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Executive Summary

This study set out to consider the extent to which small format sachets were likely to be
affected by the introduction of EPR-type systems for (plastic) packaging in four Asian
countries: India, Indonesia, Vietham and the Philippines. In doing so, the study sought to
understand:

a) the extent to which sachets are a problem in the countries included in the study;

b) the options for addressing the problem of sachets, drawing on lessons from some
specific application of sachets that seemed to be implicated as ‘important
contributors’ to the existing problem (as indicated by the existing data);

c) the extent to which the emerging EPR systems seemed likely to address the
problem of sachets;

d) to propose changes to the existing approaches, as deemed necessary; and

e) with the foregoing in mind, to propose approaches which might be taken in
countries which might be considering EPR systems, or stand-alone approaches
to dealing with problems of sachets.

In conducting the work, it became apparent that there is no universally agreed definition
of what we mean by ‘sachets’. For this reason, it has been considered important to clarify
what the subject of our investigation should be. It was also clear from the outset that
undertaking the assessment as per ¢) and d) above would demand some attempt to
understand how the EPR systems, as a whole, were functioning, or might be expected to
function once fully operational.

That, in turn, is difficult to appreciate fully without situating the approaches chosen for
implementation of EPR in the context of the wider system of waste management policy
and law. One of the major reasons for this is that EPR systems typically seek to extend
the responsibility of businesses to doing something they would not otherwise have to do":
not unusually, this is something that someone else (usually, one or other tier of local
government) is required, under existing waste management law, to do, even if not
everyone who should be doing these things (as tasked by existing law) is actually doing
them.

This in turn raises two fairly obvious questions:

a) Where the local government entities are not doing what they should be, what is it
in policy, or law, or their financial and / or political circumstances that prevents
them from discharging their lawful duty? And

b) Wherever local government entities are already discharging their legal duty, what
is it that producers are being asked to do, and where is the additionality to come
from as regards EPR?

With these questions in mind, this Executive Summary offers a synthesis of some key
findings.

' The term ‘producer’ can be misleading in some contexts for implementation of EPR. In all EPR schemes, it
is crucial to identify which businesses are obliged to do what. These businesses are typically labelled
‘producers’ even if they are not all engaged in the activity of producing packages (or products). In the rest of
this report, the term ‘producer’ is used to denote the obligated businesses. In small island states, obligated
businesses might include few, if any, businesses who are producers of packaging or products. More likely,
the ’producers’ are likely to be defined as brands, retailers, importers and on-line platforms.



e1.0 What is ‘a Sachet’?

There is no single definition of ‘sachet’: its use in the context of discussions related to
plastic pollution, however, is more or less well understood. Sachets, for the purpose of
this work, were considered to be sealed, flexible plastic packages, designed for
single-use, made using one or more layers of plastic and other materials. They are
usually not resealable.

The main issue of definition around which there is least agreement is that of size: at what
size (if any) does a package cease to be ‘a sachet’ and become (for example) ‘a flexible
plastic package’'? The audits undertaken by organisations under the Break Free from
Plastic umbrella set the size limit as ‘not larger than A4 size’? Others have made a
delineation on the basis of the volume / weight contained by the package: reports for the
India Plastics Pact have defined sachets as packages containing ‘up to 10 grams of solid
product, or up to 10 ml of liquid product’.® They also define ‘small format packages’ as
packaging containing up to 50 grams of solid product, or up to 50 ml of liquid product.
Each of these definitions could imply different package dimensions for different products,
depending on the bulk density of those products.

Were specific legislation to target ‘sachets’, the issue of definition would acquire
considerable relevance so that terms such as ‘plastic’, or ‘single-use’, or ‘sealed’ would
need to be clearly elaborated. In this work, however, the countries concerned do not
target ‘sachets’ per se. Hence, we investigated types of application which seemed to be
highlighted by either, or both, of consumption and brand-audit data, considering the
matter of size distribution after that choice was made.

e.2.0 Market for ‘Sachets’

We conducted a brief review of data on sachets in relation to our chosen countries. Given
the interest in understanding the extent to which sachets might contribute to the problem
of plastics discarded into the environment, we considered this matter from two
perspectives: data on consumption; and evidence from brand audits of discarded plastic
packaging. Neither gives a perfect insight into how significant the problem of littered /
mismanaged sachets is since the former does not tell us much about how sachets are
managed at end of life, and the latter are not necessarily statistically representative of the
overall situation, and cannot be used to derive estimates of the total quantity of sachets
(or the proportion of consumption) that is mismanaged.

Nonetheless, given the prevalence of consumption in at least three of the four countries
under investigation (the evidence from both viewpoints indicates that prevalence may be
much lower in Vietham), and given that the coverage in each country of collection
services is far from comprehensive, it would be reasonable to expect that a considerable
share of what is consumed is either uncollected or mismanaged following collection given
that sachets — especially those of smaller size — are unlikely to be attractive to waste

2 A4 size has the dimensions 210 x 297 mm / 8.3 x 11.7 inches.

3 Cll and WRAP (2022) Small Formats and Sachets: Exploring Challenges, Solutions and Interventions,
January 2024.



pickers (the value — if any - relative to time spent collecting would be very low). Unless
those that are mismanaged are burned (itself a problem), then there is a strong likelihood
that the uncollected packages will be discarded in the environment.

e.3.0 Alternatives to Sachet for Selected Products

As indicated above, our review noted some variation in levels of consumption, with (small
format) sachets being most prevalent in India, Indonesia and the Philippines.

Based on or review, we investigated alternatives to the use of single-use plastic sachets
for:

Shampoo;

Milk (and milk-based drinks);

Instant coffee;

Tomato ketchup; and

Chip / crisp packages (small, not family, size).

Al o

These products span the food and personal care / hygiene sectors which between them
appear to account for a large share of sachet consumption. The choice of food products
spans liquids and dry goods, as well as products with barrier requirements that present
different challenges. In the case of milk / milk-based drinks, we suspect the prominence
of such items in audits might reflect consumption of both larger and smaller formats,
including beverage cartons (which may be classified as ‘plastic’ where they incorporate a
plastic layer). Chip / crisp packages may be consumed in varying pack sizes: our
attention was on smaller sized (less than A4 but potentially above 10g) packages.

For the first four of these items, alternative delivery models already exist, though which of
these are most readily applicable depends in part on how the products are consumed.*
The item for which alternative delivery approaches are less readily available is the chip /
crisp pack, which has particular barrier requirements, and for which the quality of product
benefits from the ‘pillow bag’ design of most packages. It seems more likely that for crisp
packs, the design of packages is likely to change towards either ‘nature-degradable’
materials or more readily recyclable formats. Evidently, switching to more recyclable
formats is all but useless in those circumstances and locations where the package is
unlikely ever to be collected in the first place. That, though, ought to be where the
principle of extended producer responsibility (EPR) becomes highly relevant.

e4.0 What is Extended Producer Responsibility?

It is easy to over-complicate what is implied by EPR. ‘EPR’ is not ‘any policy that affects
a product (or a package)’. Some jurisdictions may seek to include a range of initiatives
within a piece of law affecting packaging, or plastic packaging, for example: strictly
speaking, EPR might simply be considered as constituting one part of such legislation.

* Further investigation on where and how the specific items are consumed would be required to inform this.
Such investigations are outside the scope of this work.



Although it is tempting to assign to EPR all sorts of policy intervention across the lifecycle
of a product or package, it is the ‘post-use’ stage which is the key focus of EPR.
Considering the matter literally, business already has, either directly or indirectly —
responsibility for the product and packaging they place on the market. Rarely, however, in
the absence of policy intervention, are they required to take responsibility for the product
or package post-(first-)use.

At its heart, therefore, EPR is a means to oblige businesses (producers) to take
responsibility for managing the products and packages they place on the market
following their use. In different contexts, they may have both financial and operational
responsibility for managing products and packages following their use, but in other
circumstances, the responsibility will be financial only. Without financial responsibility,
however, it might be argued that there is no EPR. In some instances, it will be
appropriate for businesses to have financial responsibility for some aspects, and financial
and operational responsibility for others, as regards management of products and
packages post-use.

Because producers are given responsibility for post-use management of products /
packages, EPR systems tend to specify targets for the management of the targeted
items. If they fail to do so, then they are likely to seek the least cost route to comply with
their obligation. Targets for recycling, for example, can ensure that producers are not
simply collecting waste to transport it to landfill or incineration facilities (or co-incineration
facilities). To discourage poor performance, sanctions should be applied as necessary for
failure to meet targets, or fraudulent declarations related to the meeting of obligations.

Fundamentally, EPR is about making a more direct link between those who produce and
consume products and packaging, and the funding of the management of products and
packaging at end of life. In making this financial link, and recognising that improving
management of products and packaging does not always come without cost, the
extension of producers’ responsibility to covering the costs of end-of-life management
enables policy makers to push for enhanced performance in respect of management of
products and packaging at end of life.

It may be considered that the greater is the scope of the end-of-life costs for which
producers are made responsible, and the more challenging the targets become, the more
likely it becomes that businesses have an incentive to re-design packaging to reduce
these costs.

The relevance of EPR in countries with poorly developed waste management is
potentially profound: if one of the reasons why waste is not being collected today is that
there are inadequate funds available, EPR can constitute a flow of funds from producers
to support collection and management of products and packages post-use, thereby
reducing the financial resources required from (for example) local government.

e.5.0 EPR in the Countries Studied

The main report provides a detailed review of the main (not all) laws regarding waste
management and EPR in the four countries studied. As regards EPR, and with potential
to affect sachets, the following are in place:



1. InIndia, a set of EPR Guidelines which were introduced in 2022 as an
amendment to existing Plastic Waste Management (PWM) Rules, which were
notified in 2016. The Guidelines became a new Schedule Il under the PWM
Rules. The Guidelines have been revised on multiple occasions;

2. In the Philippines, the Extended Producer Responsibility Act of 2022 was passed
in 2022. It effectively amends the Ecological Solid Waste Management Act
(ESWMA) of 2000, and ‘institutionalised’ EPR on plastic packaging, notably by
adding a new Chapter IlI-A to the ESWMA. Pursuant to the amending Act,
Implementing Rules and Regulations (IRRs) were promulgated to prescribe
procedures and guidelines related to EPR;

3. InIndonesia, a Regulation concerning a Roadmap for Waste Reduction by
Producers, which seeks to implement something akin to EPR for packaging, was
passed in 2019; and

4. In Vietnam, a Law on Environmental Protection was passed in 2020 and an
associated Decree on Elaboration of Several Articles of the Law on
Environmental Protection was promulgated in 2022. Together, these establish a
framework for implementing EPR for packaging.

The four countries have made progress to varying degrees. As regards implementation,
the schemes in India and Philippines are already ‘active’. Whilst the first ‘compliance
year’ in the Vietnamese scheme commenced at the start of 2024, there are some key
scheme details which are (at the time of writing) awaited and which are likely hindering
progress. In the case of Indonesia, although the Regulation was passed earlier than in
the other countries, the scheme appears to be barely operational. Even making
allowance for potential issues in translation, the Regulation (and the associated waste
law) appears to be too loosely drafted to give the scheme the necessary impetus.®

It will be noted that the schemes in India and the Philippines are targeted only at plastic
packaging, whilst both Vietham and Indonesia chose to target a wider range of packaging
materials. As well as what is in scope of EPR, the schemes vary by a range of other key
features. We have set out a comparative assessment in Table E - 1. This highlights that
the schemes vary considerably, suggesting little agreement on the most desirable
approach, and suggesting that whatever lessons may or may not have been learned from
elsewhere, they do not translate into a preferred option being implemented.® Even terms
such as ‘plastic’, and ‘plastic packaging’, are defined differently, and the way in which
‘compostable’ / ‘biodegradable’ plastics are included (and defined, if at all) varies.

5n EPR policy and law, a useful test of its quality is to adopt the position of an ‘obliged entity’ — a ‘producer’
— which the scheme intends to require to do something under the law. If an objective reading of the law
leaves one unclear as to what that entity’s obligation is, let alone whether the entity has any obligation, then
such a law seems unlikely to be ineffective.

% In the development phase for the schemes, various actors were active in seeking to bring learning from
elsewhere in the countries concerned, including GIZ and consultants Adelphi in India, WWF in Vietnam and
the Philippines, and IUCN in Vietnam. The eventual outcomes suggest limited influence was exerted over
scheme design.



Table E - 1: Comparison of EPR Systems in the Four Countries

Scope of EPR
instrument(s)

India

PWM Rules - Plastics

EPR Guidance (Schedule to the PWM Rules)
- Plastic packaging and (as of 2024)
‘commodities made from compostable
plastics or biodegradable plastics’

Materials within scope split into five
Categories:

1. Rigid plastic packaging;

II. Flexible plastic packaging of single layer
or multilayer (more than one layer with
different types of plastic), plastic sheets or
like and covers made of plastic sheet, carry
bags, plastic sachet or pouches;

IIl. Multi-layered plastic packaging (at least
one layer of plastic and at least one layer of
material other than plastic);

IV. Plastic sheet or like used for packaging
as well as carry bags and commodities
made of compostable plastics.

V. Plastic sheet or like used for packaging as
well as carry bags and commodities made
of biodegradable plastics.

Indonesia

Packaging (not only plastics)

Three sectors covered are:

a. manufacture;
i food and beverage

industry;
ii.. consumer goods industry;
and
iii. cosmetics and body care
industry
b. food and beverage services;
iv. restaurant;
V. café;
Vi. restaurant;
Vii. catering services; and
Viii. hotel.
c. retail.
ix. Shopping centre;
X. Modern shop; and
Xi. Public market.

Philippines

Plastic packaging — post-consumer
only

In theory, the EPR Act could be
extended beyond packaging (there is a
‘general EPR' Section), but as per the
2022 Act, the scope is plastic
packaging.

Vietnam

The LEP and 2022 Decree cover all

wastes, and include obligations for a
range of items, including packaging
(not only plastics).

They cover ‘consumer packaging’,
“including primary packaging and
secondary packaging", though
neither of these terms is defined in
the LEP or Decree.

The LEP applies requirements to
producers and importers, though the
wording in the LEP applies to
producers and importers ‘of
recyclable products and packages'.
‘Recyclable’ does not appear to be
defined. The Decree does not use
this term, simply referencing Column
3 of Appendix XXII.

Packaging covered includes that
used for:

a) Food prescribed by regulations of
law on food safety;

b) Cosmetics prescribed by
regulations of law on conditions for
cosmetics manufacturing;

c) Medicine prescribed by regulations
of law on pharmacy;

d) Fertilisers, feeds and veterinary
drugs prescribed by regulations of
law on fertilisers, feeds and
veterinary drugs;

dd) Detergents and preparations for
domestic, agricultural and medical
use;

e) Cement.

10



Which entities
carry an obligation?

Are there 'de
minimis’
exemptions (and in
what form)?

Definition of Plastic

India

Producers, importers and brand owners
(PIBOs), as well as processors and
manufacturers

Brand owners (and since 2024, Producers)
which are micro and small enterprises as
per the criteria of Micro, Small and Medium
Enterprises Development Act, 2006 (27 of
2006) are exempt

Material which contains as an essential
ingredient a high polymer such as
polyethylene terephthalate, high density
polyethylene, Vinyl, low density
polyethylene, polypropylene, polystyrene
resins, multi-materials like acrylonitrile
butadiene styrene, polyphenylene oxide,
polycarbonate, Polybutylene terephthalate

Indonesia

Obligated entities are producers,
defined in the EPR Law as business
actors that produce goods that use
packaging, distribute imported goods
using packaging, or sell goods using
packaging that cannot be, or are
difficult to, decompose by natural
processes.

This term ‘cannot be, or are difficult to,
decompose by natural processes' is
not defined.

The 2019 Regulation specifies no
exemption in relation to size of
business

Not defined in the Law, though actions
are articulated for plastics, including
PE (HDPE / LDPE); PET; PVC; PP; and
PS.

Philippines

Producers, defined as brand owners,
manufacturers and importers

Micro, small and medium sized
enterprises (MSMEs), unless the total
value of assets of all enterprises
carrying the same brand, label or
trademark exceeds that of medium
enterprises as prescribed by Republic
Act No. 9501.

A synthetic material made from a wide
range of organic polymers such as
polyethylene terephthalate, high
density polyethylene, low density
polyethylene, polypropylene,
polystyrene, PVC and nylon that can
be processed to form solid objects of
various shapes

Vietnam

The Decree confers an obligation on
'Organizations and individuals that
manufacture/import (hereinafter
referred to as “producers and
importers”)’ except where they
re-export.

Producers of packaging having a
revenue from sale of goods and
provision of services in the previous
year <30 billion dong (US $ 1.2
million), and

Importers of packaging having total
value of imports (according to
customs value) in the previous year
<20 billion dong (US $ 0.8 million).

Not defined as such -
"Non-biodegradable plastic
packaging" is defined as packaging
which is primarily composed of
petroleum-based polymers such as
polymers Ethylene (PE),
Polypropylene (PP), Polymer Styrene
(PS), Polymer Vinyl Chloride (PVC)
and Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET)
and is usually non-biodegradable or
lasts for long periods of time in the
environment (water environment, soil
environment or at a solid waste
landfill).

11



Definition of
(Plastic) Packaging

Treatment of
biodegradable
/compostable /
bio-derived etc.

India

Plastic Packaging means packaging material
made by using plastics for protecting,
preserving, storing and transporting of
products in a variety of ways

Compostable plastics are defined.

Biodegradable plastics are defined. The
definition of plastics does not specifically
include or exclude either: the EPR
obligations do apply to compostables and
biodegradables

Indonesia

Not defined (this may be defined
elsewhere in law).

Note that this makes it difficult to
define precisely who are ‘producers’

In principle, packaging which is not
‘packaging that cannot be, or is
difficult to, decompose by natural
processes.’ Is excluded. How and
when packages are determined to be
'easy to decompose’ is not made clear
in Law.

Philippines

‘the polymer material designed to
protect a product from environmental
factors, or carry goods for
transportation, distribution, and sale,
including service necessities and more
particularly described under Section
44-C of the Act.'

"Plastic packaging shall include the
following:

“(a) Sachets, labels, laminates and
other flexible plastic packaging
products, whether single layer or
multi-layered with plastics or other
materials;

“(b) Rigid plastic packaging products,
whether layered with any other
materials, which include containers for
beverages, food, home, personal care
and cosmetic products, including their
coverings, caps, or lids and other
necessities or promotional items, such
as cutlery, plates, drinking straws, or
sticks, tarps, signage, or labels;

“(c) Plastic bags, which include
single-use plastic bags, for carrying or
transporting of goods, and provided or
utilised at the point of sale; and

“(d) Polystyrene.

Note some of the examples at 44C are
not ‘packaging’ as defined above (and
neither are they 'necessities’)

Iltems which are 'biodegradable’ are
included in the definition
‘environmentally acceptable’ (they
could not, therefore, be included on
the list of non-environmentally
acceptable products that could be
designated for phase-out)

Vietnam

'Packaging’ is not defined in the LEP /
Decree (it may be defined elsewhere
in Law)

The reduction of non-biodegradable
plastics is encouraged. They are
entitled to incentives and assistance,
as may be prescribed. Phase out of
non-biodegradable plastic packaging
from retail by 2025 (this appears
mainly to be plastic bags).

12



Targets for plastic
packaging under
EPR

Means of
demonstrating
compliance

India

Recycling (% by wt. for those obligated)

Year 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28
Catll 30 40 50 60
Cat lll 30 40 50 60

Recycled Content (% by wt.)
Year 24/25 25/26 26/27 27/28
Catll 10 10 20 20

Catlll 5 5 10 10
Also for ‘residual’ plastics

Recycling certificates from registered
recyclers. Provision was made in 2024 for
trading platforms with the CPCB potentially
setting a price range within which trading
can occur (30% to 100% of relevant
environmental compensation)

Until 2025/26, certificates for categories in
surplus may (subject to CPCB) be used to
make up for deficits in other categories

Indonesia

To achieve, through Road maps, a
'waste reduction target by the
producer by 30% (thirty percent)
compared to the amount of waste
generated in the year 2029." Waste
reduction includes reducing waste
generation, and increasing reuse and
recycling. It appears to be set relative
to a baseline projection.

Would appear to be via Plans, and
what they achieve relative to the target
30% reduction. This is measured
relative to a baseline, which could
allow for manipulation of reported
performance

Philippines

Targets for Plastic Waste Diversion
(% by wt. for those obligated)

2023 - 20
2024 - 40
2025 - 50
2026 - 60
2027 - 70
2028 - 80

Note, the term ‘diversion’ in the EPR
Law includes reuse, recycling,
treatment, or proper disposal. Only
non-sanitary landfilling / dumping and
open burning seems to be excluded
from this.

Through obtaining the required
number of notarized certificates in line
with targets, and as per EPR programs
submitted to the National Ecology
Center. Compliance can be by
individual companies, groups thereof,
or PROs. Auditing is to be arranged by
whoever submits the EPR Program,
and is undertaken by independent
third parties in line with Department
standards. Targets have to be met
independently for flexibles and rigids

Vietnam

Recycling targets, 2024-26 (%)

Rigid PET Packaging 22
Rigid HDPE, LDPE, 15

PP and PS packaging
Rigid EPS packaging 10
Rigid PVC packaging 10
Other rigid packaging 10
Mono-material flexible 10
Multi-material flexible 10

At least 40% of the above to be
achieved by producing

1. recycled plastic particles used as
production raw materials for
industrial use.

2. other products (including PE and
PP fibres).
3. chemicals (including oil).

Either paying into the Fund, or by
registering their recycling plans and
submitting annual reports on
recycling results to the Ministry of

Natural Resources and Environment.

Note that evidence of recycling
needs to ‘match’ the type set out in
Appendix XXII.

13



What are the
sanctions for
non-registration /
fraudulent
declarations /
failure to meet
obligations?

Defining Sachets (or
similar)

India

The financial sanctions are set out by the
CPCB in guidelines on environmental
compensation. For obliged enterprises and
processors, these are not overly punitive,
though they increase with successive
offences.

Not defined

"multilayered packaging” means any
material used or to be used for packaging
and having at least one layer of plastic as
the main ingredients in combination with
one or more layers of materials such as
paper, paper board, polymeric materials,
metalised layers or aluminium foil, either in
the form of a laminate or co-extruded
structure

Indonesia

Arts 13 and 14 of the EPR Law are very
much about self-monitoring and
self-evaluation

Art 21 mentions Sanctions, and
references the 'provisions of the
Legislative Regulations’. It is not clear
what sanction would apply to which
actions.

Not defined

Philippines

Offences include (S.49):

e failure to register

e falsification of documents

e misdeclaration of generated or
recovered footprint

e using a scheme to maliciously
evade responsibility under the
EPR Law

e  tamper its compliance with
Section 44F of the Act.

First Offence: not less than Five million
Pesos but not exceeding Ten million
Pesos

Second Offence: not less than Ten
million Pesos but not exceeding
Fifteen million Pesos

Third Offence: not less than Fifteen
million Pesos but not exceeding
Twenty million Pesos and automatic
suspension of business permit until
the requirement of the Act is complied
with.

Where the offence relates to failure to
meet targets, either the above fines
are paid, or a fine twice the cost of
recovery and diversion of the footprint
or its shortfall is levied, whichever is
higher.

Not defined

Vietnam

Because the LEP is so far-reaching,
the approach to compliance vis a vis
EPR seems bound up with more
general law regarding pollution
events.

There are some statements that seem
designed to encourage
‘under-declaration’ of obligated
quantities of packaging (for example,
'If the declared weight of the product
or packaging is less than the actual
weight of the product or packaging
manufactured, put on the market and
imported must make payments for
the difference in the next year'

Not defined
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Targets Applicable
to Sachets

Special Treatment
of Sachets?

India

As either Cat Il or Cat Il packaging, targets
for recycling and recycled content (see
above)

Initially (2016) indicated:

'Manufacture and use of non-recyclable
multilayered plastic, if any , should be
phased out in Two years' time'. This was
subsequently made irrelevant by exempting
packages that were ‘energy recoverable’

On collection, the following was indicated:

‘Primary responsibility for collection of used
multi-layered plastic sachet or pouches or
packaging is of Producers, Importers and
Brand Owners who introduce the products
in the market. They need to establish a

generated due to their products.'

This was further changed in the 2024
amendment to the PWM Rules so that there
is no ‘primary responsibility’ and the
responsibility of PIBOs is considered
discharged if they meet their EPR
obligations.

There is no indication of a financial
responsibility, or any requirement for
producers to make a financial transfer to
entities already conducting collections

Indonesia

No specific treatment of sachets.

In Appendix |, a specific suggestion is
made in respect of PP sachets:

Prohibition of the use of flexible PP
plastic (sachets) as packaging
products with sizes less than 50 ml or
50g are effective 1°t January, 2030. For
example:

a. food sachets;
b. soap and shampoo
sachets

There is no provision for PE sachets, or
sachets where PP is one of multiple
polymers, and given that not all
sachets are PP, even if it was
mandated to happen (which is not
clear - the Regulation relates to a
period from 2020 to 2029), then it is
unclear what is intended.

Philippines

Targets for 'Plastic Waste Diversion’
(the term ‘diversion’ in the EPR Law
includes reuse, recycling, treatment, or
proper disposal. Only non-sanitary
landfilling / dumping and open burning
seems to be excluded from this):

2023 - 20%;
2024 - 40%;
2025 - 50%;
2026 - 60%;
2027 - 70%;
2028 - 80%;

None. The ESWMA (and the EPR Act)
provided for a list of
‘non-environmentally acceptable
products' to be identified, and banned.
The IRRs for both the ESWMA and EPR
Acts have made it difficult to give
substance to this clause, with the lack
of funding for the NSWMC also being
blamed for the lack of action in this
regard.

Retail of products in packaging that is
not environmentally acceptable
(packaging that is not reusable,
biodegradable or compostable, or
recyclable, or was hazardous) was
also to be banned.

Neither of the above has been
meaningfully implemented.

Obligations under the EPR Law are
required to be met by obligated
entities separately for rigids and
flexibles, but not specifically for a
sub-category of flexibles.

Vietnam

Recycling rate targets for:

Mono-material flexible packaging —
10%; and

Multi-material flexible packaging -
10%

These apply for 2024-2026. Note
that the recycling specifications
applied indicate that at least 40% of
weight of products and packaging
recycled at mandatory recycling rates
has to meet the specifications

None.

The breakdown of products for which
there are mandatory recycling rates
and specifications includes:

a) Mono-material flexible packaging;
and

b) Multi-material flexible packaging
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Role of local govt
vis a vis waste
management
(waste law)

India

Both the MSW Rules (the law on ‘waste’)
and the PWM Rules make the operational
side of waste management the responsibility
of (urban) local bodies (including ‘arrange
for door to door collection of segregated
solid waste