFCs, and a substantially reduced quantity (approximately 11k tonnes) of this material is 
input to paper recyclers. Some of these are lost during processing incurring lower disposal 
costs relative to baseline. Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values 
reduces by approximately £632k, cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the partial ban scenario is to reduce the 
recycling of SUFCs by around 8.9k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is unchanged110 relative 
to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the partial ban scenario on benefits is a reduction of £475m, cumulative net of 
baseline 2032 to 2034. The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials 
value is a reduction of £52.6m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 40 Impacts of Partial Ban on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Partial ban 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -29,216 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -320,547 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£584  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -110,994 

POM Lids Market value £m -£191.3  

POM RUCs Number of items million 80.04 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 14,519 

POM RUCs Market value £m £300.2  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -45,077 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£5.4 

 
110 The % impact on SUFCs POM is the same as the % impact on recycling of SUFCs. 
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Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -14,598 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£47.351 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£1.650 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -3,594 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.431 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -11,003 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.632 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.888 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -8,875 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 0.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£475.4 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£52.6 
 
 
7.6.2.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 41 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a partial ban on SUPCs which is 
implemented in 2022, with a phased in market adjustment111.  
 
This policy scenario substantially reduces the usage of SUPCs as well as there being a switch 
to using RUCs. The number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 5.9 billion (or by 
approximately 74.8k tonnes) cumulative, relative to baseline 2022 to 2034. The adjusted 
sales market value112 of SUPCs reduces by approximately £89m (cumulative).  
 
These items are replaced by RUCs. There are an additional (over baseline) 16.1 million (or 
approximately 4.5k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a 
(cumulative) value net of baseline of £60m. 
 
The partial ban avoids littering of SUPCs, such that litter is reduced by around 8.2k tonnes 
(cumulative), and the avoided cost of littering of these items is £979k, cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer SUPCs on the market, the quantity collected reduces by around 5.5k tonnes 
(cumulative 2022 to 2034), the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by 
around £8.5m. Approximately 5,000 fewer tonnes of plastic cups and lids go to sorting, 

 
111 In 2022 there’s a 20% reduction in SUFCs, and then a 60% reduction from 2023. 
112 At constant 2019 prices. 
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disposal costs are lower, and overall costs net of materials value to sorters relative to 
baseline is £470k, cumulative 2022 to 2034.  
 
Substantially fewer SUFCs on the market reduces the quantity of this material that is input to 
plastic recyclers (by approximately 3.3k tonnes), disposal costs are lower, and materials 
values are also reduced relative to baseline. Total costs less materials values to plastic 
recyclers increase by approximately £547k, cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on plastic recycling in the partial ban scenario is to reduce recycling of SUPCs by 
approximately 3k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034. The plastic recycling rate is unchanged113 
relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impacts of the partial ban on benefits is a reduction of approximately £1.1m, cumulative 
net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The overall impact on SUPCs waste management costs less 
materials value is a reduction of £9.4m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 41 Impacts of Partial Ban on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Partial ban 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -5,884 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -74,784 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£58.8  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -1,554 

POM Lids Market value £m -£2.7  

POM RUCs Number of items million 16.12 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 4,535 

POM RUCs Market value £m £60.4  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -8,157 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.979 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -5,506 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£8.469 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.008 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes -4,966 

 
113 The % impact on SUPCs Pom is the same as the % impact on recycling of SUPCs. 
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Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.470  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes -3,345 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.547 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m -£0.593 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes -2,964 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 0.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£1.07 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£9.4 
 
 
7.6.2.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 42 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of a partial ban on the use of OFFP 
implemented in 2022, with the market adjustment114 phased in. The impacts of this policy 
are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over 
the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of single-use OFFP is reduced substantially. The number of OFFP 
items placed on the market reduces by just over 27 billion (or by approximately 253.4k 
tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The impact of the partial ban on the 
adjusted sales market values of single-use OFFP items is a reduction of approximately 
£815m, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
In the partial ban scenario, single-use OFFP items are replaced by alternative reusable 
containers (RUCs). There are an additional (over baseline) 74 million (or approximately 16k 
tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, with a 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 adjusted sales market value of £557m relative to baseline. 
 
The partial ban reduces littering of single-use OFFP by around 56.8k tonnes, cumulative 
2022 to 2034 net of baseline, and the cost of littering for these single-use OFFP items is 
reduced by £6.8m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
With fewer OFFP items placed on the market, the quantity collected reduces by 2.3k tonnes 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The costs (of collection) less materials value 
reduces by just over £27m cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Fewer tonnes of waste 
OFFP materials go to sorting and disposal costs are reduced, and the overall waste 
management cost less materials value for waste OFFP at the sortation stage reduces by 
approximately £144k, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
Substantially fewer waste OFFP items (approximately 2k tonnes fewer, relative to baseline) 
are input to paper recyclers. While this incurs lower disposal costs relative to baseline, 
materials value is also reduced. The overall costs less materials value to paper recyclers of 

 
114 In 2022 there is a 20% reduction in OFCT packaging POM, increasing to a 60% reduction from 2023 onwards. 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  123 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

managing waste OFFP materials increases by approximately £116k, cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on OFFP recycling in the partial ban scenario is a 
reduction by approximately 1.5k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034. The paper recycling rate 
is unchanged115 from baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the partial ban on benefits is a reduction of just over £256m, cumulative net 
of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on the overall waste management costs less materials 
value for single-use OFFP is a reduction of £34.1m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034 
in the partial ban scenario. 
 
Figure 42 Impacts of Partial Ban on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Partial ban 

POM OFFP Number of items million -27,095 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -253,356 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£813 

POM RUCs Number of items million 74.23 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 15,965 

POM RUCs Market value £m £556.7 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points 0.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -56,752 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£6.8 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 0.0% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -2,270 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£27.229 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes -2,270 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.144 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m -£0.0 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes -1,836 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.116 

 
115 In this scenario, the % reduction in single-use OFFP POM is the same as the % reduction in recycling of OFFP. 
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Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m -£0.153 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes -1,527 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£256.1 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£34.1 
 
 
7.7 EPR Approach 
 
The EPR scenario envisages that single-use packaging formats are more recyclable (and 
therefore more are recycled) and fewer are littered/disposed. 
 
The recycled content in these types of single-use packaging remains unchanged from 
baseline. 
 
In the EPR policy scenario, it is assumed that technical design change is incentivised by EPR 
fees. The exact mechanism or fees is not specified, but it is assumed, for example, that the 
result is that the plastic bonded layer on single-use fibre-composite cups is gradually reduced 
to zero, thus enhancing the recyclability of these single-use packaging items. 
 
The EPR approach is also assumed to create awareness around the environmental impact of 
single-use packaging (for example, litter), and promote the take-up of reusable cups and 
containers. The level of contamination is also reduced as it is assumed there is better 
stewardship of these materials in collection systems. 
 
Since the policy impact is to displace single-use packaging items, it is assumed that litter 
from single-use packaging formats reduces in line with the reduction in the number of single-
use formats placed on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not littered). 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable alternatives is available (and balanced 
with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use items see a decline in sales 
while manufacturers/importers of RUCs see an increase in sales. 
 
7.7.1 Impacts of EPR 
 
7.7.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
Figure 43 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of the EPR approach scenario for SUFCs 
which is implemented in 2022. The impacts of this policy are presented as cumulative 2022 
to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, usage of SUFCs is reduced and there is a switch over to RUCs. The number 
of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by 13.4 billion (or by approximately 147.5k tonnes) 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. The adjusted sales market value of SUFCs reduces by £269m.  
 
The SUFCS are displaced by RUCs. There are an additional 36.8 million (or approximately 
6.7k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a (cumulative) 
value net of baseline of £138m. 
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Littering of SUFCs is reduced by just over 43k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal of these 
items is reduced by £5.2m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
In this scenario, collection of SUFCs increases by just over 44k tonnes (cumulative 2022 to 
2034), and the costs (of collection) net of materials values reduces by approximately £25m. 
Approximately 16.4k more tonnes of plastic lids go to sorting where they are disposed at an 
increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of £1.6m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
While fewer SUFCs are on placed the market, proportionately more are collected, and 
approximately 32.4k tonnes more are input to paper recyclers. Some of these are lost during 
the recycling stage, incurring higher disposal costs relative to baseline. Total costs at the 
paper recycling stage net of materials values reduces by approximately £2.8m, cumulative, 
net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the scenario is to increase the recycling 
of SUFCs by approximately 30.6k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is increased by 8.5% 
points on average relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of the EPR approach on benefits is a reduction of £219m, cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials 
value is a reduction of £32m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 43 Impacts of EPR on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -13,443 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -147,491 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£269  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -51,071 

POM Lids Market value £m -£88.0  

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.83 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 6,681 

POM RUCs Market value £m £138.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -3.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -43,225 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£5.2 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 9.6% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 44,107 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£25.364  



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  126 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £4.163 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 16,356 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £1.566  

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.1 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 32,415 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.844 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £3.061 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 30,607 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 8.5% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£218.8 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£31.8 
 
 
7.7.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 44 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of the EPR approach scenario for SUPCs 
which is implemented in 2022. The impacts of this policy are presented as cumulative 2022 
to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon). 
 
In this scenario, usage of SUPCs is reduced and there is a switch over to RUCs. The number 
of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by approximately 1.4 billion (or by approximately 
17.5k tonnes) cumulative, compared to baseline 2022 to 2034. The adjusted sales market 
value of SUPCs reduces by £14m (cumulative).  
 
The SUPCS are displaced by RUCs. There are an additional (over baseline) 3.7 million (or 
approximately 1k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a 
sales market value net of baseline of approximately £14m (cumulative). 
 
The EPR approach avoids littering of SUPCs, such that litter is reduced by almost 6.8k tonnes 
(cumulative), and the avoided cost of littering of these items is £814k, cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
In this scenario, collection of SUPCs increases by just over 9.6k tonnes (cumulative relative 
to baseline 2022 to 2034), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by 
approximately £2.4m (cumulative). Approximately 10,500 more tonnes (above baseline) of 
plastic cups and lids go to sorting disposal costs increase (relative to baseline), the overall 
cost net of materials value to sorters increases by £480k, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034. 
 
Fewer SUPCs are placed on the market, but proportionately more (compared to baseline) are 
collected. Approximately 6,100 more tonnes of SUPCs and lids are input to plastic recyclers. 
Some of these are lost during the recycling stage, incurring higher disposal costs relative to 
baseline. Overall costs net of materials value to plastic recyclers reduces by approximately 
£516k, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
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The impact on SUPCs recycling in the scenario is to increase the recycling of SUPCs by 
approximately 5.6k tonnes. The plastic recycling rate increases by 2.8% points per year on 
average relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
In the EPR scenario, there is a £250k reduction in benefits cumulative, net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. The impact on overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value is a 
reduction of £3.3m, cumulative compared to baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 44 Impacts of EPR on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -1,375 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -17,479 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£13.8  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -363 

POM Lids Market value £m -£0.63  

POM RUCs Number of items million 3.77 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,060 

POM RUCs Market value £m £14.13  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -3.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -6,787 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.814 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 5.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 4,556 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.424 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.013 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 5,440 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.480 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 2,966 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.516 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £0.545 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 2,726 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  128 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 2.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.25 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£3.3 
 
 
7.7.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 45 summarises the impacts, net of baseline, of implementing an EPR approach for 
single-use OFFP in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from 
% figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, the usage of single-use OFFP is reduced and there is a switch over to 
reusable containers (RUCs). The number of OFFP items placed on the market reduces by 
13.4 billion (or by approximately 125.4k tonnes) cumulative 2022 to 2034. The impact on the 
adjusted sales market values of single-use OFFP items is a reduction by £400m, cumulative 
2022 to 2034.  
 
Single-use OFFP is displaced by switching to RUCs, of which there are an additional 36.7 
million (or 7.9k tonnes) of RUCs placed on the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, with a 
(cumulative) adjusted sales market value net of baseline of £278m. 
 
The impact of implementing an EPR approach on littering of OFFP is to reduce it by just over 
43.8k tonnes, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. The impact on the cost of littering 
these items is a reduction by £5.3m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
In this scenario, collection of waste OFFP increases by around 13k tonnes (cumulative 2022 
to 2034), and the costs (of collection) less materials values reduces by approximately £14m. 
Approximately 13k more tonnes (relative to baseline) of waste OFFP go to sorting where 
some are disposed at an increased cost. The overall costs less materials value of waste OFFP 
materials value to sorters increases by £738k, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
While fewer single-use OFFP items are placed on the market, proportionately more are 
collected, and approximately 11.9k more tonnes (relative to baseline) are input to paper 
recyclers. A fraction of these incurs higher disposal costs relative to baseline but this is 
outweighed by increased materials value. Total OFFP waste management costs less materials 
value at the paper recycling stage reduces by approximately £986k, cumulative, net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The cumulative 2022 to 2034 impact on recycling in the scenario is to increase the recycling 
of OFFP by around 11k tonnes. The paper recycling rate is increased by 3.7% points on 
average relative to baseline in this scenario. 
 
The impact of implementing the EPR approach on benefits is a reduction of £127m, 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The overall impact on OFFP waste management 
costs less materials value is a reduction of £19.1m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
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Figure 45 Impacts of EPR on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR 

POM OFFP Number of items million -13,408 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -125,376 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£402 

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.74 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 7,900 

POM RUCs Market value £m £275.5 

POM Litter Disposal rate % 
points -3.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -43,874 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£5.3 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % 
points 5.0% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 13,060 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£13.579 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 13,060 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.738 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.1 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 11,843 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.986 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £1.094 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 10,943 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % 
points 3.7% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£126.7 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£19.1 
 
 
7.8 Comparison of Separate Policy Impacts 
 
This section of the report presents a comparison of the impacts of the various policies 
implemented separately on POM, litter, collection, recycling quantities, recycling rates, waste 
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management costs (less materials values), benefits, and benefits net of costs less materials 
values. 
 
Figure 46 Summary of Separate Policy Impacts 
 

Stage Description Mandatory 
takeback 

Recycling 
targets Charges Full ban 

on SU 
Partial 
ban on 

SU 
EPR 

POM 

Use of SUFCs 
/ SUPCs / 

OFFP 
No impact The quantity and market value reduces 

Use of RUCs No impact The quantity and market value increases 

Litter Reduction in litter and cost 
Reduction 

in litter 
and cost 

Zero 
litter and 

cost 
Reduction in litter and 

cost 

Collect / 
Sort 

Collection of 
SUFCs / 
SUPCs / 
OFFP 

Increase in collection 
quantity and costs. Increase 

in collection rate. 

Collection quantity and costs 
reduce. No impact on collection 

rate. 

Collection 
quantity 
and costs 
increase. 

Disposal of 
SUFCs / 
SUPCs / 
OFFP 

 
Disposal and costs reduce. 

 
  

Disposal 
costs 

reduce at 
collection 

but increase 
at sort 
stage116 

Value of 
SUFCs / 
SUPCs / 
OFFP 

materials 
collected 

Value of recovered 
materials increases 

Value of recovered materials 
increases 

Value of 
recovered 
materials 
increases 

Paper 
recycling 

Recycling 
SUFCs / OFFP 

Quantity and value of SU 
cups recycled increases 

Quantity and value of recycled 
material reduces 

Recyclability 
increases. 
Quantity 
and value 
of recycled 
increases 

Disposal of 
SUFCs / OFFP 

Quantity and cost of 
disposal increases 

Quantity and cost of disposal 
reduces 

Quantity 
and cost of 

disposal 
increases 

 
116 In the EPR scenario usage of single-use packaging reduces relative to baseline but more of what is on the market is collected 
(and less is disposed at collection so disposal costs reduce). And more single-use packaging goes to sortation relative to 
baseline (where disposal and sort costs are higher). 
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Plastic 
recycling 

Recycling 
SUPCs 

Quantity and value of 
recycled increases 

Quantity and value of SU cups 
recycled reduces 

Quantity 
and value 
of SU cups 
recycled 
increases 

Disposal of 
SUPCs 

Quantity and cost of 
disposal increases 

Quantity and cost of disposal 
reduces 

Quantity 
and cost of 

disposal 
increases 

 
 
7.8.1 POM 
 
Figure 47 shows the impacts of implementing the policies individually on SUFCs placed on 
the market. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban has the biggest impacts on SUFCs POM, followed by the partial ban and the EPR 
scenario. In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the displacement of SUFCs) is 
increasingly higher over the period of the scenario, whereas for bans, the impact is more 
upfront. 
 
The setting of charges on SUFCs has a comparatively smaller impact on the displacement of 
SUFCs. 
 
Mandatory takeback and the setting of recycling rate targets do not have any impacts on 
SUFCs POM. 
 
Figure 47 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 48 shows the impacts of implementing the policies individually on SUPCs placed on 
the market. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban has the biggest impact on SUPCs POM, followed by the partial ban and the EPR 
scenario. In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the displacement of SUPCs) 
increases over the scenario horizon, whereas for ban scenarios, the impact is more upfront 
in the early years of the projected scenarios. 
 
The setting of charges on SUFCs has comparatively smaller impacts on the displacement of 
SUPCs placed on the market. 
 
Mandatory takeback and the setting of recycling rate targets do not have any impacts on 
SUPCs POM. 
 
Figure 48 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 49 shows the impacts of implementing the policies individually on OFFP placed on 
the market. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban has the biggest impacts on OFFP POM, followed by the partial ban and the EPR 
scenario 117 . In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the displacement of SUFCs) is 
increasingly higher over the scenario, whereas for bans the impact is more upfront. 
 
The setting of charges on OFFP has a comparatively smaller impact on the displacement of 
OFFP items. 
 
Mandatory takeback and the setting of recycling rate targets do not have any impacts on 
OFFP POM. 
 
Figure 49 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
117 The shape of profiles of the policies impacts 2022 to 2034 is different for SUPCs compared to SUFCs and OFFP. As discussed 
in section 7.2 this is because the baseline projection for SUPCs shows a decline in POM over the scenario horizon whereas the 
baseline projections for SUFCs and OFFP show an increase. 
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7.8.2 POM RUCs  
 
Figure 50 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUFCs individually on RUCs 
placed on the market. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban scenario has the biggest impacts on RUCs POM, followed by the partial ban and 
the EPR scenario. In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the displacement of SUFCs) 
is increasingly higher over the scenario, whereas for bans the impacts on RUCs is more 
upfront. 
 
The setting of charges on SUFCs has comparatively smaller impacts on the take-up of RUCs 
and the displacement of SUFCs. 
 
Mandatory takeback and the setting of recycling rate targets for SUFCs do not have any 
impacts on RUCs POM. 
 
Figure 50 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 51 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUPCs individually on RUCs 
placed on the market in the SUPC scenarios. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban scenario has the biggest impacts on RUCs POM, followed by the partial ban and 
the EPR scenarios. In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the displacement of 
SUFCs) is increasing over the scenario, whereas for ban scenarios the impacts on switching 
to RUCs is more upfront in the early years of the projected scenario. 
 
The setting of charges on SUPCs has comparatively smaller impacts on the take-up of RUCs 
and the displacement of SUPCs. 
 
Mandatory takeback and the setting of recycling rate targets for SUPCs do not have any 
impacts on SUPCs or RUCs placed on the market. 
 
Figure 51 Impact of Separate Policies for SUPCs on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 52 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for OFFP individually on reusable 
containers (RUCs) placed on the market. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
For OFFP, the full ban scenario has the biggest impact on RUCs POM, followed by the partial 
ban and the EPR scenarios118. In the EPR scenario, the take-up of RUCs (and the 
displacement of OFFP) increases over the scenario, whereas for the ban scenarios the 
impacts on the uptake of RUCs is more upfront in the early years of the scenario. 
 
The setting of charges on OFFP has comparatively smaller impacts on the take-up of RUCs 
and the displacement of OFFP. 
 
In these scenarios, implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP and the setting of 
recycling rate targets for OFFP do not have any impacts on OFFP or RUCs POM. 
 
Figure 52 Impact of Separate Policies for OFFP on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
118 The shape of profiles of the policies impacts 2022 to 2034 is different for SUPCs compared to SUFCs and OFFP. As discussed 
in section 7.2 this is because the baseline projection for SUPCs shows a decline in POM over the scenario horizon whereas the 
baseline projections for SUFCs and OFFP show an increase. 
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7.8.3 Litter 
 
Figure 53 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUFCs individually on the 
quantity of litter from SUFCs. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban has the biggest impacts on littering of SUFCs, followed by the partial ban and 
the EPR scenarios. However, in the EPR scenario the displacement of SUFCs increases over 
the scenario, whereas for bans the impacts on displacement on litter is more upfront. The 
EPR approach also assumes greater awareness (and avoidance of) of the environmental 
impacts of SUFCs litter. 
 
Mandatory takeback, a charge and the setting of recycling rate targets have comparatively 
smaller impacts on littering of SUFCs. 
 
Figure 53 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 54 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUPCs individually on the 
amount of litter from SUPCs. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban scenario has the biggest impact on littering of SUPCs, followed by the partial 
ban and the EPR scenario. In the EPR scenario, the displacement of SUPCs (and litter) is 
increases over the scenario horizon, whereas for the ban scenarios the impacts on 
displacement of SUPCs (and litter) is more upfront. The EPR approach also assumes greater 
awareness (and avoidance of) of the environmental impacts of SUPCs littering. 
 
Mandatory takeback, a charge and the setting of recycling rate targets policies have 
comparatively smaller impacts on littering of SUPCs. 
 
Figure 54 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 55 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for OFFP individually on the 
quantity of litter from OFFP materials. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The full ban has the biggest impacts on littering of OFFP, followed by the impacts in the 
partial ban and the EPR approach scenarios for OFFP. However, in the EPR scenario, the 
displacement of OFFP increases over the scenario, whereas for the ban scenarios the 
impacts on displacement of OFFP (and litter) is more upfront. The EPR approach also 
assumes greater awareness (and avoidance of) of the environmental impacts of OFFP 
littering. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP, a charge on OFFP items and the 
setting of recycling rate targets for OFFP have comparatively smaller impacts on littering of 
OFFP. 
 
Figure 55 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 
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7.8.4 Collection 
 
Figure 56 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUFCs individually on the 
quantity of SUFCs collected. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets has the biggest impact on the collection of SUFCs, 
followed by mandatory takeback and the EPR scenarios. In the EPR scenario, the 
displacement of SUFCs increases over the scenario so there are fewer on the market 
available for collection.  
 
The SUFCs charge policy has comparatively smaller impacts on displacement and collection 
of SUFCs, the ban policies fully or partially avoid the need for collection of SUFCs. 
 
Figure 56 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 57 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUPCs individually on the 
quantity of SUPCs collected. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets has the biggest impacts collection of SUPCs, followed by 
mandatory takeback and the EPR scenarios. In the EPR scenario, the displacement of SUPCs 
increases over the scenario so there are fewer on the market available for collection.  
 
The charge policy has comparatively smaller impacts on displacement and collection of 
SUPCs (net of baseline), the ban policy scenarios fully or partially avoid the need for 
collection of SUPCs. 
 
Figure 57 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 58 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for OFFP individually on the 
quantity of OFFP items collected. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets has the biggest impacts collection of OFFP items, 
followed by mandatory takeback and the EPR scenario. In the EPR scenario, the 
displacement of OFFP items increases over the scenario so there are fewer on the market 
available for collection.  
 
The OFFP charge policy has comparatively smaller impacts on displacement and collection of 
these items, and the ban policies fully or partially avoid the need for collection of OFFP 
items. 
 
Figure 58 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.8.5 Recycling  
 
Figure 59 shows the impacts of implementing the SUFCs policies individually on the 
quantity of SUFCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets for SUFCs has the biggest impacts on the quantity of 
recycling of SUFCs, followed by the mandatory takeback and the EPR scenarios. In the EPR 
scenario, the displacement of SUFCs increases over the scenario so there are fewer on the 
market available for recycling.  
 
The SUFCs charge policy has comparatively smaller impacts on recycling of SUFCs, the ban 
policies fully or partially avoid the need for recycling of SUFCs. 
 
Figure 59 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 60 shows the impacts of implementing the policies individually on the quantity of 
SUPCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling targets has the biggest impacts on the recycling of SUPCs, followed 
by the mandatory takeback and the EPR scenario. 
 
The charge policy has a comparatively smaller impacts on recycling of SUPCs, and the ban 
policy scenarios fully or partially avoid the need for recycling of SUPCs. 
 
Figure 60 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 61 shows the impacts of implementing the OFFP policies individually on the quantity 
of OFFP recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets for OFFP has the biggest cumulative impact on the 
quantity of recycling of OFFP, followed by the implementation of the EPR and the mandatory 
takeback scenario.  
 
Implementing a charge on OFFP has comparatively smaller impacts on recycling of waste 
OFFP. The ban policy scenarios fully or partially remove OFFP from the market, and fully or 
partially avoid the need for recycling of waste OFFP materials. 
 
Figure 61 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.8.6 Recycling Rates 
 
Figure 62 shows the impacts of implementing the SUFCs policies considered here 
individually on the recycling rate of SUFCs. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets for SUFCs has the biggest impacts on the recycling rate 
of SUFCs, followed by the EPR scenario and mandatory takeback. 
 
The SUFCs charge policy and the partial ban policies do not impact on the recycling rate of 
SUFCs, and the full ban scenario reduces the SUFCs recycling rate by 2.8% points on 
average. 
 
Figure 62 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 63 shows the impacts of implementing the policies for SUPCs individually on the 
recycling rate of SUPCs. The impacts are net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
The setting of recycling rate targets has the biggest impacts on the recycling rate of SUPCs.  
 
The SUPCs charge policy and the partial ban policies do not impact on the recycling rate of 
SUPCs, and the full ban scenario reduces the SUPCs recycling rate by 3.8% points on 
average. 
 
Figure 63 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Recycling Rates (% points), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 64 shows the impacts of implementing the OFFP policies considered here individually 
on the recycling rates of OFFP. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
Implementing recycling rate targets for OFFP has the biggest impacts on the recycling rates 
of OFFP, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme and EPR approach. 
 
The OFFP charge policy and the partial ban policy have negligible impacts on the recycling 
rates of OFFP, and the full ban scenario reduces the OFFP recycling rate by 2.8% points on 
average, net of baseline. 
 
Figure 64 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Recycling Rates (% points), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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UK recyclers purchase recovered single-use packaging wastes (from collectors and/or 
sorters) and profit by reprocessing it and selling recycled products at higher prices. Note that 
the scenario models capture just profits to avoid double counting of revenues. 
 
All costs at each of the stages and for the overall waste management system are presented 
as net costs i.e. costs less materials value. A reduction/increase in gross costs or an 
increase/reduction in materials value lowers/increases net costs. Net costs can be negative if 
the value of materials (i.e. revenue received) exceeds costs. 
 
Since materials values, which are an income stream for example to collectors and would 
represent a ‘benefit’, are already included in net costs, the remaining benefits in the policy 
scenarios are the sales market values of empty single-use packaging items and reusable 
alternatives that sold in the UK. These sales values are adjusted by an assumed gross profit 
margin of 25% to manufacturers/sellers of these empty and reusable packaging items. 
 
Figure 65 shows the impacts of implementing the SUFCs policies individually on the overall 
costs less materials value of managing SUFCs packaging wastes, i.e. the summation of the 
costs less materials value at each stage of the waste management system for SUFCs. The 
impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact for each of the separate policies is to reduce costs less materials value over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
The full ban scenario for SUFCs has the biggest impact, reducing costs by £86m cumulative 
net of baseline 2022 to 2034, followed by the partial ban £53m, and EPR £32m. The impacts 
of the mandatory takeback and the charge policies for SUFCs are smaller by comparison, 
with reductions of £7m and £4m respectively, cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 65 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Costs less Materials Value (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 66 shows the impacts of implementing the SUPCs policies individually on the overall 
costs less materials value of managing SUPCs packaging wastes, i.e. the summation of the 
costs less materials value at each stage of the waste management system for SUPCs119. The 
impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact for each of the separate policies is to reduce costs less materials value over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
The full ban scenario has the biggest impact on reducing costs (£15m cumulative, net of 
baseline), partial ban £9m, and recycling targets £4m. The impacts of the charge policies 
and mandatory takeback are smaller by comparison, with reductions of £1.1m and £0.5m 
respectively (cumulative, net of baseline). 
 
Figure 66 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Costs less Materials Value (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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baseline projections for SUFCs and OFFP show an increase. 
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Figure 67 shows the impacts of implementing the OFFP policies individually on the overall 
costs less materials value of managing OFFP wastes, i.e. the summation of the costs less 
materials value at each stage of the waste management system for OFFP. The impacts are 
net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact of separately implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP, and 
recycling targets is for OFFP is to increase (over baseline) waste management costs less 
materials value over the scenario horizon. The impacts on OFFP waste management costs in 
the other separate policy scenarios is to reduce costs less materials value over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The full ban scenario for OFFP has the biggest negative impact, reducing costs less materials 
value by £55m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, followed by the impact of the partial 
ban £34m, and the impact of implementing an EPR approach £19m. The impacts of 
implementing a charge on OFFP is smaller by comparison with a reduction of £2.7m 
cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 67 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Costs less Materials Value (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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7.8.8 Benefits 
 
Figure 68 shows the impact of implementing the SUFCs policies individually on total 
benefits (note that the benefits reflect the impact of the policies on the adjusted sales 
market values of SUFCs and RUCs). The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts for each of the separate SUFCs policies on benefits are zero for the mandatory 
takeback and recycling rate targets policies, the other SUFCs policies reduce benefits over 
the scenario horizon. 
 
The full ban scenario for SUFCs has the biggest negative impact, reducing benefits by £774m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, followed by a partial ban which reduces cumulative 
benefits by £475m, and EPR which reduces cumulative benefits by £219m. The impact of the 
SUFCs charge policy on benefits is smaller by comparison at £35m cumulative 2022 to 2034, 
net of baseline. 
 
The mandatory takeback and recycling rate target policies for SUFCs have no impact on 
benefits, net of baseline. 
 
Figure 68 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 
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Figure 69 shows the impact of implementing the SUPCs policies individually on total 
benefits (note that the benefits reflect the impact of the policies on the adjusted sales 
market values of SUPCs and RUCs) 120. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts for each of the separate SUPCs policies on benefits are zero for mandatory 
takeback and recycling targets, the other policies reduce benefits over the scenario horizon. 
 
The full ban scenario on SUPCs has the biggest negative impact, reducing benefits by £1.7m 
cumulative, net of baseline, followed by the impacts of the partial ban £1.1m, and EPR 
£0.3m. The impact of the SUPCs charge policy on benefits is smaller by comparison at £0.1m 
cumulative, net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
The mandatory takeback and recycling rate target policies for SUPCs have no impact on 
benefits net of baseline. 
 
Figure 69 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
120 The shape of profiles of the policies impacts 2022 to 2034 is different for SUPCs compared to SUFCs and OFFP. As discussed 
in section 7.2 this is because the baseline projection for SUPCs shows a decline in POM over the scenario horizon whereas the 
baseline projections for SUFCs and OFFP show an increase. 
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Figure 70 shows the impact of implementing the OFFP policies individually on total benefits 
(note that the benefits reflect the impact of the policies on the adjusted sales market values 
of OFFP items and RUCs). The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts for each of the separate OFFP policies on benefits are zero for the mandatory 
takeback and recycling rate targets policies. The impact of implementing the other OFFP 
policies is to reduce benefits over the scenario horizon. 
 
Implementing a full ban on OFFP has the biggest negative impact, reducing benefits by 
£417m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, followed by implementing a partial ban 
which reduces cumulative benefits by £256m, and an EPR approach which reduces 
cumulative benefits by £127m. The (negative) impact of implementing a charge on OFFP 
policy on benefits is smaller by comparison at a reduction of £20m in benefits cumulative 
2022 to 2034, net of baseline. 
 
In these scenarios, implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP or setting 
recycling rate targets for OFFP have no impact on benefits, net of baseline. 
 
Figure 70 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 
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7.8.9 Benefits less Costs 
 
Figure 71 shows the impact of implementing the policies for SUFCs individually on net 
benefits. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact of recycling rate targets and mandatory takeback is to increase net benefits 
relative to baseline, the other policies reduce net benefits over the scenario horizon. 
 
The recycling rate target for SUFCs has the biggest positive impact on net benefits £25m 
(cumulative, net of baseline), followed by £7m (cumulative, net of baseline) for the 
mandatory takeback policy.  
 
The biggest negative impact on net benefits for SUFCs is the full ban £689m (cumulative, net 
of baseline), followed by partial ban £423m, and EPR £187m. The negative impact of the 
charge policy on net benefits is smaller by comparison £136m (cumulative, net of baseline). 
 
Figure 71 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUFCs on Benefits less Costs (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 72 shows the impact of implementing the policies for SUPCs individually on net 
benefits (benefits net of costs less materials value). The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034. 
 
All of the policies implemented for SUPCs separately have positive net benefits (any negative 
impacts on benefits are outweighed by the impacts on costs less material values) over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
Implementing the SUPCs ban policies has the biggest positive impact on net benefits 
(£13.3m for a full ban, and £8.3m for a partial ban, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline), followed by setting recycling targets for SUPCs, at £3.8m cumulative 2022 to 2034 
net of baseline.  
 
The impact on net benefits for the other SUPCs policies are comparatively smaller.  
 
Figure 72 Impacts of Separate Policies for SUPCs on Benefits less Costs (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 73 shows the impact of implementing the policies for OFFP individually on overall net 
benefits, i.e. benefits minus costs less materials value. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034. 
 
For all of the policies, the impact on net benefits of implementing each of the policies 
separately is a reduction in net benefits relative to baseline. 
 
Implementing a full ban on OFFP has the biggest negative impact, reducing net benefits by 
£361m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, followed by implementing a partial ban 
which reduces cumulative net benefits by £222m, and an EPR approach which reduces 
cumulative net benefits by £108m. The (negative) impact of implementing a charge on OFFP 
on net benefits is smaller by comparison at a reduction of £18m in net benefits cumulative 
2022 to 2034, net of baseline. 
 
Figure 73 Impacts of Separate Policies for OFFP on Benefits less Costs (£m), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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7.9 Summary of Separate Policies 
 
This section presents a summary of the policy scenarios and the impact on benefits, waste 
management costs less materials value, and net benefits (benefits minus costs less materials 
value) of implementing the policies separately.  
 
7.9.1 SUFCs  
 
Figure 74 shows a summary of the separate policy scenarios for SUFCs. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 74 Summary of Separate Policy Scenarios for SUFCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  SUFCs Cumulative 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs* 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £1,644 £91.5 £1,552 

MTB £1,644 £84.3 £1,559 

Recycling target £1,644 £66.6 £1,577 

Charge £1,609 £87.6 £1,521 

Full ban £869 £5.9 £863 

Partial ban £1,168 £38.9 £1,129 

EPR £1,425 £59.7 £1,365 
* less materials value 
 
 
Figure 75 shows a summary of the impacts121 of implementing the separate policies for 
SUFCs. The impacts are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact of implementing recycling rate targets for SUFCs and implementing a mandatory 
takeback scheme is to increase net benefits, cumulative 2022 to 2034, relative to baseline. 
Implementing either of these policies for SUFCs has no impact on benefits, and SUFCs waste 
management costs less materials value are reduced. 
 
The impact of implementing the other policies for SUFCs separately is to reduce net benefits 
cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. For these policies, SUFCs waste management 
costs less materials value are reduced, relative to baseline, but they are substantially 
outweighed by the negative impacts on benefits. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
121 The impact of the policies on benefits less cost is the impact on benefits relative to baseline minus the impact on costs 
relative to baseline, for example for mandatory take-back the impact on benefits less costs is £0m minus -£7.3 = +£7.3m 
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Figure 75 Summary of Impacts of Separate Policy Scenarios for SUFCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  SUFCs Impacts (net of baseline) 

  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs 

  £m £m £m 

MTB £0.0 -£7.3 £7.3 

Recycling target £0.0 -£24.9 £24.9 

Charge -£35.0 -£3.9 -£31.1 

Full ban -£774.4 -£85.6 -£688.8 

Partial ban -£475.4 -£52.6 -£422.9 

EPR -£218.8 -£31.8 -£186.9 
* less materials value. 
 
 
7.9.2 SUPCs 
 
Figure 76 shows a summary of the separate policy scenarios for SUPCs. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 76 Summary of Separate Policy Scenarios for SUPCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  SUPCs Cumulative 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs* 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £209.1 £16.8 £192.3 

MTB £209.1 £16.3 £192.9 

Recycling target £209.1 £12.9 £196.2 

Charge £209.0 £15.6 £193.4 

Full ban £207.4 £1.7 £205.7 

Partial ban £208.1 £7.4 £200.7 

EPR £208.9 £13.5 £195.4 
* less materials value. 
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Figure 77 shows a summary of the impact of implementing the policies separately for 
SUPCs. The impacts are cumulative net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policies implemented for SUPCs separately have overall positive net benefits (any 
negative impacts on benefits are outweighed by the reduction in SUPCS waste management 
costs less material values) cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. 
 
Implementing a full ban on SUPCs has the biggest positive impact on net benefits, followed 
by the impact of implementing a partial ban on SUPCs, and the impacts of implementing 
recycling rate targets and then an EPR approach for SUPCs.  
 
The impacts on net benefits for the other SUPCs policies are comparatively smaller. 
 
Figure 77 Summary of Impacts of Separate Policy Scenarios for SUPCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  SUPCs Impacts (net of baseline) 

  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs 

  £m £m £m 

MTB £0.00 -£0.53 £0.53 

Recycling target £0.00 -£3.84 £3.84 

Charge -£0.13 -£1.16 £1.03 

Full ban -£1.71 -£15.05 £13.34 

Partial ban -£1.07 -£9.37 £8.30 

EPR -£0.25 -£3.28 £3.03 
* less materials value. 
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7.9.3 OFFP 
 
Figure 78 shows a summary of the separate policy scenarios for OFFP. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 78 Summary of Separate Policy Scenarios for OFFP, 2022 to 2034 
 
  OFFP, Cumulative 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs* 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £2,004 £59.5 £1,945 

MTB £2,004 £59.8 £1,945 

Recycling target £2,004 £60.8 £1,944 

Charge £1,984 £56.8 £1,927 

Full ban £1,588 £4.1 £1,584 

Partial ban £1,748 £25.4 £1,723 

EPR £1,878 £40.4 £1,837 
* less materials value. 
 
 
Figure 79 shows a summary of the impact of implementing the separate policies for OFFP. 
The impacts are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
For all policies implemented separately for OFFP, the impact on net benefits, i.e. benefits 
minus costs less materials value, is a reduction in net benefits, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing (separately) recycling rate targets and a mandatory takeback 
scheme is to increase waste management costs less materials value by £1.3m and £0.3m 
respectively, cumulative 2022 to 2034, relative to baseline. For these policies there are no 
impacts on cumulative benefits.  
 
The impacts of implementing the other policies for OFFP separately is to reduce OFFP waste 
management costs less materials value but also to substantially reduce benefits cumulative 
2022 to 2034, net of baseline. 
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Figure 79 Summary of Impacts of Separate Policy Scenarios for OFFP, 2022 to 2034 
 
  OFFP, Impacts (net of baseline) 

  Benefits Costs* Benefits - Costs 

  £m £m £m 

MTB £0.0 £0.3 -£0.3 

Recycling target £0.0 £1.3 -£1.3 

Charge -£20.3 -£2.7 -£17.6 

Full ban -£416.6 -£55.4 -£361.2 

Partial ban -£256.1 -£34.1 -£222.0 

EPR -£126.7 -£19.1 -£107.6 
* less materials value. 
 
 
7.10 Scenario Impacts for Combinations of Policies 
 
This section of the report presents the impacts for combinations of the policies under 
consideration which are implemented at the same time. 
 
7.10.1 Mandatory Takeback with a Deposit 
 
7.10.1.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
In this scenario, the mandatory takeback policy for SUFCs is combined with the introduction 
of a redeemable cup deposit of 10 pence. 
 
Figure 80 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing mandatory takeback with a cup deposit policy in 2022. The impacts are 
presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the 
scenario horizon).  
 
The mandatory takeback with cup deposit policy has no impact on the number of SUFCs (or 
RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by over 53k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, 
is reduced by £6.4m. SUFCs collection increases substantially by over 670k tonnes 
(cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by around £55m. 
Approximately 165k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting but these are disposed 
at an increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of just under £20m. 
 
Over 500k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers between 
2022 and 2034. Some of these are lost during processing, incurring disposal costs, with total 
costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values reduced by approximately £29m, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034.  
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The impact on recycling in the mandatory takeback with cup deposit policy scenario is to 
increase the recycling of SUFCs by approximately 408k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase 
in the paper recycling rate of 73% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value of the mandatory 
takeback with a cup deposit policy is a reduction of £70.5m cumulative, net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
 
Figure 80 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback with a Cup Deposit on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Cup 
Deposit 

POM SUFCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -53,413 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£6.4 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 87.9% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 670,665 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£54.827  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £75.829 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 165,137 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £19.816 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 505,528 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£29.044 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £40.776 
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Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 407,761 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 73.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£70.5  
 
 
7.10.1.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 81 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the policy in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 
2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
The mandatory takeback with cup deposit policy has no impact on the usage or number of 
SUPCs (or RUCs) placed on the market. Littering of SUPCs is reduces by almost 10k tonnes, 
and the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by approximately £1.2m. SUPCs 
collection increases substantially by over 124k tonnes (cumulative), the costs (of collection) 
net of materials value reduces by around £6.6m. 
 
Approximately 112.4k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic cups and lids go to sorting where the 
majority of these are disposed at an increased cost relative to baseline, and overall costs less 
materials value for disposal, sorting and transport of SUPCs waste is over £10.6m, 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Almost 76k tonnes of recovered SUPCs and lids are delivered to plastic recyclers, cumulative 
net of baseline between 2022 and 2034. Some of these are lost during processing incurring 
higher disposal costs (relative to baseline). Total costs less materials value at the plastic 
recycling stage are reduced by approximately £12.4m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the mandatory takeback with cup deposit policy scenario is to 
increase the recycling of SUPCs by approximately 67k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase 
in the SUPCs plastic recycling rate of 47.8% points on average per year over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUPCs waste management costs less materials value of the mandatory 
takeback with a cup deposit policy is a reduction of £9.5m cumulative, net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
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Figure 81 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback with a Cup Deposit for SUPCs, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Cup 
Deposit 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -9,777 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.173 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 87.9% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 124,668 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£6.555 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.183 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 112,439 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £10.635  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£1.3 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 75,733 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£12.389 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £13.423 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 67,115 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 47.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.00 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£9.5  
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7.10.1.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 82 summarises the impacts on OFFP of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
for this material combined with a 10 pence deposit for use of this packaging. The impacts 
are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline (apart from % figures which are 
averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
The mandatory takeback with a deposit on single-use OFFP has no impact on the number of 
OFFP items or alternative reusable containers (RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
In this scenario, littering of OFFP materials is reduced by almost 34k tonnes, and the cost of 
litter disposal is reduced by £4m cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Collection of 
OFFP increases by approximately 380k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) less 
materials value is reduced122 by around £2.1m. Disposal costs to sorters and the costs of 
sorting/transporting OFFP waste are increased, and the overall OFFP waste management 
costs less materials value to sorters cost increases by just over £24m cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Over 300k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered OFFP waste is delivered to paper recyclers 
between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. Some of these are lost during processing, incurring 
higher disposal costs, but this is outweighed by the increase in materials value generated. 
The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to paper recyclers 
is a reduction of approximately £19m in this scenario, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP waste recycling in the mandatory takeback with deposit scenario is to 
increase the recycling of OFFP by approximately 255k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase 
in the paper recycling rate of 57.5% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing a mandatory takeback scheme combined with a deposit on OFFP is £2.8m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 82 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback with a Deposit for OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 
2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Deposit 

POM OFFP Number of items million 0 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM OFFP Market value £m £0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

 
122 Avoided disposal costs at the collection stage are greater than the increase in transport costs, as substantially more collected 
OFFP materials go to sortation. 
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POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -33,661 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£4.0 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 87.9% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 378,718 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £2.146 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 378,718 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £24.001 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £1.5 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 306,356 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£19.276 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £25.472 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 254,722 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 57.5% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m £2.8 
 
 
7.10.2 Mandatory Takeback with Recycling Targets 
 
7.10.2.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
This scenario includes a mandatory takeback scheme combined with the setting of recycling 
targets for SUFCs. 
 
Figure 83 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the policy in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 
2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
Combining the mandatory takeback policy with recycling targets has no impact on the 
number of SUFCs (or RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by over 23k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, 
is reduced by £2.8m. Collection of SUFCs increases by over 311k tonnes (cumulative), and 
the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by around £32m. Approximately 77k 
tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting but these are disposed at an increased cost 
net of materials value relative to baseline of just over £9m. 
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Over 235k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers between 
2022 and 2034 in this policy scenario. Some of these are lost during processing incurring 
disposal costs. Total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values are reduced 
by approximately £14m, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the mandatory takeback with recycling targets policy scenario is 
to increase the recycling of SUFCs by approximately 190k tonnes (cumulative), with an 
increase in the paper recycling rate of around 32% points on average over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value of the mandatory 
takeback with recycling targets policy is a reduction of £32.8m cumulative, net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 83 Summary of Combined Impacts of Mandatory Takeback and Recycling Rate 
Targets, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Recycling 
Target 

POM SUFCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUFCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -3.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -23,544 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£2.8 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 40.4% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 311,778 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£25.642 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £35.251 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 76,769 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £9.212 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 
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Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 235,009 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£13.502 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £18.956 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 189,559 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 32.2% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£32.8  
 
 
7.10.2.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 84 summarises the impacts of mandatory takeback together with recycling targets 
on waste management of SUPCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
Combining the mandatory takeback policy with recycling targets has no impact on the 
number of SUPCs (or RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by over 4k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, 
is reduced by £526k. Collection of SUPCs increases by approximately 58.5k tonnes 
(cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by around £3.1m.  
 
Approximately 52.8k tonnes (cumulative above baseline) of plastic cups and lids go to 
sorting, and the overall impact on costs to sorters less materials value is an increase just 
over £4.9m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
An additional 36k tonnes (cumulative above baseline) of recovered SUPCs are delivered to 
plastic recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this policy scenario. Some of these are lost 
during processing, incurring disposal costs. Total costs at the plastic recycling stage net of 
materials values are reduced by approximately £5.8m, cumulative net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034.  
 
The impact on plastic recycling in the mandatory takeback with recycling targets policy 
scenario is to increase the recycling of SUPCs by approximately 31k tonnes (cumulative), 
with an increase in the plastic recycling rate of around 25.4% points on average over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUPCs waste management costs less materials value of the mandatory 
takeback together recycling targets is a reduction of £4.4m cumulative, net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
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Figure 84 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback with Recycling Rate Targets on SUPCs, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Recycling 
Target 

POM SUPCs Number of items million 0 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM SUPCs Market value £m £0 

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM Lids Market value £m £0.0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -3.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -4,383 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.526 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 48.7% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 58,493 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£3.100 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.086 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 52,755 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £4.990 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.6 

Paper rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 35,553 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.813  

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £6.298 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 31,490 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 25.4% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£4.4 
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7.10.2.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 85 summarises the impacts on OFFP of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
with recycling targets on waste management of OFFP. The impacts are presented as 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline (apart from % figures which are averages over the 
scenario horizon).  
 
Combining the mandatory takeback policy with recycling targets has no impact on the 
number of OFFP items or alternative reusable containers (RUCs) placed on the market.  
 
In this scenario, littering of OFFP materials is reduced by approximately 15k tonnes, and the 
cost of litter disposal is reduced by £1.8m cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
Collection of OFFP increases by approximately 213k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of 
collection) less materials value increase by around £717k. Disposal costs to sorters and the 
costs of sorting/transporting OFFP waste are increased, the overall OFFP waste management 
costs less materials value to sorters increases by just over £13.5m cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Over 172k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered OFFP waste is delivered to paper recyclers 
between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. A fraction of this is lost during processing, incurring 
higher disposal costs but this is outweighed by the increase in materials value generated. 
The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to paper recyclers 
is a reduction of almost £10.9m in this scenario, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact on recycling in the mandatory takeback with recycling targets policy scenario is 
to increase the recycling of OFFP by approximately 143k tonnes (cumulative), with an 
increase in the recycling rate of around 31.2% points on average per year over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value of the mandatory 
takeback together recycling targets is an increase of £1.6m cumulative net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
 
Figure 85 Impacts of Mandatory Takeback with Recycling Rate Targets on OFFP, cumulative 
2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units MTB + Recycling 
target 

POM OFFP Number of items million 0 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM OFFP Market value £m £0 

POM RUCs Number of items million 0.00 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 0 

POM RUCs Market value £m £0.0 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -3.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -14,863 
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POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.8 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 49.9% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 213,252 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.717 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 213,252 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £13.515 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.9 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 172,506 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£10.854 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £14.343 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 143,431 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 31.2% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m £0.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m £1.6 
 
 
7.10.3 Charges with Recycling Targets 
 
7.10.3.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
In this scenario the setting of a 25 pence per drink charge on SUFCs is combined with the 
setting of recycling targets for SUFCs. 
 
Figure 86 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the policy in in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 
2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with charges and recycling targets reduces the usage of SUFCs. The 
number of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by almost 2.2 billion (cumulative, net of 
baseline) and the sales market value of these items is reduced by £43m. The switch over to 
RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 6 million (cumulative), and the sales market 
value for these items increase by just over £22m. 
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by approximately 18k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal, 
accordingly, is reduced by £2.2m. Collection of SUFCs increases by over 227k tonnes 
(cumulative), the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by around £23m. 
Approximately 56k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting but these are disposed at 
an increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of just under £7m. 
 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  173 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Over 171k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers between 
2022 and 2034 in this combined policy scenario. Some of these are lost during processing, 
incurring disposal costs, with total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values 
reduced by approximately £10m, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the combined intervention with charges and recycling targets 
scenario is to increase the recycling of SUFCs by more than 138k tonnes (cumulative), with 
an increase in the paper recycling rate of around 25% points on average over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value of charges 
together with recycling targets is reduction of £27.8m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of £35m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034. 
 
Figure 86 Impacts of Charges Together with Recycling Targets on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge + 
Recycling Target 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -2,150 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -23,588 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£43  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -8,168 

POM Lids Market value £m -£14.1  

POM RUCs Number of items million 5.89 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,068 

POM RUCs Market value £m £22.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -18,350 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£2.2 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 31.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 227,172 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£22.521 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £25.685 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 55,936 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £6.712 
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Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.0 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 171,235 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£9.838 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £13.812 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 138,119 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 24.5% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£35.0 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£27.8 
 
 
7.10.3.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 87 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon net of baseline from 
implementing the charge on SUPCs at 25 pence together with recycling rate targets in 2022. 
The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are 
averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with a charge and recycling targets reduces the usage of SUPCs. 
The number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 725 million (cumulative, net of 
baseline) and the sales market value of these items is reduced by approximately £7m. The 
switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 2 million (cumulative), and the 
sales market value for these items increase by approximately £7.45m cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by approximately 3.7k tonnes, and the cost of litter disposal, 
accordingly, is reduced by £447,000. Collection of SUPCs increases by almost 46k tonnes 
(cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by around £3.6m. 
Approximately 41.1k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic cups and lids go to sorting but the 
majority of these are disposed at an increased cost. The impact on overall costs disposal, 
sort, transport less materials value to sorters is approximately £3.89m cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Just under 27.7k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUPCs and lids are delivered to plastic 
recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this combined policy scenario. Some of these are lost 
during processing incurring disposal costs. The impact on total costs at the plastic recycling 
stage less materials values is a reduction by approximately £4.5m, cumulative net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on plastic recycling from implementing a charge in SUPCs together with recycling 
targets is to increase the recycling by more than 24.5k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase 
in the plastic recycling rate of around 22.6% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUPCs waste management costs less materials value of charges 
together with recycling targets is a reduction of £24.7m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 
2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of approximately £0.13m cumulative net of 
baseline 2022 to 2034. 
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Figure 87 Impacts of Charges Together with Recycling Targets on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge + 
Recycling target 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -725 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -9,218 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£7.3  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -192 

POM Lids Market value £m -£0.33  

POM RUCs Number of items million 1.99 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 559 

POM RUCs Market value £m £7.45  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -3,727 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£0.447 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 43.9% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 45,595 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£3.586 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.067 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 41,122 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £3.890  

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.5 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 27,698 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£4.531 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £4.909 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 24,546 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 22.6% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.13 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£4.7 
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7.10.3.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 88 summarises the impacts of implementing recycling rate targets for OFFP together 
with charges on these items. The impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
In this scenario, approximately 20k tonnes of empty OFFP (or 2.1 billion items) is removed 
from the market, cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. The adjusted sales market value 
of these items is reduced by around £64m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Littering of OFFP waste materials is reduced by around 14k tonnes (cumulative), and the 
cost of OFFP litter is reduced by approximately £1.7m cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline. Collection of OFFP waste increases by approximately 163k tonnes (cumulative), and 
the costs (of collection) less materials value are reduced123 by around £1.8m, cumulative 
2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Disposal costs to sorters and the costs of sorting/transporting 
OFFP waste are increased. The overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to 
sorters cost increases by just over £10.3m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
An additional 132k tonnes (cumulative relative to baseline) of recovered OFFP waste is 
delivered to paper recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. Some of this is lost 
during processing incurring higher disposal costs, but this is outweighed by the increase in 
materials value generated. The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less 
materials value to paper recyclers is a reduction of approximately £8.3m in this scenario, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP waste recycling of implementing charges for OFFP together with 
recycling targets is to increase the recycling of OFFP waste by approximately 110k tonnes 
(cumulative), with an increase in the OFFP recycling rate of 25.0% points on average over 
the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing a charge combined with recycling rate targets is a reduction of £1.5m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of 
approximately £20m cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 88 Impacts of Charges Together with Recycling Targets on OFFP, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units Charge 
+Recycling target

POM OFFP Number of items million -2,144 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -20,051 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£64 

POM RUCs Number of items million 5.88 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,264 

 
123 Avoided disposal costs at the collection stage are greater than the increase in transport costs, as substantially more collected 
OFFP materials go to sortation. 
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POM RUCs Market value £m £44.1 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -2.0% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -13,951 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.7 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 40.5% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 163,034 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£1.836 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 163,034 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £10.332 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.7 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 131,883 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£8.298 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £10.965 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 109,655 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 25.0% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£20.3 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£1.5 
 
 
7.10.4 An EPR Approach with Mandatory Takeback  
 
7.10.4.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
In this scenario, the EPR approach is combined with a mandatory takeback scheme for 
SUFCs. 
 
Figure 89 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the policies together in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach and mandatory takeback reduces the usage 
of SUFCs. The number of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by 13.4 billion (cumulative, 
net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of these items is reduced by almost 
£270m. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 37 million 
(cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items increases by almost 
£140m in this combined policies scenario. 
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Littering of SUFCs is reduced by approximately 54k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and 
the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by £6.5m. Collection of SUFCs increases by 
approximately 96k tonnes (cumulative), the costs (of collection) net of materials value 
reduces by almost £29m. Approximately 33k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting 
but these are disposed at an increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of over 
£3.2m. 
 
Over 70k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers between 
2022 and 2034 in this combined policy scenario. Some of these are lost during processing 
incurring disposal costs, and total costs at the paper recycling stage net of materials values 
are reduced by approximately £5.8m, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach with mandatory takeback policy scenario is to 
increase the recycling of SUFCs by approximately 65k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase 
in the paper recycling rate of around 17% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value of an EPR 
approach with mandatory takeback is a reduction of almost £38m cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of approximately £219m cumulative 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 89 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback on SUFCs, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -13,443 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -147,491 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£269  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -51,071 

POM Lids Market value £m -£88.0  

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.83 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 6,681 

POM RUCs Market value £m £138.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -5.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -54,486 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£6.5 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 19.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 95,798 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£28.671  
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Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £9.390 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 33,195 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £3.290  

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.2 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 70,757 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.790 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £6.491 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 64,911 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 16.9% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£218.8 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£37.7 
 
 
7.10.4.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 90 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing the policies together in 2022.  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach and mandatory takeback reduces the usage 
of SUPCs. The usage and number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 1,375 billion 
(cumulative, net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of these items is reduced 
by around £14 million. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by 
approximately 3.8 million (cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items 
increases by around £14m in this combined policies scenario. 
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by approximately 9k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and 
the cost of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by approximately £1.1m. Collection of 
SUPCs increases by almost 11k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of 
materials value reduces by around £2.6m. Approximately 12k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic 
cups and lids go to sorting and disposal costs increase (above baseline), with the overall cost 
less materials value to sorters, cumulative relative to baseline, being just over £1m. 
 
Almost 7k tonnes (cumulative above baseline) of recovered SUPCs are delivered to plastic 
recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this combined policy scenario. Some of these are lost 
during processing incurring disposal costs. Total costs less materials value to plastic recyclers 
are reduced by approximately £1.2m, cumulative net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback policy is to 
increase the recycling of SUPCs and lids by approximately 6k tonnes (cumulative), with an 
increase in the plastic recycling rate of around 5.6% points on average over the scenario 
horizon. 
 
The impact on overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value in the EPR 
approach combined with a mandatory takeback policy scenario is reduction of £3.8m 
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cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of 
approximately £0.25m cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 90 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback on SUPCs, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -1,375 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -17,479 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£13.8  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -363 

POM Lids Market value £m -£0.63  

POM RUCs Number of items million 3.77 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,060 

POM RUCs Market value £m £14.13  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -5.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -9,251 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.110 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 10.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 10,755 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.600 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.013 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 11,603 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £1.047 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.2 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 6,817 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£1.160 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £1.236 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 6,180 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 5.6% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.25 
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  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£3.8 
 
 
7.10.4.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 91 summarises the impacts on OFFP of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
for this material combined with an EPR approach. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 net of baseline (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario 
horizon).  
 
In this scenario, approximately 125k tonnes of empty OFFP (or 13.4 billion items) are 
removed from the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. The adjusted sales 
market value of these items is reduced by approximately £402m cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. 
 
The impact of implementing these policies together is to reduce littering of OFFP materials 
by over 50k tonnes (cumulative), and the cost of OFFP litter by approximately £6.1m 
cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Collection of OFFP waste increases by 
approximately 40k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) less materials value is 
reduced124 by around £13m, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. Disposal costs to 
sorters and the costs of sorting/transporting OFFP waste are increased. The overall OFFP 
waste management costs less materials value to sorters cost increases by just over £2.3m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
More than 36k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered OFFP waste is delivered to paper recyclers 
between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. Some of this is lost during processing incurring 
higher disposal costs, but this is outweighed by the increase in materials value generated. 
The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to paper recyclers 
is a reduction of approximately £2.9m in this scenario, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP waste recycling of implementing a mandatory takeback for OFFP waste 
together with an EPR approach is to increase the recycling of OFFP waste by approximately 
33k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase in the OFFP recycling rate of 10.8% points on 
average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP combined with an EPR approach is a 
reduction of £19.6m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a 
reduction of around £127m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
124 Avoided disposal costs at the collection stage are greater than the increase in transport costs, as substantially more collected 
OFFP materials go to sortation. 
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Figure 91 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback on OFFP, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB

POM OFFP Number of items million -13,408 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -125,376 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£402 

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.74 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 7,900 

POM RUCs Market value £m £275.5 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -5.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -50,653 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£6.1 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 14.4% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 40,312 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£12.902 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 40,312 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £2.314 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.2 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 36,050 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.916 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £3.292 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 32,919 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 10.8% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£126.7 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£19.6 
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7.10.5 An EPR Approach with Mandatory Takeback and Charges 
 
7.10.5.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
In this scenario, an EPR approach to managing SUFCs is combined with a mandatory 
takeback scheme and a 25 pence charge on the usage of SUFCs. 
 
Figure 92 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing these policies together in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach, mandatory takeback and charges reduces 
the usage of SUFCs. The number of SUFCs placed on the market reduces by 16.6 billion 
(cumulative, net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of these items is reduced 
by around £333m. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 45m 
(cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items increases by just over 
£170m (cumulative, net of baseline) in this combined policies scenario. 
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by over 61k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and the cost 
of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by £7.4m. Collection of SUFCs increases by over 
86k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces by 
almost £33m. Approximately 30k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting but these 
are disposed at an increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of just less than 
£3m. 
 
Almost 64k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers 
between 2022 and 2034 in this combined policies scenario. Some of these are lost during 
processing incurring disposal costs, and total costs at the paper recycling stage net of 
materials values are reduced by approximately £5.2, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and charges 
policies scenario is to increase the recycling of SUFCs by almost 59k tonnes (cumulative), 
with an increase in the paper recycling rate by just over 17% points on average over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
The impact on overall SUFCs waste management costs less materials value in the EPR 
approach together with mandatory takeback and charges policies is a reduction of £42.3m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of just over 
£270m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
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Figure 92 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Charges on 
SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Charge 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -16,605 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -182,186 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£332  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -63,084 

POM Lids Market value £m -£108.7  

POM RUCs Number of items million 45.49 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 8,252 

POM RUCs Market value £m £170.6  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -61,589 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£7.4 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 19.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 86,402 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£32.669  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £8.442 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 30,119 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £2.976  

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.2 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 63,789 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.245 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £5.864 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 58,636 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 17.1% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£270.2 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£42.3 
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7.10.5.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 93 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing these policies together in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach, mandatory takeback and charges reduces 
the usage and number of SUPCs. The number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 2.2 
billion (cumulative, net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of these items is 
reduced by around £22m. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 
6 million (cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items increases by over 
£22m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034 in this combined policies scenario. 
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by almost 11k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and the 
cost of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by £1.3m. Collection of SUPCs increases by just 
over 9k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) less materials value reduces by 
just over £3.6m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. Approximately 10k tonnes 
(cumulative) of plastic cups and lids go to sorting where disposal costs increase (relative to 
baseline), and overall costs to sorters less materials value relative to baseline increases by 
almost £0.9m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Almost 6k tonnes additional (cumulative above baseline) of recovered SUPCs are delivered to 
plastic recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this combined policies scenario. Some of these 
are lost during processing incurring disposal costs, and overall costs less materials value to 
plastic recyclers are reduced by almost £1m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach together with the mandatory takeback and 
charge policies is to increase the recycling of SUPCs and lids by over 5k tonnes (cumulative), 
with an increase in the plastic recycling rate by around 5.7% points on average over the 
scenario horizon. 
 
The impact on overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value in the EPR 
approach together with mandatory takeback and charges policies is a reduction of £5m 
cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of £0.4m 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
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Figure 93 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Charges on 
SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Charge 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -2,204 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -28,013 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£22.0  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -582 

POM Lids Market value £m -£1.00  

POM RUCs Number of items million 6.04 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,699 

POM RUCs Market value £m £22.64  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -10,830 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.300 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 10.0% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 9,089 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£3.615 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.013 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 9,939 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £0.895 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.1 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 5,770 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£0.984 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £1.048 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 5,240 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 5.7% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.40 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£5.0 
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7.10.5.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 94 summarises the impacts on OFFP of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
for this material combined with an EPR approach and charges for the use of OFFP items. The 
impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline (apart from % figures 
which are averages over the scenario horizon). 
 
In this scenario, approximately 155k tonnes of empty OFFP (or 16.5 billion items) are 
removed from the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. The adjusted sales 
market value of these items is reduced by approximately £500m cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Littering of OFFP waste materials is reduced by just under 60k tonnes (cumulative), and the 
cost of OFFP litter is reduced by around £7m cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
Collection of OFFP waste increases by almost 37k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of 
collection) less materials value is reduced125 by around £16m, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net 
of baseline. Disposal costs to sorters and the costs of sorting/transporting OFFP waste are 
increased. The overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to sorters cost 
increases by just over £2m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
An additional 33k tonnes (cumulative relative to baseline) of recovered OFFP waste is 
delivered to paper recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. A fraction of this is lost 
during processing incurring higher disposal costs, but this is outweighed by the increase in 
materials value generated. The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less 
materials value to paper recyclers is a reduction of approximately £2.6m in this scenario, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact of implementing mandatory takeback for OFFP waste together with an EPR 
approach and charges is to increase the recycling of OFFP waste by approximately 30k 
tonnes (cumulative), with an increase in the OFFP recycling rate of 10.9% points on average 
over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP combined with an EPR approach and 
charges is a reduction of £23.3m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on 
benefits is a reduction of around £157m cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
125 Avoided disposal costs at the collection stage are greater than the increase in transport costs, as substantially more collected 
OFFP materials go to sortation. 
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Figure 94 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Charges on 
OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Charge 

POM OFFP Number of items million -16,562 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -154,869 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£497 

POM RUCs Number of items million 45.38 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 9,759 

POM RUCs Market value £m £340.3 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -58,151 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£7.0 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 14.4% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 36,541 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£15.746 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 36,541 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £2.098 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.2 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 32,673 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£2.642 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £2.983 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 29,831 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 10.9% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£156.5 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£23.3 
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7.10.6 An EPR Approach with Mandatory Takeback and Recycling Targets 
 
7.10.6.1 Impacts on SUFCs 
 
In this scenario, an EPR approach to the waste management of SUFCs is combined with a 
mandatory takeback scheme and recycling targets. 
 
Figure 95 summarises the impacts on SUFCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing these policies together in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach and mandatory takeback together with 
recycling targets reduces the usage of SUFCs. The number of SUFCs placed on the market 
reduces by 13.4 billion (cumulative, net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of 
these items is reduced by almost £270m. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of 
RUCs by around 37 million (cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items 
increases by almost £140m (cumulative, net of baseline) in this combined policies scenario. 
 
Littering of SUFCs is reduced by just over 60k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and the 
cost of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by £7.2m. Collection of SUFCs increases by 
over 250k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) net of materials value reduces 
by just over £42m. Approximately 84k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic lids go to sorting but 
these are disposed at an increased cost net of materials value relative to baseline of almost 
£8.5m (cumulative). 
 
More than 186k tonnes (cumulative) of recovered SUFCs are delivered to paper recyclers 
between 2022 and 2034 in this combined policies scenario. Some of these are lost during 
processing incurring disposal costs, and total costs at the paper recycling stage net of 
materials values are reduced by approximately £15m, cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and 
recycling targets scenario is to increase the recycling of SUFCs by approximately 169k tonnes 
(cumulative), with an increase in the paper recycling rate by almost 45% points on average 
over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value recycling of 
implementing an EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling targets is a 
reduction of £55.6m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a 
reduction of approximately £219m cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
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Figure 95 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Recycling 
Targets on SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Recycling Target 

POM SUFCs Number of items million -13,443 

POM SUFCs Tonnes Tonnes -147,491 

POM SUFCs Market value £m -£269  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -51,071 

POM Lids Market value £m -£88.0  

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.83 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 6,681 

POM RUCs Market value £m £138.1  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -60,117 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£7.2 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 50.0% 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 251,324 

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£42.005  

Collection SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £25.070 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 84,193 

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £8.492  

Sort SUFCs+lids+cont. Material value £m £0.4 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 186,083 

Paper rec. SUFCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£14.827 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £16.890 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 168,897 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 44.6% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£218.8 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£55.6 
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7.10.6.2 Impacts on SUPCs 
 
Figure 96 summarises the impacts on SUPCs over the scenario horizon, net of baseline, 
from implementing these policies together in 2022. The impacts are presented as cumulative 
2022 to 2034 (apart from % figures which are averages over the scenario horizon).  
 
A combined intervention with an EPR approach, mandatory takeback and recycling targets 
reduces the usage of SUPCs. The number of SUPCs placed on the market reduces by 1,375 
million (cumulative, net of baseline) and the adjusted sales market value of these items is 
reduced by around £14m. The switch over to RUCs increases the number of RUCs by around 
3.8 million (cumulative), and the adjusted sales market value for these items increases by 
approximately £14m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034 in this combined policies 
scenario. 
 
Littering of SUPCs is reduced by over 10k tonnes (cumulative, net of baseline), and the cost 
of litter disposal, accordingly, is reduced by £1.3m. Collection of SUPCs increases by over 
52k tonnes (cumulative), and the costs (of collection) less materials value reduces by almost 
£6m. Approximately 53k tonnes (cumulative) of plastic cups and lids go to sorting and 
disposal costs increase (relative to baseline), with overall costs less materials values to 
sorters increasing by just over £4.8m, cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
Just over 33k tonnes (cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034) of recovered SUPCs are 
delivered to plastic recyclers in this combined policies scenario. A fraction of these are lost 
during processing incurring disposal costs, and total costs less materials value to plastic 
recyclers are reduced by approximately £6m cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
The impact on recycling in the EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and 
recycling rates scenario is to increase the recycling of SUPCs and lids by approximately 30k 
tonnes cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034, with an increase in the plastic recycling rate 
by around 29.3% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The impact on overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing an EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling targets is a 
reduction of £7.6m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. The impact on benefits is a 
reduction of around £0.25m cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  192 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Figure 96 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Recycling 
Targets on SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Recycling Target 

POM SUPCs Number of items million -1,375 

POM SUPCs Tonnes Tonnes -17,479 

POM SUPCs Market value £m -£13.8  

POM Lids Tonnes Tonnes -363 

POM Lids Market value £m -£0.63  

POM RUCs Number of items million 3.77 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 1,060 

POM RUCs Market value £m £14.13  

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -10,482 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£1.258 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Collection rate % points 53.3% 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 52,530 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.669 

Collection SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.013 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Tonnes Tonnes 53,377 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m £4.876 

Sort SUPCs+lids+cont. Material value £m -£0.7 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Input Tonnes 33,131 

Plastic rec. SUPCs+lids+cont. Cost less materials value £m -£5.563 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Material value £m £5.961 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Output Tonnes 29,807 

Plastic rec. rPolymer Recycling rate % points 29.3% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£0.25 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£7.6 
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7.10.6.3 Impacts on OFFP 
 
Figure 97 summarises the impacts on OFFP of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
for this material combined with an EPR approach and recycling targets for OFFP items. The 
impacts are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline (apart from % figures 
which are averages over the scenario horizon). 
 
In this scenario, approximately 125k tonnes of empty OFFP (or 13.4 billion items) are 
removed from the market cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. The adjusted sales 
market value of these items is reduced by approximately £400m cumulative net of baseline 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Littering of OFFP waste materials is reduced by just over 54k tonnes (cumulative), and the 
cost of OFFP litter is reduced by approximately £6.5m cumulative, 2022 to 2034 net of 
baseline. Collection of OFFP waste increases by approximately 143k tonnes (cumulative), and 
the costs (of collection) less materials value is reduced126 by around £13m, cumulative 2022 
to 2034 net of baseline. Disposal costs to sorters and the costs of sorting/transporting OFFP 
waste are increased. The overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value to 
sorters cost increases by just over £8.2m cumulative net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
An additional 128k tonnes (cumulative relative to baseline) of recovered OFFP waste is 
delivered to paper recyclers between 2022 and 2034 in this scenario. A fraction of this is lost 
during processing incurring higher disposal costs, but this is outweighed by the increase in 
materials value generated. The impact on overall OFFP waste management costs less 
materials value to paper recyclers is a reduction of approximately £10.4m in this scenario, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline.  
 
The impact on OFFP waste recycling of implementing a mandatory takeback for OFFP waste 
together with an EPR approach and recycling targets is to increase the recycling of OFFP 
waste by over 117k tonnes (cumulative), with an increase in the OFFP recycling rate of 
41.6% points on average over the scenario horizon. 
 
The overall impact on OFFP waste management costs less materials value from 
implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP combined with an EPR approach and 
recycling rate targets is a reduction of approximately £22m cumulative net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. The impact on benefits is a reduction of around £127m cumulative 2022 to 2034 
net of baseline. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
126 Avoided disposal costs at the collection stage are greater than the increase in transport costs, as substantially more collected 
OFFP materials go to sortation. 
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Figure 97 Impacts of an EPR Approach Together with Mandatory Takeback and Recycling 
Targets on OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

Stage Material Description Units EPR + MTB + 
Recycling Target 

POM OFFP Number of items million -13,408 

POM OFFP Tonnes Tonnes -125,376 

POM OFFP Market value £m -£402 

POM RUCs Number of items million 36.74 

POM RUCs Tonnes Tonnes 7,900 

POM RUCs Market value £m £275.5 

POM Litter Disposal rate % points -6.8% 

POM Litter Disposal Tonnes -54,042 

POM Litter Disposal cost £m -£6.5 

Collection OFFP + cont. Collection rate % points 54.9% 

Collection OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 143,345 

Collection OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£13.010 

Collection OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.000 

Sort OFFP + cont. Tonnes Tonnes 143,345 

Sort OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m £8.209 

Sort OFFP + cont. Material value £m £0.6 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Input Tonnes 128,465 

Paper rec. OFFP + cont. Cost less materials value £m -£10.434 

Paper rec. rPaper Material value £m £11.750 

Paper rec. rPaper Output Tonnes 117,498 

Paper rec. rPaper Recycling rate % points 41.6% 

  TOTAL Benefits £m -£126.7 

  TOTAL Cost less materials value £m -£21.7 
 
  



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  195 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

7.11 Comparison of the Impacts of the Combined Policies 
 
This section of the report presents a comparison of the impacts of the various policy 
combinations considered here implemented together on POM, litter, collection, recycling 
quantities, waste management costs (net of materials values), benefits, and benefits net of 
costs less materials value. The impacts are presented net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
7.11.1 POM Single-Use Packaging 
 
Comparing across the various SUFCs policy combinations (Figure 98), the biggest impacts 
on SUFCs usage and POM is from EPR together with mandatory takeback and charges, 
followed by EPR together with mandatory takeback and recycling targets. 
 
Setting charges on SUFCs combined with recycling targets has a comparatively smaller 
impact on usage of SUFCs and POM. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback policy with a cup deposit, and a mandatory takeback 
policy combined with recycling rate targets, have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage 
of SUFCS and SUFCs POM in these scenarios. 
 
Figure 98 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 99 compares the various policy combinations for SUPCs. The biggest impacts on 
SUPCs usage and POM are from implementing EPR together with mandatory takeback and 
charges, followed by a combination of EPR together with mandatory takeback and recycling 
rate targets. 
 
Setting charges on SUPCs together with recycling rate targets has comparatively smaller 
impacts on the usage of SUPCs and POM. 
 
A mandatory takeback policy implemented together with a cup deposit, and a mandatory 
takeback policy implemented with recycling rate targets, have no impacts (relative to 
baseline) on usage of SUPCS and SUPCs POM in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 99 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 100 shows that the biggest impacts on usage of OFFP and OFFP POM is from 
implementing an EPR together with mandatory takeback and charges, followed by EPR 
together with mandatory takeback and recycling targets. 
 
Setting charges on the use of OFFP together with recycling rate targets has a comparatively 
smaller impact on usage of OFFP and POM. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback policy with a deposit, and a mandatory takeback policy 
combined with recycling rate targets, have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage of 
OFFP or POM in these scenarios. 
 
Figure 100 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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7.11.2 POM RUCs  
 
Figure 101 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUFCs 
considered here on RUCs POM. The impacts are shown net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
Comparing amongst the policy combinations for SUFCs, the biggest impacts on RUCs usage 
and POM is from implementing an EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback 
scheme and SUFCs charges, followed by implementing an EPR approach together with a 
mandatory takeback scheme and recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Setting charges on SUFCs combined with recycling rate targets has a comparatively smaller 
impact on usage of RUCs (displacement of SUFCs) and RUCs POM. 
 
A mandatory takeback policy with a cup deposit, and a mandatory takeback policy together 
with a recycling rate target have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage of RUCs and 
RUCs POM in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 101 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 102 shows the impacts of the combined policies for SUPCs considered here. The 
biggest impacts on RUCs usage and POM are from implementing an EPR approach together 
with mandatory takeback and SUPC charges, followed by implementing EPR together with a 
mandatory takeback scheme and recycling rate targets for SUPCs. 
 
Setting charges on SUPCs together with recycling rate targets for SUPCs has comparatively 
smaller impacts on usage of RUCs (displacement of SUPCs) and RUCs POM. 
 
A mandatory takeback policy with a cup deposit for SUPCs, and a mandatory takeback policy 
together with a recycling rate targets for SUPCs, have no impacts (relative to baseline) on 
usage of RUCs and RUCs POM in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 102 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 103 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP on the 
take-up of reusable containers (RUCs POM). The impacts are shown net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034. 
 
The biggest impacts on take-up of RUCs are from implementing an EPR approach (for OFFP) 
alongside a mandatory takeback scheme and charges on the usage of OFFP, followed by 
implementing an EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling 
rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Setting charges on OFFP combined with recycling rate targets has a comparatively smaller 
impact on usage of RUCs (displacement of OFFP). 
 
A mandatory takeback policy with a deposit, and a mandatory takeback policy together with 
a recycling rate target, have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage of RUCs and RUCs 
POM in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 103 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on RUCs POM (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.11.3 Litter 
 
Figure 104 shows a comparison of the combined policies for SUFCs on the amount of 
littering of these materials. The impacts are net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs lead to a reduction in the quantity of SUFCs littered 
in these scenarios.  
 
The biggest impacts on SUFCs litter reduction are from implementing an EPR approach 
together with a mandatory takeback scheme and SUFCs charges, followed by implementing 
an EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling rate targets for 
SUFCs, and then implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback 
(without a cup deposit).  
 
EPR with mandatory takeback is more effective at reducing litter when combined with a 
recycling target or charges, and these combinations are more effective at reducing litter 
compared to a mandatory takeback combined with a cup deposit. 
 
Combining recycling targets with either mandatory takeback or charges have comparatively 
smaller impacts on litter reduction. 
 
Figure 104 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 105 shows a comparison of the combined policies for SUPCs on the amount of 
littering of these materials. The impacts are net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUPCs considered lead to reductions in the quantity of 
SUPCs littered. 
 
The biggest impacts on SUPCs litter reduction are from implementing an EPR approach 
together with mandatory takeback and charges for SUPCs, followed by implementing an EPR 
approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, and then 
implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback.  
 
Implementing an EPR approach with mandatory takeback is more effective at reducing litter 
when combined with a recycling target or charges, and these combinations are more 
effective at reducing litter compared to a mandatory takeback together with a SUPC cup 
deposit. 
 
Implementing recycling rate targets for SUPCs with either mandatory takeback or SUPC 
charges have comparatively smaller impacts on SUPCS litter reduction. 
 
Figure 105 Combined Policies Impacts for SUPCs on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 106 shows a comparison of the policy combinations for OFFP on littering of these 
materials. The impacts are net of baseline 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for OFFP lead reductions in the quantity of OFFP items littered 
(relative to baseline) in the scenarios considered.  
 
The biggest impacts on OFFP litter reduction are from implementing an EPR approach 
together with a mandatory takeback scheme and charges on the use of OFFP, followed by 
implementing an EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling 
rate targets for OFFP, and then implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory 
takeback (without a deposit).  
 
EPR with mandatory takeback is more effective at reducing litter when combined with a 
recycling target or charges, and these combinations are more effective at reducing litter 
compared to a mandatory takeback combined with a deposit on OFFP. 
  
Combining recycling targets with either mandatory takeback or charges have comparatively 
smaller impacts on OFFP litter reduction. 
 
Figure 106 Combined Policies Impacts for OFFP on Litter (Tonnes), net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034 
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7.11.4 Single-Use Packaging Collection 
 
Figure 107 shows a comparison of the combined policies impacts on SUFCs collection. The 
impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered here lead to an increase in the quantity 
of SUFCs collected.  
 
The biggest impacts on SUFCs collection are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUFCs together with a deposit, followed by mandatory takeback combined with 
recycling rate targets for SUFCs. The next biggest impacts are then from implementing an 
EPR approach combined with takeback and recycling rate targets for SUFCs, and then SUFCs 
charges together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback with or without SUFC 
charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of SUFCs collected. 
 
Figure 107 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 108 shows a comparison of the combined policies impacts on SUPCs collection. The 
impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations considered lead to an increase in the quantity of SUPCs 
collected. 
 
The biggest impacts on collection of SUPCs are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUPCs with a cup deposit, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUPCs combined with recycling rate targets for SUPCs, then implementing an 
EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, and 
then by implementing SUPCs charges together with recycling rate targets for SUPCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach together with a mandatory takeback scheme for SUPCs with 
or without charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of SUPCs collected. 
 
Figure 108 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 109 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations on OFFP waste 
collection. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034.  
 
All of the policy combinations for OFFP waste considered lead to an increase in the quantity 
of OFFP waste collected.  
 
The biggest impacts on OFFP waste collection are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme together with a deposit, followed by mandatory takeback combined with recycling 
rate targets for OFFP, then implementing an EPR approach combined with takeback and 
recycling rate targets for OFFP, and then charges on the use of OFFP together with recycling 
rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback with or without charges 
on OFFP have comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of OFFP waste collected. 
 
Figure 109 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Collection (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.11.5 Recycling  
 
Figure 110 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies considered here for 
SUFCs on the quantity of SUFCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered lead to an increase in the quantity of 
SUFCs recycled. 
 
The biggest impacts on SUFCs recycling are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUFCs with a cup deposit, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for SUFCs combined with recycling rate targets for SUFCs, then, implementing an 
EPR approach combined with takeback and recycling rate targets for SUFCs, and SUFCs 
charges combined with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach with a mandatory takeback scheme for SUFCs with or 
without SUFC charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of SUFCs recycled. 
 
Figure 110 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 111 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUPCs 
considered here on the quantity of SUPCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations considered here for SUPCs lead to an increase in the quantity 
of SUPCs recycled. 
 
The biggest impacts on SUPCs recycling are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme together with a cup deposit for SUPCs, followed by implementing an EPR approach 
combined with takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, then mandatory takeback 
combined with recycling targets, and SUPCs charges combined with recycling rate targets for 
SUPCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR with mandatory takeback for SUPCs, with or without SUPCs charges, 
has comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of SUPCs recycled. 
 
Figure 111 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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Figure 112 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP on the 
quantity of OFFP wastes recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for OFFP considered here lead to an increase in the quantity of 
OFFP waste recycled. 
 
The biggest impacts on OFFP waste recycling are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme for OFFP with a deposit, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme 
for OFFP combined with recycling rate targets for OFFP, then, implementing an EPR 
approach combined with takeback and recycling rate targets for OFFP, and charges on OFFP 
combined with recycling rate targets for OFFP waste. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach with a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP with or without 
charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the quantity of OFFP waste recycled. 
 
Figure 112 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Recycling (Tonnes), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.11.6 Recycling Rates 
 
Figure 113 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUFCs 
considered here on the quantity of SUFCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered to an increase in the SUFCs recycling 
rate. 
 
The biggest impacts on SUFC recycling rates are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme with a SUFC deposit, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback for SUFCs 
combined with recycling rate targets for SUFCs, then implementing a EPR approach 
combined with takeback combined and recycling rate targets for SUFCs, and then SUFCs 
charges together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Combining EPR with mandatory takeback with or without charges has comparatively smaller 
impacts on the recycling rates for SUFCs. 
 
Figure 113 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Recycling Rates (%), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 114 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUPCs 
considered here on the quantity of SUPCs recycled. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 
2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUPCs considered lead to an increase in the SUPCs 
recycling rate.  
 
The biggest impacts on SUPCs recycling rates are from implementing a mandatory takeback 
scheme with a SUPC deposit, followed by implementing mandatory takeback combined with 
recycling rate targets for SUPCs, then implanting an EPR approach combined with takeback 
and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, and then by SUPCs charges together with recycling rate 
targets for SUPCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach with a mandatory takeback schemes with or without SUPC 
charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the recycling rates for SUPCs. 
 
Figure 114 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Recycling Rates (%), net of 
baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 115 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP on the 
recycling rates for OFFP waste. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for OFFP considered here lead to an increase in recycling rates 
for OFFP wastes. 
 
The biggest impacts on OFFP waste recycling rates are from implementing a mandatory 
takeback scheme for OFFP with a deposit, followed by implementing a mandatory takeback 
for OFFP combined with recycling rate targets for OFFP, then implementing an EPR approach 
combined with takeback and recycling rate targets for OFFP, and then charges on the use of 
OFFP together with recycling rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Implementing combinations of EPR with mandatory takeback for OFFP with or without 
charges has comparatively smaller impacts on the recycling rates for OFFP waste. 
 
Figure 115 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Recycling Rates (%), net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034 
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7.11.7 Costs (less materials values) 
 
Figure 116 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUFCs 
considered here on SUFCs waste management costs less materials value. The impacts are 
net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered lead to reductions in the SUFCs waste 
management costs less materials values. 
 
The biggest impacts on reductions in SUFCs waste management costs less materials values 
are from implementing a mandatory takeback with a SUFC deposit, followed by 
implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and recycling rate 
targets for SUFCs, then an EPR approach combined with takeback and recycling rate targets 
for SUFCs, and then by implementing mandatory takeback for SUFCs together with recycling 
rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach with mandatory takeback for SUFCs, with or without SUFC 
charges, and SUFC charges together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs have 
comparatively smaller impacts on SUFCs waste management costs less materials values. 
 
Figure 116 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Costs less Material Values (£m), net 
of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 117 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUPCs 
considered here on SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. The impacts are 
net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUPCs considered lead to a reduction in SUPCS waste 
management costs less materials values.  
 
The biggest impacts on SUPCs waste management costs less materials values are from 
implanting a mandatory takeback scheme for SUPCs together with a cup deposit, followed by 
implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and recycling rate 
targets for SUPCs, then mandatory takeback together with recycling rate targets for SUPCs, 
and then by implementing SUPCs charges combined with recycling rate targets for SUPCs. 
 
Implementing an EPR approach with mandatory takeback for SUPCs, with or without SUPCs 
charges, and SUPCs charges together with recycling rate targets for SUPCs have 
comparatively smaller impacts on SUPCs waste management costs (less materials values). 
 
Figure 117 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Costs less materials value (£m), net 
of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 118 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP on 
OFFP waste management costs less materials value. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034. 
 
Implementing takeback with a deposit for OFFP considered here lead to (small cumulated) 
increases in waste management costs less materials value for OFFP waste. 
 
The other policy combinations for OFFP considered here lead to reduced waste management 
costs less materials value for OFFP waste. 
 
The biggest impacts (cumulative) on reduced OFFP waste management costs less materials 
values are from implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and 
charges for OFFP, then an EPR approach combined with takeback and recycling rate targets 
for OFFP, and then implementing takeback for OFFP waste. 
 
Implementing charges on the use of OFFP together with recycling rate targets for OFFP have 
comparatively smaller reductions on OFFP waste management costs less materials values. 
 
Figure 118 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Costs less materials value (£m), net 
of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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7.11.8 Benefits 
 
Figure 119 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUFCs 
considered here on benefits. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered here lead to a reduction in benefits, 
apart from mandatory takeback with a cup deposit or mandatory takeback with recycling 
rate targets for SUFCs, which have no impacts on benefits (net of baseline) in these policy 
scenarios.  
 
The biggest impacts of these SUFCs policy combinations on reducing benefits are from 
implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and SUFCs charges, 
followed by EPR combined with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUFCs.  
 
Implementing SUFCs charges together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs has 
comparatively smaller impacts on the benefits for SUFCs in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 119 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 120 shows a comparison of the impacts of the combined policies for SUPCs on 
benefits. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations for SUPCs considered lead to a reduction in benefits, apart 
from implementing a mandatory takeback with a cup deposit for SUPCs and implementing a 
mandatory takeback combined with recycling rate targets for SUPCs, for which both have no 
impact on benefits (net of baseline) in these policy scenarios because they do not displace 
SUPCs or encourage take-up of RUCs.  
 
The biggest impacts in these combined policies for SUPCS on reducing benefits are from 
implementing an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback and SUPCs charges, 
followed by implementing an EPR approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling 
rate targets for SUPCs.  
 
Implementing SUPCs charges together with recycling rate targets for SUPCs has 
comparatively smaller impacts on benefits for SUPCs in these policy scenarios. 
 
Figure 120 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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Figure 121 shows a comparison of the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP 
considered here on benefits. The impacts are net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the combined policies for OFFP considered here lead reductions in benefits, apart from 
mandatory takeback with a deposit and mandatory takeback with recycling rate targets for 
OFFP, which have no impacts on benefits (net of baseline) in these policy scenarios.  
 
The biggest impacts (cumulative) on reducing benefits are from implementing an EPR 
approach combined with mandatory takeback and charges on the use of OFFP, followed by 
implementing of an EPR approach combined with mandatory takeback (with or without) 
recycling rate targets for OFFP.  
 
Implementing charges on the use of OFFP together with recycling rate targets for OFFP has 
comparatively smaller impacts on the benefits in these policy scenarios for OFFP. 
 
Figure 121 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Benefits (£m), net of baseline, 2022 
to 2034 
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7.11.9 Benefits less Costs 
 
Figure 122 shows the impacts of the policy combinations for SUFCs considered here on 
overall benefits minus overall costs less materials values. The impacts are net of baseline, 
2022 to 2034. 
 
Both a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUFCs and a mandatory takeback 
scheme with recycling rate targets for SUFCs have positive net benefits in these combined 
policies scenarios. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUFCs has the biggest 
positive impact on net benefits (relative to baseline), followed by implementing a mandatory 
takeback scheme together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
All of the other policy combinations considered reduce net benefits for SUFCs. The biggest 
negative impacts on benefits less costs are from implementing an EPR approach together 
with a mandatory takeback and SUFCs charges, followed by implementing an EPR approach 
combined with mandatory takeback, with (or without) recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
A combination of SUFCs charges together with recycling rate targets for SUFCs has 
comparatively smaller negative impacts on benefits less costs for SUFCs. 
 
Figure 122 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUFCs on Benefits less Costs net of Materials 
Value (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 123 shows the impacts of the policy combinations for SUPCs considered here on 
overall benefits minus overall costs less materials value relative to baseline.  
 
All of the combined policies for SUPCs considered have positive impacts on benefits minus 
costs less materials values. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUPCs has the biggest 
positive impact on net benefits (relative to baseline), followed by implementing an EPR 
approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, then by 
implementing a mandatory takeback for SUPCs combined with an EPR approach and 
charges, and then mandatory takeback for SUPCs combined with recycling rate targets for 
SUPCs. 
 
The other combined policies have comparatively smaller impacts on benefits less costs for 
SUPCs. 
 
Figure 123 Impacts of Combined Policies for SUPCs on Benefits less Costs (net of materials 
value) (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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Figure 124 shows the impacts of the policy combinations for OFFP considered here on 
overall net benefits, i.e., benefits minus overall costs less materials values. The impacts are 
net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the policy combinations considered here lead to negative impacts on net benefits 
(benefits minus overall costs less materials values). 
 
The biggest (cumulative) negative impacts on net benefits are from implementing an EPR 
approach together with a mandatory takeback and charges on the use of OFFP, followed by 
implementing an EPR approach for OFFP together with mandatory takeback with (or without) 
recycling rate targets for OFFP. 
 
A combination of charges on the use of OFFP together with recycling rate targets for OFFP 
waste has comparatively smaller negative impacts on net benefits (cumulative) in these 
policy scenarios. In addition, the smallest negative impacts on net benefits are from 
implementing takeback for OFFP with either a deposit or recycling rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Figure 124 Impacts of Combined Policies for OFFP on Benefits less Costs (net of materials 
value) (£m), net of baseline, 2022 to 2034 
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7.12 Summary of Combined Policies 
 
This section presents a summary of the combined policies scenarios considered and their 
impacts on benefits, waste management costs less materials value, and net benefits 
(benefits minus costs less materials value) of implementing the policies together.  
 
The combined scenarios assume policies are implemented together at the same time to 
identify where and how policies work together to support each other and where they may 
become less effective, or indeed irrelevant in the presence of any of the other policies. An 
example of the latter would be a full ban on the use of single-use packaging which de facto 
removes the waste management problem. 
 
To quantify the impacts of combined policies, the assumptions in the individual policy 
scenarios are applied simultaneously. Broadly speaking, the individual policies may impact 
either on single-use and reusable formats placed on the market (with no impact on 
collection/recycling rates), or they may impact on collection/recycling rates for single-use 
items (with no impact on the container formats placed on the market). 
 
This means the impacts may be magnified or reduced, in particular where policy 
combinations have impacts on single-use packaging POM that were not present in the 
respective separate scenarios, such as EPR together with setting recycling rate targets as an 
example, since recycling targets alone are assumed not to impact on the usage of single-use 
items.  
 
In actuality, it is possible that certain policy combinations considered here may amplify or 
reduce impacts even without the impacts (as modelled) on the usage of single-use 
packaging; however, there is no evidence available on the performance of such policy 
combinations to draw on to gauge the scale of what these impacts might be. An example 
would be national communications campaigns alongside takeback or recycling targets for 
single-use packaging. It could be argued that this might indeed be more effective but there 
are no existing examples to derive alternative input factors to the scenario models. 
 
7.12.1 SUFCs  
 
Figure 125 shows a summary of the separate policy scenarios for SUFCs. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 125 Summary of Combined Policies Scenarios for SUFCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  Cumulative 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs Benefits - Costs 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £1,644 £91.5 £1,552 

MTB + Cup deposit £1,644 £21.0 £1,623 

MTB + Recycling target £1,644 £58.7 £1,585 

EPR + MTB £1,425 £53.8 £1,371 

EPR + MTB + Charge £1,373 £49.2 £1,324 
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EPR + MTB + Recycling target £1,425 £36.0 £1,389 

Charge +Recycling target £1,609 £63.7 £1,545 
 
 
Figure 126 shows the impacts of implementing the policy combinations for SUFCs. The 
impacts are cumulative net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUFCs, 
and implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with recycling rate targets for SUFCs, are 
positive on overall net benefits in these combined policies scenarios. 
 
The impact of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUFCs has 
the biggest positive impact on net benefits, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline, 
followed by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme together with recycling rate targets 
for SUFCs. 
 
The impact of the other policy combinations for SUFCs is to reduce overall net benefits. The 
biggest negative impacts on benefits less costs are from implementing an EPR approach 
together with a mandatory takeback for SUFCs, and SUFCs charges. 
 
A combination of charges for SUFCs with recycling rate targets for SUFCs has comparatively 
smaller negative impacts on overall net benefits for SUFCs, cumulative net of baseline 2022 
to 2034. 
 
Figure 126 Summary of Impacts of Combined Policies Scenarios for SUFCs, 2022 to 2034 
 

  SUPCs Impacts, cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline

  Benefits Cost Benefit - Cost 

  £m £m £m 

MTB + Cup deposit £0.0 -£70.5 £70.5 

MTB + Recycling target £0.0 -£32.8 £32.8 

EPR + MTB -£218.8 -£37.7 -£181.0 

EPR + MTB + Charge -£270.2 -£42.3 -£227.9 

EPR + MTB + Recycling target -£218.8 -£55.6 -£163.2 

Charge +Recycling target -£35.0 -£27.8 -£7.1 
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7.12.2 SUPCs 
 
Figure 127 shows a summary of the combined policies scenarios for SUPCs. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 127 Summary of Combined Policies Scenarios for SUPCs, 2022 to 2034 
 
  SUPCs Cumulative, 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs Benefits - Costs 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £209.1 £16.8 £192.3 

MTB + Cup deposit £209.1 £7.3 £201.8 

MTB + Recycling target £209.1 £12.3 £196.8 

EPR + MTB £208.9 £13.0 £195.9 

EPR + MTB + Charge £208.7 £11.8 £197.0 

EPR + MTB + Recycling target £208.9 £9.2 £199.7 

Charge + Recycling target £209.0 £12.1 £196.9 
 
 
Figure 128 shows the impacts of the policy combinations for SUPCs. The impacts are 
cumulative net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
All of the combined policies for SUPCs have positive impacts on benefits minus costs less 
materials values. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme with a cup deposit for SUPCs has the biggest 
positive impact on net benefits (relative to baseline), followed by implementing an EPR 
approach together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs, then by 
implementing a mandatory takeback for SUPCs combined with recycling rate targets for 
SUPCs. 
 
The other policy combinations for SUPCs have positive but comparatively smaller positive 
impacts on benefits less costs for SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 net of baseline. 
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Figure 128 Summary of Impacts of Combined Policies Scenarios for SUPCs, 2022 to 2034 
 

  SUPCs Impacts, cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of 
baseline 

  Benefits Costs Benefits - Costs 

  £m £m £m 

MTB + Cup deposit £0.0 -£9.5 £9.5 

MTB + Recycling target £0.0 -£4.4 £4.4 

EPR+MTB -£0.2 -£3.8 £3.6 

EPR + MTB + Charge -£0.4 -£5.0 £4.6 

EPR + MTB + Recycling target -£0.2 -£7.6 £7.4 

Charge + Recycling target -£0.1 -£4.7 £4.5 
 
 
7.12.3 OFFP 
 
Figure 129 shows a summary of the combined policies scenarios for OFFP. The summary 
figures are presented as cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
Figure 129 Summary of Combined Policies Scenarios for OFFP, 2022 to 2034 
 
  Cumulative 2022 to 2034 
  Benefits Costs Benefits - Costs 
  £m £m £m 

Baseline £2,004 £59.5 £1,945 

MTB + Deposit £2,004 £62.3 £1,942 

MTB + Recycling target £2,004 £61.1 £1,943 

EPR + MTB £1,878 £39.9 £1,838 

EPR + MTB + Charge £1,848 £36.2 £1,812 

EPR + MTB + Recycling target £1,878 £37.8 £1,840 

Charge + Recycling target £1,984 £58.0 £1,926 
 
 
Figure 130 shows a summary of the impacts of implementing the separate policies for 
OFFP. The impacts are presented as cumulative, net of baseline, 2022 to 2034. 
 
For all of the combined policies for OFFP, the impact on net benefits (i.e. benefits minus 
costs less materials value) is a reduction in net benefits, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
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The impacts of implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP combined with a 
deposit or a recycling target for OFFP is to increase overall OFFP waste management costs 
less materials value by £2.8m and £1.6m respectively, cumulative 2022 to 2034, relative to 
baseline. For these combined policies there are no impacts on cumulative benefits.  
 
The impacts of implementing the other combined policies for OFFP is to reduce overall OFFP 
waste management costs less materials value, but also to substantially reduce benefits 
relative to costs less materials value, both cumulative 2022 to 2034, net of baseline. 
 
Figure 130 Summary of Impacts of Combined Policies Scenarios for OFFP, 2022 to 2034 
 
  Impacts (net of baseline) 

  Benefits Costs Benefits - Costs 

  £m £m £m 

MTB + Deposit £0.0 £2.8 -£2.8 

MTB + Recycling target £0.0 £1.6 -£1.6 

EPR + MTB -£126.7 -£19.6 -£107.2 

EPR + MTB + Charge -£156.5 -£23.3 -£133.3 

EPR + MTB + Recycling target -£126.7 -£21.7 -£105.0 

Charge + Recycling target -£20.3 -£1.5 -£18.8 
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8.0 Conclusions 
 
The aim of the project was to gather data on the flows of single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging placed on market (POM) and recycled in the UK and to 
identify options for managing these items. Each of the key conclusions is detailed below. 
 
 
8.1 POM 
 
8.1.1 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
For fibre-composite cups, approximately 3.2 billion units (+/- 9%) were placed 
onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for fibre-composite cups of 35.3k tonnes. The Valpak estimate is 5% lower 
than the industry estimate of units. 
 
Fibre-composite cups are typically made using virgin fibre with a plastic lining 
that is around 10% of the cup weight 
Based on survey responses, the plastic lining is predominantly made from PE, however other 
polymer types can be used, such as PLA. 
 
8.1.2 Plastic Cups 
 
For plastic cups, approximately 1.0 billion units (+/- 9%) were placed onto the 
UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for plastic cups of 7.0k tonnes. The Valpak estimate is 9% higher than the 
industry estimate of units.  
 
Plastic cups can be made from a range of polymers, with the industry survey 
indicating that roughly two thirds (67%) are made from either PS or EP, at 42% 
and 25% respectively 
The industry survey estimates that 26% of plastic cups are made from PP, and 7% from 
PET. The survey did not highlight the usage of other polymer types, however it is 
acknowledged that others do exist, such as PLA.  
 
8.1.3 Lids and Sleeves 
 
It is estimated that 2.9 billion cups lids and 0.2 billion cup sleeves (+/-18%) 
were placed onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses on the usage of these items and Valpak average 
packaging weight data. 
 
Cup lids are generally made from PET or PS, and this appears to depend on the 
type of cups they are used with 
Based on survey responses, all fibre-composite cup lids are made from PS, whereas plastic 
cup lids are made from PET. Although PET and PS were the only polymer types that were 
mentioned within the survey responses, it is possible that other polymer types are used for 
cup lids such as PP. 
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8.1.4 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
For on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, approximately 3.2 billion units 
(+/- 9%) were placed onto the UK market in 2019 
This estimate is based on survey responses from key industry stakeholders, with a total 
weight estimate for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging of 30.0k tonnes. The Valpak 
estimate is 8% lower than the industry estimate of units. 
 
On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging is typically made using virgin fibre 
with a plastic lining that is approximately 10% of the total packaging weight 
Based on survey responses, the plastic lining is mainly made from either PE or PET, however 
other polymer types can be used, such as PLA. 
 
8.1.5 Sector and Nation Splits 
 
Based on industry estimates, single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging arise primarily within the non-consumer sector (95-96%), whereas 
Valpak estimates that a greater proportion of on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging arises from the consumer sector 
Valpak estimates that 96-98% of single-use cups arise from the non-consumer sector, 
whereas on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging has a more even split between consumer 
and non-consumer, at 42% and 58% respectively. This appears to be skewed by 
sandwiches, which are estimated to arise primarily within the consumer sector (94%).  
 
The majority (86%) of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging is estimated to arise in England, with 8% arising in Scotland, 4% in 
Wales and 2% in Northern Ireland 
Within England, this equates to approximately 2.8 billion fibre-composite cups, 0.9 billion 
plastic cups, 2.5 billion cup lids, 0.1 billion cup sleeves, and 2.8 billion units of on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging. 
 
In Scotland, this equates to approximately 0.3 billion fibre-composite cups, 0.1 billion plastic 
cups, 0.2 billion cup lids, 0.01 billion cup sleeves, and 0.3 billion units of on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging. 
 
In Wales, this equates to approximately 0.1 billion fibre-composite cups, 0.04 billion plastic 
cups, 0.1 billion cup lids, 0.01 billion cup sleeves, and 0.1 billion units of on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging. 
 
In Northern Ireland, this equates to approximately 0.1 billion fibre-composite cups, 0.02 
billion plastic cups, 0.1 billion cup lids, 0.004 billion cup sleeves, and 0.1 billion units of on-
the-go fibre-composite food packaging. 
 
All estimates of national POM splits are +/- 12%. 
 
8.1.6 Barriers to Recycled Content 
 
Incorporating recycled content into single-use cups and on-the-go-food 
packaging is challenging and not often possible 
For fibre-composite material, virgin fibre is generally required to sustain the structural 
integrity of the packaging. Recycled fibre has an increased biological loading compared to 
virgin fibre, which presents a health and safety risk. For plastic cups and lids, current 
legislation limits the use of recycled content within food contact applications, with only PET 
and HDPE recycled content permitted for use. 
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8.2 Recycling 
 
8.2.1 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
Composite-fibre cups achieve 2.8% recycling rate in 2019 
Data collected by the National Cup Recycling Scheme indicates that there were 89 million 
fibre-composite cups recycled in 2019. Based on the POM estimate of 3.2 billion cups (35.3k 
tonnes) for 2019, this means the recycling rate was 2.8%. 
 
There is enough recycling capacity to recycle all fibre-composite cups POM in the 
UK 
There is over 61k tonnes of recycling capacity in the UK, and the recycling facilities 
collectively have enough capacity to treat all the fibre-composite cups generated in the UK. 
 
8.2.2 Plastic Cups 
 
Plastic cups recycling in the UK is estimated at 2-4% 
For several reasons, there is very little data specific to plastic cup recycling in the UK. 
Discussions with key industry stakeholders and knowledge of plastic polymer recycling 
infrastructure in the UK indicates that the recycling rate for plastic cups is 2-4%. 
 
There is enough recycling capacity to recycle all PET and PP cups 
Once sorted by polymer, there are no real capacity constraints for the recycling of PET or PP 
cups, with an excess of 40k tonnes of input capacity in the UK for post-consumer household 
PP in 2020, and over 200k tonnes for household PET grades. Whilst there is relatively high 
utilisation of this capacity with other post-consumer grades, it is unlikely that recycling 
capacity will act as a constraint in relation to either current or future collection levels. 
 
8.2.3 Lids 
 
Lids recycling in the UK is estimated to be close to 0% 
This is based on the assumption that if the cup itself is not recycled, then it is unlikely that 
the lid would be either. However, we can expect that the majority of the lids do not get 
separated for recycling at the sorting stage of the supply chain. This is primarily because 
nearly all of the lids are PS (98%) and the vast majority of the MRF sorting capacity in the 
UK does not target PS due to the relatively small percentage arising in household plastic 
packaging. 
  
8.2.4 Sleeves 
 
Sleeves recycling in the UK is estimated to be 2.8% 
Sleeves are made of cardboard and so are recyclable. However, as with the lids, it would be 
a reasonable assumption that if the fibre-composite cup itself is not recycled, then it is 
unlikely that the sleeve would be either. As such, it is estimated that the recycling rates for 
the sleeves is the same as it is for fibre-composite cups at 2.8%. 
 
8.2.5 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging 
 
No recycling infrastructure in place for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
The research indicated there was no treatment or recycling infrastructure in place for on-the-
go fibre-composite food packaging. This type of composite material is not a target input for 
MRFs; however, if it were to enter the process it would most likely flow into the mixed paper 
fraction where it would be classified as a contaminant by the mill. This could cause 
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downgrading or rejection. However, some mills have indicated they may look at using this as 
a feedstock in future depending on the specification of the infeed material. 
 
 
8.3 Collection Network and Capacity 
 
Fibre-composite cups has the largest collection network and capacity 
Using data held by the National Cup Recycling Scheme, it is estimated that there are over 
6,300 fibre-composite cup collection points across the UK with a minimum capacity of 1.6M 
fibre-composite cups. For plastic cups, it is estimated that there are at least 5,000 recycling 
points in the UK with a minimum capacity of 1.1M cups. 
 
At the time of writing there was little or no on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected for recycling in the UK.  
 
 
8.4 Initiatives for Managing Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food 

Packaging 
 
There were 54 initiatives identified for managing single-use cups and on-the-go 
fibre-composite food packaging 
The research identified 18 initiatives used for managing fibre-composite cups, 19 for plastic 
cups and 17 for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging, most of which were operated on 
a voluntary basis. 
 
There are six key policies used for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging 
The main policies identified for managing single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite 
food packaging was: 

 Levy/charge 

 Takeback Schemes 

 Recycling Targets  

 Ban  

 Modulated Fees  

 Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) for Reusable Cups and Food Containers 
 
 
8.5 Policy Assessment 
 
The key objective of the assessment is to compare alternative policies and identify the best 
means to reduce the impacts of single-use cups and on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging. In terms of the waste hierarchy, the priority is to reduce the use of single-use 
packaging and switch to reusable alternatives (e.g. for cups), then to increase the recycling 
of single-use packaging wastes (and, where feasible, the recycled content in single-use food 
and drinks packaging). 
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The policies considered for which scenarios for single-use packaging items are modelled are 
as follows:  

 A mandatory takeback scheme 

 National recycling rate targets 

 Charges 

 Bans  

 An EPR approach 
 
The impacts of the policies (the monetised costs and benefits) are quantified, in order to 
compare/contrast their relative effectiveness, and determine the most cost-effective way to 
reduce the impacts of single-use cups and single-use on-the-go fibre-composite packaging. 
 
How the policies impact on costs and benefits is traced in detail through the system(s) for 
the management of single-use packaging items: from the point at which they are placed on 
the market (i.e. ‘filled with drink’), to the point they become waste, which is either lost in the 
environment, or is collected and then flows either to recycling processes, or other waste 
management routes.  
 
8.5.1 Fibre-composite Cups 
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion, or 35k tonnes, of empty single-use fibre-composite cups 
(SUFCs) were placed on the market with a value of £257m. After being used to serve drinks 
these items are typically contaminated, and are then either discarded as litter or enter some 
form of collection. Littering of SUFCs wastes cost approximately £600k, in 2019, and while 
some 45k tonnes of SUFCs wastes (including lids and contamination) was collected, the vast 
majority of this packaging after its use goes to disposal. 
 
The overall SUFCs recycling rate in 2019 was just 2.8%, and the overall SUFCs waste 
management costs less materials value was approximately £6m. 
 
Between 2022 and 2034, an additional 558.1k tonnes SUFCs (or 51 billion items) cumulative 
are projected to be placed on the market. Of this, a further 78k tonnes of SUFCs will end up 
being littered at cost of £9.4m cumulative.  
 
At current collection/recycling rates, the vast majority of any of these SUFCs that are 
collected will continue to be disposed. The projected overall SUFCs waste management costs 
less materials value is around £92m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for SUFCs and their waste management are summarised in Figure 131. 
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Figure 131 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for SUFCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -42.0 64.9 11.6% £0.0 -£7.3 £7.3 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -144.0 144.0 25.8% £0.0 -£24.9 £24.9 

Charge -23.6 -32.7 -0.5 0.0% -£35.0 -£3.9 -£31.1 

Full ban -522.1 -719.8 -14.5 0.0% -£774.4 -£85.6 -£688.8 

Partial ban -320.5 -441.9 -8.9 0.0% -£475.4 -£52.6 -£422.9 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -147.5 -252.3 30.6 8.4% -£218.8 -£31.8 -£186.9 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -407.8 407.8 73.1% £0.0 -£70.5 £70.5 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -189.6 189.6 34.0% £0.0 -£32.8 £32.8 

EPR + MTB -147.5 -286.6 64.9 16.8% -£218.8 -£37.7 -£181.0 

EPR + MTB + 
Charge -182.2 -327.8 58.6 16.9% -£270.2 -£42.3 -£227.9 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -147.5 -390.6 168.9 42.1% -£218.8 -£55.6 -£163.2 

Charge + 
Recycling target -23.6 -171.3 138.1 26.0% -£35.0 -£27.8 -£7.1 

1 Fibre content of empty SUFCs packaging. 
2 SUFCs Packaging + lids + contamination. 
3 SUFCs Packaging + lids + contamination. 
4 Average SUFCs recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall SUFCs waste management costs less materials value. 
 
The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for SUFCs are as follows: 
 
For the single policies for SUFCs, all of the policies reduce SUFCs waste management costs 
less materials value, cumulative, relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory takeback or 
recycling rate targets reduces SUFCs waste management costs less materials value by more 
than they reduce benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing 
these policies (separately) for SUFC packaging has overall positive net benefits (cumulative, 
relative to baseline).  
 
Separately implementing charges, bans or an EPR approach for SUFCs has overall negative 
net benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline) because of the impacts on benefits from 
displacing usage of SUFCs with reusable alternatives, which outweighs the reduction (relative 
to baseline) in waste management costs less materials values in these policy scenarios.  
 
Implementing bans on SUFCs has the biggest impact (cumulative, relative to baseline) on 
the avoidance of litter/disposal, followed by implementing an EPR approach, and then 
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recycling targets for SUFCs. Charges and bans reduce SUFCs recycling relative to baseline, 
and setting recycling targets has the biggest positive impacts (cumulative, relative to 
baseline) on SUFCs waste recycling. 
 
For the policy combinations considered for SUFCs, all of the combined policies reduce SUFCs 
waste management costs less materials value, relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory 
takeback together with recycling rate targets or a deposit on SUFCs reduces waste 
management costs less materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to 
baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing these policy combinations for SUFCs has overall 
positive net benefits.  
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback with a deposit on SUFCs has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, cumulative relative to baseline, followed by an EPR approach 
combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling targets. The reduction in the 
avoidance of litter/disposal from implementing an EPR approach are reinforced by 
implementing the policy together with a mandatory takeback scheme, with charges on 
SUFCs, or with recycling rate targets for SUFCs. 
 
Implementing mandatory takeback with a SUFC deposit has the biggest impact on avoidance 
of litter/disposal, the biggest impact on SUFCs waste recycling, and the biggest positive 
impact on net benefits in the combined policies scenarios. Recycling rate targets for SUFCs 
are more effective when supported by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for 
SUFCs. 
 
For all of the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displace single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios. 
 
8.5.2 Plastic Cups 
 
In 2019, approximately 1 billion, or 13.8k tonnes, of single-use plastic cups (SUPCs) were 
placed on the market with a value of around £43m. After being used to serve drinks the 
SUPCs are typically contaminated and are either discarded as litter or enter some form of 
collection.  
 
Some 1.5k tonnes of SUPCs were littered (including lids and contamination) at a cost of 
approximately £180k, in 2019, and while more than 13k tonnes of SUPCs wastes (including 
lids & contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this material went to disposal.  
 
The recycling rate for SUPCs waste in 2019 is estimated to be between 2% – 4%, and the 
overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials was around £1.8m. 
 
Between 2022 and 2034, while a decline in the usage of SUPCs compared to 2019 is 
projected, an additional 10.5 billion SUPCs cumulative (or around 134k tonnes) with a 
cumulated market value of £422m are projected to be placed on the market. Of this, some 
15k tonnes of will end up as litter, at a cost of £1.8m, cumulative, but at current 
collection/recycling rates, the vast majority of any SUPC waste that is collected will continue 
to end up being disposed. 
 
The overall projected SUPCs waste management costs less materials values are £16.8m, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
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The impacts of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for SUPCs and their waste management are summarised in Figure 132. 
 
Figure 132 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for SUPCs, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -3.7 3.7 2.8% £0 -£0.53 £0.53 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -27.2 27.2 20.3% £0 -£3.84 £3.84 

Charge -9.2 -9.7 -0.3 0% -£0.13 -£1.16 £1.03 

Full ban -120.1 -126.2 -4.8 0% -£1.71 -£15.05 £13.34 

Partial ban -74.8 -78.6 -3.0 0% -£1.07 -£9.37 £8.30 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -17.5 -25.7 2.7 2.9% -£0.25 -£3.28 £3.03 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -67.1 67.1 50.1% £0 -£9.48 £9.48 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -31.5 31.5 23.5% £0 -£4.45 £4.45 

EPR + MTB -17.5 -29.1 6.2 5.9% -£0.25 -£3.82 £3.57 

EPR + MTB + 
Charge -28.0 -39.3 5.2 6.0% -£0.40 -£5.00 £4.60 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -17.5 -52.7 29.8 26.2% -£0.25 -£7.61 £7.36 

Charge + 
Recycling target -9.2 -34.6 24.5 20.0% -£0.13 -£4.67 £4.54 

1 Plastic content of empty SUPCs packaging. 
2 SUPCs packaging + lids + contamination. 
3 SUPCs packaging + lids + contamination. 
4 Average SUPCs recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. 
 
The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for SUPCs are as follows: 
 
For the single policies, all of the SUPCs policies reduce waste management costs less 
materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to baseline), i.e. the impact of 
implementing these policies (separately) for SUPCs has overall positive net benefits.  
 
Implementing bans on SUPCs has the biggest impacts on reduced usage of SUPCs and 
avoidance of SUPCs litter/disposal, recycling and SUPC waste management costs less 
materials value. But bans on SUPCs have the biggest negative impacts on benefits.  
 
Implementing an EPR approach or implementing charges on SUPCs prevents SUPCs wastes, 
avoids litter/disposal and reduces SUPCs waste management costs less materials value, with 
comparatively smaller negative impacts on benefits. Implementing a mandatory takeback 
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scheme for SUPCs has comparatively smaller impacts on SUPCs litter/disposal, recycling and 
waste management costs less materials value. 
 
Implementing recycling rate targets for SUPCs avoids litter/disposal and achieves high 
recycling of SUPCs packaging waste but without preventing single-use packaging or 
increasing the take-up of reusable alternatives. Implementing an EPR approach for SUPCs 
has comparable impacts on avoidance of litter/disposal (and SUPCs waste management costs 
less materials value) but the increase in SUPCs waste recycling is smaller. 
 
The impacts in all of the policy combinations considered is to reduce SUPCs waste 
management costs less materials value by more than they reduce benefits (relative to 
baseline), i.e. the impact of implementing these policies in combinations for SUPCs has 
overall positive net benefits.  
 
The biggest impacts on the use of SUPCs is from implementing EPR together with mandatory 
takeback and charges on SUPCs, followed by EPR alongside mandatory takeback, and then 
EPR together with mandatory takeback and recycling rate targets for SUPCs. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for SUPCs with a cup deposit has the biggest 
impact on the avoidance of litter/disposal, the biggest increase in recycling of SUPCs 
packaging waste (relative to baseline), and the biggest positive impact on overall benefits 
minus SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. 
 
Implementing charges on SUPCs combined with recycling rate targets has a comparatively 
smaller impacts on usage of SUPCs. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback policy with a cup deposit, and a mandatory takeback 
policy combined with recycling rate targets have no impacts (relative to baseline) on usage 
of SUPCs in these policy scenarios. 
 
For all of the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displace single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios. 
 
8.5.3 On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  
 
In 2019, approximately 3.2 billion items, or 30k tonnes, of single-use on-the-go fibre-
composite food packaging (OFFP) were placed on the market with an adjusted sales value of 
around £385m. After being used to serve food, the OFFP is typically contaminated, and is 
either discarded as litter or enters some form of collection.  
 
Littering of single-use OFFP (including contamination) is estimated to have cost 
approximately £810k, in 2019, and while almost 27k tonnes of OFFP wastes (including 
contamination) was collected, the vast majority of this material went to disposal.  
 
The overall OFFP waste recycling rate in 2019 is estimated to be just 0.6%. The overall OFFP 
waste management costs less materials value was £4m. 
 
Between 2022 and 2034, a further 47.3 billion items of single-use OFFP, more than 442k 
tonnes cumulative, with a cumulative sales market value of £5.7bn are projected to be 
placed on the market.  
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Approximately, a further 100k tonnes of single-use OFFP is projected to end up being 
littered, at a cost of £12m, cumulative 2022 to 2034. At current collection/recycling rates, 
the vast majority of OFFP will continue to be littered or go to disposal after being used once. 
The overall projected OFFP waste management costs less materials value is just under £60m 
cumulative 2022 to 2034. 
 
The impacts of implementing the policies (separately and in various combinations) outlined 
above for OFFP and their waste management are summarised in Figure 133. 
 
Figure 133 Summary of Impacts of Policy Scenarios for OFFP, cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

 POM1 Litter/ 
disposal2 Recycling3 Benefits Costs5 Benefits 

– Costs 

Scenario K tonnes K tonnes K tonnes %4 £m £m £m 

Mandatory 
Takeback (MTB) 0.0 -25.9 32.9 7.4% £0.0 £0.3 -£0.3 

Recycling 
targets 0.0 -114.4 114.4 25.9% £0.0 £1.3 -£1.3 

Charge -20.1 -22.4 -0.1 0.0% -£20.3 -£2.7 -£17.6 

Full ban -412.1 -459.1 -2.5 0.0% -£416.6 -£55.4 -£361.2 

Partial ban -253.4 -282.2 -1.5 0.0% -£256.1 -£34.1 -£222.0 

An EPR 
approach (EPR) -125.4 -167.4 10.9 3.7% -£126.7 -£19.1 -£107.6 

MTB + Cup 
deposit 0.0 -254.7 254.7 57.6% £0.0 £2.8 -£2.8 

MTB + 
Recycling target 0.0 -143.4 143.4 32.4% £0.0 £1.6 -£1.6 

EPR + MTB -125.4 -189.4 32.9 10.6% -£126.7 -£19.6 -£107.2 

EPR + MTB + 
Charge -154.9 -217.7 29.8 10.7% -£156.5 -£23.3 -£133.3 

EPR + MTB + 
Recycling target -125.4 -274.0 117.5 37.3% -£126.7 -£21.7 -£105.0 

Charge + 
Recycling target -20.1 -132.1 109.7 26.0% -£20.3 -£1.5 -£18.8 

1 Fibre content of empty OFFP. 
2 OFFP + contamination. 
3 OFFP + contamination. 
4 Average OFFP recycling rates 2022 to 2034. 
5 Overall OFFP waste management costs less materials value. 
 
The key conclusions from the assessment of policies for OFFP are as follows: 
 
All of the single policies for OFFP (implemented separately) reduce net benefits, cumulative 
relative to baseline. Implementing mandatory takeback or recycling rate targets for OFFP 
increases OFFP waste management costs less materials value (cumulative, relative to 
baseline). 
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Separately implementing charges, bans or an EPR approach for OFFP has (comparatively 
larger) overall negative impacts on net benefits (cumulative, relative to baseline) because of 
the negative impacts on benefits from displacing the usage of single-use OFFP with reusable 
alternatives in these policy scenarios.  
 
Implementing bans on OFFP has the biggest impacts (cumulative, relative to baseline) on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, followed by implementing an EPR approach for OFFP, and then 
recycling targets for OFFP waste. 
 
Bans or charges on single-use OFFP reduces OFFP waste recycling relative to baseline 
(although the impact for charges is negligible). Setting recycling targets for OFFP has the 
biggest positive impacts on OFFP waste recycling, cumulative relative to baseline, followed 
by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP. 
 
For the policy combinations considered for OFFP, all of the combined policies have negative 
impacts on net overall benefits, cumulative, relative to baseline.  
 
Implementing mandatory takeback with a deposit, or mandatory takeback with recycling rate 
targets for OFFP, increases OFFP waste management costs less materials value, cumulative 
relative to baseline. The other policy combinations reduce OFFP waste management costs 
less materials value, cumulative relative to baseline. 
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback with a deposit on OFFP has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal, cumulative relative to baseline, followed by implementing an EPR 
approach combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and recycling targets, and then an 
EPR approach combined with a mandatory takeback scheme and charges. The reduction in 
avoidance of litter/disposal from implementing an EPR approach is reinforced by 
implementing the policy together with a mandatory takeback scheme, with charges on OFFP, 
or with recycling rate targets for OFFP. 
 
Implementing mandatory takeback for OFFP with a deposit has the biggest impact on 
avoidance of litter/disposal and the biggest impact on OFFP waste recycling.  
 
Implementing a mandatory takeback scheme for OFFP together with either recycling rate 
targets, a deposit, charges, or an EPR approach has significantly greater impacts compared 
to mandatory takeback alone. Recycling rate targets for OFFP are more effective when 
supported by implementing a mandatory takeback scheme. 
 
For all of the policies (separate and combined) where the impacts of implementing these 
policies displace single-use packaging, take-up of reusable alternatives is increased. 
Increased take-up of reusable alternatives may have substantial negative environmental 
impacts (compared to single-use packaging) and/or other costs that are not monetised in 
these scenarios. 
 
8.5.4 Indicative Cost Impacts on Outlets Selling Takeaway Food and Drinks 
 
Figures 134 to 136 summarise indicative costs impacts for each of the policy scenarios 
(separately and for the combinations considered) on outlets selling takeaway food and drinks 
in single-use fibre-composite cups, single-use plastic cups, and other single-use fibre-
composite food packaging. 
 
This provides an indication of how the costs of implementing policies for single-use 
packaging might be distributed across different types of businesses. The outlet types are 
non-specialist outlets (restaurants that sell takeaway drinks, independent coffee shops and 
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branded coffee shops). For each type of single-use packaging, and for each policy scenario 
implemented, the costs less materials value are allocated across business outlet types 
according to the proportion of each business outlet type to total businesses. For each policy 
scenario the total costs presented are the overall waste management costs less materials 
value, cumulative 2032 to 2034. 
 
This intention is to provide an indicative assessment of, for example, the costs that might fall 
on independent coffee shops. And, if these businesses were assumed to be de-minimis, an 
indication of the costs the other business outlets would likely have to pick-up. 
 
Figure 134 Costs less Materials Values for Outlets Selling Takeaway Drinks in SUFCs, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

 

Non-specialist 
outlets 

(restaurants that 
sell takeaway 

drinks) 

Independent 
coffee shops 

Branded 
coffee 
shop 

outlets 
Total cost

Baseline £37.80 £24.15 £29.55 £91.50 

MTB £34.80 £22.24 £27.21 £84.25 

Recycling target £27.52 £17.59 £21.52 £66.62 

Charge £36.19 £23.13 £28.30 £87.61 

Full ban £2.43 £1.56 £1.90 £5.89 

Partial ban £16.09 £10.28 £12.58 £38.95 

EPR £24.65 £15.75 £19.27 £59.68 

MTB + Cup deposit £8.69 £5.55 £6.80 £21.04 

MTB + Recycling target £24.27 £15.51 £18.97 £58.75 

EPR + MTB £22.22 £14.20 £17.38 £53.80 

EPR + MTB + Charge £20.31 £12.98 £15.88 £49.18 

EPR + MTB + Recycling 
target £14.85 £9.49 £11.61 £35.95 

Charge +Recycling 
target £26.29 £16.80 £20.56 £63.66 
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Figure 135 Costs less Materials Values for Outlets Selling Takeaway Drinks in SUPCs, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

 

Non-specialist 
outlets 

(restaurants that 
sell takeaway 

drinks) 

Independent 
coffee shops 

Branded 
coffee 
shop 

outlets 
Total cost 

Baseline £6.93 £4.43 £5.42 £16.78 

MTB £6.71 £4.29 £5.25 £16.26 

Recycling target £5.34 £3.42 £4.18 £12.94 

Charge £6.45 £4.12 £5.05 £15.62 

Full ban £0.72 £0.46 £0.56 £1.73 

Partial ban £3.06 £1.96 £2.39 £7.41 

EPR £5.58 £3.57 £4.36 £13.51 

MTB + Cup deposit £3.02 £1.93 £2.36 £7.30 

MTB + Recycling target £5.09 £3.26 £3.98 £12.33 

EPR + MTB £5.35 £3.42 £4.19 £12.96 

EPR + MTB + Charge £4.87 £3.11 £3.80 £11.78 

EPR + MTB + Recycling 
target £3.79 £2.42 £2.96 £9.17 

Charge + Recycling 
target £5.00 £3.20 £3.91 £12.11 
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Figure 136 Costs less Materials Values for Outlets Selling Takeaway Foods in OFFP, 
cumulative 2022 to 2034 
 

OFFP 

Non-specialist 
outlets 

(restaurants 
that sell 

takeaway 
drinks) 

Independent 
coffee shops 

Branded 
coffee 
shop 

outlets 
Total cost 

Baseline £24.57 £15.70 £19.21 £59.48 

MTB £24.69 £15.78 £19.30 £59.77 

Recycling target £25.09 £16.04 £19.62 £60.75 

Charge £23.45 £14.99 £18.34 £56.79 

Full ban £1.68 £1.07 £1.31 £4.07 

Partial ban £10.50 £6.71 £8.21 £25.41 

EPR £16.68 £10.66 £13.05 £40.39 

MTB + deposit £25.74 £16.45 £20.13 £62.31 

MTB + Recycling target £25.23 £16.12 £19.73 £61.08 

EPR + MTB £16.48 £10.53 £12.89 £39.90 

EPR + MTB + Charge £14.96 £9.56 £11.70 £36.21 

EPR + MTB+ Recycling target £15.60 £9.97 £12.20 £37.76 

Charge + Recycling target £23.96 £15.31 £18.73 £58.01 

 
 
8.5.5 Key Uncertainties in the Modelled Scenarios 
 
The proportions of the different types of single-use packaging items that are littered, and 
how the policies impact on littering of these packaging types is uncertain. For single-use 
coffee cups, the EAC127 quotes 7.3% of used coffee cups littered based on 2.5 billion coffee 
cups sold. Specific figures on the littered quantities of fibre-composite cups, plastic cups and 
other fibre-composite food packaging are not available. The baseline scenarios assume 10% 
of these single-use packaging items are littered. With no evidence to draw on regarding 
examples of the impacts of the policies considered, the scenarios include an assumed 
reduction in littering. In the baseline scenario for SUPCs the cost of litter disposal is 10.4% 
of the overall waste management costs less materials value, in the scenarios for SUPCs it 
ranges from 7% to 12% of the overall SUPCs waste management costs less materials value. 
So alternative assumptions on the quantity of litter assumed has a small impact on overall on 
costs, e.g. orders of magnitude suggest other things equal that a doubling of the amount of 
litter increase litter disposal costs by approximately 10%. 

 
127 House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups Second Report of Session 2017–19 
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A more important uncertainty is that the litter costs (as modelled in the scenarios) are litter 
disposal costs and so are not representative of the complete costs of littering. More 
comprehensive costs relating to management of bin and ground litter for these packaging 
items would likely have a greater impact on their overall waste management costs. 
 
The number of reusable alternatives to single-use packaging items actually on the market is 
an uncertainty in the baseline scenarios. As is the rate at which they are assumed in the 
modelled scenarios to displace single-use items, i.e. the number of servings of food and 
hot/cold drinks per year accounted for by reusable cups/containers. The benefits in the 
scenarios where switching occurs relate to the net impact on sales of these cups/containers 
i.e. lost sales of empty single-use cups/containers relative to the increased sales of reusable 
cups/containers, and the benefits are sensitive to the particular assumptions made. 
 
While the policy scenarios consider switching from single-use to reusable cups/containers, 
scenarios for switching to non-composite single-use containers or switching out of single-use 
plastic cups are not included. For example, switching from fibre-composite cups to fibre cups 
(although the EPR scenario does cover this to some extent) or switching from single-use 
plastic cups to single-use fibre cups. 
 
There is an implicit simplifying assumption that in the scenarios with switching from single-
use cups/containers to reusable alternatives occurs, reusable cups/containers are durable, 
and last long enough to survive for the duration of the scenario horizon. Although likely to be 
comparatively small in terms of the overall costs, this means that disposal costs and/or 
replacement costs for reusable cups/containers are not included in overall costs. 
 
The recycling rate targets in the policy scenarios setting recycling rate targets for single-use 
packaging are in essence arbitrary, and in these scenarios the specific profile of the 
trajectory and the level of the targets has a big impact on the costs and benefits. There are 
very few examples of recycling targets being set for these types of single-use packaging 
materials, and there are none that give any information on impact, and over what period of 
time they are expected to be achieved. The policy scenarios with recycling rate targets are 
assumed to reflect a reasonably high ambition, for example against the very low starting 
point for recycling of fibre cups, but note that the current position is that the availability of 
collection systems for these materials is the limiting factor. 
 
Important uncertainties that are out of scope of this research are the monetised 
environmental benefits and costs of increased usage of reusable cups/containers relative to 
single-use equivalents. While there have been several Life Cycle Assessments (LCA) that 
have concluded that reusable cups offer the best environmental option and provide 
comparative environmental impacts to single-use packaging equivalents, there is often a 
balance point in such studies that depends on the number of times a reusable cup/container 
is required to be used (user behaviour) to avoid a greater environmental burden compared 
to single-use packaging.  
 
As a general point, while more durable (by design), reusable cups/containers are likely to be 
far heavier and have greater environmental burdens compared to single-use cups/containers 
from the associated extraction and use of materials and energy in their manufacture, 
transport and distribution. In their use-phase, reusable cups/containers require energy and 
water for washing for preparation for using again. That having been said, they are reused 
over and over and can displace the manufacture/use and waste of many single-use items.  
 
Ultimately, reusable cups/containers will become wastes (and likely need to be replaced due 
to breakages or being lost) and therefore the impacts of their fates at end-of-life also need 
to be considered. These impacts need to be carefully assessed and weighed against the 
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increased usage of single-use packaging items and the potential for single-use packaging to 
have reduced environmental impacts from enhanced capture, better waste management, 
higher recycling and higher recycled content, in order to avoid unintended consequences for 
the environment, wildlife, nature and citizens. 
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Appendix I: Data Robustness  
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A robustness analysis was completed on the data sources used. This was developed to 
highlight the level of uncertainty for each data source by scoring the data sources on the 
evidence and agreement level from stakeholders. Questions were asked relating to the 
evidence and agreement levels of the data used (see the tables later in this section for 
details) and then the data were scored on each axis.  
 
The results are shown in Figure 137 (POM) and Figure 138 (collections, recycling and 
costs). 
 
The tables thereafter provide a full breakdown for each project estimate. If the question is 
answered ‘Yes’ then a score of 3 is given, if ‘No’ then a score of 0. 
 
Figure 137 Data robustness assessment results – POM 
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Figure 138 Data robustness assessment results – Collections, Recycling and Costs 
 

 
 
 
To convert scores to a percentage that could be used to relate to an appropriate error 
margin128, the evidence and agreement levels scores were added and the percentage of the 
total possible score taken. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
128 These are assumed estimates of error margin and not the outputs of statistical calculation. 
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Figure 139 Data Robustness Assessment Results – Summary 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 140 Survey of collectors, recyclers, retailers, manufacturers and trade associations 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Evidence
(Robustness 

and 
completeness,

max 27):

Degree of 
agreement 
around the 

findings
(max 9):

1 2020 survey of supply chain 24 7
2 Valpak grocery EPIC data - cups 23 6
3 Valpak grocery EPIC data - other fibre-composite packaging 22 6
4 Valpak grocery EPIC data scaled using Kantar food-to-go market split 19 6
5 Valpak Hospitality EPIC Data - cups 22 6
6 Valpak Hospitality EPIC Data - other fibre-composite packaging 21 6
7 Estimate of small independents share of coffee market - fibre cups 18 5
8 Estimate of small independents share of coffee market - other fibre-composite packaging 17 5
9 Industry estimate of plastic cups as a proportion of fibre cups, cup/sleeve usage 19 5

10 Regional gross value added (balanced) by industry: all NUTS level regions 23 6
11 National Cup Recycling Scheme Collection Network Data 20 5
12 Collection Conrainer Capacities (Various Sources) 17 5
13 Verde Research and Consulting Ltd Market Intelligence - fibre cups 18 7
14 Verde Research and Consulting Ltd Market Intelligence - plastic cups 17 6
15 Various reports and data sources on waste collection, recycling and disposal costs 19 7
16 Valpak Recycling knowledge of waste collection, recycling and disposal costs 18 7

Robustness Scores

Data & Source

Data
2020 survey of collectors, recyclers, retailers, producers and trade associations
Source
Questionnaire surveys
Data Used In:
POM estimate + composition

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes 3
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes 3
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 24

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 7



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  247 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Figure 141 Valpak EPIC grocery data – single-use cups 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 142 Valpak EPIC grocery data – on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Valpak grocery EPIC data
Source
Valpak
Data Used In:
Consumer Grocery cups (fibre-composite and plastic)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes 3
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 23

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6

Data
Valpak grocery EPIC data
Source
Valpak
Data Used In:
Consumer Grocery (on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 22

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6
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Figure 143 Kantar food-to-go market shares 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 144 Valpak EPIC hospitality data – single-use cups 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Valpak grocery EPIC data scaled using Kantar food-to-go market split
Source
Kantar
Data Used In:
Consumer Non-grocery

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes 3
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? No 0
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? No 0
Total 19

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6

Data
Valpak Hospitality EPIC Data
Source
Valpak  
Data Used In:
Hospitality cups (fibre-composite and plastic)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 22

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6
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Figure 145 Valpak EPIC hospitality data – on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 146 Estimates of coffee shop market share – fibre-composite cups 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Valpak Hospitality EPIC Data
Source
Valpak  
Data Used In:
Hospitality cups (on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 21

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes 3
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6

Data
Estimate that small independents make up 30-35% of coffee market
Source
Survey responses
Data Used In:
Hospitality for fibre-composite cups 

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 18

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 5
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Figure 147 Estimates of coffee shop market share – on-the-go fibre-composite food 
packaging 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 148 Industry estimates of plastic cups, cup lids and sleeves usage 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Estimate that small independents make up 30-35% of coffee market
Source
Survey responses
Data Used In:
Hospitality for on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 17

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 5

Data
Industry estimate of plastic cups as a proportion of fibre cups, and cup lids/sleeve usage
Source
Questionnaire surveys - retailers responses only
Data Used In:
Plastic cup total POM

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 19

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 5
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Figure 149 Regional gross value added (GVA) by industry 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 150 Collection network data 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Regional gross value added (balanced) by industry: all NUTS level regions
Source
ONS
Data Used In:
Nation split for all packaging types

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes with some reservations 2
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes 3
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes 3
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes 3
Total 23

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6

Data
Collection Network Data
Source
National Cup Recycling Scheme 
Data Used In:
Quantity of collection points in UK

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes with some reservations 2
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes 3
Total 20

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 5
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Figure 151 Collection container capacities 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 152 Survey of recyclers (fibre-composite cup recycling) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Collection Container Capacities
Source
Various container suppliers
Data Used In:
Collection network capacities.

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? Yes with some reservations 2
Total 17

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? No 0
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 5

Data
Survey of Recyclers
Source
Verde Research and Consulting Ltd 
Data Used In:
Recycling and Recycling Capacities (fibre cups)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? No 0
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 18

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? Yes with some reservations 2
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 7
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Figure 153 Survey of recyclers (plastic cup recycling) 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 154 Various reports and data sources on waste collection, recycling and disposal 
costs 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Data
Survey of Recyclers
Source
Verde Research and Consulting Ltd 
Data Used In:
Recycling and Recycling Capacities (plastic cups)

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes 3
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? No 0
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 17

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 6

Data
Waste collection, recycling and disposal costs
Source
Various reports and data sources on waste collection, recycling and disposal costs
Data Used In:
Waste collection, recycling and disposal costs for single use cups and on-the-go comp-fibr.

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 19

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? Yes with some reservations 2
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 7

Scoring Score

Yes  3

Yes with some reservations 2

More yes than no, but equivocal 1

No 0
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Figure 155 Valpak Recycling Services knowledge of waste collection, recycling and disposal 
costs 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Data
Waste collection, recycling and disposal costs
Source
Valpak Recycling knowledge of waste collection, recycling and disposal costs
Data Used In:
Waste collection, recycling and disposal costs for single use cups and on-the-go comp-fibr.

Evidence (Robustness and completeness, max 27): Scoring (Max 27)
Does the data cover the correct time-frame? Yes 3
Does the data provide complete coverage? Yes with some reservations 2
Has the data been sourced from credible, up-to-date sources? Yes with some reservations 2
Is the underlying data reasonably free from concerns (e.g. official data from the ONS)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Have the findings been independently peer-reviewed? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Is the methodology/calculation reasonably free from concerns? Yes with some reservations 2
Have the methodology/calculations been independently checked (internally or externally)? Yes 3
Is the quantitative evidence well rooted in a wider qualitative understanding of the issue? Yes 3
Have the findings been sense-checked against credible alternative sources (incl. inconclusively)? More yes than no, but equivocal 1
Total 18

Degree of agreement around the findings (max 9): Scoring (Max 09)
Does more than one data source confirm the findings (within +/- 5%)? Yes with some reservations 2
Do the key stakeholders/experts actively agree with the findings? Yes with some reservations 2
Has feedback from the key stakeholders been incorporated in the reporting of findings? Yes 3
Total 7

Scoring Score

Yes  3

Yes with some reservations 2

More yes than no, but equivocal 1

No 0
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Figure 156 Producers of Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre Composite Food Packaging 
 

    

Fibre-
composite 
cups (Inc. 

Lids) 

Plastic 
single-use 
cups (Inc. 

Lids) 

On-the-go 
fibre-

composite 
food 

packaging 

Address 

Benders Paper Cups Manufacturer      F Bender Limited, 
Gresford Industrial Park, 
Chester Road, 
Wrexham, 
LL12 8LX 
 
Tel: 01978 855 661 

Dart Products Manufacturer      Dart Products Limited 
Garratts Lane 
Cradley Heath 
West Midlands 
B64 5RE 
 
Tel: 0121 559 1414 

Egreen Manufacturer      EGreen International 
Limited 
HEAD OFFICE 
4th Floor, Chancery House, 
St. Nicholas Way, Sutton, 
Surrey, SM1 1JB UK 
 
Tel: 0208 646 0456 

Graphic Packaging  Manufacturer    Graphic Packaging  
Textile House Dukesway, 
Gateshead  
NE11 0LF 
 
Tel: 0191 491 6080 

G & S Packaging  Manufacturer    G & S Packaging  
236 Hampton Road 
Ilford, Essex 
London 
IG1 1PP 
 
Tel: 07956 800 590 

Huhtamaki Manufacturer    Huhtamaki  
41 Inn Rd 
Dollingstown, Craigavon  
BT66 7JN 
 
Tel: 028 3832 7711 
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Printed Cup Company Manufacturer    Paper Cup House 
Taylor Street 
Clitheroe 
Lancashire 
BB7 1NL 
 
Tel: 01200 449 900 

RPC Group / Berry Manufacturer      RPC Containers Limited 
Kenfig Industrial Estate 
Water Street 
Margam, Port Talbot 
SA13 2PE 
 
Tel: 01656 746 655  

Seda Manufacturer    Seda 
Salvatore D’Amato Court 
10, Hawtin Park 
Gellihaf – Blackwood 
South Wales 
NP 12 2EU 
 
Tel: 01443 811 888 

Vegware Manufacturer    Vegware 
39 Melville Street 
Edinburgh 
EH3 7JF 
 
Tel: 0330 223 0400 

Brakes Distributor    Brakes 
Enterprise House, Eureka 
Business Park 
Ashford, Kent 
TN25 4AG 
 
Tel: 0345 606 9090 

Booker Distributor    Booker 
Irthlingborough Road 
Wellingborough  
NN8 1LT 
 
Tel: 01933 371 000 
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Bunzl  Distributor    Bunzl Retail Supplies 
Lamplight Way 
Agecroft Commerce Park 
Swinton, Manchester 
M27 8UJ 
 
Tel: 01617 432 222 
 
Bunzl Catering Supplies 
Epsom Chase, 1 Hook Road 
Epsom, Surrey 
KT19 8TY 
 
Tel: 01372 736300 

Enviropak Distributor    Enviropak 
Unit 4, Chantry Place 
Harrow, Middlesex 
HA3 6NY 
 
Tel: 020 8428 9184 

GM Packaging Distributor    GM Packaging 
Unit 30A, New York Way, 
New York Industrial Park 
Shiremoor, Newcastle upon 
Tyne  
NE27 0QF 
 
Tel: 0191 296 2007 

Pronto-Pack  Distributor     Pronto-Pack  
Unit 1, Lawrence Hill 
Industrial Park  
Croydon Street, Lawrence 
Hill 
Bristol  
BS5 0EB 
 
Tel: 0117 955 5600 

ProPac Packaging Distributor    ProPac Packaging 
Abbey Lane Industrial 
Estate, Abbey Lane 
Burscough, Ormskirk  
L40 7SR 
 
Tel: 01704 893 590 

RawPac Distributor    RawPac 
Catherine House, 33-35 
Liverpool Road 
Cadishead, Manchester  
M44 5BQ 
 
Tel: 0161 775 3737 
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R+R Packaging Distributor    R+R Packaging 
Admiral Business Park, Unit 
1D 
Cramlington  
NE23 1WG 
 
Tel: 01670 546 666 

Stephensons  Distributor    Stephensons  
Kennerley Works 
Stockport, Cheshire 
SK2 6EQ 
 
Tel: 0161 483 6256 

Tri-star Distributor    Tri-star 
Tri-Star House, Unit 4 The 
Arena 
Mollison Avenue, Enfield 
Middlesex  
EN3 7NL 
 
Tel: 020 8443 9100 

BaxterStorey Distributor of 
Products 

(Foodservice 
businesses) 

   BaxterStorey 
300 Thames Valley Park 
Drive 
Reading 
RG6 1PT 
 
Tel: 0118 9356 700 

Bidfood Distributor of 
Products 

(Foodservice 
businesses) 

   Bidfood 
814 Leigh Rd, Slough  
SL1 4BD 
 
Tel: 01494 555 900 

Greencore Distributor of 
Products 

(Convenience 
foods) 

   Greencore  
Links Business Park, 
Midland Way 
Barlborough, Chesterfield  
S43 4XA 
 
Tel: 01909 545 900 
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Figure 157 Collectors of Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre Composite Food Packaging 
 

    

Fibre-
composite 
cups (Inc. 

Lids) 

Plastic 
single-use 
cups (Inc. 
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On-the-go 
fibre-

composite 
food 

packaging 

Address 

ACM Environmental Broker     ACM Environmental 
Eco House, Lea Road 
Waltham Abbey  
EN9 1AS 
 
Tel: 0870 077 7555 

Biffa Collector     Biffa 
Coronation Road, High 
Wycombe  
HP12 3TZ 
 
Tel: 01494 521 221 

BPR Collector     BPR 
52 Lant Street 
London 
SE1 1RB 
 
Tel: 020 7407 9100 

Bywaters Collector     Bywaters 
Twelvetrees Crescent 
London  
E3 3JG 
 
Tel: 020 7001 6000 

B&M (Bagnall and Morris) Collector     B&M 
Iris House, Dock Road 
South 
Bromborough, Wirral 
CH62 4SQ 
 
Tel: 0330 1234 100 

Cawleys Collector     Cawleys 
1 Covent Garden Close 
Luton, Bedfordshire 
LU4 8QB 
 
Tel: 0845 260 2000 

Chambers Group Collector     Chambers Group 
Chambers House, North 
Moors 
Guildford, Surrey  
GU1 1SE 
 
Tel: 01483 504 595 
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Cumbria Waste Collector     Cumbria Waste 
Wavell Drive, Carlisle 
Cumbria  
CA1 2ST 
 
Tel: 0845 241 3333 

Enviro-Tek  Collector     Enviro-Tek  
Olival House 
25 Horsecroft Road, Harlow
CM19 5BH 
 
Tel: 08448 009 337 

First Mile Collector     First Mile, 
Screenworks, 22 Highbury 
Grove, 
London 
N5 2ER 
 
Tel: 0333 300 3448 

Grundon Collector     Grundon 
Thames House 
Oxford Road 
Benson, Wallingford  
OX10 6LX 
 
Tel: 01491 834 311 

Options Management  Collector     Options Management  
Options House 
Maries Way, Silverdale 
Business Park 
Newcastle-under-Lyme, 
Staffordshire 
ST5 6PA 
 
Tel: 01782 629 888 

Pulse Environmental  Collector     Pulse Environmental 
Unit 7A+B, 210 Church 
Road 
London  
E10 7JQ 
 
Tel: 020 8988 2535 

Reconomy Broker     Reconomy 
Kelsall House 
Stafford Court, Stafford 
Park 1 
Telford, Shropshire  
TF3 3BD 
 
Tel: 01952 292 000 
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Rishton Waste Paper  Collector     Rishton Waste Paper  
Unit 12, Riverside Industrial 
Estate 
Hermitage Street, Blackburn 
BB1 4NF 
 
Tel: 01254 885 606 

Select Environmental  
Services  

Collector     Select Environmental 
Services  
Prosper Park, Bennet Rd 
Reading  
RG2 0QX 
 
Tel: 0118 975 9000 

Simply Cups Collector     Simply Cups 
26 Kings Hill Ave, Kings Hill 
West Malling  
ME19 4UA 
 
Tel: 03330 433 033 

Suez Collector     Suez 
Suez House, Grenfell Road 
Maidenhead, Berkshire  
SL6 1ES 
 
Tel: 0800 093 1103 

Veolia Collector     VEOLIA UK 
8th Floor, 210 Pentonville 
Road 
London 
N1 9JY 
 
Tel: 0207 812 5000 

What Rubbish Collector     What Rubbish 
81 Springfield Road, 
Cotham 
Bristol  
BS6 5SW 
 
Tel: 0117 9012 530 
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Figure 158 Recyclers of Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre Composite Food Packaging 
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composite 
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Plastic 
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food 

packaging 

Address 

ACE / Sonoco Recycling Recycler 


  ACE / Sonoco Recycling 
Holywell Green, Stainland 
Halifax 
HX4 9PY 
 
Tel: 0800 073 0062 

Circular&Co. / Nextek 
 

Recycler    Circular&Co. 
Unit 6 
Cligga Head Industrial Estate
St. Georges Hill 
Perranporth, Cornwall 
TR6 0EB 
 
Tel: 01872 575000 
 
Nextek 
Level 2, 1 Kensington Gore, 
London  
SW7 2AR 
 
Tel: 07981 277 561 

DS Smith  Recycler 


  DS Smith  
7th Floor, 350 Euston Road 
Regent’s Place 
London 
NW1 3AX 
 
Tel: 02077 561 800 

Essity Recycler 


  Essity 
Southfields Road 
LU6 3EJ  
 
Tel: 01582 677 570 

James Cropper Recycler 


  James Cropper 
Bridge Street 
Burneside, Kendal  
LA9 6PZ 
 
Tel: 01539 722 002 
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Appendix III: Collection and Recycling 
Costs / Rebates 
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Figure 159 Material Collected from Individual Locations (Stores, Cafés, Offices, and Transport Hubs etc.) 
 

  
Collection Transport Sortation Recycling Disposal 

cost Contamination
Disposal 

(Contamination 
/ t of cups) 

Net Value 
/ Cost  

Collection System £/t £/t £/t £/t129 £/t % £130 £/t 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£31 -£17 -£40 £110 -£130 11% -£14 £8 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
(segregated) -£160 -£17 £0 £220 -£130 9% -£12 £31 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (co-mingled with other DMR) -£10 -£17 -£40 -£40 -£130 6% -£8 -£115 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (segregated) -£160 -£17 £0 £0 -£130 4% -£5 -£183 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£160 -£17 -£40 £5 -£130 11% -£14 -£227 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (segregated) -£160 -£17 £0 £20 -£130 11% -£14 -£172 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
129 This includes £70 per tonne incentive payment which is paid by the National Cup Recycling Scheme to incentivise the collection of these cups. 
130 This is a process loss calculated using the estimated process loss as a proportion of the disposal cost. 
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Figure 160 Material Collected from a Distribution Centre (or Equivalent) that was Backhauled by a Retailer 
 

  
Collection Transport Sortation Recycling Disposal 

cost Contamination
Disposal 

(Contamination 
/ t of cups) 

Net Value 
/ Cost  

Collection System £/t £/t £/t £/t131 £/t % £132 £/t 
Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£133 -£13 -£40 £110 -£130 9% -£12 -£88 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
(segregated) -£160 -£13 £0 £220 -£130 7% -£9 £38 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (co-mingled with other DMR) -£5 -£13 -£40 -£40 -£130 4% -£5 -£103 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (segregated) -£160 -£13 £0 £0 -£130 2% -£3 -£175 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£5 -£13 -£40 £5 -£130 9% -£12 -£64 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (segregated) -£160 -£13 £0 £20 -£130 7% -£9 -£162 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
131 This includes £70 per tonne incentive payment which is paid by the National Cup Recycling Scheme to incentivise the collection of these cups. 
132 This is a process loss calculated using the estimated process loss as a proportion of the disposal cost. 
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Figure 161 Material Collected from On-street Collections 
 

  
Collection Transport Sortation Recycling Disposal 

cost Contamination
Disposal 

(Contamination 
/ t of cups) 

Net Value 
/ Cost  

Collection System £/t £/t £/t £/t133 £/t % £134 £/t 
Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£133 -£17 -£40 £110 -£130 20% -£26 -£107 

Fibre-composite single-use cups & lids 
(segregated) -£267 -£17 £0 £220 -£130 15% -£20 -£83 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (co-mingled with other DMR) -£67 -£17 -£40 -£40 -£130 15% -£20 -£183 

Plastic single-use cups & lids collected 
mixed (segregated) -£267 -£17 £0 £0 -£130 10% -£13 -£297 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (co-mingled with other 
DMR) 

-£133 -£17 -£40 £5 -£130 20% -£26 -£212 

On-the-go fibre-composite food packaging 
collected mixed (segregated) -£267 -£17 £0 £20 -£130 15% -£20 -£283 

 
 
 
 

 
133 This includes £70 per tonne incentive payment which is paid by the National Cup Recycling Scheme to incentivise the collection of these cups.  
134 This is a process loss calculated using the estimated process loss as a proportion of the disposal cost.  
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Initiatives for Managing Fibre-composite Cups 
1. Germany – Voluntary: FreiburgCup - DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
Since November 2016, ASF (which is in charge of waste collection, treatment, and 
prevention and cleaning services in Freiburg, Germany) has provided reusable coffee cups 
free of charge to cafés and shops that join the Freiburg Cup project. They also provide 
posters and stickers to promote the project and make it visible to customers. Participation in 
the system and using Freiburg cup is voluntary for customers and cafés, but ASF encourages 
them to phase out the use of single-use coffee cups. 
 
Customers willing to get their coffee in a FreiburgCup pay a €1 (£0.86) deposit which they 
get back when they return the cup to any of the cafés or shops participating in the 
programme. 
 
The cafés and shops must wash the cup themselves to prepare them for reuse. At the time 
of this research, over 100 cafés, bakeries and cafeterias had joined the initiative which helps 
participating customers to easily redeem their cup deposits135. 
 
2. Germany – Voluntary: RECUP - DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
Launched in 2016, RECUP offers a reuse scheme to cafés and coffee chains in Germany. 
Coffee consumers pay a deposit when opting for the RECUP reusable cup and can return the 
cup to any RECUP partner to redeem their deposit.  
 
RECUP partners (cafés and coffee chains) pay a membership service fee to finance the 
operation of the scheme and have access to a mobile application. Coffee consumers pay a €1 
(£0.86) deposit per cup when purchasing coffee in-store and can have as many RECUP cups 
as they wish. 
 
All RECUP partners are required to clean and reuse the cups returned to them. RECUP is 
currently expanding the system by testing it with partners, such as McDonalds and Deutsche 
Bahn. 
 
Research for this project indicates that the Freiburg Cup scheme above was set up 
independently to the RECUP scheme as at the time of writing RECUP did not provide 
coverage in Freiburg136.  
 
3. UK – Voluntary: Boston Tea Party – Ban and DRS 
 
Boston Tea Party is a coffeehouse chain that (since 2018) only serves drinks in reusable 
cups137. When the customer purchased a takeaway drink, they have three options: 

 Bring their own reusable cup 

 Buy a reusable cup 

 Use the “Loan Cup” scheme, which uses a deposit system and the customer can get 
a full refund in any of the Boston Tea Party cafés 

 
135 www.freiburgcup.de 
136 https://recup.de/ 
137 https://bostonteaparty.co.uk/cups/ 
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By August 2020, the initiative had:  

 Prevented over 340,000 takeaway cups being used 

 Sold over 49,000 Ecoffee cups 

 Raised over £12,500 for charities 
 

4. South Korea – Mandatory: Single-use Fibre-composite Cups Ban138,139,140 
 
In 2021, South Korea will ban the use of paper cups in restaurants and coffee shops. 
Customers will also have to pay a charge for using single-use takeaway containers under a 
national campaign to reduce the use of single-use products. There are also plans to launch a 
"cup deposit system", whereby a deposit will be needed for reusable cups and it will be 
refunded only upon return. 
 
In 2018, 21 coffee franchises banned plastic cups in their stores and instead used typical 
reuse mugs and glasses with significant results. 
 
The 21 franchises used 206 tonnes of plastic cups in July 2018, but this dropped to 58 
tonnes in April 2019, a 72% reduction. 
 
Starbucks Coffee Korea, in cooperation with the Ministry of Environment, is implementing a 
single-use cup-free store campaign by implementing the serving of beverages in reusable 
mugs to customers who consume in-store, as standard141.  
 
Figure 162 Signage Promoting the Ban and Encouraging Reuse Cups 
 

   
 
 
 
 
 

 
138 
https://world.kbs.co.kr/service/news_view.htm?lang=e&Seq_Code=149550#:~:text=Starting%20in%202021%2C%20paper%
20cups,the%20use%20of%20disposable%20products.&text=Food%20delivery%20services%20will%20also,plastic%20spoons
%20and%20wooden%20chopsticks. 
139 https://www.nst.com.my/world/region/2019/11/541444/no-more-paper-cups-2021 
140 https://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/nation/2020/11/113_279161.html 

141 https://www.starbucks.co.kr/responsibility/no_disposable_cup.do 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  271 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

5. Latvia – Mandatory: Single-use Tax142 
 
From 1st July 2019, single-use tableware and accessories made of plastic (polymers), paper, 
cardboard, their composite materials (laminates) with polymer or metal components, metal 
foils, wood or other natural fibres have been subject to the natural resources tax.  
 
Sellers of plastic single-use tableware and utensils in catering and retail have to pay DRN 
€1.22/kg (£1.06/kg). 
 
6. Berkeley – Mandatory: Single-use Cup Charge143,144,145 
 
The US city of Berkeley, California introduced a law on 1st January 2020, which requires all 
cafés and restaurants to charge $0.25 (£0.18) for single-use cups, and that all takeaway 
cups must be compostable. The $0.25 (£0.18) charge must be visible to customers via 
signage, menus or receipts. The surcharge is not a city tax, but rather a fee retained by the 
business owner. Customers can avoid the charge by bringing their own reusable cup. 
 
Although introduced in January 2020, the city did not take steps towards enforcement until 
1st January 2021. The phasing and the delayed enforcement were deliberate to allow 
businesses time to prepare. One year was given to help any businesses that had trouble 
making the transition, allowing time to work out any individual or specific challenges that 
vendors had, and provide technical assistance.  
 
A few coffee shops implemented a further incentive to the scheme by giving customers that 
bring their own cup a $0.25 (£0.18) discount. This means the price of a drink can range from 
$3.75 (£2.67) to $3.25 (£2.32) depending on whether the customer brought their own cup. 
 
7. Zero Waste Scotland / Scottish Government – Mandatory: Single-use Cup 
Charge146,147 
 
Numerous studies show single-use cup charges are more effective than discounts at 
increasing reusable cup use. 
 
Most large coffee retailers in the UK have offered a £0.25 discount (or equivalent) for 
customers using reusable cups. However, evidence indicates that reusable cup discounts are 
ineffective at significantly changing reuse behaviour, with reuse rates among major high 
street retailers consistently around only 1-2% of sales. 
 
An alternative to reusable cup discounts is a charge on single-use cups. A growing number of 
studies indicate single-use coffee cup charges, which are similar in nature to the single-use 
carrier bag charge, are significantly more effective than reusable cup discounts at driving 
reuse uptake. This method aligns with loss aversion theory, which finds people are more 
sensitive to perceived losses than perceived gains when making decisions. 

 
142 https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=124707 
143 https://www.berkeleyside.com/2020/01/08/berkeleys-new-disposable-cup-law-is-now-in-effect-but-heres-why-you-might-
not-realize-it-yet 
144https://www.cityofberkeley.info/Public_Works/Zero_Waste/Berkeley_Single_Use_Foodware_and_Litter_Reduction_Ordinance.
aspx 
145 https://zwconference.org/wp-content/uploads/presentations/nrc-nzwc_detournay_c.pdf  
146 https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Cups%20Sold%20Separately%20-%20final2.pdf  

147 https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/litter-flytipping/coffee-cup-litter 
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Figure 163 Key Findings from Single-use Cup Charge Trials148 

 
 
 
The Scottish Government has stated that they aim to have a sustainable model of 
consumption by 2025, which includes the majority of beverages in Scotland being sold in 
reusable cups. They have also indicated that they are committed in principle to the use of 
charging in relation to single-use drinks cups, alongside other measures to reduce plastic 
waste. However due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the timetable for introducing a charge has 
not been confirmed. 
 
8. Ireland – Mandatory: Single-use Cup Charge 

 
The Irish Government are aiming to eventually ban single-use coffee cups and ban the 
unnecessary use of cold drinks cups, they also plan to add a charge for food containers 
defined under the Single-Use Plastics Directive (SUPD), and legislate to ban their 
unnecessary use) under the Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy149, however they plan 
to include an interim step to this by introducing a charge. The rate is still to be determined 
but likely to be €0.10 (£0.09), €0.15 (£0.13) or €0.25 (£0.22) and is due to come into effect 
in 2021. 
 
They also propose to develop a second phase of levies, to come into effect from 2022, which 
would focus on takeaway food containers, and a third phase which will address food 
packaging in retail outlets including for bakery items, fruit, vegetables etc150,151. 
 
In addition to this, Ireland intends to bring in modulated fees under EPR, so that packaging 
producers must pay increased fees for non-recyclable and composite packaging. This should 
be introduced before 2024. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
148 https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Cups%20Sold%20Separately%20-%20final2.pdf 
149 https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/4221c-waste-action-plan-for-a-circular-economy/  
150 https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2019/11/6/ireland-to-impose-latte-levy-by-2021-to-cut-plastic-waste  
151 https://www.gov.ie/en/consultation/f9429-public-consultation-on-the-proposed-introduction-of-new-environmental-levies/  
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Figure 164 Graphics Explaining the Changes 
 

 
 
9. Canada – Mandatory: Vancouver Single-use Cup Charge152 
 
Effective from 1st January 2022, originally planned for 1st January 2021 but delayed due to 
the Covid-19 pandemic, Vancouver have set a minimum fee of $0.25 (£0.18), which must be 
charged for each single-use beverage cup sold to the consumer. Single-use beverage cup 
means a cup made from any material, used to serve a beverage for its intended purpose 
only once before being disposed as waste. 
 
Key points of the legislation are: 

 A minimum fee of $0.25 (£0.18) must be charged on each single-use beverage cup 
distributed 

 Cup fees must be displayed on menu boards, menus, and internet-based ordering 
platforms 

 Cup fees must be shown as a separate line item on any receipts provided to 
customers by using wording such as “Cup fee” 

 Food vendors must tell customers the amount of the cup fee for any orders placed 
over the phone 

 Reporting requirement: Food vendors must report to the City the number of single-
use cups distributed in the previous 12 months at every location with a business 
license 

 Food and drinks vendors keep the cup fees and revenue from the cup fees is not 
remitted to the City 

 Food and drinks vendors can freely determine how they use the cup fees, although 
they are encouraged to: 

o Invest in reusable alternatives for single-use items, such as reusable cups for 
drinks, commercial dishwashers, and reusable cup-share programmes. 

 
152 https://vancouver.ca/green-vancouver/cups.aspx 
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o Cover the cost of complying with the by-law, example: software updates, 
training staff, etc. 
 

10. UK – Voluntary: National Cup Recycling Scheme (Takeback Plus) 
 
The National Cup Recycling Scheme sees major UK retailers working together to create a 
takeback plus system for collecting and recycling hot and cold fibre-composite cups. 
 
Launched in April 2018, the National Cup Recycling Scheme was setup by Costa Coffee and 
is now co-funded by seven other major brands including McDonald's, Caffè Nero, Pret A 
Manger, Greggs, Burger King, Pure and Lavazza Professional. Valpak helped design the 
scheme and acts as the Scheme Administrator. 
 
The challenge is collecting the paper cups when, as an on-the-go item, they can end up in a 
wide range of locations such as transport hubs, universities, offices. 
 
Several of the National Cup Recycling Scheme members offer collection points in store, and 
others are building on their experience to introduce cup recycling in their stores. 
 
The National Cup Recycling Scheme offers a financial incentive to waste collectors to collect 
fibre-composite cups, offering them an additional £70 per tonne of cups, co-funded by 
brands. This is on-top of the commercial fee they may receive from their clients and any 
rebate they receive for the material from recyclers. 
 
This Scheme aims to make the collection of cups commercially attractive for waste collectors 
to include it as part of their recycling offering to customers153. 
 
11. England – Voluntary: Hubbub Square Mile Challenge – Coffee Cup Recycling 
 
In 2017, Hubbub set up “cup cube” at an art installation the Square Mile Challenge to boost 
paper cup recycling on the streets across the City of London. To achieve this, seven giant 
yellow coffee-cup bins were positioned across the city to collect cups for recycling and raise 
awareness of the campaign. This was boosted with more than 100 recycling points across the 
Square Mile including every branch of Costa, Marks & Spencer, McDonalds, Nespresso, Pret a 
Manger and Starbucks.  
 
All coffee cups collected for the #SquareMileChallenge were recycled into something new in 
one of two ways. The first way shreds the whole coffee cup, processing it into a resin which 
is mixed with recycled plastic to create a new mouldable plastic material. This can then be 
made into a range of products such as picnic benches, trays and coasters. The second way 
involves separating the plastic lining and paper in the paper cup, so the plastic can be 
removed, and fibres can be recovered and made into products like cardboard containers154. 
 
Since the Square Mile Challenge Hubbub have replicated and scaled cup recycling to Leeds, 
Swansea and Edinburgh as part of the 'Leeds by Example' and #InTheLoop city-wide 
recycling on-the-go campaigns. They have also created 'The Cup Fund', a £1 million grant in 
collaboration with Starbucks to scale cup recycling across the UK.  
 
 
 
 

 
153 https://www.cuprecyclingscheme.co.uk/about 
154 https://www.hubbub.org.uk/square-mile-challenge 
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12. UK – Voluntary: ButterflyCups – Plastic-free Paper Cup 
 
The ButterflyCup is a plastic-free paper cup for hot and cold drinks which can be recycled by 
disposing of it in a regular paper recycling bin along with cardboard, newspaper, etc.  
 
ButterflyCup’s built-in lid and drinking spout also eliminates the need for plastic lids and 
straws. 
 
It is already in use in 20 countries and was due to arrive in the UK in December 2020, but it 
was postponed and is due to be launched in March 2021 at the Hotel, Restaurant & Catering 
Show in London155,156. 
 
Figure 165 Butterfly Cup 
 

 
 
 
13. UK – Voluntary: Frugal Cups – Recyclable Cup 
 
Frugal Cup is made of recycled fibre, with a lightly attached plastic lining that separates 
easily during recycling. 
 
The product is composed of 96% recycled paperboard outer and 4% food-grade 
polyethylene (PE) liner. 
 
The two elements easily separate during the standard recycling process so that the 
paperboard can be recycled again, and the liner can be recycled or used for energy from 
waste. 
 
The company claims the cups can be deposited in any traditional recycling bin for paper and 
can be recycled as part of the mainstream recycling process. 
 
They claim it is a more pragmatic solution than trying to set up specialist collection points for 
conventional cups, as they already have recycling bins. They have undertaken trials with 
independent coffee shops (The Baltic Roastery coffee shop in Liverpool, owned by 92 
Degrees Coffee, and The Docks Coffee House of Southampton) and are working with 
Starbucks157,158. 

 
155 https://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-9005947/Environment-Britains-plastic-free-lidless-disposable-compostable-
cup-launches-today.html 
156 https://butterflycup.com/ 
157 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/business-40951041 
158 https://www.frugalpac.com/frugal-cup/ 
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14. Australia – Voluntary: 7-Eleven’s Cup Rescue Campaign – Cup Recycling159,160 
 
7-Eleven is the second largest coffee chain in Australia, and it aims to rescue as many cups 
(of any brand – not just 7-Eleven branded cups) as they can from landfill. Together with 
Simply Cups, 7-Eleven is leading the cup recycling movement in Australia so that takeaway 
cups can be collected, processed and recycled. More than 600 7-Eleven stores offer coffee 
cup recycling. 
 
To raise public awareness around the initiative they focussed on three key areas:  

 Raising awareness of coffee cup myths through national advertising campaigns, 
school programs and in-store 

 Educating about the correct recycling processes 

 Encouraging/signposting consumers people into stores to recycle 
 
Figure 166 7-Eleven Cup Rescue Campaign 

 
 
 
15. Austria – Mandatory: ARA – Beverage Cup Labelling 
 
The Circular Plastics 2030 report produced by Altstoff Recycling Austria (ARA) outlines a 
number of changes that are expected over the next few years as the new EU Directives 
enter into force.  
 
As of 3rd July 2021, two restrictions will be introduced relating to single-use plastics. Firstly, 
oxo-degradable plastics and some single-use plastic items may not be placed on the market. 
These items include food packaging (e.g. take-out or fast-food containers, drink cups and 
containers made of expanded polystyrene), cotton buds, plates, drinking straws, stirrers and 
balloon sticks.  
 
Secondly, labelling requirements will be introduced for some single-use plastic products to 
inform consumers of the appropriate waste disposal options, the presence of plastic in the 
products, as well as the negative impacts of littering. The products covered are sanitary 
towels (pads), tampons, tampon applicators, wet wipes, tobacco products with filters and 
beverage cups161. 
 
 

 
159 https://www.7eleven.com.au/get-to-know-us/cup-rescue.html 
160 https://www.cmo.com.au/article/668221/art-science-behind-7-eleven-coffee-cup-recycling-program/ 
161 https://www.ara.at/fileadmin/user_upload/Downloads/Kunststoffbroschuere/ARA_Kunststoffbroschuere_Englisch.pdf 
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16. Austria – Mandatory: EPR – Composite Material Tariffs162 
 
In Austria, companies have an obligation to participate in a collection and recycling system 
under the Waste Management Act and the Packaging Ordinance. Appendix II of the 
Packaging Ordinance defines single-use plates and cups as being packaging.  
 
Companies placing household packaging onto the market are required to join a packaging 
compliance scheme and cannot fulfil their obligations independently.  
 
ARA is an Austrian compliance scheme that works with partners in the waste sector to 
ensure the efficient and cost-effective collection, disposal and recycling of packaging from 
trade, industry and households. ARA can take on a company’s obligations under the Austrian 
Packaging Ordinance.  
 
A compliance fee is calculated by multiplying the packaging weight for each material by the 
corresponding tariff rates. The frequency of reporting can vary as follows: 

 Annual data submission: If the company’s projected annual fees for household and 
commercial packaging are each lower than €1,500 (£1,287), they must report 
annually 

 Monthly data submission: If the company’s projected annual fee for either household 
packaging or commercial packaging is higher than €20,000 (£17,295), they must 
report data monthly 

 Quarterly data submission: In all other cases, a company must report data on a 
quarterly basis 

 Flat fee: If the amount of packaging placed on the market in a given year is less than 
1,500kg for household and commercial packaging, companies only have to pay a flat-
rate fee of €150 (£130) once a year 

 
The following Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) material costs are from ARA and 
applied to household packaging in 2020. 
 
Figure 167 ARA Material Tariffs 
 

Material Tariffs €/kg Tariffs £/kg 
Other composite materials €0.73 £0.63 
Plastic €0.70 £0.61 
Beverage cartons €0.65 £0.56 
Biodegradable materials €0.40 £0.35 
Aluminium €0.31 £0.27 
Ferrous metals €0.28 £0.24 
Textiles €0.15 £0.13 
Paper €0.12 £0.10 
Ceramics €0.12 £0.10 
Glass €0.09 £0.08 
Wood €0.02 £0.02 

 
162 https://www.ara.at/fileadmin/user_upload/Downloads/Tarifuebersichten/ARA_Tarifblatt_2020_Englisch.pdf 
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17. France – Mandatory: CITEO 
 
CITEO applies eco-modulated fees to all packaging materials. Reductions in fees are 
provided for efforts to: reduce packaging (8-12%), increase packaging recyclability and 
sortability (8-12%), include 50% or more recycled material in polyethylene (PE) packaging 
(50%), and/or provide guidance and awareness-raising on material sorting (4-12%).  
 
Fees are increased for packaging that: disrupts recycling by reducing the quality of recycled 
material (50%), cannot be recycled/recovered (100%), or for certain opaque PET plastic. 
From 2020 it also included paper/cardboard packaging that uses mineral oil inks163. 
 
18. Germany – Mandatory: Packaging Act – Reusable Cups 
 
An amendment to the German Packaging Act means that from 2023 all restaurants, bistros 
and cafés that sell food/drinks for on the go or to-go will be obliged to offer their products in 
reusable packaging. The reusable variant must not be more expensive than the product in 
the single-use packaging. In addition, appropriate reusable cups must be available for all 
sizes of to-go drinks.  
 
Snack bars, late night shops and kiosks in which a total of five employees or fewer work and 
which have a retail space of no more than 80 square meters are exempt from the obligation. 
However, they must enable customers to fill their own reusable containers. 
 
From 2022, a deposit will also be mandatory on all non-returnable plastic beverage bottles. 
And, from 2025, non-returnable PET bottles must be made from 25% recycled plastic164. 
 
  

 
163 https://d2ouvy59p0dg6k.cloudfront.net/downloads/wwf_germany_epr_briefing___final_230819_2.pdf  
164 https://www.bmu.de/pressemitteilung/mehrweg-wird-moeglich-im-to-go-bereich/  
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Initiatives for Managing Plastic Cups 
 
1. Australia and New Zealand – Voluntary: Globelet – DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
Globelet works towards ending the dependence on single-use packaging by enabling systems 
for reusable products that can be tracked, collected, washed, and then reused.  
 
The company has been running for eight years and provides reuse cup solutions for 
stadiums, festivals, shopping centres and offices where they can introduce reusable 
tumblers, wine cups, coffee cups and water bottles. These venues will place an order to rent 
the cups from Globelet. 
 
On-site the venues will sell the product to the customer and charge a deposit, then 
incorporate a deposit return scheme or managed collection system to recover the cups. 
 
Once used, the cups can be packed and shipped back to Globelet who wash them and 
invoice for any lost or damaged products165. 
 
2. Brazil – Voluntary: MCE Eco Cup – DRS for Reusable Cups  
 
The founder of MCE Eco Cup introduced the single-use cup solution after advising the French 
Government on eco-conditions that could be implemented into events to reduce the socio-
environmental impacts of them. As a result of this, they founded the company with the 
purpose of increasing the sustainability of events. The Eco Cups are targeted at festivals, 
concerts, sporting events, private parties, companies, schools, and leisure areas where 
single-use cups are often used.  
 
You can purchase the cups for permanent use within private deposit return schemes or the 
cups can be loaned. In this circumstance, the cups will need to be returned after use for 
washing, and a charge applied for any damaged or lost cups166.  
 
3. Belgium – Voluntary: Plastic Free Plux – DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
The founder of MCE Eco Cup introduced the single-use cup solution after advising the French 
Government on eco-conditions that could be implemented into events to reduce the socio-
environmental impacts of them. As a result of this, they founded the company with the 
purpose of increasing the sustainability of events. The Eco Cups are targeted at festivals, 
concerts, sporting events, private parties, companies, schools, and leisure areas where 
single-use cups are often used.  
 
You can purchase the cups for permanent use within private deposit return schemes or the 
cups can be loaned. In this circumstance, the cups will need to be returned after use for 
washing, and a charge applied for any damaged or lost cups167.  
 
4. UK – Voluntary: StackCup – DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
StackCup is a rental company that provides reusable plastic cups as a replacement for single-
use plastic cups. The cups can be rented or purchased for festivals, stadiums and other large 
events that implement a deposit return scheme when serving drinks. Once used, the cups 

 
165 https://globelet.com/ 
166 https://www.meucopoeco.com.br/site/sobre-nos 
167 https://www.meucopoeco.com.br/site/sobre-nos 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  280 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

can be sent to one of the wash stations located across the country, where they are cleaned 
and dried. 
 
The cups have been designed in a specific way to be durable but also to make distributing 
the drinks easier. Instead of having to transport the cups on a tray, the StackCup has a 
hollow handle which allows another StackCup to slot on top of it so they can be transported 
stacked on top of one another. This design minimises spillages and allows for multiple drinks 
to be moved at once, resulting in quicker dispensing of drinks and is more manageable in 
crowds168. 
 
5. Belgium – Mandatory: Flanders – Single-use Cup Ban 
 
The Government of Flanders, one of the three regions within Belgium, introduced legislation 
in 2019 banning the use of single-use cups at both public and non-public events.  
 
From 1st January 2020, local authorities will be prohibited from serving drinks in single-use 
cups in the workplace and at public events, unless over 90% of them can be separately 
collected for recycling, and there will be a mandatory use of reusable plastic cups at 
festivals169. The Public Waste Agency of Flanders (OVAM) is responsible enforcement, issuing 
warnings for non-compliance and possible prosecutions where event organisers do not meet 
the required recycling targets170. However, due to the Covid-19 pandemic, at the time of 
writing enforcement was not fully in place171. 
 
A significant driver behind the policy were the results from a 22 Life Cycle Analysis study on 
the environmental impact of single-use plastic drinkware and tableware options for events172. 
The study provided evidence that reusable drinkware results in a lower environmental 
footprint compared to the other single-use options173.  
 
6. France – Mandatory: French Government Decree – Ban of Certain Single-use 
Plastic Products 
 
From 1st January 2020, plastic cups (as well as plastic plates and cotton buds) are banned in 
France after a Government Decree was published on 27th December 2019 banning the 
single-use plastic products. Products within the scope of the single-use ban produced or 
imported before 1st January 2020 are exempt for six months to allow time for them to sell.  
From July 2021, plastic cups, including those containing a product (which are viewed as 
“wrapping/packaging”) are also banned. 
 
Over 4.73 billion plastic cups enter the French waste stream every year, and only 1% of 
them are recycled174. The ban will prevent this kind of strain on the environment and it will 
also drive alternatives such as biodegradable single-use cups which must have at least 50% 
biodegradable content to be classified that way. 
It will also bring France in line with the European Union Directive regarding single-use 
plastics and is to be followed by other targets and laws within the France Anti-Waste Law for 

 
168 https://www.stack-cup.com/about-us/ 
169 https://mk0eeborgicuypctuf7e.kinstacdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Member-States-delay-meeting-inevitable-
targets_report.pdf 
170 https://www.ovam.be/aan-de-slag-met-de-wetgeving-cateringmateriaal  
171 Based on correspondence with OVAM. 
172 https://www.oecd.org/stories/ocean/preventing-single-use-plastic-waste-d18c8d38 
173 https://bioplasticsnews.com/2018/07/21/flanders-plastic-packaging-single-use-bags-deposit-system/ 
174 https://www.globalcitizen.org/en/content/france-bans-plastic-plates-cutlery-cop21/ 
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a Circular Economy. The French Anti-Waste Law was published in February 2020 and 
includes long-term targets that France will need to achieve to help move towards a more 
circular economy175, where waste is minimised. One target is for all single-use plastics to be 
phased out before 2040, with 100% of plastics being recycled by 2025176,177,178.  
 
7. Spain – Mandatory: Balearic Islands – Waste Prevention Law 
 
The Spanish Balearic Islands are home to popular tourist and holiday destinations such as 
Mallorca, and with its growing popularity there is a growing waste problem. As with other 
governments within the EU, the Balearic Islands have implemented laws in order to tackle 
this. The Waste Prevention Legislation targets the waste generated from tourism through 
prevention but also through improved recycling, and its main aims are around single-use 
items, plastic packaging and food waste. In particular, the Islands have banned the use of 
single-use plastic cups, and by 2021 hotels, cafés and restaurants are required to provide 
free tap water for guests (to avoid the use of plastic bottles and plastic cups). 
 
8. France – Voluntary: CleanCup – DRS for Reusable Cups 
 
CleanCup offers a service for businesses, campuses and communities to eliminate the use of 
single-use plastic cups using a DRS with vending machines. It is an all-in-one solution that 
includes the distribution, collection and washing service of reusable cups, which is all done 
automatically and on site179.  
 
9. France – Voluntary: Newcy – Reusable Cup Vending Machines180 
 
Newcy provides customisable reusable cups for traditional vending machines and, at the 
same time, provides a collection system, professional washing and a restocking service.  
 
Reusable cups replace the single-use cups, and once used, the cups can be placed in one of 
the collection bins that are provided on site. These can then be collected, washed at one of 
the local washing stations, and returned to the distributor ready for use again. Newcy aims 
to offer businesses and employees a solution to reduce their ecological impact and as well as 
the cups being 100% reusable, the cups are 100% recyclable at their end of life.  
 
10. Spain – Mandatory: Navarra - Reuse Target181 
 
Navarra, a northern region of Spain, introduced a regional law in 2018 requiring businesses 
in the hotel, retail and catering (HORECA) sector to service 80% of beer, 70% of soft drinks 
and 40% of water in reusable containers, by 2028182. 
 
11. Denmark – Mandatory: Consumption Reduction Targets 
 
Throughout 2020, Denmark has been in the process of transposing the EU Waste Directives 
into its national legislation. As a result, there will be Environmental Protection Acts brought 

 
175 https://www.loc.gov/law/foreign-news/article/france-new-anti-waste-law-adopted/ 
176 https://www.gouvernement.fr/fin-des-plastiques-jetables-les-mesures-du-gouvernement 
177 https://www.legifrance.gouv.fr/jorf/id/JORFTEXT000039675665/ 
178 https://bioplasticsnews.com/2020/01/05/sup-ban-france-2020/ 
179 http://www.clean-cup.com/#services 
180 https://newcy.fr/ 
181 https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2018/BOE-A-2018-8953-consolidado.pdf 
182 https://rethinkplasticalliance.eu/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/2019_10_10_rpa_bffp_sup_guide.pdf 
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into force in 2021 and 2023, outlining the countries targets to tackle waste. The Government 
also reached an agreement on climate action in the waste sector and circular economy in 
June 2020183, and this highlights a target for consumption reduction of two single-use plastic 
products: cups, lids, and food containers. The target is to reduce the products by 50% in 
2026. 
 
The expectation is that the initiative will lower the consumption of these single-use plastic 
products, especially as takeaway packaging. The intention is to incentivise reusable 
packaging solutions in the takeaway sector184. 
 
12. USA – Voluntary: Starbucks - Recyclable Lid for Cold Drinks 
 
Starbucks have been phasing out plastic straws since July 2018, but as of summer 2019, a 
new lightweight, straw-less cold drink lid was introduced to stores in the USA and Canada. 
The new lid uses 9% less plastic than the previous lid and straw combination and has been 
implemented in-line with Starbucks goal of doubling the recyclability, compostability and 
reusability of its cups and packaging by 2022185. 
 
Since 2019, the lid has been successful, and they look to make it the new standard for cold 
beverages186. As opposed to the straws, the lid itself is recyclable because it is made from 
polypropylene (PP) and it meets the Association of Plastic Recyclers design guidelines for 
recyclability. 
 
13. Ireland – Mandatory: Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy 2020-2025 
 
In September 2020, Ireland transposed the EU Waste Directives into national legislation187 
and added this into the Waste Action Plan for a Circular Economy 2020-2025. The plan 
includes waste prevention methods including a ban on certain single-use plastics from July 
2021 and a levy on single-use cups.  
 
In addition to this, Ireland intend to bring in modulation fees under EPR, so that packaging 
producers must pay increased fees for non-recyclable and composite packaging. This should 
be introduced before 2024188. 
 
14. Belgium – Voluntary: Analysis of Environmental Impact of Cup Options  
 
The Belgian Government has examined data from 22 Life Cycle Analysis (LCA) studies to 
summarise the impact of different types of cups. The Public Waste Agency of Flanders 
(OVAM) produced a report on these studies, which concluded that ‘bring your own’, 
polylactic acid (PLA) and polypropylene (PP) reusable cups are the best environmental 
option, and that recycled polyethylene terephthalate (rPET) is the best single-use option as 
long as the cup is recycled.  
 

 
183 https://mk0eeborgicuypctuf7e.kinstacdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Member-States-delay-meeting-inevitable-
targets_report.pdf 
184 https://www.regeringen.dk/media/9591/aftaletekst.pdf 
185 https://stories.starbucks.com/stories/2019/say-hello-to-the-lid-that-will-replace-a-billion-straws-a-year/ 
186 https://www.pennlive.com/food/2020/09/starbucks-rolls-out-recyclable-strawless-sippy-cup-style-lids-in-the-us-and-
canada.html#:~:text=You%20can%20still%20get%20a,%2Duse%20packaging%20and%20plastics.%E2%80%9D 
187 https://mk0eeborgicuypctuf7e.kinstacdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/Member-States-delay-meeting-inevitable-
targets_report.pdf 
188 https://www.gov.ie/en/publication/4221c-waste-action-plan-for-a-circular-economy/ 
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Each cup type was allocated an environmental score to represent the total environmental 
impact it would induce, and this included: greenhouse gas emissions, emissions of toxic 
substances, the depletion of natural resources and land use (deforestation), from production, 
transport and use to waste collection and disposal. The study also involved a feasibility 
analysis which involved interviewing event organisers, local authorities, suppliers, catering 
service providers, distributors, and waste processors to determine whether the different cup 
types could be used for the different types of events. The results showed that there were not 
enough rental cup companies in Flanders for all the volume of events, and that the purchase 
of reusable drink cups used only a few times a year has a high environmental, and financial, 
impact per consumption189. 
 
15. Scotland – Voluntary: EPECOM – Recommendations for Reducing the Usage of 
Single-use Cups 
 
The Expert Panel on Environmental Charging and Other Measures was introduced in 2018 
with the purpose of advising the Scottish government on how to best achieve long-term 
sustainable changes through charges or other measures, to move closer towards a circular 
economy190. Their first report was published in July 2019 and addressed the dependence on 
and impact of single-use beverage cups in Scotland. The recommendations on how to 
approach the single-use cups were responded to by Scottish Government in October 2019. 
 
The Panel outlined that there would be no single solution to reducing the widespread use of 
single-use cups, but interventions and measures can be put in place to reduce usage 
including charges191.  
 
16. UK – Voluntary: Options Management (Previously Save a Cup) – Cup 
Recycling 
 
Save a Cup (now owned by Options Management) was established by the vending, 
foodservice and plastics industries as a not-for-profit company to initially collect 
and recycle used polystyrene (PS) vending cups but now collects other plastic cups. 
 
By signing up to the Save a Cup scheme, the PS cups can be collected and recycled. They 
claim to be the first company to start recycling PS cups. They guarantee that no waste goes 
to landfill and that the cups will go into the correct recycling stream by providing waste 
transfer notes as proof.  
 
Save a Cup recycles two types of plastic cups, polystyrene (PS) and polypropylene (PP), and 
the company provides businesses with coloured sacks to collect the different types 
separately. The annual collection charge per site is dependent on how the frequency of 
collections192. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
189 https://www.vision2025.org.uk/news-1/belgian-government-release-latest-research-on-event-cups 
190 https://www.gov.scot/groups/expert-panel-on-environmental-charging-and-other-measures/ 
191 https://www.gov.scot/publications/report-expert-panel-environmental-charging-measures-epecom-recommendations-single-
use-disposable-beverage-cups-july-2019/pages/4/ 
192 http://www.save-a-cup.co.uk/ 
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17. USA – Voluntary: TerraCycle – Cup Recycling193 
 
TerraCycle194 was founded in the USA and is funded through stakeholder investments to 
collect both recyclable and non-recyclable materials and divert waste from landfill across 21 
different countries.  
 
The social enterprise company operates many national recycling programmes for different 
waste streams, which members of the public can join for free to minimise the impact of their 
waste on the planet. Included in these is the Solo Cup Recycling Program, where TerraCycle 
and Solo Squared have partnered to manage a recycling programme for rigid plastic cups. 
Participants are encouraged to fundraise when using the programme but signing up and 
using the programme is free of charge.  
 
Once requesting to use the service, the user simply packs the cups into a cardboard box, 
prints the label provided by TerraCycle and mails it for recycling. TerraCycle specify that only 
polystyrene (PS) cups are accepted, and they also include best practises for using the 
service, such as, removing excess product/liquid from the cups before shipping. Once the 
cups have been shipped, they are further sorted into groups of the same resin code so that 
they can be processed correctly, for example, shredded, or melted ready for use by 
manufacturers195. 
 
18. Worldwide – Voluntary: Resin Identification Codes - Marking Requirements196 
 
A Resin Identification Code (RIC) is a symbol on the bottom of a plastic product to show 
which type of plastic resin was used to make the product. The symbol includes a number 
from 1 to 7 which is inside ‘chasing arrows’ in a triangular shape, and underneath it there 
will be an abbreviation of the plastic resin type, for example, PP for polypropylene197.  
 
The RIC system was developed in 1988 by the Society of the Plastics Industry Inc. in order 
to give manufacturers and recyclers a uniform way of identifying the resin type so it can be 
recycled, but it was only administered in 2008 through the American Society for Testing and 
Materials (ASTM) International RIC System, which is now covered in an ASTM International 
Standard, "Standard Practice for Coding Plastic Manufactured Articles for Resin 
Identification". There are no federal regulations requiring the use of RICs, and there are no 
mandatory requirements to mark plastics in the UK, but 39 states in the USA have enacted 
legislation on the use of the codes198. 
 
19. Italy – Mandatory: CONAI199 
 
CONAI first introduced differentiated fees for plastic packaging in 2018. Fees vary depending 
on whether the packaging is from the household or commercial/industrial sector, its 
recyclability and ability to be sorted, and whether there are established technologies and 
recycling processes for the packaging.  
 

 
193 https://www.terracycle.com/en-US/brigades/solo-r-cup-brigade-r 
194 https://www.terracycle.com/en-US/ 
195 https://www.terracycle.com/en-US/about-terracycle/how_we_solve 
196 https://www.astm.org/Standards/D7611.htm 
197 http://guides.stopwaste.org/packaging/avoiding-pitfalls/resin-identification-code 
198 https://www.packaginglaw.com/ask-an-attorney/what-are-requirements-resin-identification-codes-polymer-blends 
199 https://d2ouvy59p0dg6k.cloudfront.net/downloads/wwf_germany_epr_briefing___final_230819_2.pdf  
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Differentiated fees for plastic packaging are: 
A. Sortable/recyclable commercial/industrial: €150/t (£130/t) 
B1. Household, with established sorting/recycling infrastructure: €208/t (£180/t) 
B2. Other sortable/recyclable: €263/t (£227/t) 
C. Non-sortable/recyclable: €369/t (£319/t) 

 
 
 
 
 
  



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  286 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Initiatives for Managing On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food 
Packaging 
 
1. Switzerland / Germany – Voluntary: ReCIRCLE - DRS for Reusable Food Boxes 
 
ReCIRCLE is a Swiss social enterprise that provides reusable lunch boxes to restaurants for 
takeaway food and, along with these, it has created a system enabling a deposit scheme for 
reusable takeaway boxes. It was created with the idea to offer alternatives for citizens to live 
sustainably.  
 
In two years, more than 400 restaurants across Switzerland are already using reCIRCLE’s 
70,000 reusable meal boxes. 
 
The customer pays CHF 10 (£9). for the reCIRCLE box and can take it wherever they like to 
consume the food. After they finish their food, they return it at the next partner organisation 
and either get a refund or a new box. Alternatively, they can clean the reCIRCLE box 
themselves, keep it as long as they want and just refill it over and over again. 
 
The reCIRCLE app is smartphone application that digitises the deposit handling for reCIRCLE 
boxes. This makes the payment process easier for their partners, so they can handle the 
reCIRCLE boxes more efficiently. The app also contains an overview map of all reCIRCLE 
partners and a loyalty points function to help customers find our partners and increase 
customer loyalty200.  
 
2. Belgium – Voluntary: Deliveround – DRS for Reusable Food Containers 
 
The pilot project called Deliveround will be tested in the city of Hasselt (Belgium). Deliveroo 
will be working with the city of Hasselt and environmental organisation Recycling Network 
Benelux to conduct a circular solution project whereby participants will be given the option to 
pay a €1.50 (£1.30) deposit on Deliveroo for reusable packaging. Once used the packaging 
can be cleaned and returned to participating restaurants within seven days. Successfully 
returning the packaging will mean the participant will receive a €2.50 (£2.17) discount on 
their next order with Deliveroo (€1.50 (£1.30) deposit + €1 (£0.87) reward). Multiple 
vouchers can be used per order. Research is focusing on how to set up an efficient and 
competitive system201.  
 
3. Luxembourg – Voluntary: ECOBOX – DRS for Reusable Food Containers 
 
ECOBOX is a DRS for food containers, established in Luxembourg and has 100 participating 
restaurants. The ECOBOX is made of recyclable polybutylene terephthalate (PBT) and is 
available in two sizes (500ml and 1 litre). Reusable cutlery is also provided as an option. A 
€5 (£4.34) deposit is paid and given back when the container is returned. Alternatively, the 
customer can exchange the container for a clean one202.  
 
 
 
 
 

 
200 https://www.recircle.ch/en/ 
201 https://recyclingnetwerk.org/2019/10/08/doe-mee-aan-hasseltse-test-en-krijg-je-eten-thuis-in-een-herbruikbare-verpakking/ 
202 https://ecobox.lu/en/about-us/ 
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4. Japan/USA – Voluntary: Burger King/TerraCycle – DRS for Reusable 
Food/Drink Packaging 
 
Burger King is working with TerraCycle’s Loop arm to develop packaging made from rigid 
plastic rather than fibre-composite packaging (to be used for large hot drinks, soft drinks, 
and the Whopper Burger). Participating restaurants in Tokyo, New York City, Portland and 
Oregon will charge customers a deposit for the packaging, to be refunded when packaging is 
returned203. 
 
5. India/Belgium/UK – Voluntary: Tiffin Boxes - Reusable Food Containers 
 
Tiffin boxes were first used in Mumbai (India), with 200,000 meals now delivered in reusable 
stainless-steel tiffin tins each day.  
 
The system has been brought to Belgium, where people can sign up to the Tiffin project 
online, purchase a stainless steel container that comes in two styles (a deep bowl or a more 
shallow, divided dish, both with sealing lids), and use this whenever they buy takeout food. 
As a member of the Tiffin project, they will get a 5% discount at the till. 
 
In Belgium, the project now has more than 1,000 members, saves 1.5 tonnes of food 
packaging waste each year and saves €20,000 (£17,348) from not having to purchase of 
single-use containers204.   
 
There are also examples of tiffin boxes being used in the UK on a small-scale voluntary 
basis205. 
 
6. France – Mandatory: French Government - Ban  
 
The French Government is introducing a ban on all single-use packaging used in catering 
establishments where food is served onsite. The ban does not only affect plastic products 
but all single-use packaging, whether they are made from plastic, cardboard or a blend of 
different materials. The law for anti-waste and for a circular economy has not been 
promulgated yet and is due to come into effect in January 2023206.  
 
7. Belgium – Mandatory: Brussels Waste Prevention and Management Plan 2018-
2023 
 
The Waste Framework Directive (Directive 2008/98/EC), Article 29, requires Member States 
to have adopted their waste prevention programmes by 12 December 2013. Article 30(2) of 
the Directive invites the European Environment Agency (EEA) to carry out an annual review 
of progress in the completion and implementation of the programmes. Within the waste 
hierarchy, the overarching principle behind EU and national waste policies, waste prevention, 
is considered the most desirable option. 
 
Within prevention and management, several chapters discuss packaging waste. One of the 
ways the Brussels capital region will action this is to call for legislation on the limitation of 

 
203 www.eadi.net  
204 https://www.treehugger.com/brussels-has-ingenious-solution-wasteful-takeout-containers-4856372  
205 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/uk-england-somerset-49515252  
206 https://www.zerowastefrance.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/20200205_synthesis-of-the-current-and-forthcoming-bans-
on-disposable-products-in-france.pdf 
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non-recyclable packaging on products. By 2023, 100 restaurants must have developed new 
alternatives regarding beverage packaging, single-use tableware and reusable food 
packaging207. 
 
8. UK – Voluntary: OPRL / CPI - Plastic Lining Reduction 
 
OPRL have issued guidance for sandwich packs and coated board packaging to aid with the 
reduction of plastics within these types of packaging. From January 2020, the tolerance limit 
of plastic linings within sandwich packs has been reduced to a limit of 15% single sided 
coating, with a further reduction to 10% taking effect from January 2023. The same limits 
apply to plastic windows in card packaging such as cake and pizza boxes.  
 
Plastics should be easily removable. Peelable plastic linings should always carry a clear 
instruction to the consumer to remove the lining before disposal.  
 
The reduction in plastic linings reflect the position supported by the majority of the paper 
packaging supply chain in discussions convened by the Confederation of Paper Industries 
(CPI) in 2019 and represent the first stages of a journey towards the CPI’s published 
aspiration of a 5% ceiling on plastic content on coated paper packaging208.  
 
OPRL ensure the reduction is being adhered to by auditing one third of members. The 
auditor is ISO14021 accredited209. 
 
9. UK – Voluntary: Vegware - Alternative Materials 
 
Vegware is a company that makes single-use food packaging from plants using renewable, 
lower carbon, recycled, or reclaimed materials, and are designed to be commercially 
compostable with food waste, where accepted. Materials used include:  

 Paper and card (sustainably sourced), using recycled content where possible. 
Applications include Vegware hot cups, soup containers, paper straws, Bon Appetit 
bowls, and various takeaway containers 

 Inks – they use vegetable and water-based inks 

 Polylactic Acid (PLA) – Compostable bioplastic derived from plant sugars. Glucose is 
extracted from milled corn. It is then fermented to produce lactic acid, which is 
processed into a polymer and made into pellets. PLA is used in their clear products 
such as cold cups and deli containers, and to line their board-based products 

 Bagasse, which is made from a by-product of the sugarcane industry and is an 
alternative to polystyrene suitable for hot and cold food. They use it to make 
takeaway boxes, plates and bowls 

 Palm Leaf, which is made from naturally fallen Areca palm leaves in Southern India. 
They use this to make palm leaf tableware, including plates, platters and bowls 

 Nature Flex, which is a clear film made from wood pulp. Nature Flex is used for their 
clear bags and some of the clear windows for their products  

 

 
207 https://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/waste/waste-prevention/countries/belgium/view 
208http://thecpi.org.uk/library/PDF/Public/Publications/Guidance%20Documents/CPI%20Recylability%20Guidelines%20Revision
%201_Jan2020.pdf  
209 FAQs-Sandwich-Pack-Coated-Board-Labelling-Sep-2020.pdf 
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Vegware products started being used within the UK Houses of Parliament in 2018 to aid with 
its zero waste to landfill policy and meeting their 75% recycling target by 2021210. 
 
10. UK – Voluntary: Tiffin Sandwiches - Alternative Materials  
 
Tiffin Sandwiches made a pledge in 2018 to be plastic free by 2020 to reduce their 
environmental impact (#2020PLASTICFREETIFFIN) 211.  
 
The packaging now uses a plastic free transparent film that biodegrades over a 12-month 
period and recyclable FSC carton board.  
 
The new non-plastic film will help to overcome the limitations of the existing recycling 
infrastructure. The cellulose film supplier claimed to be the only global supplier who can 
meet the EN 13432 home compostable standard and can also provide evidence of Forest 
Stewardship Council (FSC) / Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) 
sustainable sourcing. The film is sourced from eucalyptus212. 
 
11. UK – Voluntary: The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association/Foodservice 
Packaging Association – Awareness Raising 
 
The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association is aware of the issues regarding packaging 
and as such have been engaging leading professionals in the field and teamed up with the 
Foodservice Packaging Association to create the infographic below to help educate 
businesses and the public about sandwich packs213.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
210 https://www.vegware.com/uk/ 
211 Not connected to the Tiffin Boxes initiative detailed above. 
212 https://tiffinsandwiches.co.uk/hashtag2020plasticfree 
213 https://www.sandwich.org.uk/index.php/members-hub/advice/waste/476-waste-packaging 
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Figure 168 Sandwich Infographic 
 

 
 
The UK’s sandwich industry has launched a study into how it can better help consumers 
recycle more sandwich packs. 
 
12. UK – Voluntary: The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association – Recycling 
Working Group (Takeback Plus) 
  
The British Sandwich & Food to Go Association have set up a working group to look at the 
feasibility of setting up a recycling scheme for sandwich packs similar to the takeback plus 
system setup by the National Cup Recycling Scheme. The group includes manufacturers, 
retailers, packaging and recycling experts to review the packaging systems that are currently 
in place and see how these can be improved. The group are keen to work with consumers to 
find ways to make it easier to ensure that sandwich packs get recycled. 
 
13. UK – Voluntary: Sustainable Packaging Coalition – Share Best Practice  
 
The Sustainable Packaging Coalition (SPC) provides guidance for manufacturers who want to 
improve the sustainability of their packaging. The coalition facilitates collaborative 
opportunities that bring members of the SPC members together to discuss best practises 
within the industry214. 
 
 
 
 

 
214 https://sustainablepackaging.org/ 
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14. Germany – Voluntary: Saperatec – Composite Material Recycling  
 
Saperatec is a company within Germany that offers a new technology to separate composite 
materials, allowing the recovery of clean secondary raw materials.  
 
Saperatec are currently in the engineering phase of the construction and operation of the 
first recycling plant for flexible composite packaging. Their process separates the layers of 
paper, plastic, and metal in a composite material. Once the layers are separated, each 
material can be sent to the proper facility for recycling. The process separates the materials 
through a chemical reaction that breaks down the glues and resins used to keep the layers 
together. Saperatec’s chemical process has yet to be tested in a large-scale facility215.  
 
15. UK – Voluntary: OPRL – Marking Requirements 
 
The On-Pack Recycling Label (OPRL) scheme aims to deliver a simple, consistent, and UK-
wide recycling message on retailer and brand packaging to help consumers recycle more 
material correctly and more often.  
 
The message is now recognised by more than 3 in 4 consumers, with over 570 members 
now using it. 
 
Their goal is to support the circular economy for all major packaging materials within the UK, 
helping to minimise their environmental footprint. Cited in Defra’s 25 Year Environment Plan 
as a key component in tackling waste, the scheme supports UK Government and local 
authority objectives, as well as the aims of the EU Waste and Recycling Directive216. 
 
16. USA – Voluntary: How2Recycle – Marking Requirements 
 
How2Recycle is a standardised labelling system that communicates recycling instructions to 
the public in North America.  
 
How2Recycle began in 2008 as a project by the Sustainable Packaging Coalition. The 
How2Recycle Label program finished its soft launch in early 2012 with 12 pilot companies. 
By 2020, How2Recycle has grown to over 225 brand and retailer members and has issued 
more than 100,000 design recommendations to members to make their packaging more 
recyclable217. 
 
17. France – Mandatory: Citeo Triman Logo - Marking Requirements 

With the passage of France's law on the fight against waste and the circular economy on 11 
February 2020 (Law No. 2020-105 Regarding a Circular Economy and the Fight Against 
Waste), it has been compulsory to show a Triman logo along with sorting instructions on 
household products, their packaging or documents supplied with the products since the 
beginning of 2021. By mandating consumers to be informed about environmental qualities of 
waste-generating products at the time of disposal, France's new labelling regulation 
highlights the importance of proper disposal in order to maximise the value of recyclables218. 

 
215 https://www.saperatec.de/en/saperatec-en.html#unternehmen 
216 https://www.oprl.org.uk/ 
217 https://how2recycle.info/ 
218 https://www.citeo.com/ 
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A summary of the structure of the waste management system modelled for each of the 
single-use packaging types in scope for this report is shown in Figure 169.  
 
The model traces in detail the flows and fates of materials through various stages or 
processes, from the point at which they are placed on the market to the point at which they 
either end up at a recycler or go to a disposal process (assumed to be incineration with 
energy recovery (EfW) or non-hazardous Landfill).  
 
The process stages in this management system for single-use packaging formats are 
represented by the boxes, and the direction and destination of the flows of materials 
entering and leaving each stage are represented by the arrows. 
 
Depending on the stage of the process and the quantity of materials, costs are incurred, and 
material values are generated when transactions take place between ‘buyers’ and ‘sellers’. 
 
Placed on the Market (POM) 
 
When food & drinks in single-use packaging formats are sold they are either collected (flow 
Z1) or lost to the environment (flow Z2). 
 
Collect/transport 
 
The flow of single-use packaging that is placed on the market but ‘not lost’ at the POM stage 
and is moved to collection/transport is Z1. 
 
There are three pathways along which the materials can flow to from the collection stage: 

 To a sorting facility (Z4) 

 To the paper reprocessing sector (Z5) 

 To the plastic reprocessing sector (Z6) 
 
Sort 
 
At the sorting step of this waste management system, some materials go to disposal (Z7). 
Otherwise, the materials go either to the paper reprocessing sector (Z8) and/or to the plastic 
reprocessing sector (Z9). 
 
Paper reprocessing 
 
At the paper reprocessor, some of the input materials go to disposal (Z10), the quantity and 
cost of disposal being dependent on the composition of the infeed. In principle, some of this 
flow can be used to generate energy (electrical or thermal) for use in the paper 
manufacturing process. The remaining quantity of materials are used with other raw 
materials to manufacture recycled paper (Z11). While it doesn’t happen at the moment, in 
principle, some of the non-fibre materials e.g. plastics that are removed by the paper 
manufacturer could go to the plastic reprocessing sector (Z12). 
 
Plastic reprocessing 
 
Materials input to the plastic reprocessing sector either go to disposal (Z13) the quantity and 
cost of disposal being dependent on the composition of the infeed. The remaining quantity 
of materials are used with other raw materials to manufacture recycled plastics (Z14).  
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Figure 169 Structure of the Waste Management System in the Scenario Models 
 

 
 
 
To ensure mass balance at each stage the flow percentages (denoted fj) applied to 
quantities of materials obey the following constraints: 
 
z1 = f1   
z2 = 1-f1   
z3 = f1*f2   
z4 = f1*(1-f2)*f3   
z5 = f1*(1-f2)*f4   
z6 = f1*(1-f2)*(1-f3-f4)   
z7 = f1*(1-f2)*f3*f5   
z8 = f1*(1-f2)*f3*f6   
z9 = f1*(1-f2)*f3*(1-f5-f6)   
z10 = f1*(1-f2)*(f4+f3*f6)*f7   
z11 = f1*(1-f2)*(f4+f3*f6)*f8   
z12 = f1*(1-f2)*(f4+f3*f6)*(1-f7-f8)   
z13 = (f1*(1-f2)*((1-f3-f4)+f3*(1-f5-f6)+(f4+f3*f6)*(1-f7-f8)))*(1-f9)   
z14 = (f1*(1-f2)*((1-f3-f4)+f3*(1-f5-f6)+(f4+f3*f6)*(1-f7-f8)))*f9   
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The following tables report the key assumptions in the baseline scenario. 
 
Figure 170 Stage: Placed on the Market 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

Fibre cup 
(SUC) No. of items million 3,217 

2019 POM figures are established 
by this project. 

Fibre cup 
(SUC) Average weight g 11.0 

No light-weighting of SUCs. 

Fibre cup Average cost £ per unit 0.08 
Average cost based on a sample 
of online suppliers selling 
hot/cold SUCs. 

Fibre cup lid No. of items million 2,808 
% SUCs sold with lids constant 
at 2019 POM share. 

Fibre cup lid Average weight g 4.4 
No light-weighting of fibre cup 
lids. 

Fibre cup lid Average cost £ per unit £0.03 
Average cost based on a sample 
of online suppliers selling plastic 
lids for hot/cold single-use drinks 
cups. 

Reusable cup 
(RUC) No. of items % 0.1% 

Reusable % of total cups 
2019219. 

Reusable cup 
(RUC) 

Weight relative 
to sup cup + lid   23 

Factor based on comparison of 
average weights of RUCs relative 
to SUCs, no light-weighting of 
RUCs. 

Reusable cup 
(RUC) Average cost £ per unit £15.00

Average cost based on sample of 
prices for RUCs from online 
sellers. 

Reusable cup 
(RUC) 

Cup uses per 
year Number 365 

Average number of times each 
RUC is used per year220. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
219 The number of reusable alternatives to single-use packaging items actually on the market is an uncertainty in the baseline 
scenarios. The assumption is that in 2019 usage of reusable cups represents 0.1% of cups on the market. 
220 On average, it assumed that each reusable cup is used 365 times in a year (once per day) therefore each reusable cups 
displaces 365 single-use cups in a year. This is an area of uncertainty in the scenario models. For personal reusable cups, some 
people use them often (maybe 2 to 3) times per day, some people forget to carry them or purchase fewer drinks per day etc so 
1 per day seems reasonable. There are some examples on usage of reusable cups. For the Freiburg Cup, the cups are washed 
and disinfected in-store, and can be reused up to 400 times. For the ReCup - customers pay a deposit of €1 for a cup, which 
can be reused up to 500 times. These are cup rental schemes (and the figures are not explicitly usages per year) and therefore 
are taken as indicative of the order of magnitude of usage. 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  297 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Figure 171 Stage: POM to collection 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

Fibre cup %fibre cups 
collected % 90% 

90% of fibre cups collected ,10% 
littered221. 

Fibre cup - 
plastic 

% fibre cup - 
plastic % 5% 

5% plastic content in fibre cup is 
indicative based on the survey 
response. No change in 
contamination over the baseline. 

Fibre cup 
contamination 

% fibre cup 
contamination % 6% 

6% average contamination informed 
by survey and Valpak contacts. No 
change in contamination over the 
baseline. 

Fibre cups lids % collected % 90% 
90% of fibre cup lids collected, 10% 
littered/disposed. 

 
 
 
Figure 172 Stage: Collection 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

Fibre cups, 
fibre cup lids % disposal % 96.4% 

~96% of fibre cups, and ~96% 
of cup lids lost/disposed at 
collection stage222. 

Fibre cups 
%cups 
(fibre+plastic) 
to sorter 

% 0% 
0% of fibre cups go to a sorter. 
0% of contamination carries to 
sorter. 

Fibre cups 
%cups 
(fibre+plastic) 
to paper 
reprocessor 

% 100% 

100% of fibre cups + plastic 
content goes direct to paper 
reprocessing, including 100% of 
contamination not disposed. 0% 
of fibre cups go to the plastic 
reprocessing sector. 

Fibre cup lids % lids to sorter % 100% 
100% of fibre cup plastics lids 
collected go to a sorter, 0% 
littered/disposed at this stage. 

Fibre cup lids % lids to paper 
reprocessor % 0% 

0% of fibre cups lids go to 
paper reprocessor. Any lids not 
disposed, or not sent to a 
sorter, i.e. 0% go to a plastic 
reprocessor. 

 
  
 

 
221 The House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups Second Report of Session 2017–
19 quotes 7.3% of used coffee cups littered based on 2.5 billion coffee cups sold. Specific figures on the littered quantities of 
fibre-composite cups, plastic cups and other fibre-composite food packaging are not available. The baseline scenarios assume 
10% of these single-use packaging items are littered but this is an area of uncertainty in the scenario models. 
222 Not sent to sortation or recyclers. 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  298 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

Figure 173 Stage: Sort 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

 
Fibre cups 

% fibre cups to 
disposal % 10% 

10% of fibre cups, and 10% of 
fibre cup plastic content 
lost/disposed at sorter. 

Fibre cup 
contamination 

% 
contamination 
removed 

% 95% 
95% of contamination not 
disposed is removed at sorter. 

Fibre cup lids % lids to 
disposal % 100% 

100% of fibre cups lids lost to 
disposal at sorter. 

Fibre cups 
% fibre cups to 
paper 
reprocessing 

% 100% 

100% of fibre cups, and 100% 
of fibre cup plastic content (not 
lost/disposed) and 
contamination remaining goes 
to paper reprocessor. 

Fibre cup lids 
% fibre cup lids 
to paper 
reprocessing 

% 0% 

0% of fibre cup lids goes to 
paper reprocessor, and 100% of 
fibre cup lids (not lost/disposed 
at sorter) goes to plastic 
reprocessor. 

 
 
 
Figure 174 Stage: Paper Reprocessor 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

Fibre cup - 
fibre % Disposal % 10% 

10% of fibre cup fibre 
lost/disposed at paper 
reprocessor. 90% of fibre cup 
fibre is used to manufacture 
rpaper. 

Fibre cup - 
plastic % Disposal % 100% 

100% of fibre cup plastic 
lost/disposed at paper 
reprocessor. 0% of fibre cup 
plastic goes to plastic 
reprocessor. 

Fibre cup 
contamination % Disposal % 100% 

100% of fibre cup 
contamination removed at paper 
reprocessor. 0% of remaining 
contamination goes to plastic 
reprocessor. 

Fibre cup lids % Disposal % 100% 
100% of fibre cup lids removed 
at paper reprocessor. 0% of 
fibre cup lids goes to plastic 
reprocessor. 
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Figure 175 Stage: Plastic Reprocessor 
 

Material Fibre cup Units 2019 Comments/assumptions 

Fibre cup - plastic 
% Fibre cup 
plastic to 
disposal 

% 10% 

10% of fibre cup plastic 
lost/disposed at plastic 
reprocessor. 90% of fibre cup 
plastic is used to manufacture 
rplastic. 100% of contamination 
received is removed and 
disposed. 

Fibre cup lids % Disposal % 5% 

5% of fibre cup plastic lids 
lost/disposed at plastic 
reprocessor. 95% of fibre cup 
plastic lids is used to 
manufacture rplastic. 

 
 
 
Figure 176 Various Stages: Costs and Values 
 
Stage Material  Units Cost/Value Comments/assumptions 

All 
stages
223 

All 
materials 

Disposal 
cost £/t -£120 

Disposal cost of -£120/t is an 
average of Letsrecycle 2020 
gate fees for EfW and Landfill 
+ Lft at standard rate. The 
latter are ex-works so haulage 
costs of £15/t are added. 
Applies to any 
materials/contamination going 
to disposal. 

Collect 
to sort 

Fibre 
cups + 
lids 

Collect/tran
sport cost £/t -£40 

Collect/transport cost of -£40/t 
for fibre cups + lids co-mingled 
with DMR based on Valpak 
estimates. 

Collect 
to 
paper 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre 
cups 

Collect/tran
sport cost £/t -£150 

Collect/transport cost of 
system collecting cups 
segregated direct to paper 
reprocessor is -£150/t based 
on Valpak estimates. The 
figure is a tonnage weighted 
average of the 
collect/transport costs for 
three systems collecting cups 
segregated. 

Collect 
to 
paper 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre 
cups 

Value of 
recovered 
material 

£/t £150 

£150 is the amount a paper 
reprocessor pays for cups 
collected segregated, based on 
national cup recycling scheme 

 
223 Disposal costs @£120/t may occur at all stages apart from the POM stage where it is only littering that incurs costs. Each 
tonne of litter attracts a cost of £120. 
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but excludes the rebate 
(£70/t). 

Collect 
to 
plastic 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre cup 
+ lids 

Collect / 
transport 
cost 

£/t -£40 

-£40/t is the cost of plastic lids 
sent direct to plastic 
reprocessor. 

Collect 
to 
plastic 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre cup 
+ lids 

Material 
value £/t -£20  

Sort to 
paper 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre 
cups + 
lids 

Sort / 
transport 
cost 

£/t -£40 
-£40/t is the cost of sorting 
and transporting fibre cups 
from DMR system to a paper 
reprocessor. 

Sort to 
paper 
reproce
ssor 

Fibre 
cups + 
lids 

Value of 
material £/t £20 

£20/t is the amount the paper 
reprocessor pays for fibre cups 
from DMR sort. The figure is 
the average of the high-end 
prices for mixed paper in 2020 
from Letsrecycle. 

Sort to 
plastic 
reproce
ssor 

  
Sort / 
transport 
cost 

£/t -£40 
-£40/t of fibre cup plastic lids 
lost/disposed at plastic 
reprocessor. 

Sort to 
plastic 
reproce
ssor 

  Value of 
material £/t -£20 

-£20/t is the amount a plastic 
reprocessor pays for plastic 
materials from DMR sort. It is 
the average of low-end prices 
for PTTs in 2020 from 
Letsrecycle. 

Paper 
rec. to 
plastic 
rec. 

  Transport 
cost £/t -£10 

-£10/t is the amount (net of 
haulage costs) a paper 
reprocessor receives for 
sending material to a plastic 
reprocessor. 

Paper 
rec.to 
rpaper 

  Value of 
material £/t £400 

£400/t is the value of rpaper 
produced by the paper 
reprocessor. 

Plastic 
rec.to 
rplastic 

  Material 
value £/t £800 

£800/t is the value of rplastic 
produced by the plastic 
reprocessor. 
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This section of the report considers in more detail evidence and assumptions underpinning 
modelling of the policy scenarios. It also shows a sensitivity analysis for the assumption on 
the displacement rates of single-use packaging items in those scenarios (or combinations of 
scenarios) in which the number of single-use packaging items on the market is impacted by 
the implementation of the policy. 

Mandatory take back 

The policy establishes a nationwide mandatory takeback system(s) for single-use cups and 
on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging. It builds on the current voluntary initiatives that 
have been developed by industry and it is assumed that the policy is included as part of an 
EPR approach, under which obligated packer/fillers, ‘sellers’ and manufacturers/importers of 
single-use items fund the costs of managing these materials once they are discarded, and 
become wastes. 
 
In the mandatory takeback scenario(s) there are two distinct elements relating to behaviour 
changes around littering and take-up of reusable alternatives. 
 
Litter 
 
The first consideration is the impact on littering of single-use items prior to the point at 
which these materials may enter collection routes which could be destined for recycling. If a 
mandatory takeback policy is implemented, it is likely that citizen awareness (of littering in 
the environment) could increase, and that there will be many more highly visible and 
convenient places to drop off single-use packaging items, which may have previously been 
discarded.  
 
Nonetheless, it is assumed this is a relatively small impact. Littering figures specifically for 
single-use fibre-composite cups or on-the-go fibre-composite food packaging are not 
available. For single-use coffee cups, the Environmental Audit Committee (EAC)224 quotes 
7.3% littered based on 2.5 billion single-use coffee cups. The policy scenarios assume 
around 10% of single-use items are ‘lost’ to litter. So, a maximum of 10% of single-use cups 
or containers on the market that are littered could be impacted by the policy in each of the 
scenarios. However, it is not envisaged that a mandatory takeback scheme would entirely 
eliminate littering of used single-use packaging. The assumed impact on implementation of a 
mandatory takeback policy is a 2% reduction in litter, increasing to a 5% reduction in 2025 
(as awareness of the objectives of the mandatory takeback policy grows). 

Cup deposits 

A second consideration is the impact of a mandatory takeback policy in combination with a 
cup deposit or a deposit on OFFP per item which is assumed to boost the diversion of single-
use items from litter/disposal to collection. For example, the current position for single-use 
fibre-composite cups is that just 2.8% are recycled (by specialist paper recyclers), meaning 
that approximately 97% end up going to either litter and/or disposal.  
 
A deposit which is redeemable on return of the singe-use packaging item to a collection 
point incentivises citizen behaviour change and results in lower disposal (and costs) and 
increased collection (and recycling). The capture rate is assumed to depend on the level of 
the deposit. However, there is little evidence on the performance of deposit return systems 
in operation for the types of single-use packaging considered here. This impact on 
capture/collection of single-use cups/containers is additional to any impact on littering. 

 
224 House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Disposable Packaging: Coffee Cups Second Report of Session 2017–19 
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The assumption in the mandatory takeback scenarios is that any additional costs are met by 
the ‘supply chain’, i.e. manufacturers/importers of these type of single-use items and 
‘pack/fillers’ and sellers of hot/cold drinks and on-the-go food. 
 
Deposits paid upfront by consumers on single-use packaging items that are not redeemed 
are a cost to the consumer and a gain to sellers; however, unredeemed deposits may be 
used to help fund collections. 
 
While in reality it is possible that the establishment of mandatory takeback systems for 
single-use cups/containers may influence the choice between single-use items and reusable 
alternatives, evidence of the magnitude of such impacts is not available. Therefore, there are 
no specific assumptions on the impacts in the takeback policy or the takeback plus deposit 
scenarios to drive take-up of reusable items, and the number and types of these items 
placed on the market is assumed to be unchanged (from baseline) in these scenarios. 
 
The impacts of mandatory takeback combined with deposits is modelled as boosting the 
diversion of single-use packaging from litter to collection and from disposal at the collection 
stage to sorting and/or recycling (note materials can be lost to disposal at each stage). 
 
The capture rates achieved by the cups/container deposit are based on modelling of actual 
average performance of more traditional drinks container DRSs (where PET bottles, steel 
cans, aluminium cans and glass bottles drinks containers are in-scope). The expected return 
rate is estimated based on the capture achieved by other international deposit return 
schemes. The performance data on drinks containers DRSs shown in Figure 177 is taken 
from the DRS consultation IA225. 
 
Figure 177 International Evidence on Capture Rates versus Deposit Levels for DRS 
 

 
 
Figure 177 shows the interaction between deposit levels and return rates for international 
drinks container DRS schemes226. There is a positive correlation between the deposit level 
and the return rate achieved, with a stronger relationship at lower deposit levels. This 
indicates that there is likely to be a breakpoint, below which it will be difficult to achieve a 
high return rate, but above which subsequent increases in deposit levels will achieve 
marginal increases in returns.  
 
Nevertheless, apart from the fairly clear ’headline’ profile displayed in Figure 177, it is 
difficult to make precise predictions from such data without controlling for individual 

 
225 Introducing a Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) in England, Wales and Northern Ireland 
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/environment/introducing-a-deposit-return-scheme/ 
226 The countries included in this comparison are Canada, Germany, Sweden, Norway and Denmark. Data from ‘Options and 
Feasibility of a European Refund System’ by Hogg, D, Elliot T and Corsdells, November 2011, Appendix VI 
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country’s circumstances, such as income levels, and for the different particularities of each 
scheme by country.  
 
Modelling outputs of this dataset are summarised in Figure 178, a 10p deposit is indicative 
of a 75-80% capture rate is assumed reasonable. In the takeback plus deposit scenarios the 
return/capture rate for single-use cups/containers is 79% for a 10 pence deposit, this impact 
is additional to any of the flow of waste materials diverted from litter.  
 
Figure 178 Summary of Capture Rates at Various Deposit Levels. 
 
Deposit Pence 0 5 10 20 25 30 35 40 
Capture rate % 0% 70% 79% 88% 91% 94% 96% 98% 

 
 
Where a cup deposit is set the unredeemed cup deposits are retained by the drinks sellers 
and may be used to fund additional collections. 
 
In the takeback scenarios (with or without deposits) there are no specific incentives in the to 
drive behaviour change regarding use of single-use cups/containers or take-up of reusable 
alternative cups/containers so their usage remains as in the baseline scenario. 

Recycling rate targets 

In the scenarios with recycling rate targets for single-use packaging wastes it is assumed 
that the targets set in the scenario are met in each year 2022 to 2034. 
 
A key driver in these scenarios is the impact on the collection rates for single-use 
cups/containers. The recycling target scenario is modelled by inputting assumptions for 
reductions in disposal and increases in collection at the collection stage, note as an example  
in the baseline for fibre-composite cups ~97% of used fibre-composite cups are either 
littered (and do not enter the collection stage) or collected and disposed. The increased 
quantity of single-use packaging wastes collected feeds through the model to achieve the 
recycling rate target. 
 
The level and trajectory of recycling rate targets is essentially arbitrary. However, for single-
use cups/containers it is assumed to reflect high ambition given the low start point for 
recycling of these packaging wastes. The recycling targets set take account of the particular 
material specific start points, for example, in the scenario the fibre-composite cups recycling 
rate the assumed increase is from 2.8%, linearly to 50% by 2034. Of course, alternative 
profiles for the trajectories of recycling rate targets could be assumed, such as for recycling 
rates to increase rapidly from a low start point, followed by a plateau in later years, this 
would again arbitrary but could substantially change the profile of costs and benefits in the 
scenarios modelled. 
 
Setting recycling rate targets is assumed to have relatively small impacts on littering of 
single-use packaging. However, one could suppose that, if in actuality recycling rate targets 
were implemented as part of a broader intervention supported by factors such as a national 
communications campaign and mandatory takeback.  
 
The assumption is that any additional costs associated with managing increased collections 
of single-use cups/containers is met by the ‘supply chain’ i.e., manufacturers of single-use 
cups/containers and business outlets or retailers selling hot/cold food and drinks. 
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There are no specific incentives on consumer behaviour around usage of single-use 
cups/containers versus reusable alternative implied by a policy that sets recycling rate 
targets for single-use packaging wastes, so it is assumed their usage remain as in the 
baseline scenario.  

Charges 

The policy sets a charge per unit for the use of single-use cups/containers (e.g. akin to a 
“latte levy” but for all types of single-use formats for hot and cold drinks and on-the-go food 
packaging). The charge is assumed to incentivise the use of reusable alternatives and 
displace the use of single-use items (by assumption, the charge is set at a level that is high 
enough to alter the choices of the type of container at the point of sale (POS) made by 
consumers). 
 
The charge policy is assumed to set a charge at 25 pence per single-use item and be 
implemented via regulatory mechanisms other than EPR. Unlike a deposit scheme, the 
charge is not redeemable. It is assumed that the charges are retained by the ‘sellers’ and 
may help fund any additional costs of collection and management of single-use packaging. 
However, the charge is considered a gain to ‘sellers’ and a loss to consumers and so ‘nets 
out’ of the cost benefit analysis. 
 
Figure 179 summarises the evidence base227 assessed in consideration of potential impacts 
of charges at various levels on the take-up of reusable cups/containers (and for the charge 
policy scenarios in this report, the displacement rates of single-use cups/containers). 
 
Figure 179 Evidence from Studies on the Impact of Charges on the Take-up of Reusable 
Cups. 
 

Study Charge 
value 

Other 
measures?

Reusable 
cup rate 
before 
(%) 

Reusable 
cup rate 

after (%) 

Net change 
in re-use rate 

(%point) 

Poortinga & Whitaker £0.25 Yes 2.3 12.5 10.2 

Whincester £0.25 Yes 22 34 12 

Starbucks £0.05 Yes 2.2 5.8 3.6 

Berkeley ($0.15) £0.11 No 0.8 6.2 5.4 

Tufts ($0.25) £0.19 No 3 8 5 

Org. 1 £0.05 Yes 69.8 89.6 19.8 

Org. 2 Site 1 £0.10 Yes 1.3 5.2 3.9 

Org. 2 Site 2 £0.10 Yes 4.7 7.7 3 

Org. 2 Site 3 £0.10 Yes 4.1 18.5 14.4 

Average £0.13       12 
 
 

 
227 Rapid Review of Charging for Disposable Coffee Cups and other Waste Minimisation Measures, Poortinga et al, 2019. 
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Clearly there are outliers so this dataset is filtered before further analysis. Figure 180 
indicates a positive correlation between the level of the charge on single-use cups and the 
take-up rate of reusable cups. Note that there overall there are few datapoints. Moreover, 
there are only three datapoints for a cup charge 15 pence, two of which are for 25 pence but 
with markedly different take-up rates for reusables (34% and 12.5%). 
 
Figure 180 The Impact of Charges on the Take-up of Reusable Cups. 
 

 
 
 
There is also a wide range in the rate of take-up of reusable cups before prior to the 
introduction of charges in these examples. Ignoring this would overestimate any estimated 
impact of introducing charges at a particular level. The modelling of this dataset for this 
analysis takes into account the starting point for take-up of reusables, and the outputs of the 
modelled relationship between cup charges and take-up of reusables are summarised in 
Figure 181. 
 
Figure 181 Charges on Single-use Packaging and the Take-up of Reusable Alternatives. 
 
Charge on single use packaging £ 0 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 

Take-up of reusable packaging % 0.0% 4.3% 5.4% 6.3% 7.0% 7.5% 8.0%
 
 
The modelled impacts of charges on single-use packaging on take-up appears not very 
sensitive to the level of charge. For example, a charge at 5 pence the take-up rate of 
reusables is 4.3%. At a charge of 30 pence the take-up of reusables in 8%). So, in this 
example the percentage change in the charge is 500% but the take-up rate of reusables 
roughly doubles (approximately a 100% change), and it is in this sense that the take-up of 
reusables appears not very sensitive to the level of the charge. 
 
The charges and take-up rates shown in Figure 181 are assumed to apply to all of the 
single-use packaging types and to incentivise take-up of reusable alternatives. As single-use 
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cups/containers placed on the market are displaced the usage of reusable cups/containers 
increases, the latter depends on the displacement rate which is discussed in detail in the 
sensitivity analysis below. 
 
In the charge policies scenarios, an assumed 25 pence charge per single-use item is 
assumed to lead, on average, to a 7.5% increase in the take-up of reusable alternatives, 
which then displaces single-use items. This means that, on average, 92.5% of people 
purchasing food/drink in these single-use packaging formats choose to pay the charges 
rather than switching to a reusable cup/container formats. 
 
A study on the potential impacts of charges on paper cups228 finds that a 25 pence levy (on 
paper cups) would cause a 5.7% increase in the take-up of reusable alternatives, which is in-
line with the magnitude of the impact in the analysis for this report. 
 
The charges are assumed to be retained by the drinks sellers and may, in actuality, be used 
to help fund any additional costs of collection. In the charge policy scenarios, the retained 
charges have a net zero impact on the cost benefits analysis: the gains to the sellers exactly 
match the losses to consumers who pay the charges. 
 
In the charge policy scenario, the use of single-use cups/containers reduces in-line with the 
increase in take up of reusable alternative cups/containers, total food and drinks sold per 
year is assumed (in these scenarios) not to be impacted by the introduction of charges on 
single-use cups/containers. While switching the cup/container format might not lead to much 
of a reduction in the quantity of food and drink sold by outlets, it is of course possible that 
food and drinks sales in single-use cups/containers are impacted when charges are 
implemented because the overall purchase price (to the consumer) is increased. The study 
on paper cups cited above229 includes a literature review of consumer purchasing behaviour 
when prices change for hot/cold drinks and takeaway foods. The research provides a price 
elasticity of demand of -0.8355, meaning that, other things equal, for every 1% increase in 
price of hot/cold drinks and takeaway foods the demand for these items reduces by 0.84%.  
 
As an example, for a takeaway coffee costing £2.50, a 25 pence charge would represent a 
10% increase in the price and a fall in demand of 8.4% (in other words coffee sellers would 
lose 8.4 pence out of every £1 of sales). 
 
It is assumed that litter from single-use packaging waste reduces in line with the 
displacement of single-use formats from the market (and that reusable alternatives are not 
littered). 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable items is available (and balanced with 
demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use packaging see a decline in sales 
while manufacturers/importers of reusable items see an increase in sales. 

Bans 

The ban scenarios assume that single-use packaging items are removed from the market 
and that they are replaced by reusable alternative cups/containers but with the total number 
of food and drinks served per year remaining unchanged from that in the baselines. For 
example, sales of hot/cold drinks are not impacted they are just served in different types of 
cups. It is possible that people may be deterred from purchasing food and drinks if they 

 
228 Economic Analysis of a Takeaway Paper Cup Levy, Ecuity, 2018 
229 Economic Analysis of a Takeaway Paper Cup Levy, Ecuity, 2018 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  308 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

have to accept reusable cups/containers offered (or have forgotten to bring their own) but 
there’s very little evidence available as a basis for modelling this type of impact. 
 
The bans scenarios are modelled by inputting assumptions for 2022 to 2034 for the 
percentage reduction in the number of single-use packaging items placed on the market.  
 
The number of reusable alternative cups/containers required to serve the same number of 
food and drinks per year increases as required and is dependent on the assumed 
displacement rate of single-use cups/containers, i.e. effectively, the number of times 
reusable cups/containers are used per year (see the sensitivity analysis below for a detailed 
discussion of displacement rates). 
 
It is assumed that littering of single-use containers reduces in-line with the reduction in the 
number of single-use containers placed on the market (and that reusable cups/containers 
are not littered). 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable cups/containers is available (and 
balanced with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use cups/containers see 
a decline in sales, while manufacturers/importers of reusable cups/containers see an 
increase in sales. 
 
Full ban 
 
In this scenario, 100% of single-use cups/containers are removed from the market by the 
end of 2024. The market adjustment to the announcement of the ban in 2022 is phased in, 
with an assumption of 20% removed in the first year the ban is implemented, 80% in year 2, 
and 100% removed from the third year onwards. 
 
It is assumed that littering of single-use cups/containers reduces in-line with the reduction in 
their quantity on the market (and that reusable cups/containers are not littered). There are 
no single-use cups/containers (or lids etc) requiring waste management by the end of 2024. 
 
It is assumed that sufficient supply of reusable cups/containers is available (and balanced 
with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of RUCs see an increase in sales while 
manufacturers/importers of SUFCs see a decline in sales. 
 
Partial ban 
 
The partial ban scenario assumes that a percentage of single-use cups/containers are still 
permitted to be used for serving food and drinks in situations where reusable alternatives are 
not convenient or feasible.  
 
In the partial ban policy scenario, the percentage reduction in the number of single-use 
items placed on the market is 60% by 2024. The 60% assumption is based on McDonald’s 
and Costa’s share of stores, so implicitly assuming an equivalent of ‘McDonald’s and Costa’ 
removing single-use packaging of these types and replacing them with reusable alternatives 
on their premises. 
 
Market sales figures for Wales for hot drinks served in full-service restaurants, hotels, pubs 
and bars, cafés and coffee shops – locations that are more likely to be where drinks are 
consumed on premises – indicates 55% of sales are in these types of establishments, which 
provides support for a figure of around 60%. 
 



 

  WRAP - Single-use Cups and On-the-Go Fibre-composite Food Packaging  309 
This document is uncontrolled if printed 
MR40 – Version 6 

It is assumed that littering of single-use packaging wastes reduces in-line with the reduction 
in the number of single-use items on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not 
littered). 
 
It is assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable alternatives is available (and balanced with 
demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use cups/containers see a decline in 
sales while manufacturers/importers of reusable cups/containers see an increase in sales. 

EPR approach 

The EPR scenario envisages that fewer single-use packaging formats are littered, more are 
recyclable (and therefore more are recycled) and fewer are disposed in recovery and 
recycling systems. Any recycled content in these types of single-use packaging remains 
unchanged from baseline. 
 
In the EPR policy scenario, it is assumed that technical design change is incentivised by EPR 
fees. The exact mechanism or fees is not specified, but it is assumed, for example, that the 
result is that the plastic bonded layer on single-use fibre-composite cups is gradually reduced 
to zero, thus enhancing the recyclability of these single-use packaging items. 
 
The EPR approach is also assumed to create awareness around the environmental impact of 
single-use packaging (for example, litter), and promote the take-up of reusable cups and 
containers. The level of contamination is also reduced as it is assumed there is better 
stewardship of these materials in collection systems. 

Being ‘easier to recycle’ means, for example, that the impact on paper recyclers is reduced 
process losses and associated costs i.e. increased efficiency and productivity with more 
output generated from a given input, and less materials input to recycling processes going to 
disposal. 

Since the policy impact is to displace single-use packaging items, it is assumed that litter 
from single-use packaging formats reduces in line with the reduction in the number of single-
use formats placed on the market (and that reusable alternatives are not littered). 
 
It is assumed that any additional costs are borne by obligated producers/sellers in the supply 
chain under EPR. 
 
It is also assumed that a sufficient supply of reusable alternatives is available (and balanced 
with demand), and that manufacturers/importers of single-use items see a decline in sales 
while manufacturers/importers of RUCs see an increase in sales. 
 
It is assumed that litter from SUCs reduces in-line with the reduction in the number of SUCs 
on the market (and that RUCs are not littered). 
 
It is assumed that a sufficient supply of RUCs is available (and balanced with demand), and 
that manufacturers/importers of SUFCs see a decline in sales while manufacturers/importers 
of RUFCs see an increase in sales. 
 
Sensitivity of scenario impacts to the number of reusable cups/containers 
 
In the policy scenarios it is assumed that there are no impacts on the amount of food and 
drinks sold either in single-use or reusable containers, for example, overall sales of hot/cold 
drinks are assumed not to be impacted by the implementation of any of the policies (or 
combination of policies).  
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Therefore, in the policy scenarios where single-use packaging items placed on the market 
are impacted (charges, bans, EPR, and any policies implemented together that include these 
policies in combination) it is assumed that usage of reusable cups/containers increases 
where single-use items are displaced. 
 
These impacts feed through to the monetised costs and benefits in the scenarios. For 
example, the amount of single-use packaging waste available for recycling may reduce 
(affecting waste management costs, and materials values), and the quantity and value of 
empty single-use packaging items, and reusable alternative cups/container that are sold in 
the UK (the former reducing and the latter increasing). The benefits in the scenarios where 
switching occurs relate to the net impact on sales of cups/containers i.e. lost sales of empty 
single-use cups/containers relative to the increased sales of reusable cups/containers. 
 
However, the rate at which reusable cups/containers are assumed in the modelled scenarios 
to displace single-use items i.e. the number of servings of food and hot/cold drinks per year 
accounted for by usage of reusable cups/containers, is an area of uncertainty. And the costs 
and benefits are very sensitive to the particular assumptions made. That sensitivity is 
illustrated in the analysis below (Figure 182) for single-use fibre-composite cups (SUFCs). 
 
In the scenarios, it assumed, on average, that each reusable cup is used 365 times in a year 
(once per day). Therefore, each reusable cup/container displaces 365 single use cups in a 
year. For personal reusable cups anecdote suggests some people use them often (maybe 2 
to 3) times per day, some people forget to carry them with them, or purchase fewer drinks 
per day etc so 1 per day, as an average, seems reasonable. There are some examples on 
usage rates for reusable cups. For the Freiburg Cup, the cups are washed and disinfected in-
store, and can be reused up to 400 times. For the ReCup - customers pay a deposit of €1 for 
a cup, which can be reused up to 500 times. It should be noted that these are cup rental 
schemes (and the figures mentioned are not explicitly for usage per year of reusable cups), 
these are therefore taken as indicative of the orders of magnitude for the usage of reusable 
cups. 
 
Figure 182 shows that if reusable cups displace SUFCs at a rate of 130:1 the impacts on 
net benefits are positive across all of the policy scenarios (that impact on SUFCs packaging 
placed on the market). As the assumed number of uses of reusable cups per year increases 
net benefits reduce in all of the policy scenarios, becoming negative somewhere between an 
assumed displacement rate of 150:1 and 200:1, and increasingly more negative as the 
displacement rate increases. 
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Figure 182 Sensitivity of Benefits minus Costs less Materials Value to the Displacement Rate 
of SUFCs. 
 
  Impacts (net of baseline) 

Number of 
uses of 

reusable cups 
per year 

130 150 200 300 
Benefits - 

Costs* 
Benefits - 

Costs* 
Benefits - 

Costs* 
Benefits - 

Costs* 
£m £m £m £m 

Charge £3 £0 -£7 -£22 

Full ban £195 £12 -£285 -£583 

Partial ban £120 £7 -£175 -£358 

EPR £29 £11 -£35 -£127 

EPR+MTB £70 £18 -£28 -£121 
EPR+MTB+Charg
e £33 £18 -£39 -£154 

EPR+MTB+Recyc
ling target £37 £42 -£6 -£101 

Charge 
+Recycling 
target 

£41 £25 £17 £3 

* costs less materials value 
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