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Introduction and overview of the Stakeholder Engagement Process
JG Afrika were officially appointed on 18 December 2017. Due to the end of year holiday break and many people being away or already on leave, the first meetings kicked
off during the 3rd week in January 2018. Numerous meetings internally, with the PROs and with numerous key stakeholders (industry, retailer representatives, academics,
governmental officials etc) were held in order to inform the drafting of the Draft EPR Plan that was submitted for stakeholder comment from 20 July 2018 for 30 days. The
following table provides an overview of these meetings. Telephone calls or ad hoc conversations with various stakeholders have not been included. Due to the challenging
timeframe, the project team did the best they could to meet with key role players or representatives prior to the release of the Draft EPR Plan. The intention was to then
have more detailed engagements through the stakeholder engagement dialogue sessions on the Draft EPR Plan.
Date:
18 December 2018
26 January 2018
2 February 2018
23 February 2018
2 March 2018
6 March 2018
8 March 2018
27 March 2018
28 March 2018
29 March 2018
9 April 2018
18 April 2018
19 April 2018
26 April 2018
3 May 2018
3 May 2018

Meeting held with:
Packaging SA
PETCO
Polyco
Internal team meeting
Polyco
Internal PRO/Packaging SA Workshop
Polystyrene & Vinyls
Polyco
Internal PRO/Packaging SA Workshop
Moss Group – Sustainable Retailers Forum
Polyco
Internal team meeting
Packaging SA Client meeting
Petco
Polyco

4 May 2018
11 May 2018
15 May 2018
21 May 2018
22 May 2018
23 May 2018

Packaging SA EXCO
Polystyrene SA
Metpac-SA
Packaging SA Client Meeting
Sustainable Retailers Forum
DEA Public Hearings on The Waste Tyre
Management Plans
The Netherlands Enterprise Agency (RVO),
the Ministry of Infrastructure and Water

24 May 2018

GreenCape First Thursdays event

Purpose of the meeting:
Appointment
General approach for the IWMPs
General approach for the IWMPs – progress
Progress update
Progress update
Work through the approach and evaluation of input to date.
Presentation to the Board
Progress update
Work through the approach and evaluation of input to date.
First meeting with the Moss Group regarding the introduction of the Sustainable Retailers Forum.
Progress update to the Board
Progress update
Progress update
Plan overview
Progress update
Brief presentation from various PRO’s (Polyco, PETCO and Polystyrene) with regards to their existing
work and projects.
Progress update
Value chain analysis
Kick off meeting
Progress feedback
Progress feedback
Attendance of the Cape Town hearing.
“Biomass Valorisation & Circular (Waste) Economy Western Cape South Africa” with a specific focus
on EPR Experience: Presentation, interactive discussion & exchange
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Date:

27 June 2018

Meeting held with:
Management (RWS), Green Cape and
(Netherlands African Business Council
(NABC)
Petco
Packaging SA Client Meeting
Packaging SA Client Meeting
Sustainable Retailers Forum (Moss Group)
Internal PRO/Packaging SA Workshop
Polyco
BMI
Tourism Business Council of South Africa
Metpac-SA
Polystyrene & SAVA
Plastics SA
Internal PRO/Packaging SA Workshop
Competition law training Representatives from the City of Cape
Town
Polyco – Stakeholder engagement event –
Cape Town
Department of Environmental Affairs and
Development Planning (Western Cape)
Polyco – Stakeholder engagement event –
Durban
Petco
Packaging SA Client meeting
Mail and Guardian Circular Economy Event
(Glenhove conference centre)
Consumer Goods Council South Africa
(CGCSA)
Department of Trade and Industry

27 June 2018

SALGA

28 May 2018
28 May 2018
29 May 2018
29 May 2018
31 May 2018
01 June 2018
04 June 2018
4 June 2018
05 June 2018
08 June 2018
13 June 2018
14 June 2018
15 June 2018
18 June 2018
19 June 2018
20 June 2018
21 June 2018
22 June 2018
25 June 2018
26 June 2018
26 June 2018

Purpose of the meeting:

Separation at source discussion
Plan approach discussion
Budget discussion
Site tour of Kraaifontein IWMF and Vissershok Landfill site
Budget, plan overview and progress to date
Highlevel overview of the plan
Packaging data review in South Africa – data analysis
Plan overview; understanding funding model; fee collection and their engagement with government
Plan development
IWMPlan development
Organisational role and association in general
Presentation to date of progress, plan development, budget
Specifically, to be aware of the Competitions Act whilst developing the IWMP
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements
Key industry stakeholder event to present overview of the Polyolefins IWMP
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects
Key industry stakeholder event to present overview of the Polyolefins IWMP
Detail plan discussions and progress to date
Progress to date
Provided an overview to the Packaging SA call for interested persons to register to be kept informed
of plan development
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects
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Date:
27 June 2018
27 June 2018

Meeting held with:
GS1
Dr Melanie Samson

28 June 2018
29 June 2018

Packaging SA Client Meeting
Moss Group

29 June 2018
02 July 2018

CSIR
Professor Rinie Schenk

03 July 2018
05 July 2018
05 July 2018

Packaging SA Client Meeting
Packaging SA Board Meeting
Professor Linda Godfrey

06 July 2018
11 July 2018
12 July 2018
12 July 2018

BMI
Internal PRO/Packaging SA Workshop
Petco
Bertie Lourens

23 July 2018
24 July 2018

Moss Group
Petco Stakeholder Engagement – Cape
Town
Packaging SA – Stakeholder Engagement
Session - Johannesburg
Polyco
Packaging SA – Stakeholder Engagement
Session – Cape Town
DEA – Workshop
Packaging SA – Stakeholder Engagement
Session – Durban
Packaging SA EXCO

25 July 2018
26 July 2018
31 July 2018
01 August 2018
02 August 2018
03 August 2018

Purpose of the meeting:
Specific focus on barcodes on products and packaging
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects. Main focus was
on informal sector integration and waste pickers specifically.
Progress update
The purpose of this meeting to provide feedback to JG Afrika regarding the Collaborative Waste
Project held on 27 June.
Separation at source costing model
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects. Main focus was
on informal sector integration and waste pickers specifically.
Progress update
Progress update
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects. Main focus was
on informal sector integration and waste pickers specifically.
Update and clarification over data
Presentation to date of progress, plan development, budget – finalisation of the plan
Progress update
Topics for discussion included the approach that the plan was undertaking; collection systems and
general municipal requirements; information sector integration; provincial projects. Main focus was
on informal sector integration and waste pickers specifically.
Feedback from the CPWI project and initial feedback on the Draft EPR Plan
Petco stakeholder engagement
Stakeholder engagement session to present the Draft EPR Plan
Progress update and feedback
Stakeholder engagement session to present the Draft EPR Plan
DEA called a workshop to discuss the Section 28 Notice
Stakeholder engagement session to present the Draft EPR Plan
Draft EPR Plan discussion
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Date:
06 August 2018
07 August 2018
08 August 2018
10 August 2018
14 August 2018
15 August 2018
16 August 2018
16 August 2018
16 August 2018
21 August 2018
22 August 2018
23 August 2018
24 August 2018
27 August 2018
28 August 2018
29 August 2018
03 September 2018

Meeting held with:
Polystyrene
Packaging SA – Stakeholder Engagement
Session – Port Elizabeth
Packaging SA Client meeting
Packaging SA Client meeting
Packaging SA Client meeting
Packaging SA – Stakeholder Engagement
Session – Bloemfontein
Petco
Paper
Packaging SA Client meeting
Packaging SA Client meeting
Moss Group
Packaging SA EXCO
South African Waste Pickers Association
(SAWPA) meeting
Moss Group
Final Internal PRO / Packaging SA Meeting
Final Packaging SA Board Meeting
Director General Nosipho Ngcaba and
various representatives from the DEA, the
Waste Bureau, Treasury and all the CEOs of
the PRO’s and the Chairman of Packaging
SA

Purpose of the meeting:
Progress and additional information
Stakeholder engagement session to present the Draft EPR Plan
Progress
Progress
Budget discussion
Stakeholder engagement session to present the Draft EPR Plan
Progress and feedback
Progress and feedback
Budget discussion
Budget discussion
CPWI Project update and feedback
Budget discussion
Integration of waste pickers and the Draft EPR plan
CPWI project meeting and retailers discussion
Finalisation of the comments and responses and the Final EPR plan
Finalisation of the comments and responses and the Final EPR plan
Discuss the contents and submission of the Packaging SA Extended Producer Responsibility Plan.

Stakeholder engagement sessions
Stakeholder engagement is a key part of the development of this EPR Plan. Initial engagements were held with key stakeholders from industry, government
and academia (as per table above).
A notification letter (Refer to Annexure A) was also sent out by all the PROs and PACKAGING SA to all members inviting interested and affected parties to
register to stay informed of the progress of the EPR Plan (Refer to Annexure B).
This was followed by public engagement sessions held in 5 locations across South Africa.
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Stakeholder engagement
Two (2) adverts were placed in national newspapers on 15 July 2018, including the Sunday Times Newspaper and the City Press as per the requirements of
the Gazette. (Refer to Annexure A)
Further to the adverts, the following Public sessions were available to attend:
Time: 12h00-13h30
•
•
•
•
•

25 July – Johannesburg – Plastics SA, 18 Gazelle Avenue, Corporate Park South, Old Pretoria Road, Midrand
31 July – Cape Town - Townhouse Hotel, 60 Corporation Street, Cape Town
2 August – KZN – Mount Edgecombe Country Club, Gate 2, Golf Course Drive, Mount Edgecombe
7 August – Port Elizabeth – The Beach Hotel, Marine Drive, Summerstrand
15 August – Bloemfontein – Protea Hotel Bloemfontein, 202 Nelson Mandela Drive, Brandwag

in addition to the advertised public engagement sessions, there were designated sessions for government / municipal officials and waste pickers / informal
sector. These sessions were by invitation only with the intention that officials and / or waste pickers or waste picker representatives felt at ease to raise
concerns / comments / or have a general discussion. The Government session was held at 10h00-11h30; followed by the public session and the final session
was from 14h00-15h30 for representatives from the Informal sector.
Attendance Registers and Notes from these engagements are presented in Annexure C.
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Written submissions & responses
Written submissions were received until Friday 24 August (original deadline was 20 August 2018). The submissions received have been captured in the table below precisely
as they have been written in order not to lose any of the context in which the comment was made. Therefore, the table consists of 2 columns, “Comment” – which refers to
the actual written submission (verbatim) and the “Response” column which provides a response to the comment/query/input where required.
COMMENT

Prof Linda Godfrey (PhD Eng)
Manager | Waste RDI Roadmap Implementation Unit | DST
Principal Scientist | Waste for Development | CSIR
Extraordinary Associate Professor | North-West University
I’m disappointed in this federation of plans submitted by PackagingSA – both in the
document itself and the thinking applied behind the document by the sector.

RESPONSE
Received: 30 July 2018

Thank you for these comments.

Reading through the first 20-30 pages I was wondering whether I was reading a socioeconomic development plan for the DTI, or an Extended Producer Responsibility
business plan for DEA. Finally, hidden on page 39, I came across the statement I was
looking for … the first time the plan had actually used the word “environment” in its
true sense “This EPR plan is not only about increasing collection and recycling rates and
cleaning up the environment.” So now we finally know the intent of the plan – to
increase collection and recycling rates – yet the plan does not actually do this.
What is EPR? EPR is an “environmental policy approach in which producers’
responsibility for reducing environmental impact and managing the product is extended
across the whole life cycle of the product.”
EPR is about alleviating the burden of managing these wastes (and their associated
impacts) on the state and reducing the environmental impact of these products.
I’m not saying the other things like job creation, transformation, inclusivity aren’t
important, but they are not the focus of the plan, they are a wonderful benefit that can
be realised if we implement the plan correctly. The focus of this plan should be on (i)
increasing the diversion of paper and packaging away from landfill and (ii) reducing the
environmental impact of these products. This should structure and drive all actions in
the plan.
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COMMENT
As a result, there is a gaping hole in the middle of this plan – to me, I don’t see this plan
as target driven – the first gap in this plan. I would have expected the different material
streams to have set out their short-, medium- and long-term targets at the beginning of
the report – targets that they commit to achieving. Everything else then stems from
these targets – (i) what you need to do to achieve these targets by the set date and (ii)
what it will cost to achieve them (which will then translate into the EPR fee). How were
the EPR fees listed on Page 29 actually derived? Stretching targets, or the cost to
implement a few adhoc programmes and provide some equipment?

RESPONSE

Regarding EPR fees (Pg 29), it looks to me like PETCO is going to fund South Africa’s P&P
EPR scheme. The total revenue generated is about half of what I’d expect such a plan to
be, reinforcing that this is still business as usual. At my calculations, the EPR fees for
glass, metals and paper (I can’t determine for polystyrene and vinyl because the report
didn’t break down plastics tonnages in Table 1&2) will generate just enough income to
cover administrative costs and maybe a few awareness programmes (R25m, R20m, R7m
respectively). This would suggest that at least these three products are not negative
value products, i.e. there is no subsidy required from producers to support these
products being collected and recycled. Yet, we see some recycling rates stagnating in
SA. Take glass, for example, hovering around 39-40% since 2011. What target do we
want to achieve for glass and what will it cost to get us there?
I doubt R25m pa. Especially given the list of reasons provided by TGRC as to why
increasing glass recycling is a problem (colours, regional issues, market uses). If these
products are not negative value, take them out – you don’t implement EPR for positive
value products. If they are negative value, then what needs to be done to achieve the
targets.

Glass response: TGRC have 2 approaches – approach 1 focuses on if S@S
becomes mandatory and a 5 year plan will see us achieve a recycling rate
in excess over 64% (almost a 60% increase on where rates currently are
while approach 2 assumes no mandatory S@S will reach a target of just
over 51% in 5 years (just over 27% increase from currently). Regarding
S@S although the TGRC believe it primarily to be a government
responsibility the aim is to support this by funding in excess of R5.5m
through “collaborating with municipalities”. If S@S doesn’t come into
effect, our programmes 2-7 will build on what the TGRC currently do but
with additional funds committed over the 5 years including collaborating
with municipalities (over R5.5m); Enterprise Development (almost R9m);
servicing outlying areas (almost R14m). This is all in addition to the TGRC
existing awareness campaigns (in region of R62m for 5 years).
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COMMENT

RESPONSE
Glass Response: Colours will always be an issue but manufacturers
continue to look at ways to get around this. Regional issues (one of the
things the TGRC are looking at specifically for glass, is to support outlying
areas with a transport subsidy), market uses (one of the things really
needed is to get non-recyclers involved.

The federation of plans looks like at attempt at business as usual. What can we do to
keep DEA happy at least cost to producers. The plan is not ambitious enough,
particularly on the collection side – the second big gap in this plan. This federation of
plans has not actually consolidated the intent of the various material organisations.
Take everything from Chapter 6 onwards and consolidate it into a single, strategic
outline of the intent of Packaging SA for South Africa’s P&P EPR – an integrated,
consolidated approach to collection (supply) and markets (demand). We have 7 stapled
together plans, each with their own approach, sometime in conflict with others.
Especially when it comes to addressing collection – some specifically say collection and
S@S is not their mandate (what is the definition of EPR), others imply status quo
(continue to use informal), others will provide some equipment, but I don’t see the
producers being bold and saying “we will take on the collection of paper and packing in
South Africa, and alleviate the burden of our products on the state”. I read a lot of
excuses and reasons why this can’t be done. There is also differing approaches to the
rates that will be achieved in Chapter 6. Some material organisations express the rates
as a collection rate, others as a landfill diversion rate, others as a recycling rate. I would
like to see in the targets set, a diversion from landfill rate – right now, this may only be
a recycling rate, but as opportunities develop for reuse and recovery, this diversion rate
will start to be unpacked into a %reuse, %recycling and %recovery. A %collection rate is
meaningless, as 90% of what is collected, could end up finding its way back to landfill,
which then means, we haven’t achieved the objective of EPR in alleviating the burden
on state.

South Africa is a large country in terms of land area – glass is a relatively
low value product – transportation is an issue in terms of costs. Compared
with Australia – glass recycling rates have dropped – primary reason is long
distances to plants. Solution is alternate uses which is not always
economically viable. US glass recycling rates have been stagnant at 34%
for many years. Brazil has a similar rate to South Africa. In Europe the
primary reason for high rates are short distances to plants plus enforced
legislation for mandatory s@s. Also colour imbalance is a reality –iIn
Europe colour imbalance is also a problem, however, this is resolved by
swopping colours with neighbouring countries

Final comments, I have 3 main issues with the plan
1. Targets (lack thereof – should be the heart of the plan)
2. Collection (weak plan, would like to see stretched back to S@S)

1.
2.

Targets will be more explicit in the final plan (where available).
The collection plan is not specific as it requires flexibility to include
multiple potential approaches including the informal sector as well as
potential hybrid models.

Page 11 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
3. Fees (too low and not clear how derived)
See written notes in scanned copy for detailed response to issues.

Lauren Rota - Sasol
Dear all
Not a comment into the IWMP per se but making a recommendation to referencing the
attached report from UNEP in the IWMP.
Just do a search for “South Africa” and you’ll find references to some of the successes
in the private sector (e.g. PET recycling); challenges with levy collection models that do
not cycle money back into the objective at hand (plastic bag levy used as an example)
and the fact that part of the real problem that needs addressing is litter.
These references may provide external (independent) support to corroborate the
IWMP.
ATTACHMENT: UNEP (2018). SINGLE-USE PLASTICS: A Roadmap for Sustainability

Martin Ginster – Sasol Risk and SHE

RESPONSE
3. EPR fees proposed are provided by the PROs in order to implement
the projects being undertaken.
Scanned in copy will be used to update the plan as required.
Received: 30 July 2018
Thank you, Lauren, for the comments and the Attachment of the UNEP
document. I think the document provides good insight and examples from
case studies as to how to implement various strategies in order to make
meaningful impact. We will certainly reference this document in some of
the changes that are made in the overarching Final Plan submission.

(The document has been reviewed and where there may be insights to pull
through, these will be done in the Final EPR Plan that will be submitted to
the DEA.)
Received: 20 August 2018, letter dated 20 August 2018

Introduction
Government Notice 41303 dated 6 December 2017 calling on the paper and packaging
industry, electrical and electronic industry and lighting industry to develop and submit
industry waste management plans (IWMP) has reference. We take note of the multistream IWMP which has been developed by Packaging South Africa for the paper and
packaging sector based on the Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) model. Within
this context, Sasol welcomes the opportunity to make further submissions alongside
inputs already provided during the stakeholder workshop on the content of the draft
IWMP. Our comment on specific matters relating to the content of the IWMP is
indicated below.
General comments
• Sasol observes that the approach taken by the abovementioned plan is a
“business as usual” type response. We think the that the IWMP, as drafted,
clearly emphasizes both the difference and benefits from the current voluntary
processes that are in place.

It is unfortunate that this is the observation made, as the Draft Plan is
beyond the business as usual approach. The plan specifically has
attempted to go beyond the requirements of the Gazette and existing PRO
implementation in order to answer a broader call which includes the
Circular Economy, Transformation and job creation. The comment is,
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COMMENT
•

We note that Government Notice 41303 specifically excludes an industry
funded model which is what is being proposed here and we have some
misgivings as to how the Minister will respond to this proposed approach. We
are in support of industry led IWMPs and do hope that the Minister will support
such an approach, even though to our understanding the pricing strategy
doesn’t allow for this.

RESPONSE
however, taken on board and perhaps this aspect needs to be more
explicit.
This appears to be a shared concern with many submissions and the
following unpacking of the National Pricing Strategy and the Government
Gazette Section 28 Notice is an attempt to provide an overview and
backing as to why Packaging SA is proposing an Industry managed model:
The National Pricing Strategy (Government Gazette 40200, dated 11
August 2016) refers to both the Industry and Government managed EPR
Fee schemes in Section 6.3 Proposed EPR Scheme. It has the following
inclusion (page 32 of 41) (emphasis added through bold or underlined
text):
“Existing voluntary initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue
to follow the industry managed model as depicted in figure 5 (page 32 of
41). The Government managed model as depicted in figure 5 (on page 32
of 41) will be allowed for all plans that the Minister or MEC calls for in
terms of the Section 28 of the NEMWA. The disbursements of funds
collected through the EPR fees should be informed by • Industry waste management plan(s) – in the case of industry
collected EPR fees
• DEA and the Bureau’s Strategic Plans and the IndWMP(s) – in the
case of National Government EPR taxes.
For certain products, product groups or waste streams, the Department
may wish to consider EPR schemes in combination with a product tax, to
allow producers and importers to use the voluntary (and paying the
associated EPR fess) or mandatorily pay the product tax (See Section
4.2.4.1)
It needs to be acknowledged that the terminology used in the National
Pricing Strategy in the above section is ambiguous and can be interpreted
a number of ways, i.e. either Industry managed or government managed
or a hybrid of both. The above states that both industry managed, and

1

This section of the Pricing strategy refers to EPR fees and how they are charged, i.e. per unit / market turnover / per tonne etc -
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COMMENT

RESPONSE
government managed models may apply – the use of the words “allow”,
“allowed” do not mean “must”. It also states that for “Existing voluntary
initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue to follow the
industry managed model”. The proposed Packaging SA EPR Plan is based
on the existing voluntary EPR model which has been successfully operating
in South Africa for many years.
Further - In terms of Section 17(6) of the Waste Act, all existing Industry
Waste Management Plans must align with this strategy and the (sic)
within 6 months of the publication of this strategy and the relevant
revenue collection system.”
How would existing IndWMPs be able to be “aligned” with the Strategy
and the relevant revenue collection system when one has not been
developed?
The Section 28 Notice (Government Gazette No 41303) in 6 Contents of
an Industry waste management plan (m) says that it must be “aligned to
the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management (Extended Producer
Responsibility; government managed model) as published under
Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016)”.
The requirement of the Gazette is for alignment with the National Pricing
Strategy. As discussed above, the Packaging SA EPR Plan is aligned to the
National Pricing Strategy as an Industry Managed model based on the
existing voluntary model. Perhaps a meaningful outcome of this process
could be explored together with the DEA and the Waste Bureau.

•

The plan refers to transformation as one of its deliverables. Sasol supports
transformation, inclusive growth and job creation in the sector. However, the
plan is light on the principles, framework and mechanism to ensure that the
sector is meaningfully transformed. Sasol recommends that the IWMP be
updated to better reflect how transformation will be implemented and what
measures need to be put in place to achieve this.

Transformation is intended throughout the value chain, therefore there is
not only one mechanism for implementation. The EPR Plan will however
be updated to reflect that all projects or support will be provided to 51%
black owned entities or organisations.
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COMMENT
•

RESPONSE

In our view the following is either missing or addressed with insufficient detail
in the proposed plan:
• The baseline should provide context for the targets that are provided;

This comment is noted, and additional information will be included to
provide a more meaningful baseline.

•

The interface and touch point within municipalities and other
government agencies and stakeholders may be better described;

This comment is noted. Prior to the drafting of the plan, many discussions
were held with Nationaland provincial and local government
departments. During the stakeholder engagement phase (20 July -20
August) additional engagements were held. These engagements provided
useful feedback which will be included into the final EPR Plan. This
comments and responses report should also provide an indication as to
the level of feedback. We envisage that should the Final EPR Plan be
approved, there would be ongoing dialogue between Packaging SA and all
tiers of government, especially local government.

•

The plan, as proposed, to too theoretical and does not provide sufficient
detail on its practical implementation; and

The comment is noted and many of the aspects as raised in these
comments too will be fleshed out to provide additional detail.

•

The proposed integration between the PROs is missing.

This will be addressed through a new format in which to present the PRO
data which will provide a summary of each of the PROs in a more
consistent manner. The full PRO IndWMP’s will however still be submitted
in Volume 3 to the DEA.

Conclusion
We look forward to ongoing engagement as the process unfolds and thank you, in
advance, for reviewing and taking our comments into consideration.

Hugh Tyrell - GreenEdge
Overall, I fully support the plan, with the following comments and input:
Enlarging the overall pie to include all
If the overall aim of the Section 28 call for industry waste management plans is to help
transform the industry through greater inclusion of black management and ownership,
then a key goal is how to increase the feedstock of materials into the recycling economy
to enlarge the overall pie - include them.

Packaging SA thanks you for submitting input into the plan in a
constructive and collaborative manner.
Received: 31 July 2018
Thank you for the overall comments – below an attempt is made to ensure
that we respond to all. Many comments will also be carried into the
Revised Plan.
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This makes it not a zero/sum game where the pie size is seen as fixed, and some must
lose so others gain, but the pie is expanded to include all. The expansion of the recyclate
feedstock is seen as coming mostly from households, which is clean and of higher value.

Until now, the packaging industry and the PROs have been reluctant so far to enter the
municipal S@S terrain for a number of reasons:
• the various PROs have their own material interests to pursue and there has been
no formal entity to integrate and facilitate this kind of joint work. The National
Recycling Forum has not been able (or constituted) to do this, nor integrate what
has been a somewhat fragmented industry.
• there are legal issues around who owns the material when it is no longer the
householders’.
• there has not been a central fund or pool into which the various PROs could each
contribute monies - out of which funds could be directed to jointly implement or
improve participation in separation behaviour by householders, the efficacy of
kerbside collections systems, MRFS, sorting, and conversion back into the economy.
Municipal Fund is fully supported
The focus of the Federation of plans towards integrating PRO support for municipal
separation-at-source systems by establishing a Municipal Fund is fully supported.
International precedents of industry-wide PPPs such as the Recycling Partnership and
Closed Loop Fund in the US and WRAP in the UK are showing how this can work to grow
participation, job creation, diversion from landfill and greater recyclate volumes.
However, to be a major force in the transformation of the industry, the Fund’s makeup, mission, constitution, governance and accountability – i.e. its legitimacy and
credibility – as well its KPIs and performance capacity need to be far more clearly and
fully spelt out in the final plan. This includes the role, tasks and responsibilities of the
DEA as a member in the new body.

RESPONSE
One of the main aims of the Plan is to be more inclusive and therefore a
big focus is on transformation and how existing and new Black entrants
can be assisted through the implementation of this Packaging SA EPR Plan.
It is agreed that essentially the “pie” will be both enlarged through the
additional collection of recyclables and it will be inclusive to include all in
the whole value chain as well as be demographically representative of the
people of South Africa.

These comments are noted.

Support is noted.

The intention of the Municipal Fund is to provide a set amount of budget
to be used to assist identified municipalities with the collection / sorting /
infrastructure requirements. The intention is to work closely with the DEA
in order to identify one or two municipalities during the 5 years to work
with. A reference to past and current municipalities working with the DEA
and the GIZ is relevant as many baseline assessments have been
completed and there is a good understanding where the potential funding
assistance would be needed. The intention is not to provide the funding
directly to the municipality, but rather to facilitate and pay service
providers or infrastructure directly from the municipal fund. All funds
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Separation-at-Source
It is not a forgone conclusion that investment on new municipal S@S programmes will
bring in the recyclate volumes to sufficiently expand the industry to help transform it.
Apart from Cape Town and some other municipalities, the performance of S@S has
been uneven with many low participation rates. S@S programmes are complex and
require appropriate infrastructure and costing. While Anton Nahman’s model is helpful
here, insufficient detail is provided on the key aspect of communication and behaviour
change to ensure adequate household participation.

RESPONSE
administered by Packaging SA for the implementation of the EPR Plan will
be detailed in an annual Business Plan which would need to be approved
by the DEA. Annual external third-party audits will also be conducted to
ensure that the EPR fees are spent according to the allocation for the year.

This comment is noted. The EPR Plan notes the importance of a robust
and consistent education and awareness campaign. A more targeted
approach will be required with the implementation of any S@S project.
The approach would need to be specific to the area and the various role
players in the collection but most of the campaigning will need to be with
the households themselves in order to ensure participation. Therefore,
the exact mode of engagement would need to be developed in
collaboration with households, waste pickers (should they be involved in
the selected area), formal waste contractor (should they be involved in
the selected area), municipality and local buy back centres / MRFs etc.

The Plan states on p22, that “Mandatory separation at source is imperative to ensure
that recyclers get better quality and a higher quantity of materials.” Legislation will not
guarantee getting participation rates up to adequate levels alone. Nor may it be
necessary in many cases, and it does make recycling a ‘grudge’ action for a lot of people,
rather than an act of caring for the planet or to help with job creation.

It is agreed that mandatory at source separation will not guarantee
participation. Perhaps the wording needs to shift to say: “Mandatory
separation at source is an enabler to assist with better quality and a higher
quantity of materials; but without enforcement and participation, this is a
moot point.” It should be noted that the implementation of the EPR Plan
is for a period of 5 years.

Well planned behaviour change and communication programmes based on sound social
science and communication methodologies that can be customised for the municipal
context and culture must be developed and implemented for optimum participation
and recyclate throughput.

The budget and the timeframe present a challenge and therefore it is not
anticipated that all households across South Africa will be included within
a S@S project in this EPR plan. It is proposed that 1-2 Municipalities are
included. Therefore, with any of these projects a thorough education and
awareness programme would need to be included to ensure that there is
real behaviour change with the implementation.

Awareness materials and toolkits are well and good, but they need to be integrated with
behaviour change programmes whose result is the development of normative
behaviour in a community or suburbs or town.

Agreed. This is another reason why 1-2 municipalities would be worked
with in order to ensure that a secure system is set up over the 5 year
period.
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RESPONSE

S@S awareness and behaviour change communication campaigns are only useful
however if the collection infrastructure service is fully in place and being provided
optimally, with ongoing feedback on its performance and achievements.

This is noted.

S@S and Waste Pickers
Efficient S@S household collection is vital for adequate volumes but must be operated
as a service business, where high service ethics and standards must be enforced.
Householders are fickle and if the collection service is unreliable, they will stop
participating and complain to the council and be very loath to risk starting up again –
because trust has been lost, which is difficult to regain.

National Awareness and Behaviour Change
It cannot be emphasised enough that ‘awareness’ alone is insufficient and that the
messaging must be action-based. The question must constantly be asked:” What is the
action that the awareness message requires people to do?”

Agreed. This is another reason that the EPR Plan emphasises the need for
an amount of flexibility in the approach for the municipal fund and budget
allocated for working with Waste Pickers. The approach would be to
ensure that there is a close working relationship with the existing waste
management collection system where the municipal funding will be
allocated. The intention is not to displace waste pickers from an area with
a newly introduced S@S system, but rather to ensure that the collection
system proposed integrates waste pickers in a meaningful way, to build
relationships and establish boundaries of operation.

Agreed. A clear messaging strategy will need to be developed specific to
the municipal area. Associated with this would be a monitoring system to
understand if the messaging is effective. Along with this, feedback loops
between the community and the service providers are envisaged.

This then also requires that the necessary infrastructure is in place to make participating
in the action easy and convenient for people – e.g. provision of free clear bags and
regular, dependable kerbside collection service for S@S programmes, sufficient number
of litter bins within eyesight of each other.

This comment is noted.

Action-oriented awareness messaging is fundamental to behaviour change that will
develop new routines, and so is agency – i.e. people must feel they are able to make a
difference by their actions.

Agreed. This comment is noted

Government incentives and disincentives for growing end-use markets
A powerful driver of an enlarged recycling economy that the government is well placed
to do is to grow end-use market demand for recycled content products by bringing in

Agreed, but difficult for the EPR Plan to drive from a government
perspective. We would like to include the requirement or role that
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incentives and disincentives for producers and retailers to (a) include recycled content
in their packaging and products and (b) ensure the recyclability of the packaging and/or
products themselves.

RESPONSE
government has in terms of Procurement, i.e. green procurement. The
intention with this would be for government to develop Green
Procurement Guidelines for use at National, Provincial and Local level.
Linked to this should be the monitoring of the implementation of such a
process to understand how the system is faring.

Professor Harro Von Blottnitz - UCT

Received: 2 August 2018

Thank you for the informative Cape Town session on the draft ‘federation of plans’
developed for Packaging SA in response to the gazetted requirement to develop
industry waste management plans. I would like to point out a key factual inaccuracy
which underpins the draft plan and its focus, in the first part of my commentary. I
recommend that you address these prior to submitting. I will then proceed to offer
some other commentary which you would record and include in the submission.
Factual inaccuracy and its consequences for thrust of the plan:
In the executive summary (p.4) and in the main document (p.20) you state that “58% of
packaging waste material was collected for recycling”.
That is incorrect and misleading. It would be more correct to state that “in 2016, the
amount of packaging waste material collected for recycling was equivalent to 58% of
the virgin materials converted by the industry into packaging for domestic use”.
You will be well aware that the denominator used when determining the 58% excludes
imported materials. Equally, in my understanding, it excludes the actually recycled
material which becomes product.
I am pointing this out not to accuse you of attempting to mislead the Department, but
because such a high recycling number would be incongruent with one key focus of the
plan, viz. to grow recycling volumes by focusing on metro and secondary cities (page
37). Only by acknowledging upfront that whilst recycling volumes do compare
favourably to local production, when one factors in imports, can a convincing basis be
built that there is still much more unrecovered material than the 58% recycled would
suggest.
There are two consequences for the substantive focus of the plan:
i)
Imported volumes need to be better understood. You seem to have some
understanding (with error margins) in incorporating them into the projected
revenue (but do not show these numbers). Your estimate of imported volumes

(A consolidated response supplied by Annabe Pretorius (SAPRO) and
Gareth Pearson (BMI). “Although some industry associations would only
look at local virgin consumption as the denominator, it is not the case for
Packaging SA. Where only packaging is considered, trade statistics from
SARS and multiple calculations are used to determine the denominator.
These calculations are based on many years of research and
measurements. Every time more products are being added to the pool.
To determine how much packaging is in the waste stream, the tonnages
produced by the local raw material producers and sold to local converters
are taken into account. However, it does not stop here. BMI has
developed over the years more than 600 tariff headings that are used to
calculate the actual packaging associated with that product. These include
automotive parts, white goods, electronic goods like telephones and
gaming consoles, pharmaceuticals, household chemicals, sporting goods,
furniture, personal care, homecare, textiles, carpeting, clothes, footwear,
clocks and watches, jewellery, blankets, sanitary towels and napkins. For
example, for every 1000 cell phones imported, they know that it contains
x kg of carton and y kg of plastics. Similarly, for every ton apples we are
exporting, there is x kg cardboard and y kg of plastic wrapping. Table
grapes have x kg of plastic, y kg of board for every kg exported. The
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(with ranges, even if broad, as in the DEA (2017) plastics report, should be
shown more explicitly.
ii)
Given that recycling is not an easily accessible or cost-effective option for rural
households, which represent the vast majority of the 31% of households
reported by StatsSA not to have access to waste management services, you
should put an upper limit to recycling targets into your projections. My
suggestion would be to cap those at 75% for most materials, 85% for materials
that can be cost-effectively transported.
A corollary of ii) is that your plan should consider effective means for integrated (3R!)
management of packaging materials in rural areas.

Other comments, for noting
The plan, as it is presented, dares to present itself as more than, and in parts, less than,
what the gazette asked for. But you will be aware of that.

RESPONSE
packaging associated with the imported and exported products are then
added to the locally produced tonnages to derive at the packaging in the
waste stream.
For PLASTICS, to calculate a percentage of packaging collected, the actual
tonnages recycled into raw material is being used as a starting point. Some
of the recycled polymer is used in packaging as well. The denominator is
then the locally produced packaging made from recycled materials plus
the locally produced packaging made from virgin plus the trade balance of
the 600+ tariff lines and the subsequent packaging associated with each
of these items. Plastics are all added up together and are not split per
material. The imported blister packs around electronic goods would be
one type of material versus the pallet wrap around the exported oranges
being another material. All plastics packaging is added together.
These calculations are done for each of the packaging mediums, paper,
plastics, glass and metal. The denominators are added to get a total
packaging tonnage and the various collected tonnages are added up to
derive at a packaging collection rate.”

Noted.

The projections shown on the graph on p.4 and p.20 are speculative and can mislead
the reader into thinking that a ‘do nothing new’ approach would automatically lead to
the problem going away. Actually, that is naughty.

The industry has led voluntary programmes over a number of years that
have yielded results. The Gazette requires that targets are provided and
therefore, based on previous data and results, a forecast has been
calculated. This is, of course based on market conditions, but also on the
proposed projects being implemented.

The plan is mostly a recycling plan, with transformation thrown in high up the agenda
but not convincingly, and design for recycling low in the agenda (thus adding one of the
other R’s). I would expect a much more systematic working through ‘reduce, reuse and
recycling’ in the operation of the plan. In that regard, the setting of fees is a key lever
that has not been explored strongly enough. For some problematic feeds, punitive fees
might have to be set, and it would be difficult for the industry to do that by itself.

It needs to be borne in mind that the Packaging SA EPR Plan is a 5 year
implementation plan. Therefore, there needed to be a focus on what
could be implemented within this timeframe and which areas to focus.
The “downstream” or recycling side was considered a good place to
concentrate efforts to increase the collection rate. Packaging (or waste
management in general) is complex but there is a need to start
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Therefore, the fees setting part of the plan (if not the collection) should be by a plan
regulator or committee that is independent and can work evidence-based.

RESPONSE
somewhere and so collection is one of the focus areas to minimise leakage
into the environment and divert packaging from landfill. An added benefit
to concentrating on this aspect in the 5 years is the additional business
opportunities for the development of black enterprises (including gender
equity). The Packaging EPR Plan includes Design for a Circular Economy
guide and during this development, there may be an evolution of certain
packaging materials which organically will be designed out.

I do commend aspects of the plan which aim to build a better knowledge basis. Close
cooperation with SARS should be sought in this regard for import volumes.
I also do commend the plan for bringing out the value of the already established
recycling industries and the importance of protecting and growing these.
I would recommend that pricing also be inspected for possibilities of fee reductions for
local producers in instances where substantive new income can be expected by
obligating importers to join. That would have a stimulative effect on local consumption
and offer relief to consumers. Such price reductions should be sought especially for
materials that are essential to the poor – e.g. all products that are VAT exempt.

These comments are valued, thank you.

I trust that this commentary will be of value.

These have been very constructive comments.

Ian Naidoo, InterCement

Received: 3 August 2018
Thank you for the comments received.
Research and Development is included in the overarching Packaging SA
EPR Plan as well as for specific problematic material streams. Technical
Working Groups will be a model used to assist with finding solutions for
challenging material streams which may also find that certain materials
are designed out. Making use of Technical Working Groups is a cost
effective way to bring professionals and experts around the table. It is
acknowledged that the funding is constrained and therefore alternative
but proven models for R&D have been sought.

My comments as discussed with you yesterday 02nd August 2018:• There does not seem to be enough provision in the plan for research and
development for the reduction of waste
• The plan focuses on collection and divergence from landfill sites, however the
plan does not adequately address the next step if we now have the waste what
do we do with it as only a limited volume can be re-used and recycled,
alternatives need to be found
• Again for the alternatives we need research and development

This is a great idea. The Packaging SA EPR Plan needs to be flexible or
rather adaptable during the implementation phase.

Waste to energy has been included as a potential research stream;
however, it is not the main focus of the EPR Plan as the focus would be in
terms of the waste hierarchy, i.e. reduction first.
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RESPONSE
Polyco is working with the CEFLEX project in Europe which involves the
top international packaging companies and brands collaborating on R&D
projects to find solutions for problematic flexible waste streams that can
be rolled out world-wide.
Polyco has built in the appointment of a dedicated technical R&D resource
into the plan to focus on research for redevelopment, redesign or
beneficiation alternatives for problematic materials. They are working
closely with CEFLEX

•

We need as far as possible pay levies to the PRO rather than to Waste Bureau
– together with a well thought out business plan of how monies will be used

Brian Youngblood (Chair) - Fish Hoek Valley Ratepayers & Residents Association
1. DISCUSSION
In terms of Section 28 of the National Environmental Management Waste Act #59 of
2008 (NEMWA) and as amended, the Government Notice 41303 of December 2017
announced a Public Participation Process for the Packaging SA Industry Waste
Management Plan for the Paper and Packaging sector in SA, which will be based on the
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) Model and submitted by the Packaging SA (NPC)
EPR Plan to the Minister: Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA) by 05 September
2018 with JG Afrika (Pty) Ltd acting as the consultant.
This project is an Integrated Industry Waste Management “Federation of Plans” and as
such, it reads like a federation of plans. That is, there is a lot of duplicating overlaps with
many sections being able to be combined. What is of more concern is the perception
this leaves on the holistic waste management being fragmented and synergies not being
exploited. Surely there are economies of scale and reduction of “head office” overheads
advantages that can be derived. For instance, can the FTE river and beach clean-ups
pass on other recyclables to their respective producers? Other collector collaborations
should surely be possible.

The proposed EPR Plan is industry led and industry managed. Detailed
business plans would need to be updated on an annual basis followed by
3rd party audited financials every year. Governance and transparency will
be clear drivers of the implementation of the EPR Plan.
Received: 6 August 2018
Thank you for the very comprehensive comments and recommendations.
Thank you too for the picking up of some of the spelling and grammatical
errors. Responses to certain comments are now provided below.

Agreed. It is realised that there appears to be some overlap in expenses
or efforts. However, the Federation of Plans is a collaboration of all of the
material streams, many of which are existing non-profit companies
(Producer Responsibility Organisations – PROs) operating on a voluntary
basis. The intention for the federation of plans was to bring together the
existing and well-functioning PROs into the Federation of Plans and build
onto what is already in place. The packaging industry is fortunate to have
this basis to start from but ironically it also then means that there is a level
of complexity to bring in. The functioning and implementation of the
federation of plans will therefore be implemented by both the existing
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RESPONSE
PROs as well as the Packaging SA for certain macro or more national
projects to ensure a consistent and coordinated approach.
The Plan attempts, but perhaps not explicitly enough, to state that the
intention is to work with existing organisations already operating in
various fields. Some organisations have been mentioned specifically, but
this list is not meant to be exhaustive. Therefore, any community initiative
or organisation would be able to link into the plan should it be approved
by the Minister.

Although the total collected recyclables of 58% may seem commendable, we ask about
the other 42% that is landing up in our landfill sites, rivers and oceans. We appreciate
that the sector wants to minimise, recycle, recover and strive for zero packaging and
paper waste to landfill. However, in terms of Section 16(2) National Environmental
Management Waste Act #59 of 2008 avoiding the generation and reducing waste,
Section 6 (1) (5) (e) prevent pollution (f) minimise the generation of a waste stream and
the Australian National Waste Policy of November 2009 model, we want to see further
compliance via a 10% reduction of the 2017 tonnage produced per annum in every
sector. We think this will change the consumer culture to rather taking their reusable
shopping bags with them as they cannot be purchased at the retailers.

The Plan has been developed taking into account what is happening
globally as South Africa cannot develop Policy in isolation. The plan is
drafted in response to transitioning to a Circular Economy. One of the big
drivers of this would be packaging design being fit for purpose. Therefore,
the reduction in packaging must be considered along with appropriate
design alternatives. The plan has been developed in consultation with
retailers and brandowners to understand how change could be effected.
Consumer behaviour is a complex issue and therefore consistent
messaging will be an important part of the plan and has been budgeted
for.

Part of our unrecycled plastic is landing up in our oceans as microbeads / microplastics.
South Africa is the 11th worst plastic polluting country in the world; see below.

Noted.

Errors
On page 17, ‘Packaging SA is well “paced” or well “placed” to oversee’?
3.2.1.f) repeats “f.” on page 35.
In section 5.5 on page 39 “per annually” should be “per annum” or “annually”.
PVC-U and PVC-P are not defined.
Style
In general, a comma just before “and” is an Americanism.
“stablished” on page 113 is an archaic form of established.

Thank you for picking these up! We will ensure that we check these and
correct them.

“stablished” – definitely not intended! Thank you for picking this up.
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Summary
Other than the duplications, this was an enjoyable read. The industry specific data was
interesting, ex. percentage recoverable, light-weighting reductions, etc. Also, the PackaChing concept sounds promising.

RESPONSE

It is noted on pages 14 and 27 that Packaging SA as a non-profit company, membershipbased volunteer organisation has no real teeth for enforcement. We support “that
collection of fees method has not been successful and had many challenges”.

Your concerns over enforcement are noted. In terms of enforcement,
once the plan is approved by the Minister, then the contents become
mandatory for roleplayers / obligated parties to comply. Should they not
comply, the DEA will be able to take action via the National Waste
Management Act.

We are encouraged by the proposed Packaging SA EPR Structure on page 24, which aims
to provide the most efficient and cost-effective model to ensure transparency, good
governance and ethical conduct. Our concern here is the growth of head office expenses
and conflicts of interest.

Concerns around head office expenses are noted and the intention is to
ensure that these stay within 10-12% of the total expenses. Ongoing
monitoring will ensure this and be verified by annual third-party audits.

We are concerned that some of the fees per annum on page 31 might be unaffordable
for some of the smaller players.

This EPR is not a cost to the producer. It is a mandatory charge which has
to be passed on through the value chain – with the packaging consumer
ultimately paying the price.

Thank you for the kind words. It is believed that in order for a plan like
this to work, a collaborative effort is required from all stakeholders
including industry, government, retailers, brandowners and consumers.

Practical Suggestions
Can someone please look at the long lines of broken glass leaving the N1 heading off at
diagonals to the road into the Karoo?

(Not entirely sure of what this is referring to?)

We would like to see the used edible oil converted into bio-diesel fuel.

Noted.

If only four percent of foam packaging is polystyrene with the rest being air, page 111,
can it not be flattened, or low heat treated to reduce its volume?

The Polystyrene Association of South Africa are specifically looking at
localised hubs linking into other centralised material collection areas
where these types of options are being explored.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS
Therefore, for the reasons set out in this report, we recommend the following:
• All industries represented in the paper and packaging material streams consolidate
their efforts under one corporate body;

This is the intention of the Packaging SA Federation of Plans. However,
the intention of the recommendation would be to do away with the
existing PROs. The existing PROs have provided an invaluable function
over the years on a voluntary basis. By providing a more stable basis it is
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RESPONSE
believed that an even stronger recyclable collection infrastructure can be
implemented.

•

A 10% reduction per year from the 2017 tonnage produced by the combined
streams with immediate banning of non-recyclables / non-reusables and certain
harmful products such as vinyl cling and number seven packets;

Minimisation is a priority of the plan. There must be a level of caution
with outright bans in light of the unintended consequences that may
occur. A full study should be completed before bans are implemented to
ensure that the replacement is not more detrimental to the environment
and / or health and to manage the potential socio-economic impacts.

•

An attempt is made to lobby the Minister: Department of Environmental Affairs to
get relevant legislation (National Environmental Management Waste Act #59 of
2008) changed:
• To make membership in Packaging SA mandatory for the relevant producers
and importers, at least, with appropriately affordable fees; and
• To make Packaging SA the sole owner of the Industry Waste Management Plan.

Once the Minister Approves the (or a) Plan, the plan mandates obligated
industries to comply and it is enforceable by law.

Kim Kruyshaar - Green Audits

Received: 07 August 2018

Comment by Green Audits on the PSA Federation of Plans for an EPR process for the
Packaging industry.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Federation of Plans drafted by
Packaging SA on behalf of the PROs. These comments are made from the perspective
and experience of a concerned consumer and professional environmentalist.
The proposal by PSA that industry manages its own EPR is cautiously supported with
conditions set out in the document below. Reasons for support are the lack of
Government capacity at present and the complexity of the packaging sector which can
be responsibly addressed by industry with the correct controls and transparency. The
Federation of Plans (FoP) sets out a 5 year action plan. If, after this time a significant
reduction has not been achieved, especially with problem packaging, then government
intervention in the form of bans must be enforced.

It should be borne in mind that 5 years in terms of implementing large
scale projects is not a long period of time. Perhaps an indication of what
is meant by “significant reduction” should have been provided Further
caution should be noted when calling on government intervention to
implement bans. Banning certain materials without adequate research
behind these could lead to unintended consequences. Having said all that,
the comment is noted, and Packaging SA will commit to fulfilling the
actions as included in the EPR Plan for the 5 year period.
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Plastic in our environment is the litmus test for poor waste management. To date PSA
has focussed on materials that have a high value and which are easy to collect. The
packaging industry has 5 years to prove it can deal with the more difficult / less
economically attractive packaging.

RESPONSE
Comment noted; however, the intention is to work together with various
stakeholders including Government (National, Provincial and Local) and
that the success of the EPR Plan will be reliant on this collaboration.

The FoP claims that South Africa achieves a reuse or recycling rate of 58% in keeping
with international good practice. This contradicts the statistic that South Africans, per
capita, are the 11th worst contributors to global marine pollution? Most of marine
packaging pollution is plastic. It is the result of the failure of the plastic industry to
reduce plastic in packaging and in-effective collection mechanisms compounded by the
longevity of plastic in the environment. This raises the question of whether the targets
set in the FoP to remove plastic from the waste stream are sufficient.

The source of the statistic of South Africans being the 11th worst
contributors to global marine pollution is noted to be from
researchersPeter Ryan, Director, FitzPatrick Institute of African
Ornithology, University of Cape Town; and Coleen Moloney, Associate
Professor Ecological modelling, University of Cape Town.
Both
researchers have worked together with Plastics SA in terms of the
research. Also, it cannot be categorically said that the result of marine
packaging pollution is due to the failure of the plastic industry to reduce
plastic in packaging, there is a strong behavioural component. If this is the
case, then evidence to support this type of comment should be included.
The reduction of plastic packaging needs to be an effort between retailers,
brandowners, consumers and industry. The EPR Plan therefore includes
research and development budget in order to research potential
alternatives.

A major concern in the FoP is the statement that recyclables are best separated at
source to meet acceptable targets and that waste management is the responsibility of
government. Just as waste management is the responsibility of government, so is EPR
for packaging the responsibility of industry. If this FoP is to rely on local authorities to
manage the separation of recyclables at source, then the plan is doomed to failure apart
from being an abdication of responsibility by industry. It is a sad reality that only 7 local
authorities have received a clean audit and almost all are battling to meet their existing
service responsibilities. Separation at source from homes requires additional spending
by local authorities at a time when the costs of energy, water, vat, petrol are all
increasing annually along with increasing protests from under serviced communities.
Bottom line; the FoP needs to look much more carefully at the levies and ERP plans and
targets to support models of separation at source that are not dependent on the local
authorities.

The EPR Plan recognises that Industry has a responsibility. It also
recognises that the budget will not cover all municipalities within the 5
year period. Therefore, there is a longer term vision extending to 2030;
however the plan is only able to commit initially to 5 years. Various
approaches will need to be tested through the implementation of the EPR
plan involving the informal sector, formal sector and the potential hybrid
model of both.
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Finally, while I support 100% the transformation of the packaging industry to fast track
the inclusion of all South African demographic groups into the industry at all levels, I
have two concerns. Firstly, the focus of the FoPs is to meet the Department of
Environment’s call for EPR in waste management so that the harmful impacts of
packaging on the environment and therefor on human health is stopped. Funding and
mentorship to transform the industry is essential but must be in balance with achieving
the goals of reduced packaging in the environment. Secondly, it is essential that new
collection businesses do not also create a demand for packaging types that should be
phased out.
More detailed comments and questions below:
1 Federation of Plans welcomed but additional responsibilities need to be accepted.
The approach to deal with packaging as the collective responsibility of the entire
packaging industry from producers and importers to recyclers through to brand owners
and retailers is welcomed. This approach is better able to deal with the mixed materials
used in packaging and offers the opportunities listed below. These should be included
as objectives of the FoP with proposals for how they will be implemented.

RESPONSE
Comment noted.

These comments are noted, and many are agreed with and already
included as part of the principles of the plan. The EPR Plan includes the
need for research and development and does not believe that banning a
material should be done without the necessary studies first to understand
potential unintended consequences.

1.1 To look at the packaging types that should be rapidly phased out (banned) and
replaced with alternatives because they are harmful to the environment and
cannot be economically recycled or effectively collected. E.g. Polystyrene meat
trays with perforated base to collect blood, Vinyl cling wrap for fresh food and No
7 packaging for a variety of consumables including `chips’.
1.2 To collectively design for packaging that is recyclable or reusable.
1.3 To discourage competition, for market share, between packaging producers which
results in packaging that is problematic to recycle. E.G Fair Cape’s white PET milk
bottles which are less attractive to recycle, so not accepted by many collectors, while
HD-PE bottles used by other brands are collected for recycling.
1.4 Following from the above to present a united `front’ to brand managers to promote
packaging that is designed to be re-useable and / or recyclable. Uniquely branded
packaging that compromises the circular economy model compromises our wellbeing.
1.5 To provide a start-up subsidy to enable the collection and recycling of products
from industries where their levies don’t cover all the costs of collection and reuse. If
the required subsidy is long term then this packaging type needs to be phased out.
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1.6 To find environmentally responsible end of life solutions for packaging that can no
longer be recycled. E.G. Eco-lite cement and polystyrene bricks, and various brands of
`plastic-wood’.
1.7 To identify problem imported packaging, filled and unfilled, and lobby for
penalties and other mechanisms so that this packaging is registered as illegal.
2. SA Packaging as an industry needs a change in values to replace the traditional
model that externalises costs to the environment.

RESPONSE

A change in values by the packaging industry requires that the industry acknowledges
the environment as a key stakeholder. The wellbeing of the environment underpins
the wellbeing of all of us and this connection is written into the South African
Constitution. Everyone has the right - (a)to an environment that is not harmful to their
health or well-being; and (b)to have the environment protected, for the benefit of
present and future generations, through reasonable legislative and other measures that
prevent pollution and ecological degradation. Yet, the FoP’s stated vision, of an
Industry led model working with government to achieve the common goals of social
and economic transformation, leaves out goals of environmental responsibility and
waste minimization!
The packaging industry needs to demonstrate a clear responsibility and commitment
to reduce the impact of packaging on the environment. Nowhere, that I could find in
the 171 pages of the draft document, is there a clear statement acknowledging the
packing industry’s shared responsibility for pollution caused by packaging. This raises
issues of credibility and questions the ability of the packaging industry to self
regulate. The debacle of chalk in plastic carrier bags, which were branded recyclable,
and the months of meetings to address this is a recent example that does not inspire
trust. The plastic bag saga demonstrates that the goal of a circular economy model for
packaging needs to be driven by a change in values to replace the traditional economic
model that externalises costs to the environment.
Comments in the media by spokespeople for packaging PROs that people who litter are
the problem is an abdication of responsibility. Growing concerns about the increasing
microplastic load in our food chain, especially fish, and now in our drinking water is the
result of lack of extended producer responsibility.
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3. Industry FoP to manage the EPA, needs oversight, transparency and consumer
involvement.
3.1 The Federation of Plans motivates for the packaging EPR to be managed by
industry and uses positive historical examples to demonstrate competence. This is
not enough. While it is clear from the FoP that managing the entire packaging chain is
hugely complex, and for this reason, is probably best managed by the packaging industry
there are significant credibility gaps. While the Plan does identify champion industries
and success stories, it could be argued that, to date the easy options have been
tackled. E.G PET bottles are recycled, but what has the PET industry done about cooking
oil bottles and PET trays. In the FoP, the vinyl industry states that flexible film for food
is not recycled and they have no plan to divert it from landfill. This weakens
credibility. Under the section on glass, the options to encourage brand owners to
standardise non-beverage bottles so that they can be reused is not identified as an
option. This is relevant in the context of the statement that the price paid for glass
cullet is insufficient to pay for collection and recovery. Surely the point of a FoP with
brand owners and retailers as `obliged partners’ means that the packaging industry can
strongly discourage / refuse to produce `problem packaging’ or insist that it carries a
high additional levy or deposit to make it economically attractive to collect.

RESPONSE
The points made in this comment are noted.

3.2 At the public presentation in Cape Town on 31 July, someone pointed out that the
EPR is likely to increase the cost of packaging for the consumer. YES! It is time that the
direct cost is paid for packaging by the industry and chain of users, rather than a
hidden cost to the environment and human health.
3.3 The Plan states that for materials recovery to be most effective separation at source
is a precondition. This is identified as a government not industry responsibility. While a
reality, the Plan needs to come up with a credible response rather than implying that
they can’t meet their targets if domestic separation at source is not
implemented. Few municipalities have separation at source and those that do only
operate in parts of the municipality. Some of the PROs are offering to fund MRFs, but
given the costs involved, these are unlikely to be sufficient/ numerous enough. The
process is also likely to trigger an EIA for the sites which potentially further delays
implementation. One possible solution, not addressed, is to commit to identifying and
phasing out low value or unrecyclable packaging. Mobile collection capabilities for
separated recyclables need further research.

Comment noted

PET cooking oil bottles and trays are included into the EPR Plan.

Agreed – this is an incorrect statement. Whilst refuse removal is a
government mandate in terms of the Constitution and the Municipal
Systems Act; Industry recognises that EPR for packaging materials is an
industry obligation.

Packa-Ching as proposed in the EPR Plan is one alternative to this that is
proposed.
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Perhaps a detail, but for many urban centres space to store recyclables until collection
is an issue. However, as many recyclables are bulky it is not cost effective for small scale
collectors to drop off smaller amounts at buy back hubs. A possible solution would be
a smart card which offers credit for small volumes of recyclables. Once enough credits
accumulate they can be redeemed at a range of outlets. Partnering with a local
community support organisation could result in an offering of food, shelter, clothing,
airtime etc for unemployed people.
4. The Plan does not address labelling of packaging to identify it as re-usable or
recyclable. Generally, consumers do not understand the current material identification
logos and there are several recycle me / earth friendly logos that don’t guarantee that
the packaging is recyclable. The hardware and pharmaceutical sectors which deal with
a lot of plastic packaging rarely have any recycling or polymer identification logos. A
new logo which is genuinely part of the EPR programme needs to be compulsory on
packaging, so the public, collectors and local authority waste managers can identify
`responsible’ packaging. By default, this will identify non-compliant packaging and the
producers.
5.The need for new products (recycled) from packaging is addressed, but the allocations
for R & D seem very low. If more material is to be collected, new products will need to
be developed. End of life products also need to be developed for materials that can
no longer be recycled. The Plan does not appear to address end of life, apart from a
statement about the possibility of incineration. Incineration raises significant air
pollution concerns when the plant is not designed, run and maintained optimally.

RESPONSE

6. Technical working groups are identified as a mechanism to resolve issues. With
respect, as technical solutions can be ignored for reasons relating to business politics,
in all industries not specifically the packaging industry, it is important that the make -up
of technical committees and the findings are subject to transparency, independent
review and to public scrutiny in cases of direct public interest.

All aspects of the proposed EPR Plan will be subject to transparency,
independent review and public scrutiny.

7. What happens after the 5 years of the IWMP comes to an end? The Federation of
Plans needs to make some recommendations regarding the longer term.

The plan has a longer term vision which is included. Annual business plans
will also be developed for the duration of the implementation phase. It is
assumed that towards the end of the 5 year period, discussions with the

It does not address it directly as this would need to be done in
collaboration with the retailers and brandowners. This would be tackled
in a Technical Working Group to ensure that it is done correctly and in a
standardised manner.
A compulsory logo cannot be done without consultation first.

It is believed that this is addressed in the Plan.

Incineration is not mentioned – Waste to energy is mentioned only as a
last resort for consideration as per the requirement of the Waste
Hierarchy. This is not where R&D will be most effective. It is believed that
design and end use will be the priority for re-design.
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Conclusion.
I do not believe that the government has the experience or resources to manage the
EPR plans for the packaging industries. Neither are government levies that are not ring
fenced, for packaging, acceptable. There are many good recommendations in the FoP
including: transformation plans for EPR for each sector, annual independent verification
/ audit of EPR effectiveness, technical task teams and an annual audit of how levies are
spent. Notwithstanding these the packaging industry has credibility gaps as already
pointed out. Increased transparency and public representation need to be included in
key aspects of the FoP. Some ideas on how to address these and additional questions
include:

RESPONSE
DEA will be undertaken to understand the next phase. Recommendations
made now may need to shift.
These comments are noted.

Need for a Packing Industry Ombudsman funded by PSA through the levies and
accessible to members of the public.

This could be explored.

The Conduct Committee needs to include representatives from local government and
civil society

This could be explored. However, the intention of the Conduct Committee
is to provide the means for frequent (quarterly) meetings with the DEA
and the Waste Bureau in an open and transparent manner.

The annual independent audit of the EPR needs to be a public document as should the
audit on how the levies are spent on.
How will retailers and brand managers ensure that all products local and imported
comply with EPR fees. How will this be policed? Will there be a kind of `green dot
system’?

This is the intention.

Develop an App that makes it easy for the public and collectors to identify recyclables
as well as local collection points.

This is included in the EPR Plan and a potential project.

Commit to a technical task team to identify problem packaging, timeframes to replace
them and significant fines for non – compliance. Unfilled imported problem packaging
to be banned immediately.

This is part of R&D. As mentioned earlier, it will not be advisable to simply
implement bans without doing proper research into alternatives. It is
important to understand what the potential unintended consequences
may be with alternative packaging.

It is not the responsibility of the retailers and brandowners to ensure
compliance. Compliance will need to be monitored by Packaging SA and
the PROs and non-compliance reported to the DEA.
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Kim Burgess - PlusQuo
Dear Packaging SA,
Thank you for putting together a well thought out and detailed plan.
A few comments and recommendations I would like to submit are as follows:
1. In the proposed format the plan proposes an industry-managed model which is
supported. However as confirmed by DEA, the Notice calls for a Government
managed model. How will Packaging SA address this issue?

RESPONSE
Received: 14 August 2018
Thank you for the comprehensive and constructive input.
This appears to be a shared concern with many submissions and the
following unpacking of the National Pricing Strategy and the Government
Gazette Section 28 Notice is an attempt to provide an overview and
backing as to why Packaging SA is proposing an Industry managed model:
The National Pricing Strategy (Government Gazette 40200, dated 11
August 2016) in Section 6.3 Proposed EPR Scheme refers to both the
Industry and Government managed EPR Fee schemes. It has the following
inclusion (page 32 of 41) (emphasis added through bold or underlined
text):
“Existing voluntary initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue
to follow the industry managed model as depicted in figure 5 (page 32 of
41). The Government managed model as depicted in figure 5 (on page 32
of 41) will be allowed for all plans that the Minister or MEC calls for in
terms of the Section 28 of the NEMWA. The disbursements of funds
collected through the EPR fees should be informed by • Industry waste management plan(s) – in the case of industry
collected EPR fees
• DEA and the Bureau’s Strategic Plans and the IndWMP(s) – in the
case of National Government EPR taxes.
For certain products, product groups or waste streams, the Department
may wish to consider EPR schemes in combination with a product tax, to
allow producers and importers to use the voluntary (and paying the
associated EPR fess) or mandatorily pay the product tax (See Section
4.2.4.2)
It needs to be acknowledged that the terminology used in the National
Pricing Strategy in the above section is ambiguous and can be interpreted
a number of ways, i.e. either Industry managed or government managed

2

This section of the Pricing strategy refers to EPR fees and how they are charged, i.e. per unit / market turnover / per tonne etc -
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RESPONSE
or a hybrid of both. The above states that both industry managed, and
government managed models may apply – the use of the words “allow”,
“allowed” do not mean “must”. It also states that for “Existing voluntary
initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue to follow the
industry managed model”. The proposed Packaging SA EPR Plan is based
on the existing voluntary EPR model which has been successfully operating
in South Africa for many years.
Further - In terms of Section 17(6) of the Waste Act, all existing Industry
Waste Management Plans must align with this strategy and the (sic)
within 6 months of the publication of this strategy and the relevant
revenue collection system.”
How would existing IndWMPs be able to be “aligned” with the Strategy
and the relevant revenue collection system when one has not been
developed?
The Section 28 Notice (Government Gazette No 41303) in 6 Contents of
an Industry waste management plan (m) says that it must be “aligned to
the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management (Extended Producer
Responsibility; government managed model) as published under
Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016)”.
The requirement of the Gazette is for alignment with the National Pricing
Strategy. As discussed above, the Packaging SA EPR Plan is aligned to the
National Pricing Strategy as an Industry Managed model based on the
existing voluntary model. Perhaps a meaningful outcome of this process
could be explored together with the DEA and the Waste Bureau.

2.

The history of Government managed models of the past do not inspire confidence
of a Government managed model for these material streams, it would useful to
enhance point 1.3.2. Tax burden on society more broadly and unpack the risks and
opportunities both to Government, Producers, impacted stakeholders including
civil society, the population at large (i.e potential economic and social impacts) as

A socio-economic impact assessment (SEIA) should be conducted prior to
the promulgation of any new policy, legislation or regulation post 2015.
To Packaging SA’s knowledge, no SEIA has been conducted for the
potential implementation of Industry Waste Management Plans as called
for in the Section 28 Notice in the Government Gazette.
A
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well as the ultimate impacted stakeholder, the environment, in terms of opting for
an industry managed vs Government managed.

RESPONSE
recommendation in the Packaging SA EPR will be that the DEA conduct a
thorough SEIA prior to the implementation.

3.

The PET EPR fee includes a large demand support component to the EPR
fee which none of the other EPR fees include at this stage. It is not to say
that the EPR fees will not be revised in the future.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

The various EPR fees across the different packaging material streams are
concerning with plastic specifically not being clearly understood. Why would PET
have a higher EPR fee than polystyrene? The perception is that polystyrene is worse
for the environmental and less widely recycling than PET, therefore it stands to
reason that more work would be required in terms of polystyrene than PET
activities.
If the EPR fees are based on the proposed PRO budgets, and the budget is not
approved, would this mean that the EPR fees will be adjusted?
There is mention of an average EPR fee to be applied if actual values cannot be
declared by Producers. This is not supported as the extremes between the
proposed fees would not form a true average.
The membership fees required to below to the Packaging SA plan are noted but
need to be understood further as the budget of the plan in terms of EPR fees
collected already makes provision for administration expenses. Why would there
need to be an additional membership fee?
Other PRO IWMP’s with Government managed models, have proposed a “black
box” concept to monitor ERP fees collected by the Government. This is supported
to assist with transparency and accountability but ultimately as funds cannot be
ring-fenced, there is a risk that these EPR fees will not be used for their intended
purpose. Is this something that Packaging SA would consider should an industry
managed plan not be approved?
In terms of the Packaging SA Board representation there is not enough broader
industry representation as noted in the Plan. It is recommended that
representation from the Retailers Forum, the Consumer Goods Council and other
such bodies representing retailers hold a seat on this Board. Furthermore Civil
Society should also have representation.
Clear guidelines are required in terms of the expectations on the labelling
requirements i.e. OPRL etc

The proposed EPR fees in the Draft EPR Plan are not set in stone and may
need to be adjusted. EPR Fees also vary internationally for different
material streams.
The comment is noted. Packaging SA would be happy to engage further
on this.
No additional membership fee is required in terms of the EPR Plan.
Membership to Packaging SA is voluntary.

Packaging SA is proposing the development of a robust data management
system. This would track quantities and material types as well as the EPR
fees. The “Black box” concept proposed by other plans is for a
government managed model and a tax collection system which is not what
the Packaging SA EPR Plan is proposing.
This has been identified as an area of change as per page 25 of the Draft
EPR Plan which reads, “The current Board will require more diversified
representation to represent contributors and participants to the EPR Plan
(e.g. Converters, Brand owners, Retailers, Transporters / logistics /
collection).” In addition, the Waste Picker have also requested
representation.
Clear guidelines will be developed during the implementation of the EPR
Plan in consultation with retailers, brandowners and converters. These
cannot be provided without consultation.
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RESPONSE

10. There is a lot of plastic in electronic and electrical goods but the plan does not
mention collaboration or partnership with the various eWaste PRO’s to address this
material stream. Please advise what engagement has taken place with these PRO’s
to ensure an inclusive and aligned IWMP.
11. In terms of a community recycling / buy-back model, Pack-a-Ching is not the only
model that is currently being implemented across the country and therefore the
other options that are currently in existence with tried and tested outcomes that
should be considered in addition to Packa-ching. For examples The Domino
Foundation Recycle Swop Shop and Litter for Tokens are both working successfully.

Engagement has taken place with both the Lighting and electronic plans
and further consultations would take place in the next phase.

12. The provisions of an IWMP clearly call for black economic empowerment,
transformation and Black Industrialists with the targets and budgets predominantly
geared towards these focus points. To this end I would like to propose that
engagement take place with the DTI BEE Unit to make a case for a percentage of
EPR paid any Producer to be deemed as qualifying BEE Spend in terms of the
Revised Codes of Good Practice in so far as the beneficiaries of the aforementioned
funding will be EMEs or QSEs that are at least 51% black. On this premise, a % of
the EPR fee could be deemed qualifying B-BBEE (BEE) Enterprise Development (ED)
Spend. An indicative calculation on how this percentage could be determined is
tabled below. In this way 58% of EPR’s fees paid by Producers could be claimed as
BEE ED Spend. This could be a significant incentive for Producers to further embrace
the plans in a meaningful way as everybody will see a benefit.

This will be explored, however unlikely that it will be able to be explored
fully prior to the finalisation of the EPR Plan submitted to the DEA on 5
September. Thank you for the input in this regard.

Budget Items

Year 1

Black Industrialist

15 000 000,00

Municipal fund

49 661 203,00

Waste picker
National Awareness
Training/Support/Mentorship

The intention of the Packaging SA EPR Plan is to build on existing successful
models. Packa-Ching is another option included due to the success in
Cape Town thus far. The intention would not be to exclude any other
programmes.

8 650 000,00
43 410 588,00
116 840 939,00

Enterprise Development

81 297 410,00

Database Development

1 800 000,00
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RESPONSE

Design for Circular Economy

1 200 000,00

R&D

7 396 305,00

Project Incubation

2 000 000,00

Forestry Support

785 000,00

Packa-Ching
Admin

3 981 000,00
55 559 512,00

Total

387 581 957,00

B-BBEE Qualifying Spend

225 769 349,00

% of budget

58%

Once again, thank you for a comprehensive plan.

Who's Litter Is It (Name or further contact details not provided)
Please find attached some commentary regarding the recent Packaging and Paper
Industry Waste Management Plan. The commentary is not intended to be a negative
review or a legal chinwag regarding the contents, it is a view of areas that I feel may
need clarity and or could be better defined in the plan. It also contains my opinion on
areas that I feel need more attention from the industry as a whole.

Received: 18 August 2018
Thank you for your comments and input into the Packaging SA EPR Plan.

Industry Waste Management Commentary
Below are comments on the IndWMP based on my reading and understanding of the
plan, I am aware that my perception and what was meant to be conveyed through the
plan may differ and that in some cases the plan may feel that it has dealt with my
concerns. I am still writing this as is to try assist the plan to better articulate some areas,
or focus more on highlighting the plans actual intent etc.
Introduction
The federation of plans represents a positive step in the right direction for extended
producer responsibility within the packaging and paper industry. It proposes a
significant total improvement in recycling figures of packaging from the current level of
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58% to the impressive level of 67%, or a 15% improvement in five years. Furthermore,
it identifies the need to support waste infrastructure development within the South
African economy and highlights the need for extensive transformation.

RESPONSE

However, the allocation of funding is skewed away from the area’s most in need of
support and there is excessive repetition amongst the various producer responsibility
organisations (PRO’s) functions/actions. The plan is also unclear as to where ultimate
responsibilities lie for the outcomes of various common area activities with both the
PRO’s and the Packaging SA federation of plans inferring responsibility.

Accountability of the overall implementation of the Packaging SA EPR Plan
ultimately rests with Packaging SA even though a decentralised approach
will be taken and many of the projects will be implemented by the PROs.

The PRO plans, unfortunately, provide little concrete actions regarding how the
assumed recycling rates will be improved, they provide little evidence that these
recycling rates are indeed attainable and many of them lack an argument of whether
this increased recycled material will in fact be demanded (probably the most critical
requirement to success of a circular packaging economy).

It is challenging to provide concrete actions when the actual roll-out of the
plan is unknown. Certain projects are being rolled out regardless of
whether the plan will be approved by the DEA or not. Part of the EPR Plan
is to develop end use markets in order to stimulate the market for
additional recyclables.

Lastly the plan is written without an articulated, clear, measurable or attainable longterm vision. It talks of a longer-term vision of stimulating a secondary economy or in
another place about a “bold vision to further the current South African Packaging
economy to a more circular economy by 2030”.
The plan needs to be written as a going concern, as a guide for future actions and as the
spring board to collaborative actions of all stakeholders. An example may be to simply
steal the following vision:
“The overarching vision of the New Plastics Economy [EPR Plan] is that plastics
[packaging] never become waste; rather, they re-enter the economy as valuable
technical or biological nutrients. The New Plastics Economy [EPR Plan] is underpinned
by and aligns with the principles of the circular economy. Its ambition is to deliver better
system-wide economic and environmental outcomes by creating an effective after-use
plastic [packaging] economy, drastically reducing the leakage of plastics [packaging]
into natural systems (in particular the ocean) and other negative externalities; and
decoupling from fossil feedstocks.” (Words in […] added).
(Ellen MacArthur Foundation, the new plastics economy: Rethinking the future of
plastics
&
Catalysing
action,
(2017),
http://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/publications)

This will be considered as part of the bolder vision.
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Conflict of interest:
The notion that the Industry Waste Management Plan needs to be managed by the
packaging industry has both positive and negative concerns. On the positive side,
private management of the allocation of funds tends to be more economically efficient
than that achieved by government. However, in the situation whereby an externality is
being internalised the risk of reduced profits conflicts with the aim of environmental
protection. In short, industry will do the economic bare minimum to comply and will
lobby for a “least cost trade-off” position where increased environmental improvement
is traded off against the risk of reduced profits. Whilst driving business to zero or
negative profits is not the aim, assessing the real cost versus least cost trade off requires
third party (arm’s length) input.
To this end there is a potential conflict of interest in the current industry led and
managed plan proposed. This conflict is not alleviated by the current, nor proposed,
board members with zero representation from a non-industry aligned member(s). The
proposed Conduct Committee, doesn’t alleviate the problem either as it is only there to
provide oversight to monitor the implementation of the plan. It is not positioned to
challenge the extent to which the plan tackles the problem of packaging waste nor is it
able to question the order of magnitude of funding required to tackle the problem. It is
proposed that the inclusion of various NGO and/or environmental organisation to
challenge the plan be included in the membership make up.

Fragmentation = Costs:
It is noted by the Ellen Macarthur report that;
“The lack of standards and coordination across the value chain has allowed a
proliferation of materials, formats, labelling, collection schemes and sorting and
reprocessing systems, which collectively hamper the development of effective
markets.” Emphasis added.
(Ellen MacArthur Foundation, The new plastics economy: Rethinking the future of
plastics
&
Catalysing
action,
(2017),
http://www.ellenmacarthurfoundation.org/publications).

RESPONSE

Comment noted. The Conduct Committee will have an oversight role in
order to ensure that Industry is not only doing the minimum to achieve
compliance.

This has been identified as an area of change as per page 25 of the Draft
EPR Plan which reads, “The current Board will require more diversified
representation to represent contributors and participants to the EPR Plan
(e.g. Converters, Brand owners, Retailers, Waste Pickers/ Transporters /
logistics / collection).” The additional representation at Board level will
provide the governance required.

Comment noted.

Page 38 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
The
plan
proposes to
allocate
a
significant
35% (R995m)
to
Training/Support/Mentorship a further 11% (R317m) to awareness campaigns and an
additional 11% (316m) to administration over five years. No detail is provided as to how
these three-line items are effectively made up, but, they are majority (if not entirely)
comprised of an amalgamation of the various PRO’s expenses. This quickly highlights,
as a result of fragmentation, the cost of duplicity currently being experienced by the
packaging industry through having seven separate PRO organisations.

RESPONSE
Packaging is not homogenous, but rather consists of numerous materials
as per your previous comment. Therefore, the proposed EPR Plan needs
to respond to the current diverse types of packaging available on the
market currently. The efforts of the 7 PROs have been designed around
the most appropriate way to collaborate efforts to implement the plan.
Packaging SA is open to fine tuning the EPR Plan during implementation.
Annual Business Plans will need to be submitted and should budget need
to be redirected then this will be motivated.

The proposed federation of plans currently makes no attempt to reduce or even
highlight the level of fragmentation within the packaging PRO industry within South
Africa. Instead it settles for a business as usual approach by supporting the continuation
of several different PRO organisations all acting autonomously to each other. A less
fragmented approach could potentially free up hundreds of millions of Rands that could
be better allocated to revenue generating or capital creating activities without any
additional economic burden placed on the industry.

Waste management in general is extremely complex. If there is an easy
way to simplify the current system, this suggestion would be welcomed to
explore. Many of the PROs have been operating for many years and have
demonstrated many successes along the way. The proposed EPR Plan is
considered the most appropriate method at this point to move forward.

Where’s Reduce?
Currently an estimated 3.9m tons of packaging produced in South Africa enters the
waste stream per annum, of this 1.6m tons is landfilled per annum the remaining 2.2m
tons being collected for recycling (majority paper) (Figures extracted from IndWMP
2017 figures). The existing waste infrastructure in South Africa is inadequate to deal
with the current total volume of waste material being placed into the waste stream
including the packaging waste. The Federation of Plans proposes that over the 5 years
the recycled rate will increase by a Compound Annual Growth Rate, “CAGR”, of 3%.
It’s important to highlight that the expected increase in total packaging tonnage
produced in South Africa (as per the plan) is only expected to grow at 0.7% CAGR. Thus;
under the existing assumptions, the plan will provide a minimal amount of relief to the
waste infrastructure, with the absolute tonnage not being recycled reducing year on
year by a CAGR of -3%.

The EPR Plan is not explicit about reducing packaging; however it is implied
through the discussion around the transition to the Circular Economy. The
following will be inserted to bolster this aspect of the EPR Plan:
“The management of waste in South Africa has been based on the
principles of the waste management hierarchy from early waste policy
(DEAT 2000) and entrenched in recent waste legislation. The adoption of
the hierarchy has been in the policy since 2009, but the management of
waste has not necessarily followed the hierarchal approach. It is only
because of the promulgation of the NEM: WA and finalization of the
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The plan(s) makes no allowance for active/direct reduced packaging strategies 3 (i.e.
absolute waste reduction through reduced production). It is thus at risk of not meeting
its targets should the rate of packaging consumption exceed that of 0.7% growth per
annum.

RESPONSE
NWMS that the implementation of the hierarchy approach was
prioritized. Management of waste through the hierarchal approach is a
recognized international model for the prioritization of waste
management options. It offers a holistic approach to the management of
waste materials and provides a systematic method for waste management
during the waste lifecycle addressing in turn waste avoidance, reduction,
re-use, recycling, recovery, treatment, and safe disposal as a last resort.
This aims to eventually reduce the reliance of South Africa’s waste
disposal on landfills, as currently most of waste ends up therein.
The waste hierarchy includes:
Avoidance and Reduction: Products and materials must be designed in a
manner that minimizes their waste components or in a manner that
reduces the natural material quantities used and potential toxicity of
waste generated during the production, and after use;
Re-use: Materials can be used for similar or different purposes without
changing form or properties. This approach seeks to re-use a product
when it reaches the end of its life span. In this way, it becomes input for
new products and materials;
Recycle: This involves separating materials from the waste stream and
processing them as products or raw materials. The first elements of the
waste management hierarchy are the foundation of the cradle-to-cradle
waste management approach;
Recovery: Reclaiming components or materials or using the waste as a
fuel;
Treatment and disposal: This is a ‘last resort’ within the waste hierarchy.
Treatment refers to any process that is designed to minimize the
environmental impact of waste by changing the physical properties of
waste or separating out and destroying toxic components of waste.
Disposal refers specifically to the depositing or burial of waste onto, or
into land.

3

Note: light weighting does not necessarily reduce the amount of waste in the system. Yes, it reduces the weight of the waste, but its volume and landfill requirements
remain the same.
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RESPONSE

Integrated waste management hierarchy5
The Packaging SA Federation of Plans and the included Polyco Plan take
the principles of the waste management hierarchy a step further and
include a Circular Economy perspective to ensure that all aspects of the
packaging value chain are incorporated into the plan and the Vision for
20306.”

This is recognised as an area of need in South Africa, however, one size
does not fit all. Therefore a more flexible approach has been proposed,
i.e. that of a “Municipal fund” which sets aside budget to be used within a
municipal area. This budget is not intended to be transferred to a
municipality but rather to be used within the area for requirements
specific to that area, e.g. it could be to build a MRF or it could be to fund
collection of recyclables (e.g. paying informal collectors / paying formal
waste management transporters or a hybrid model). The way that these
funds are spent would need to be in consultation with various
stakeholders within the area selected.

5

DEA, 2011. National Waste Management Strategy. Pretoria. https://www.environment.gov.za/sites/default/files/docs/nationalwaste_management_strategy.pdf
Need to acknowledge that the current plans requested by Government are only for a 5-year implementation horizon, however, the drafting of these plans recognises the
need to plan beyond 5 years and therefore provides a vision in line with the NDP 2030 plan.
6
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Infrastructure is the missing link:
The area most in need of support, namely South African waste infrastructure, has one
of the lowest levels of allocated funding and the source of this funding remains unclear
from the Federation of Plans.

RESPONSE

The federation of plans allocates 12% (R336m) of total revenue raised to the “Municipal
Fund/S@S”. The PETCO allocation4 at R292m represents 87% of the total funding
allocated to separation at source activities advocated by the Packaging SA operational
unit. This raises the questions of 1) whether the federation of plans has adequately
estimated the need for the separation at source activities in the country, 2) has the
allocation of funds been adequately scrutinised against where it can make the most
difference? 3) are the other PRO’s as committed to end to end EPR as PETCO?
Infrastructure can be profitable:
The federation of plans views the funding of waste infrastructure as a lost (sunk) cost.
It does not mention the idea of the generation of profits through the “Municipal Fund”
via financing mechanisms such as green/social bonds or other social investments. Such
mechanisms would potentially improve the access to funding, reduce the financial
burden on the packaging industry whilst simultaneously improving the social and
environmental benefits derived from the investments.
The Devil is in the Detail:
The plan needs to provide additional information regarding how municipalities will be
upskilled to be better equipped to manage the municipal waste, how indigent areas will
be targeted (outside of Packa-Ching) and how MRF’s and similar infrastructure
requirements will be able to access the funding supposedly available through the central
municipal fund. This detail may be forthcoming, but at this point the lack of such
information/detail indicates that the plan has not been properly formulated to address
the key issues.

4

The EPR Plan does not refer to sunk costs for the funding of infrastructure
and many of the PROs are actively seeking investment opportunities to
fund enterprise development that drives social benefits whilst realizing
environmental wins.

The EPR Plan responds to the packaging material and therefore upskilling
municipalities to manage municipal waste has not featured in the EPR
Plan. Should this be identified as a requirement, Packaging SA would be
able to facilitate a skills transfer through the set up of a technical working
group. The criteria to access the municipal fund has not been detailed as
yet and would be finalized during negotiations.

Only PETCO provided an expectation of the funding to be allocated to the Federation of Plans at 30% of the levy they have proposed or circa R300/ton over the 5-year period.
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Clarity on responsibility:
It is also unclear if both the PRO’s and the Federation of Plans want to “own” the
municipal engagement and allocation of funds to activities such as separation at source
or if this will be an activity each PRO entrusts to the Federation of Plans operational
unit.
Duplicity at micro and macro level:
There is a significant amount of duplicity in functions between the federation of plans
and the individual PRO plans. All the individual plans refer to engaging with government,
training & mentorship/skills development and awareness campaigns.

PETCO Transparency:
Regarding the PETCO plan, firstly the thought-out allocation of funding to separation at
source activities and the desire to support municipalities in providing solutions to the
existing infrastructure problem is welcomed. There is, however, a level of concern
around the transparency of the allocation of funds to what is referred to as Demand
Support. 86% of the PETCO specific budget (or R900m over the five years) is allocated
to Demand Support. This mainly comprises the subsidization of mPact; Extrupet and
Propet, Sen Li Da and Da Run Fa.
Besides mPact these companies are all foreign owned (Indian and Chinese), thus any
dividend flows (if any) to foreign countries represent the exportation of the subsidy.
This subsidy is meant to uplift and support the local economy and thus the funding
should ideally remain within the country. Unfortunately, no access to the accounts of
these companies is available to verify the extent to which local subsidies are being used
to boost foreign dividend flows (if any for that matter).

RESPONSE
Packaging SA would need to be accountable for the implementation of the
plan. Therefore, Packaging SA would lead the coordination effort required.

It is likely that the PROs will be engaging with municipalities. Packaging
SA would provide the coordination role.

Noted, there are 6 PET recyclers at present.

The Demand Support is a small portion of the local bottle price and has
boosted recycling tonnage from approximately 9800 tonnes in 2005 to
approximately 93 000 tonnes in 2017 in South Africa.
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Subashnee Govender - Dell EMC | EMEA Legal

RESPONSE
Received: 20 August 2018

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Packaging SA plan. Herewith below
is feedback on behalf of Dell. If you would like to discuss the comments further please
do get in touch.
In general Dell is supportive of this plan proposal as a fair and simple means of ensuring
producers and importers take responsibility for the cost of end of life management of
packaging.
• We note that the DEA proposed method of fee collection per Section 28 notice is using
SARS whereas the plan proposes an industry-based collection process. Given the
differences in approach between the DEA and the Packaging SA plan do you have a
contingency should your proposed method be disallowed?

Packaging SA are proposing an industry managed model which is aligned
to the National Pricing Strategy and the Section 28 Notice. Packaging SA
are confident in their proposed approach and therefore a contingency
plan is not included; however, Packaging SA expect and are open to
further discussions with the DEA around this issue.

• Please provide more information on the form of system you plan to use to facilitate
the collection of funds from Producers/Importers and the controls you have in place
to protect market sensitive information, such as types and quantities of packaging
used by each producer.

Data management is incredibly important for the integrity of the proposed
EPR Plan. A robust data management system is proposed to be developed
over the first year in order to ensure that information provided is
aggregated in line with the requirements of the Competitions Act, as one
of the requirements. Therefore, various mechanisms will need to be
developed to protect sensitive information, whilst generating the required
reporting information in terms of volumes / tonnages/ material types /
EPR fee etc.

We look forward to receiving your response to the above.

Thank you for submitting comments.
Received by email: 20 August 2018, letter dated 17 August 2018

Karen Dawn Koen – Group Environmental Sustainability Manager – Oceana
Group
Oceana Group Limited (“Oceana”) welcomes the opportunity to comment on and assist
with the development of the consolidated multi-stream industry waste management
plan for the paper and packaging sector (“the Draft Plan”). Based on our review of the
necessary documentation we have the following comments and points of clarification:
1.1. Please clarify how the EPR fee payment process will be administered. As A
Brandowner utilising packaging produced locally, is the expectation that we register
with the applicable PRO and pay the levy or will the levy be paid to the PRO by the
packaging producer?

EPR fees will generally be paid at the converter / producer level except as
indicated below in your comments for Metpac. Therefore, for the other
material streams, the local converter/producer will be required to pay the
EPR fee. This applies to all locally produced products. Imported packaging

Page 44 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
1.1.1
in the last scenario is it assumed that the cost of the levy will be filtered
down to the Brandowner? Is that correct?
1.1.2
In that instance how will the rebate for products exported be addressed?

RESPONSE
will also be required to pay the required material EPR fee which is the
same as for locally produced materials. If packaging (products) are
exported, a rebate will be provided based on a declaration providing proof
of export.

1.2

It is not clear from the documentation whether the Brandowner will be liable
for the EPR fee of whether the fee will be included in the packaging cost price.
Please clarify.

The Brandowner may be liable for the EPR fee or a portion thereof.

1.3

We are concerned that there is the potential for double accounting from data
presented by the producers and convertors as well as the Brandowners. We
therefore request that the registration, data reporting and EPR fee payment
structure in relation to the producers and convertors as well as the
Brandowners be made explicit
Over and above the EPR fee, the plan proposes an annual membership fee to
Packaging SA of R28000.00. This is however not an existing legal requirement
and we are of the opinion that this requirement should not be included into the
Plan.

This has been taken into account and there will not be double accounting.
Brandowners will only need to pay EPR fees directly if they are directly
involved with the packaging which is most often on the import side. There
is the exception of the Metpac EPR fee structure – see below.

1.5

We suggest that the EPR fee sliding scale be considered, similar to the funding
proposal issued by Metpac-SA in their letter dated 8 June 2018:
• 15% of fee per tonne of steel sold at raw material supplier level
• 25% of fee per tonne of steel sold at convertor level
• 60% of fee per tonne of steel sold at brandowner level
• 15% of fee per tonne of aluminium sold at raw material supplier level
• 25% of fee per tonne of aluminium sold at convertor level
• 60% of fee per tonne of aluminium sold at brandowner level
A sliding scale would allow for all participants of the packaging lifecycle to
financially contribute to meeting the objectives of the plan.

This approach is currently being used by Metpac-SA but is considered
potentially too complex and the risk of double counting is potentially
higher. It is likely that this method will change however, it will only be
done in consultation with stakeholders.

1.6

Would there be an industry rebate if recycled or recyclable packaging is used?
Please clarify

At this stage, no rebate is being considered for the use of recycled or
recyclable packaging. This is not to say that this could not be considered
once the plan is in operation and more data is collected in order to make
a more informed decision in consultation with relevant stakeholders.

1.4

In terms of the EPR Plan there is no additional requirement to pay a
membership especially if a brandowner is contributing to EPR fees.
Membership to Packaging SA will remain voluntary outside of the EPR
Plan.
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1.7 Would there be an industry rebate if a Brandowner implements initiative to
facilitate and promote the recycling of its packaging material?
1.8 Please clarify the process and potential EPR fee associated with the packaging
of imported material / products used in a Brandowners’ production process.

RESPONSE
At this stage, no rebate is being considered.
The EPR Fee charged for imported packaging is the same as for locally
manufactured packaging material.

James Brand on behalf of Edward Nathan Sonnenbergs Inc – ENSafrica Received 17 August 2018; letter dated 17 August 2018
representing Zibo Containers
Introduction
1. We represent Zibo Containers (Pty) Ltd (“Zibo”) and refer to the PET Industry Waste
Management Plan dated 15 July 2018 (“PET IWMP”) as well as the Packaging SA
Industry Waste Management Plan dated 20July 2018 (“Packaging SA IWMP”). The
Packaging SA IWMP indicates that comments are to be submitted on the plan by 20
August 2018.
2. In this regard, the comments that our client made on the PET IWMP in terms of the
attached letter marked Annexure “A” dated 14 August 2018 apply equally to the
Packaging SA IWMP. We accordingly request that Packaging SA consider the
comments set out in the attached and submit a copy of this letter together with its
annexure to the authorities together with the final and amended version of the
Packaging SA IWMP, as it is obliged to do in terms of section 31(3) of the National
Environmental Management: Waste Act 50 of 2008 (“NEMWA”).
3. Should Packaging SA fail to consider our client’s comments and fail to amend the
Packaging SA IWMP accordingly, our client reserves its right to request the Minister
to reject the plan or to require amendments to be made to the plan in terms of
section 32(1)(c) and (d) of NEMWA during the ensuing public participation that is
referred to in section 73 of NEMWA.
4. It is hoped that the comments enclosed herewith will receive due consideration and
that a fair, reasonable and rational approach to the levying fees will be reached and
recorded in the final version of the Packaging SA IWMP that is ultimately submitted
to the Minister for approval.
Annexure A
Introduction
1. We represent Zibo Containers (Pty) Ltd (“Zibo”) and refer to the PET Industry Waste
Management Plan dated 15 July 2018 (“PET IWMP”) that was prepared by PET
Recycling Company NPC (“PETCO”) and published for comment on the PETCO

The following responses have been provided in collaboration with PETCO
as many of the concerns raised in these comments are PET specific.
Noted.

Noted.

All comments are considered and therefore these comments will certainly
be considered. Packaging SA would prefer to engage in a spirit of
collaboration with all stakeholders and a balanced approach will be taken.
All comments received as part of the stakeholder engagement process
have been included verbatim into this comments and responses report to
ensure transparency.

Noted
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website. The PET IWMP indicates that comments are to be submitted on the plan
by 14 August 2018. It is confirmed that this document includes our client’s
comments on the PET IWMP, which are set out under four headings below.
2. The PET IWMP forms part of the Federation of Plans that is contemplated in the
Packaging SA Industry Waste Management Plan dated 20 July 2018 (“Packaging SA
IWMP”). In this regard, comment is due on the Packaging SA IWMP by the 20 August
2018 and our client reserves its right to supplement its submissions set out
hereunder when commenting on the Packaging SA IWMP.
3. We request that PETCO consider the comments set out below and submit a copy of
this document to the authorities together with the final and amended version of the
PET IWMP, as it is obliged to do in terms of section 31(3) of the National
Environmental Management: Waste Act 50 of 2008 (“NEMWA”). Should PETCO fail
to consider our client’s comments and fail to amend the PET IWMP accordingly, our
client reserves its right to request the Minister to reject the plan or to require
amendments to be made to the plan in terms of section 32(1)(c) and (d) of NEMWA
during the ensuing public participation that is referred to in section 73 of NEMWA.
4. Our client is a “producer” as defined in the Government Notice dated 6 December
2017, calling on, inter alia, the paper and packaging industry to prepare and submit
industry waste management plans (“IWMP Notice”). As such, our client has
submitted its application for registration with the Minister and intends subscribing
to a suitable industry waste management plan that is submitted to the Minister, as
it is required to do in terms of regulation 3(1) and 5(1)(b) of the IWMP Notice
respectively.
Negative Unintended Consequences
5. As mentioned, the PET IWMP forms part of the Federation of Plans that is
contemplated in the Packaging SA IWMP and seeks to regulate a number of paper
and packaging material streams including, but not limited to:
5.1. Polyolefins, including Polypropylene (“PP”);
5.2. Polyethylene terephthalate (“PET”); and
5.3. Polystyrene, including expanded polystyrene (“EPS”).
6. The PET IWMP seeks to regulate post-consumer PET recycling in respect of all
packaging products made of PET. In this regard, the PET IWMP proposes that
companies who purchase PET resin (both virgin and recycled) or preforms will pay a
fee to PETCO on a rand per tonne basis, while those companies who import finished

RESPONSE

Noted.

All comments are considered and therefore these comments will certainly
be considered. Packaging SA would prefer to engage in a spirit of
collaboration with all stakeholders and a balanced approach will be taken.

Noted.

DEA is regulating paper and packaging material streams. The Federation
of Plans is a response to the regulation, as required by DEA.

DEA is seeking to regulate PET. The PET IWMP proposed by PETCO is a
response to the regulation, as required by DEA. DEA may approve multiple
Industry Waste Plans.
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goods (such as retailers) will pay the equivalent fee on those products on a rand per
tonne basis (the “EPR Fee”).
7. One of the key determinates for calculating the EPR Fee for PET is therefore weight.
The greater the density the greater the weight, the greater the weight, the greater
EPR Fee. The fee on PP and EPS are also determined based on their weight. However,
as a result of the difference in densities between PET, PP and EPS, the number of
containers produced per kilogram of material varies. PET has a density of 1.34, PP
has a density of 0.94 and EPS has a density of 0.3. On a per kilogram basis, more
containers can be made with EPS, followed by PP and then PET. With weight as a
determinant for the related fee, producers are incentivised to transition away from
PET to PP or EPS.

RESPONSE

8.

What is more, the Packaging SA IWMP indicates that PP will be charged at between
R250 to R420 a tonne and EPS will be charged at R150 a tonne. This needs to be
compared to the proposed R740 a tonne for PET thermoforms in 2019 up to R1538
a tonne in 2023. In effect the EPR Fee on PET increases by 108% between 2019 and
2023 and far exceeds the fee that will be imposed on PP and EPS. This further
incentivises producers to transition away from PET to PP or EPS.

Polyco believes in a free market environment. Should a particular polymer
type EPR fee be more expensive, then the packaging producer has the
option to explore their alternatives. Each PRO has a different business
model in terms of ensuring their materials are collected and recycled.
Fitness for purpose for all areas such as cost, environmental impact,
recyclability, etc – need to be evaluated by the packaging producer.

9.

But this has the potential unintended consequence of promoting materials that are
not as environmentally friendly as PET. It is a generally accepted that PET containers
are made of one of the few polymers that can be recycled into the same form again
and again. This neatly closes the recycling loop and enables ‘cradle to cradle’

PETCO’s approach is to meet the requirements of the Section 28 notice,
which is what has determined the PET EPR Fee. The increase in the EPR
fee is because Thermoforms are starting from zero recycled tonnes. The
EPR Fee starts of lower because the total thermoform market will be

•Weight is not a determinant in the EPR Fee. The cost of fulfilling the
Section 28 requirements determines the EPR fee.
•Density is determined by weight (or more correctly, “mass”). Density is
the mass per unit volume of a substance. Density is more accurately
described as being derived from the mass and volume.
•Regarding “the greater the EPR fee” can be more accurately stated as
“the greater the EPR fee per container”.
•Logic re EPR fee is incorrect. The EPR Fee per tonne is constant because
mass is constant. You seem to be referring the EPR fee per container
volume.
•Regarding “with weight as determinant of related fee” – again this is
incorrect. It is a determinant of the related EPR Fee per container. This is
an important distinction. The “determinant of the EPR Fee” (the Rand /
tonne) is the cost of fulfilling the requirements of the Section 28 notice,
divided by the market size of the market of PETCO’s subscribed
membership base.
• “…are incentivised to transition away from PET to…” – There are many
factors that will play a part in this. One of which is whether the material
being transitioned to has an EPR plan (and associated fee) approved by
DEA and meets Section 28 requirements.
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packaging solutions. Further, PET can be recycled into food grade plastic. This is not
the case with PP or EPS and it is generally accepted that neither of these alternatives
are capable of being recycled as cost effectively as PET.

RESPONSE
supporting a relatively small recycled tonnage. As the proportion of
recycled material grows, the cost is less thinly distributed across the
market, and each tonne of material then carries a higher cost. Note these
are projected/estimated fees.

10. Regulation 6(1)(e) of the IWMP Notice requires that all industry waste management
plans must include measures to prevent pollution or ecological degradation.
Negatively incentivising producers such as our client to transition to PP or EPS for
example and to phase our PET due to the cost differential between these two
materials, has the potential to inadvertently increase pollution and ecological
degradation.

The effect of the Section 28 notice is that all products will need to fully
cost their environmental impact mitigation into the price of their
products. If other materials are not as readily recyclable or can’t “close the
loop”, then it stands to reason that their fulfilment of the Section28 notice
may well cost more. The environmental benefits of PET and the ability to
recyclable back into packaging mean that the proposed PET EPR Fee is
lower than it otherwise would need to be.

11. Our client requests that the EPR Fee be considered relative to the fees being
considered for PP and EPS in the Packaging SA IWMP, to ensure that less
environmentally sustainable products are not being negatively incentivised. A
failure to do so would be contrary to the spirit of the very purpose of industry waste
management plans as well as the principles of NEMWA and the National
Environmental Management Act 107 of 1998 (“NEMA”).

PETCO does not seek to incentivise or disincentivise movement of
producers from one material to another. PETCO’s aim is to meet the
requirements of the Section28 notice, and proposes to raise the required
funding directly from its members to do so. The decision of which material
to use is then up to the producers, and assumes all materials meet the
requirements of the Section28 notice.

Irrational distinction between PET products
12. The PET IWMP seeks to regulate post-consumer PET recycling in respect of all
packaging products made of PET. In this regard, the scope of the PET IWMP includes
(i) PET Bottles (ii) Edible Oil Products and (iii) Thermoforms. Our client’s products
fall into this final category of PET, Thermoforms. It needs to be emphasised that all
of the above three products are made up primarily of PET with there being a
negligible difference in the make-up of PET Bottles, Edible Oil Products and
Thermoforms.

The requirements of the Section 28 notice are clear, and PETCO aims to
meet all of DEAs and other stakeholders requirements satisfactorily. The
level of PP and EPS fees have been noted. PETCO is an industry managed
and funded body, and so these proposed fees are what the PET industry is
proposing to place on itself. A self-managed model means that if it is
possible to meet the requirements of the Section 28 notice at a lower cost,
then this will be implemented.

13. However, the PET IWMP proposes a differentiated fee for each of (i) PET Bottles (ii)
Edible Oil Products and (iii) Thermoforms with Thermoforms being subject to the
highest fee and PET Bottles the lowest with Edible Oil Products in between.

PETCO is proposing to cover all PET products, in the absence of any other
organisations dealing with other PET products. Should multiple plans for
PET be approved, then we will liaise with those PROs/organisations and
DEA accordingly. The material composition may be negligible from a
production standpoint, but the from the perspective end-of-life solutions
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RESPONSE
(which the principle of EPR is based on) is quite different. The recycling of
an empty clear water bottle, an Edible Oil bottle with cooking oil residue
or a light but voluminous thermoform product are notably different.

14. The justification for this in the PET IWMP is that the recycling of Thermoforms is
alleged to be more difficult and therefore more costly than PET Bottles. But this is
disputed in the absence of detailed references in the PET IWMP that have
undertaken studies and accurately quantified the basis on which a differentiated
rate should be determined due to an alleged difference in ability to recycle a PET
Bottle as opposed to a PET Thermoforms.

Noted. These are proposed fees based on our estimations of the cost to
support end of life solutions for these products in future.

15. Further, the PET IWMP refers to an increased “Demand Support” for Thermoforms
and contemplates using the current PET Bottle recycling chain and expanding this to
include Edible Oil Products and Thermoforms. Edible Oil Products and Thermoforms
do not have an existing recycling economy in place and the PET IWMP recognises
that one will need to be developed. This too is used as a motivation for a
differentiated EPR Fee between PET Bottles, Edible Oil Products and Thermoforms.
However, the justification for this is disputed in the absence of detailed references
in the PET IWMP that have undertaken studies and accurately quantified the basis
on which a differentiated rate should be determined due to this internal dynamic
within the PET sector. Our client has difficulty understanding, in the absence of
further motivation and detail in the PET IWMP, how the collection, sorting, storage
and transport of PET Bottles cannot simply be expanded to include the collection,
sorting, storage and transport of slightly different shaped PET products, PET
Thermoforms.
16. Regulation 6(1)(m) of the IWMP Notice requires that all industry waste management
plans must be aligned to the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management as
published under Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016 (“National Pricing
Strategy”). In this regard, par 2.3 of the National Pricing Strategy requires that the
implementation of waste management charges is based on sound evidence.

PETCO proposes to be an industry-managed model, with producers
placing the fee on themselves. Hence if it costs less to recycle, then the
fees will be less. If it costs more to recycle, then the fees will be more. We
will add a note to the PETCO Plan to clarify that the fees are
projected/estimated and in practice will reflect the cost of recycling the
products.

17. Our client requests that the EPR Fee be reconsidered and that in the absence of
sound and compelling evidence for a differentiation between PET Bottles, Edible Oil
Products and Thermoforms that a flat rate fee that is consistent fair and reasonable
be applied to all three PET products.

As noted above, if the cost to recycle different products is the same, then
the fees will be the same for all product categories

As noted above, if the cost to recycle different products is the same, then
the fees will be the same for all product categories. It is expected that
these will be different.

The proposed EPR Fees are considered to have been calculated on a sound
basis and on the evidence of the voluntary system that is currently in
place.
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Equal treatment of imported and locally produced PET products
18. As mentioned above, the PET IWMP proposes that companies who purchase virgin
PET resin or recycled PET locally for the production of PET products will pay a EPR
Fee. However, it is requested that it is expressly provided that the EPR Fee will not
apply to those companies who purchase virgin PET resin or recycled PET locally for
the production of PET products that will be exported for use offshore. This is
because any resulting waste does not fall within the jurisdiction of the PET IWMP
and it would be irrational to subject these PET products to the EPR Fee.
19. As mentioned above, the PET IWMP also proposes that those companies who
import finished PET preforms and sheet products will pay an EPR Fee. However,
where the finished PET product will be packed locally and then exported such that
the finished goods are not for local consumption, it needs to be made expressly clear
that the EPR Fee does not apply in these circumstances. This is because any resulting
waste does not fall within the jurisdiction of the PET IWMP and it would be irrational
to subject these PET products to the EPR Fee.
20. The PET IWMP proposes that for the first 3 years of the PET IWMP’s implementation,
importers of finished goods will need to declare the number of products and weight
of PET packaging imported and pay the EPR fee based on this declaration. The PET
IWMP recognises that parties that import finished PET product may not have the
systems in place currently to accurately track or measure the PET weight of goods.
The PET IWMP appears to suggest that this will allow for systems to be put in place
to record the packaging composition and payment to PROs more accurately for the
remaining 2 years of the Plan, and the years thereafter. This rather loose
arrangement is of concern to our client whose competitive advantage on price may
be eroded if PET products that are imported are not accurately scrutinised and
declared, as our client’s clients may find there to be cost efficiencies in importing
PET product as opposed to sourcing this locally.
21. NEMA requires the sustainability enquiry to include considerations relating to
environmental protection as well as economic and social development
considerations. This has been confirmed in our Constitutional Court in the Fuel
Retailers case. Attempts to protect the environment are one thing but potentially
impacting on the local economy and the socio-economic consequences this could
have are another and need to be guarded against. In order to ensure the fair and
consistent treatment between PET products that are locally produced and those

RESPONSE

Noted- this is currently the practice. A note will be added to the PETCO
Plan to clarify this.

Noted. The intent is only to place a fee on products placed on the South
African market.

The concern is noted. For the time being, this appears to be the best
available option to ensuring imported products are competing on a level
playing field.

Noted. The Packaging SA EPR Plan will include a recommendation for a
socio-economic impact assessment to be conducted prior to the
implementation of any mandatory system.
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that are imported, our client requests that PETCO work together with the State to
have the required systems in place to accurately track or measure the PET weight of
goods prior to the implementation of the PET IWMP. Being exposed to the risk of
potential unfair competition for a 3 year period or more has the potential to create
significant economic disadvantage giving rise to a potentially unsustainable
outcome.
EPR Fee or PET Tax
22. The PET IWMP provides that producers are collectively responsible for funding
PETCO to the extent required to fulfil the industries obligations and commitments
as set out in the PET IWMP Plan. The PET IWMP envisages that the EPR Fee is to be
paid over to PETCO by the producers such as our client.
23. However, neither section 30(2) of NEMWA nor regulation 6(1) of the IWMP Notice
make provision for an obligation on members to pay fees directly to the product
responsibility organisation (“PRO”). Paragraph 6.3 of the National Pricing Strategy
itself makes it clear that funding for all industry waste management plans, that are
called for in terms of section 28 of NEMWA, such as the present one, are to be raised
by way of payments made in terms of the Act envisaged in terms of section 13B of
NEMWA or possibly the Customs and Excise Act, 1964. This would involve the
payment of taxes collected via the South African Revenue Service that would be
disbursed to National Treasury which may then be passed on to the Department of
Environmental Affairs (“DEA”) and then the Waste Bureau and ultimately the PRO,
such as PETCO.

RESPONSE

Correct if Zibo are registered with PETCO should the Minister approve the
plan.

The Packaging SA EPR Plan is being proposed as an Industry managed
model. It is in line with the National Pricing Strategy. This appears to be a
shared concern with many submissions and the following unpacking of the
National Pricing Strategy and the Government Gazette Section 28 Notice
is an attempt to provide an overview and backing as to why Packaging SA
is proposing an Industry managed model:
The National Pricing Strategy (Government Gazette 40200, dated 11
August 2016) in Section 6.3 Proposed EPR Scheme refers to both the
Industry and Government managed EPR Fee schemes. It has the following
inclusion (page 32 of 41) (emphasis added through bold or underlined
text):
“Existing voluntary initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue
to follow the industry managed model as depicted in figure 5 (page 32 of
41). The Government managed model as depicted in figure 5 (on page 32
of 41) will be allowed for all plans that the Minister or MEC calls for in
terms of the Section 28 of the NEMWA. The disbursements of funds
collected through the EPR fees should be informed by • Industry waste management plan(s) – in the case of industry
collected EPR fees
• DEA and the Bureau’s Strategic Plans and the IndWMP(s) – in the
case of National Government EPR taxes.
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RESPONSE
For certain products, product groups or waste streams, the Department
may wish to consider EPR schemes in combination with a product tax, to
allow producers and importers to use the voluntary (and paying the
associated EPR fess) or mandatorily pay the product tax (See Section
4.2.4.7)
It needs to be acknowledged that the terminology used in the National
Pricing Strategy in the above section is ambiguous and can be interpreted
a number of ways, i.e. either Industry managed or government managed
or a hybrid of both. The above states that both industry managed, and
government managed models may apply – the use of the words “allow”,
“allowed” do not mean “must”. It also states that for “Existing voluntary
initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue to follow the
industry managed model”. The proposed Packaging SA EPR Plan is based
on the existing voluntary EPR model which has been successfully operating
in South Africa for many years.
Further - In terms of Section 17(6) of the Waste Act, all existing Industry
Waste Management Plans must align with this strategy and the (sic)
within 6 months of the publication of this strategy and the relevant
revenue collection system.”
How would existing IndWMPs be able to be “aligned” with the Strategy
and the relevant revenue collection system when one has not been
developed?
The Section 28 Notice (Government Gazette No 41303) in 6 Contents of
an Industry waste management plan (m) says that it must be “aligned to
the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management (Extended Producer
Responsibility; government managed model) as published under
Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016)”.

7

This section of the Pricing strategy refers to EPR fees and how they are charged, i.e. per unit / market turnover / per tonne etc -
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RESPONSE
The requirement of the Gazette is for alignment with the National Pricing
Strategy. As discussed above, the Packaging SA EPR Plan is aligned to the
National Pricing Strategy as an Industry Managed model based on the
existing voluntary model. Perhaps a meaningful outcome of this process
could be explored together with the DEA and the Waste Bureau.
If the Minister approved the Packaging SA EPR Plan and the PETCO plan,
then the plans effectively become subordinate law and therefore a legal
mandate would need to be fulfilled and obligated industries would need
to comply.

24. While our client is sympathetic to the reasons put forward in the PET IWMP as to
why industry managed funding as opposed to Government managed funding is
preferable, it would be incorrect to provide in the PET IWMP that producers, such
as our client, would have an obligation to fund PETCO as the legal mandate for such
a statement remains unclear.

In submitting the arrangement to DEA as is, a discussion with DEA and
National Treasury to clarify the legal mandate of self-funded collection
would be welcomed. Your client is able to sign up to an alternative
approved plan, including putting forward their own Industry Waste
Management Plan for approval. PETCO is not requesting from DEA that
the PETCO Plan be the only approved PET Plan.
If you have a proposal for how producers who do not wish to belong to
any approved Plan can still be compliant with the Section28 notice, whilst
allowing those who do wish to belong to an approved Plan to pay EPR fees
directly to their own PRO, please forward it to us.

25. The National Pricing Strategy does provide that the DEA may consider a hybrid
between industry managed funding, as proposed in the PET IWMP and Government
managed funding as envisaged in terms of the Acts above. To this end it is requested
that the PET IWMP be amended to provide for a scenario in which the EPR Fee is to
be partly or wholly replaced in time by a charge in terms of the Act envisaged in
terms of section 13B of NEMWA or possibly the Customs and Excise Act, 1964. This
would provide clarity around the issue of a potential double taxation that producers
such as our client may be exposed to.

As stated in the PETCO Plan, we are not in favour of a tax-based model.
It’s not clear in which way you foresee double-taxation occurring. Double
taxation could be eliminated for producers. We will consider your concern
and may put forward to DEA that there perhaps be an “environmental tax”
for those companies not belonging to any approved Industry Waste
Management Plan, thus providing further alternatives for producers to be
compliant but who may not wish to belong to any approved plan.
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Concluding Remarks
26. Our client applauds the efforts of PETCO and its preparation of the PET IWMP and
has every intention of subscribing to an industry waste management plan, as it is
obliged to do in terms of NEMWA. However, our client has genuine and sincere
concerns about the rationality, reasonableness and legality of some of the identified
aspects of the PET IWMP that are referred to above.
27. It is hoped that the comments above will receive due consideration and that a fair,
reasonable and rational approach to the levying of the EPR Fee will be reached and
recorded in the final version of the PET IWMP that is ultimately submitted to the
Minister for approval.

RESPONSE

Noted.

Noted.

Thank you for the comments and for providing inputs into the revision of
the Packaging SA EPR Plan. The intention is that this is a collaborative
approach and that there will be ongoing engagement.

Nicky van Hille – The Moss Group – representing the Collaborative Packaging Received 24 August 2018 (extension request granted)
Waste Initiative (CPWI)
Feedback on Packaging SA draft IMWP - Federation of Plans
Compiled by The Moss Group on behalf of the Collaborative Packaging Waste Initiative
This document has been prepared on behalf of the retailers involved in the Collaborative
Packaging Waste Initiative (CPWI), namely The Clicks Group, Pick n Pay Stores Limited,
The SPAR Group and Woolworths Holdings Limited.

Packaging SA thanks the CPWI regarding the input provided with the
submission of these comments.

The CPWI seeks to provide feedback regarding the published draft Industry Waste
Management Plans (IWMP) “Federation of Plans” (also known as the EPR Plan).
Feedback is provided by The Moss Group on behalf of the Collaborative Packaging
Waste Initiative. This feedback document provides comment on the Federation of Plans
as a whole as well as section by-section feedback (where relevant).
Overall Observations of the Plan
The section below outlines several general observations around the Packaging SA
Federation of Plans (“the Plan”) document.
• The CPWI suggests that Packaging SA’s stakeholder engagement process be more
visible in the Plan. For example, including the extent of and high level insights from the
various stakeholder engagements would be useful.

This comment is noted and more detail will be added in the plan.
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• The CPWI recommends that the Plan place greater emphasis on the potential
consequences of a collapse of the current PRO-supported recycling infrastructure. The
group recognises the positive role that the PROs currently play in waste management
and recycling and would hope that this positive role continues into the future.
• The CPWI believes that a socio-economic impact study of the proposed legislation is
critical. If such a study exists, it is recommended that the results of such a study be
included in the Plan.

RESPONSE
This comment is noted and additional detail will be added (where
available) in the plan.

A socio-economic impact assessment (SEIA) should be conducted prior to
the promulgation of any new policy, legislation or regulation post 2015.
To Packaging SA’s knowledge, no SEIA has been conducted for the
potential implementation of Industry Waste Management Plans as called
for in the Section 28 Notice in the Government Gazette.
A
recommendation in the Packaging SA EPR will be that the DEA conduct a
thorough SEIA prior to the implementation.
The SEIA Guidelines developed by the Department: Planning, Monitoring
and Evaluation (May 2015)9 provides the following overview:
In South Africa, Cabinet decided on the need for a consistent assessment
of the socio-economic impact of policy initiatives, legislation and
regulations in February 2007. The approval followed a study commissioned
by the Presidency and the National Treasury1 in response to concerns
about the failure in some cases to understand the full costs of regulations
and especially the impact on the economy. SEIAS aims:
• To minimise unintended consequences from policy initiatives,
regulations and legislation, including unnecessary costs from
implementation and compliance as well as from unanticipated
outcomes.
• To anticipate implementation risks and encourage measures to
mitigate them.
The impact assessment should be managed by the drafters of the policy.
As a rule, they should carry out the initial assessment, which should be
approved by their Director General. Where the proposal affects other
departments or government agencies, they should discuss the assessment
with these bodies. Who does the final assessment depends on how
complex an analysis is required, which in turn depends largely on the scope

9

Department: Planning, Monitoring and Evaluation.
2015. Socio-Economic Impact Assessment System (SEIAS) Guidelines.
https://www.dpme.gov.za/keyfocusareas/Socio%20Economic%20Impact%20Assessment%20System/SEIAS%20Documents/SEIAS%20guidelines.pdf

Version

May

2015.

Page 56 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT

RESPONSE
of the proposal being assessed. For major interventions, it is desirable to
ensure an expert analysis, possibly including a modelling exercise. As a rule
of thumb, the drafters should seek outside expertise to help fill out sections
of the form that they cannot complete using their own knowledge. (page
11&12)

• The transformation commitments and targets could be made stronger, and should
ideally be separated into its own section, with hard targets and timelines included
wherever possible.

Comment noted. Transformation targets for the plan require any new
service level agreements, enterprise development or new funding
opportunities to only be provided to organisations that have a >50% black
ownership.

• The various proposed PRO fees differ substantially in both quantum and increase
basis, which could create incongruency and confusion. An explanation in the summary
section as to how the PRO fees are structured in order to meet their operating budgets
would help to reduce potential confusion.

The EPR fees will be different as is the case currently. This is due to market
conditions, i.e. raw material price; maturity and simplicity of the recycling
process. Internationally, you will also note differences in EPR Fees for the
differing materials. These EPR fees were calculated from a zero-based
budget. All projects and initiatives were planned, costed and phased to
achieve the objectives of the IWMP.

• We believe that the plan would read better if the various PRO plans were more closely
integrated into an overarching, strategic plan, with the PRO-specific information
attached as appendices. Currently, various targets are only provided at the individual
PRO level in each material stream section. It is suggested that a summary of the targets
be provided in the overarching plan.

Comment noted. A consistent template will be used for all PRO
submissions in the revised EPR Plan in Volume 1; and full PRO IndWMPs
will be provided in Volume 3 for completeness.

Section specific feedback and questions:
Executive Summary
• Page 5: The use of the term “brand owner” with regard to the EPR fees for specific
material streams needs to be clarified, as this is potentially misleading. In most
instances, brand owners are not packaging producers but rather procure either
packaged goods or empty packaging from suppliers.

On Page 5 in the Executive Summary, the term “Brandowner” is used in
terms of the “obliged members to the EPR Plan” as per the Section 28
Notice. The brandowner is only likely to pay EPR fees on imported
products if they import directly and not on local products as the EPR fees
would have been paid at the converter level.

1. Introduction
1.3 Alignment with the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management
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● Page 15: “The basis of the submission of the PACKAGING SA EPR Plan is an Industry
led, Industry funded Model. Whilst this may seem in contravention to the requirement
of the Gazette as stated above, it is believed that it is the most appropriate model to
follow and will serve to meet the objectives and intentions of the NEMWA
requirements. “Policymakers should ensure that taxes are not increased merely so as to
satisfy revenue collection needs without consideration of the long-term fiscal impacts
of the whole tax system.” The CPWI retailers suggest that the wording of this section
be reviewed, giving greater consideration to how the plans align with government’s
objectives as laid out in the Section 28 Notice.

RESPONSE
This comment is noted and the authors of the Packaging SA Draft EPR Plan
acknowledge that the wording of this section needs to be revised. This
also appears to be a shared concern with many submissions and the
following unpacking of the National Pricing Strategy and the Government
Gazette Section 28 Notice is an attempt to provide an overview and
backing as to why Packaging SA is proposing an Industry managed model:
The National Pricing Strategy (Government Gazette 40200, dated 11
August 2016) in Section 6.3 Proposed EPR Scheme refers to both the
Industry and Government managed EPR Fee schemes. It has the following
inclusion (page 32 of 41) (emphasis added through bold or underlined
text):
“Existing voluntary initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue
to follow the industry managed model as depicted in figure 5 (page 32 of
41). The Government managed model as depicted in figure 5 (on page 32
of 41) will be allowed for all plans that the Minister or MEC calls for in
terms of the Section 28 of the NEMWA. The disbursements of funds
collected through the EPR fees should be informed by • Industry waste management plan(s) – in the case of industry
collected EPR fees
• DEA and the Bureau’s Strategic Plans and the IndWMP(s) – in the
case of National Government EPR taxes.
For certain products, product groups or waste streams, the Department
may wish to consider EPR schemes in combination with a product tax, to
allow producers and importers to use the voluntary (and paying the
associated EPR fess) or mandatorily pay the product tax (See Section
4.2.4.10)
It needs to be acknowledged that the terminology used in the National
Pricing Strategy in the above section is ambiguous and can be interpreted
a number of ways, i.e. either Industry managed or government managed
or a hybrid of both. The above states that both industry managed, and
government managed models may apply – the use of the words “allow”,

10

This section of the Pricing strategy refers to EPR fees and how they are charged, i.e. per unit / market turnover / per tonne etc -
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“allowed” do not mean “must”. It also states that for “Existing voluntary
initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue to follow the
industry managed model”. The proposed Packaging SA EPR Plan is based
on the existing voluntary EPR model which has been successfully operating
in South Africa for many years.
Further - In terms of Section 17(6) of the Waste Act, all existing Industry
Waste Management Plans must align with this strategy and the (sic)
within 6 months of the publication of this strategy and the relevant
revenue collection system.”
How would existing IndWMPs be able to be “aligned” with the Strategy
and the relevant revenue collection system when one has not been
developed?
The Section 28 Notice (Government Gazette No 41303) in 6 Contents of
an Industry waste management plan (m) says that it must be “aligned to
the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management (Extended Producer
Responsibility; government managed model) as published under
Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016)”.
The requirement of the Gazette is for alignment with the National Pricing
Strategy. As discussed above, the Packaging SA EPR Plan is aligned to the
National Pricing Strategy as an Industry Managed model based on the
existing voluntary model. Perhaps a meaningful outcome of this process
could be explored together with the DEA and the Waste Bureau.

1.3.2 Tax burden on society
● It would be advisable to substantiate the various claims made on page 16.
Furthermore, industry should reaffirm their commitment to the broader principles of
EPR.
● The CPWI note the concerns raised in the plans and strongly advise that an impact
analysis be presented in the Plan to substantiate industry’s position regarding an
industry-managed model.

Please refer to the response above.

A recommendation in the Final EPR Plan submitted to the DEA is that a
SEIA should be conducted.
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2 Packaging South Africa
● We believe it would be useful to indicate in this section who the current members of
Packaging SA are and the percentage of the total industry that they represent.

RESPONSE

● Page 19: “as well as Global Goals including the Millennium Development Goals” –
should this not refer to the Sustainable Development Goals as these supersede the
Millennium Development Goals?

Thank you for the correction – this was an oversight during the drafting of
the Plan.

3 Proposed PACKAGING SA EPR Structure
3.1 A focus on Transformation
● As indicated above, it is recommended that a stronger commitment to transformation
is included in this section, with specific hard targets included.

It is not clear if this comment relates to “members” or who sits on the
Board. Membership of Packaging SA and obligated parties to the EPR Plan
are two distinct aspects as obligated parties in terms of the Section 28
Notice would not also have to be members of Packaging SA. A list of Board
members is provided on page 25.

The title of Section 3.1. is perhaps misleading and therefore does not
provide the substance that the reader would require. The Transformation
Plan for the Packaging SA Board is provided under Section 3.2.1 on page
26. Therefore, an explanation in Section 3.1. should include:
The proposed PACKAGING SA EPR Structure aims to provide the most
efficient and cost-effective model to ensure transformation, transparency,
good governance and ethical conduct. The tiers of operation are therefore
limited to:
• An Oversight or Conduct Committee
• PACKAGING SA (Board and Operations)
• The Material Streams represented by the respective PROs
The relationship between the different tiers will be governed by Service
Level Agreements (SLA) and a behaviour charter to ensure good
governance and accountability. Every tier of the structure (except the
Conduct Committee11) will commit to a transformation target in an
attempt to be representative of the population of South Africa over the 5year period. Transformation targets will need to be monitored and
evaluated regularly (at quarterly meetings).

11

As the Conduct Committee will include representatives from the DEA, the Waste Bureau, Academia and perhaps a civic group; Packaging SA will not be in a position to set
transformation targets.
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3.2 Conduct Committee
● Page 24: “The Conduct Committee will include representatives from the Department
of Environmental Affairs (the DEA) and the Waste Bureau and Academia.” Clarification
is required on whether these will be the only representatives or if other stakeholder
groups will be represented in the Conduct Committee.

3.2.2 Governance
● Page 26: How do the proposed sub-committees of the Board relate to the King IV
requirements? It would be useful to understand if any of the committees proposed are
in addition to such requirements.
3.2.3 PACKAGING SA - Operations
● Clarification is required regarding how the PSA National Operations team will work
with the Waste Bureau and on what projects.

3.3 Producer Responsibility Organisations (PRO)
● It would be useful to include the current B-BBEEE status of each PRO as well as PSA,
ideally stipulating future transformation targets for each in the plan.

RESPONSE

The original intention of the Conduct Committee was to provide
government with the oversight role to monitor the implementation of the
PACKAGING SA EPR Plan. It is acknowledged that this section and the
intention of this Committee was not provided a clear enough explanation.
The following will be inserted into the Final EPR Plan:
“The intention of the Conduct Committee is to provide Government with
the oversight role to monitor the implementation of the PACKAGING SA
EPR Plan. The Conduct Committee will include representatives from the
Department of Environmental Affairs (the DEA) and the Waste Bureau. It
is envisaged that an independent party, i.e. one or two representatives
from Academia, are also on the Conduct Committee. Transparency is the
core to the implementation of the PACKAGING SA EPR Plan in line with
the Competitions Act, Act 89 of 1998 (as amended).”

The King IV code will be referenced, and the section substantiated.

The intention is that the Packaging SA Operations team will work closely
with the Waste Bureau and the DEA in order to identify the relevant
municipal area in which to work based on previous assessment studies,
i.e. through previous and current projects of which there have been
numerous funded by the GIZ.

Where B-BBEEE level is available these have been included, e.g. for PETCO
which is a level 8. Packaging SA based on the 2016 Annual Financial
Statement is a B-BBEEE exempted micro-enterprise. Many of the PROs
would also be considered exempted Micro-enterprises. However, should
the EPR Plan be approved, Packaging SA will no longer be exempt and
would need to comply and the EPR Plan is cognisant of this and has
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3.4 Technical Working Groups
● Would the technical working groups include retailers and/or brand owners if the topic
is relevant?
● Clarification is required around whether technical working group participants will be
remunerated for their time on these groups.

3.5 Obligated parties to the EPR Plan
● It is important for the Plan to note the proposed approach to addressing noncompliance, should the plan be adopted by government. Furthermore, the potential
consequences of non-compliance should be included.
4 Financial Model
4.1 EPR Fees
● Page 29: “All importers of packaging (filled/unfilled). This EPR Fee is paid directly to
PACKAGING SA.” We believe a justification is required regarding why the EPR fee for
imports should be paid directly to Packaging SA and not to the individual PROs.

● Page 29: “All converters, producers, manufacturers and brandowners for local
packaging. This EPR Fee is paid directly to the PRO responsible for the specific material
stream.” It needs to be more clearly articulated how “double paying” will be avoided.

RESPONSE
included the need to transform the Board (both in terms of being
demographically and gender equal; as well as which organisations are
represented on the Board).

Absolutely. The Packaging SA EPR Plan has proposed Technical Working
Groups that are brought together for fixed periods of time to work on very
specific tasks. The EPR Plan is only for a period of 5 years which is a short
timeframe. Individuals participating in these groups are expected to have
the time, interest, and commitment to participate in the production of
deliverables assigned to the group. The principle is based on the
experience of the Green Building Council of South Africa (GBCSA), who
currently operate a lean and dynamic business model and a great deal of
GBCSA work is carried out by volunteer committees/working groups or
paid consultants, where necessary. The GBCSA team manages and
coordinates these committees/working groups and consultants. Based on
this model, Packaging SA are proposing using Technical Working Groups
in order to assist with finding solutions. These groups are not usually
remunerated for their time.

Noted

The EPR Fees can be paid directly to the PRO. A request was made during
the drafting of the EPR Plan from Brandowners and Retailers that it would
be more streamlined if only one payment could be made as opposed to 7
different payments. Therefore, this was included.
Local converters are required to pay; importers are required to pay. A
system would therefore need to be implemented where payment is only
received once.
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For example, in the quote above, brand owners are required to pay, however, their
product packaging suppliers would have already paid based on their production/ use of
particular materials. How will this be monitored?

RESPONSE

● Page 29 (Table 3): “EPR Fees per material stream” When comparing the fees across
the material streams, the pricing strategy is not intuitive (e.g. PET almost double that of
multilayer). Furthermore, it is a concern that the fee for multilayer is very low, given
that it is considered to be a “challenging” waste stream 8.

Multi-layer enjoys the benefit of belonging to the polyolefin PRO,
responsible for 600KT of packaging. They are 11% by EPR contribution and
7% by volume of the Polyco plan. With access to the CEFLEX project, we
have been able to cost-effectively build in R&D and allow for pilot plant
investment by year 4. If after 5 years there is not global and SA solution,
this scenario would change.

● Page 29: “All importers of packaging (filled/unfilled) will be required to sign a
compliance agreement with PACKAGING SA.” More detail is required on what a
compliance agreement will entail. Also, detail is required to outline how this proposal
plans to address importers that currently operate in unregulated parts of the market.

More detail will be supplied on approval of the plan. A compliance
agreement is common practice in many EPR initiatives globally.

● Page 30: “all quantities of packaging that is put into circulation is reported to
PACKAGING SA on a quarterly basis” Please note that meeting these reporting needs
will require extensive systems reengineering and data capture for large firms, all of
which will take significant time and resources.

Locally – this requires the converters to report and there are already
certain systems in place. The challenge will present itself with imported
packaging, and therefore systems will need to be developed.

● Page 30: “All local packaging Producers which includes Converters and Brandowners
(in terms of the Section 28 Notice definitions) will be required to sign a compliance
agreement with the relevant Material Specific PRO.” The inclusion of brand owners in
this context requires further clarification.

Brandowners are included into the Section 28 Notice.

● Page 30: “Retailers will be indirectly responsible for ensuring that that their local
suppliers who place products on the shelves are compliant with the PACKAGING SA EPR
Fee.” Clarification is required regarding what “indirectly responsible” means.
Furthermore, what are the implications for retailers if their suppliers do not comply? It
is also unclear whether this applies only to suppliers of private label/ house brand
products or if it is applicable to all suppliers.

This refers to the retailers looking at their procurement practices as this is
where potential change can happen. A suggestion would be to include an
area of the supplier documentation (if they are a converter/producer of
packaging) that they are compliant with the EPR Plan (should it be
approved).

8

1 The CPWI retailers believe that the individual PRO plans in the appendix of the document should place more emphasis on plans to address other challenging waste streams
such as thermoform PET and lightweight packaging.
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RESPONSE

● Page 30: “Multi-national and National Brandowners will be responsible for ensuring
that imported products and packaging are compliant with the PACKAGING SA EPR Fee.
Reporting compliance should be included in their annual sustainability reporting.” While
it would be ideal for multi-national and national brand owners to include reporting
compliance in their sustainability reports, one cannot dictate what is included/ excluded
from these reports.

Noted. As per KingIV, the intention would be to go beyond compliance if
this was possible.

● Page 30: “Retailers have a direct responsibility for ensuring that their Housebrands
that are imported are compliant with the PACKAGING SA EPR fee. This will be managed
by the Retailer providing specifications around the packaging requirements.
Declarations on the weight of packaging will be a requirement and will need to be
submitted to the PACKAGING SA in order for the EPR fee to be calculated based on the
material streams being imported. The EPR Fee per material stream is the same as the
local EPR fee and the current bar code system can provide a product to weight ratio as
a minimum. A phased approach would be taken and an average EPR Fee (R/t) will be
levied to the Retailer until more specific data per material type can be declared.” As
outlined in previous engagements, current internal retail systems are incapable of
extracting this information. Furthermore, it is incorrect that the “current bar code
system can provide product/ weight ratio”. It is therefore important for an alternative
interim levy/ solution to be designed and included in the plan (with timeframes) to
ensure stakeholders are given enough time to make the necessary system changes
required for reporting
○ Retailers and brand owners would appreciate an opportunity to engage with
Packaging SA further around this issue.
○ We note that retailers will be responsible for ensuring imported products and
packaging are compliant with the PSA EPR fee. However, no mention of imported
products for re-export to neighbouring countries has been included in the plan. The
CPWI retailers propose that the levy should not apply to imported products that are
subsequently exported (e.g. to Namibian stores/operations), as this packaging does not
enter South Africa’s waste management system.

Further engagement would be required to understand what the best
approach would be. Some bar codes do in fact present this information
already. An alternative approach would need to be taken with products
whose barcodes do not present this information.

Engagement will be undertaken. It is likely that a technical working group
may need to be established in order to investigate this further.
Exported product packaging are exempt from the EPR Fee.

4.2 Membership Fees
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• Page 30: It is understood that the membership fee of R28 000 per annum is based on
2017 fees. However, the CPWI retailers would like to understand why this amount is
justifiable going forward and what the organisations will receive for the R28 000 annual
membership fee. Furthermore, there are concerns that the mandatory membership fee
is too high for small businesses and could have unintended consequences for
independently-owned, small, regional/ community-based brand owners and retailers.
4.3 Budget
• An overarching concern relates to the fact that no budget appears to have been
allocated towards strategy or strategic planning across the industry. In order to drive
true change, it is essential that “big picture” strategic thinking is incorporated.

5 Implementation – A focus on Transformation & Inclusive Growth
5.1 Black Industrialist Scheme Support
● Page 36: “special focus on assisting existing and new entrants into recycling and
secondary materials markets.” We believe there is too heavy a focus on downstream
activities and as such focus on the upstream sections of the value chain should also be
considered.
○ E.g. The introduction of innovative new packaging solutions that resolve/mitigate
problem waste streams.

5.2 Data collection and management
● Page 36: “implementing a rigorous database which would include the complete
material value chain.” A rigorous database is a valuable part of the plan. Given that it
has been allocated a sizeable budget, this section of the plan would benefit from an
explanation of the type of system envisaged and skills set required to implement.

● Does the budget include upfront strategic planning for the database/ system? Also,
does it include an ‘as-is’ analysis of existing information and systems in the packaging
industry and the cost of developing robust business requirement specifications for the
system? The Plan would benefit from more explanation around these areas.

RESPONSE
This was included in error. If contributions are being made via the EPR
Plan, then should an organisation wish to also be a member of Packaging
SA, then this would be voluntary.

The intention is to keep management; administration and operational
budgets lean. The EPR Plan in terms of implementation is for 5 years.
Strategic thinking would need to be informed by the Conduct Committee
and the Board.

Noted.

Note that the EPR Plan includes Design for the Circular Economy and
research and development. Part of both of these areas is to look at
alternative packaging and redesign.

The budget is actually fairly small considering the range of users envisaged
for the database and the type and amount of information that will be
required of it. The database will need to be developed with various
stakeholders of the value chain in order to ensure applicability and
robustness.
See above comment.
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5.4 Informal sector integration
● It would be useful to understand the overarching strategy and long-term objectives
around the informal sector. It should be noted that unintended consequences of moves
to formalise this sector need to be considered in such a strategy.
5.6 National Awareness and Education Campaign
● Page 40: “Budget has been allocated to develop a clear communication and marketing
strategy within the first year in collaboration with National DEA and the Waste Bureau
to ensure that messaging is consistent.” Since retailers and brand owners will
participate in delivering on this strategy, they should be involved in this development
process.
● Clarity is required on the role of Packaging SA versus the PROs regarding consumer
awareness and education.
5.7 Design for a Circular Economy
● Page 40: “and there is a need for brand owners and retailers to start to state the
required minimum standards for imported packaging, i.e. local recyclability would be a
great start!”
While certain requirements for packaging could be defined by retailers for their
imported Housebrands, it should be noted that it may be challenging to force
international manufacturers of non-housebrand products to comply with South Africaspecific recyclability requirements, especially when they service the global market (e.g.
A multinational FMCG player sources products from all over the world in standardised
packaging that isn’t recyclable in SA but may be recyclable elsewhere). How does this
plan intend to deal with this issue?
5.8 Research and Development
● Clarification is required around the budget allocation to resolve problem waste
streams, particularly in terms of innovations at a packaging design level. Much of the
focus of planned R&D appears to be on downstream activities.
Conclusion
We thank you for considering our input and hope that what has been expressed displays
a commitment to reducing waste to landfill, transformation and job creation. We look

RESPONSE
Noted

Noted

The EPR Plan will be operated on a decentralised model in that Packaging
SA would play a coordination role and ensure that the plan is
implemented. The PROs would be responsible for actual implementation.

This may be a challenge to start, however, internationally these types of
specifications have and or will be implemented. Stringent specifications
for packaging need to be followed for the export of various products from
South Africa. The same should apply for products being imported here.

Perhaps not explicit enough; however, this is very much part of the plan
in terms of the Design for Circular Economy and the R&D budget and
necessary Technical Working Groups that will need to be formed.

Thank you for your comments and input into the plan.
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forward to continuing further engagement on this important matter. Should you have
any queries or questions regarding this document, please feel free to contact either me
(nicky@mossgroup.co.za) or Moira-Lisa (moiralisa@mossgroup.co.za).

RESPONSE

Preola Adam - Sustainability Partnerships and Unilever Foundation Manager, Received 20 August 2018 and letter dated 20 August 2018
Africa
Unilever South Africa supports Extended Producer Responsibility with a staged
approach to design and implementation and is aligned with the Industry Waste
Management Plan proposed by Packaging SA.
Our further comments and builds to the plan are as follows:
Support of the plan by the Government:
• In the proposed format the plan proposes a completely industry-managed
model which is supported. However as confirmed by DEA, the Notice calls for
a Government managed model and there is a clear preference for
management by the Waste Bureau. How will Packaging SA address this issue?

Noted

This also appears to be a shared concern with many submissions and the
following unpacking of the National Pricing Strategy and the Government
Gazette Section 28 Notice is an attempt to provide an overview and
backing as to why Packaging SA is proposing an Industry managed model:
The National Pricing Strategy (Government Gazette 40200, dated 11
August 2016) in Section 6.3 Proposed EPR Scheme refers to both the
Industry and Government managed EPR Fee schemes. It has the following
inclusion (page 32 of 41) (emphasis added through bold or underlined
text):
“Existing voluntary initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue
to follow the industry managed model as depicted in figure 5 (page 32 of
41). The Government managed model as depicted in figure 5 (on page 32
of 41) will be allowed for all plans that the Minister or MEC calls for in
terms of the Section 28 of the NEMWA. The disbursements of funds
collected through the EPR fees should be informed by • Industry waste management plan(s) – in the case of industry
collected EPR fees
• DEA and the Bureau’s Strategic Plans and the IndWMP(s) – in the
case of National Government EPR taxes.
For certain products, product groups or waste streams, the Department
may wish to consider EPR schemes in combination with a product tax, to
allow producers and importers to use the voluntary (and paying the
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RESPONSE
associated EPR fess) or mandatorily pay the product tax (See Section
4.2.4.12)
It needs to be acknowledged that the terminology used in the National
Pricing Strategy in the above section is ambiguous and can be interpreted
a number of ways, i.e. either Industry managed or government managed
or a hybrid of both. The above states that both industry managed, and
government managed models may apply – the use of the words “allow”,
“allowed” do not mean “must”. It also states that for “Existing voluntary
initiatives that are effecting EPR schemes will continue to follow the
industry managed model”. The proposed Packaging SA EPR Plan is based
on the existing voluntary EPR model which has been successfully operating
in South Africa for many years.
Further - In terms of Section 17(6) of the Waste Act, all existing Industry
Waste Management Plans must align with this strategy and the (sic)
within 6 months of the publication of this strategy and the relevant
revenue collection system.”
How would existing IndWMPs be able to be “aligned” with the Strategy
and the relevant revenue collection system when one has not been
developed?
The Section 28 Notice (Government Gazette No 41303) in 6 Contents of
an Industry waste management plan (m) says that it must be “aligned to
the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management (Extended Producer
Responsibility; government managed model) as published under
Government Notice 904 of 11 August 2016)”.
The requirement of the Gazette is for alignment with the National Pricing
Strategy. As discussed above, the Packaging SA EPR Plan is aligned to the
National Pricing Strategy as an Industry Managed model based on the

12

This section of the Pricing strategy refers to EPR fees and how they are charged, i.e. per unit / market turnover / per tonne etc -

Page 68 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
•

•

The plan does not outline clear and tangible benefits to the Government in
terms of job creation and contribution to the economy. We feel that this
needs to be more defined for projected positive economic impact to be
highlighted.
The history of Government managed waste recycling models of the past do
not inspire confidence in a Government managed model for these identified
material streams, it would useful to enhance point 1.3.2. Tax burden on
society more broadly and unpack the risks and opportunities both to
Government, Producers, impacted stakeholders including civil society, the
population at large (i.e potential economic and social impacts) as well as the
ultimate impacted stakeholder, the environment, in terms of opting for an
industry managed vs Government managed.

RESPONSE
existing voluntary model. Perhaps a meaningful outcome of this process
could be explored together with the DEA and the Waste Bureau.
Noted

Noted

•
In the original gazette, there was mention of a Socio-Economic Assessment,
are there still plans for this to be conducted?

This item was removed from the Gazette published in December 2017. A
recommendation will be included into the revised EPR Plan that a Socioeconomic study be undertaken.

Board Representation:
• The Packaging SA Board would benefit from broader industry representation.
It is recommended that representation from the Retailers Forum, the
Consumer Goods Council and other such bodies representing retailers hold a
seat on this Board.

Noted and was included into the Draft EPR as a requirement, i.e.
transformation is required in terms of broader representation of
stakeholders and in terms of demographic representation.

Proposed Projects and Partnerships:
• Has Packaging SA considered partnering with CSIR for R&D on end-use
markets?

The PRO’s presented to the CSIR at the Innovation hub in July 2018, to
identify areas of collaborative R&D required to support the IWMP.

•

•

National Awareness & Education Campaign: there is no clear picture of budget
allocated to implementing the developed communication and marketing
strategy. More details are required on how to change consumer behaviour
towards package waste & recycling.
We support the advocating for Mandatory on-pack labelling about
recyclability of packaging.

Noted

Noted. The intention would be to develop this in consultation.
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• The Green Desks initiative (conversion of multi-layer waste to school desks) is
a project that we have supported for the last few years. We propose this as
a possible Multi-layer recycling project to be explored further.

RESPONSE
Polyco has planned to invest in the creation of a further 10 plank
manufacturers in both rural and urban areas. These would be to further
support the green desk initiative in some way. When evaluating the cost
of investing in green desks as a donation, it works out to R20 000/tonne.
This is not a scalable economically feasible or sustainable project. It is a
wonderful social responsibility initiative but cannot be a large portion of
the IWMP.

•

How will Packa-Ching protect the livelihoods of informal recyclers by their
integration into formal recycling programs and make it unattractive for them
to stop scavenging for the most valuable packaging materials from formal
recycling systems?

Packa-Ching’s purpose is to introduce a mobile separation at source
solution in lower income areas. Based on the year long pilot project, we
have determined that local residents are the users of this mobile buy back
centre, and not waste pickers. The plan is not to launch Packa-Ching in
higher LSM areas, which is where you tend to find most of the waste
pickers, as they want access to higher volumes of used packaging.

•

The cashless payments system used to pay waste pickers/collectors should
not be a fee-based system as cash payments would not have attracted an
admin/transaction fee

Packa-Ching has moved to a new cashless e-wallet payment system which
allows users to transfer money to beneficiaries at no cost. The transaction
cost to utilise the funds is 2% which is carried by the entrepreneur and not
the user.

•

Will Packaging SA consider support of models and programmes that are being
implemented by Industry already that have proven business
models/feasibility studies but require further scaling and funding?

Yes – it will be important for the EPR Plan to also support those initiatives.

Adherence to the plan:
• Only listed companies are required to compile Sustainability
Reports…how will Packaging SA ensure that it is mandatory for non-listed
companies?
Transformation:
o A clear report, with statistics, regarding the current state of
transformation in the Waste Industry and the 5-year transformation
targets needs to be supplied.

It is noted that this cannot be a mandatory requirement.

Noted
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Broad Based Black Employment Empowerment (BBBEE):
The following was suggested by Kim Burgess during the Packaging SA feedback
session on the 3rd of August and is fully supported:
• The provisions of an IWMP clearly calls for black economic
empowerment, transformation and Black Industrialists with the targets
and budgets predominantly geared towards these focus points. To this
end I would like to propose that engagement take place with the DTI BEE
Unit to make a case for a percentage of EPR paid any Producer to be
deemed as qualifying BEE Spend in terms of the Revised Codes of Good
Practice in so far as the beneficiaries of the aforementioned funding will
be EMEs or QSEs that are at least 51% black. On this premise, a % of the
EPR fee could be deemed qualifying B-BBEE (BEE) Enterprise
Development (ED) Spend. An indicative calculation on how this
percentage could be determined is tabled below. In this way 58% of
EPR’s fees paid by Producers could be claimed as BEE ED Spend. This
could be a significant incentive for Producers to further embrace the
plans in a meaningful way as everybody will see a benefit.
•

Budget Items

•

Year 1

•

Black Industrialist

•

15 000 000,00

•

Municipal fund

•

49 661 203,00

•

Waste picker

•

8 650 000,00

•

National Awareness

•
•

•

Training/Support/Mentorship

43 410 588,00
116
840
939,00

Enterprise Development

81 297 410,00

Database Development

1 800 000,00

Design for Circular Economy

1 200 000,00

R&D

7 396 305,00

Project Incubation

2 000 000,00

Forestry Support

RESPONSE
Noted and has been included for consideration.

785 000,00
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Packa-Ching
Admin

3 981 000,00
55 559 512,00

Total

387 581 957,00

B-BBEE Qualifying Spend

225 769 349,00

% of budget

Thank you for your comments and inputs into the EPR Plan.

58%

Niven Reddy - groundWork, Friends of the Earth South Africa

Received 20 August 2018, letter dated 20 August

Below we make general observations (to begin with) following the presentation of the
plan at the Mount Edgecombe Country Club on Thursday 2nd August 2018.
We submit that the plan has a fundamental and structural shortcoming because it fails
to recognise climate change as the overarching environmental and health challenge of
our time. Packaging is linked directly to climate change through oil and coal extraction
and in particular Sasol in SA. This plan must look upstream and calculate the carbon
footprint of the sector – CO2 is also waste arising from this sector, and unless this sector
take their collective responsibility in society and decarbonise, the world we live in will
become even more volatile and unpredictable.

Noted

Climate change is the key motivating driver to do this (in terms of our climate change
responsibility and carbon footprint needs to be clearly measured, defined and with a
reduction target in mind for each waste stream – this needs to be urgently done). So
the upstream climate impact is as important as the downstream ecological impact which
is what is visible and motivating us to do this. This needs to be clearly outlined in the
plan and linked to the Sustainable Development Goal’s which cuts across a few more of
these. Some successful extended producer responsibility schemes for PET water bottles
that we are aware of are in Norway where there is a strong incentive to recycle with a
direct levy to retailers.

Noted

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E)
A mandatory M&E process to understand the progress of the plan and to measure its
milestones is fundamental to oversight and accountability. Unless the plan has clearly
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defined milestones, is transparent, and allows for objective oversight then we will not
have a successful IndWMP. M&E is a well-defined sphere of governance and the cost
must be factored in to the overall execution of the plan.

Circular economy
Circular economy as a strategy to change the economy to become more sustainable is
something else that as mentioned during the presentation with the overall idea to reuse
and recycle as much as possible, creating loops of products, materials and nutrition.
However while the idea of a circular economy basically is straight forward, for the
packaging industry it has some potential challenges if any hazardous chemicals are used
in products and materials. This plan needs to therefore identify whether there are any
hazardous chemicals in the potential circular economy loops. Otherwise, these
chemicals will end up in consumer products and may cause health problems like cancer
and reproductive and developmental disorders, as well as having negative impacts on
the environment and the biodiversity. An adoption to a circular economy has the
potential to lead to better health among workers and citizens - if the issue about
hazardous chemicals is addressed.
Sustainable and hazardous free production
Sustainable production includes all steps from design, choice of resources, chemical
contents and processing chemicals to choice of methods. Packaging components need
to be designed as durable, easily repaired and recyclable, and spare parts need to be
readily available in the markets for long periods of time.
As a principle, hazardous chemicals should not be used in the production or in the
resulting product. If hazardous chemicals are unavoidable, because no substitute is
available, they should be limited to as few as possible and used only in separate
components easy to remove. Safety information for workers, retailers, users and
recyclers should be clear and readily available. A key issue is transparent information
about where in a product the hazardous chemicals are, and in which concentrations.
Administration fears
We take note of and understand the reluctance that the members expressed about
governance – that they want to be self-governed and self-administered. However if this
plan ever benefits from public funding and a levy to the public on packaging goods then

RESPONSE
M&E has been factored in and will be assisted in the development of a
robust data management system. The implementation of the EPR Plan
will be overseen by the Conduct Committee and the Board. The Board has
the responsibility to operate within the Companies Act.

Noted and is included within the EPR Plan.

Noted and has been included in the EPR Plan.

Noted. The Redisa model was not industry managed but operated by an
independent management company. Redisa did not comply with the
requirements of their own plan. The proposed EPR Plan has measures in
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we cannot have a situation where we put the fox in charge of the hen house. The
administration of the plan and the use of public funds must be open and transparent to
mitigate what happened with the REDISA plan.

RESPONSE
place to ensure that the EPR fees will be spent as allocated in the budget.
A small percentage (around10% will be used for administrative costs, the
rest will be used for implementation of projects. The PROs included into
the EPR plan are also NPCs and have boards and are therefore also
answerable to the Companies Act.

Similarly a plan for integration and synergy of this plan with other industry waste plans
is currently lacking – what efforts at consultation and integration has there been with
the other plans?

Packaging SA is unaware of any other packaging plans that are being
submitted. Packaging SA are aware of the Lighting Plan and the
Electronics Plans and there has been engagement. Once we know which
plans are approved, further engagement will take place to understand
where potential synergies could be.

Negative environmental externalities
A negative environmental externality is a cost imposed on the environment and society
due to the activities of a polluter; resulting in social, health, environmental degradation
and other negative impacts. These costs are not paid for by the polluter. Rather, poor
and marginal communities disproportionately carry the burden of these negative
impacts. In the case of packaging value chain, externalities occur when negative social
and environmental impacts are not reflected in the costs of producing and using
packaging or the price paid by customers. The packaging sector is a major source of
externalities. These may arise at the extraction (mining and transport of raw materials
as well as water use), and the supply and demand/disposal stages.
The main categories of negative externalities in the packaging sector relate to:
Climate change: greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused predominantly by use and
combustion of hydrocarbons such as coal cause climate change. Climate change
negatively impacts on people across the globe and future generations. This, in turn,
imposes costs related to, amongst others, the need to adapt to climate change and
impacts of increased extreme weather events.
Air pollution: sulphur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOX) and particulate matter (PM)
all cause respiratory problems and are among the most damaging air pollutants from
plastics production. Water pollution and over-use: mining and burning coal for coal
power generation uses significant volumes of water and pollutes water.
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Nevertheless, although the overall impact of climate change on water resources is
uncertain (CSIR, 2009), water resources are at the epicentre of projected climate change
impacts (Kusangaya, et al., 2013) and the impacts of climate change on people will
predominantly relate to water (Stern, 2007). Further, the impacts of water
contamination due to coal mining interact in complex ways and compound the effects
of climate change on our water resources (Udall, 2018).

RESPONSE

The major climate related risks to South Africa’s water resources include: increased
incidence of drought due to a decrease in rainfall in many areas; increased incidence of
floods as the incidence of very heavy downpours increases; and the increased risk of
water pollution, linked to erosion, disasters, algal blooms and saltwater intrusion due
to rising sea levels.8 These climate change impacts on water resources will have both
direct and indirect effects on the socio-economic and biophysical environments, such
as the risk of food shortages due to a reduction in available irrigation water, or an
increase in household poverty due to rising food prices (Kusangaya, et al., 2013).
Even though the IndWMP might not specifically quantify the external and carbon
intensity of specific PETCO products and eventual waste streams it must however
outline a plan of how this will be done so that least intensive and environmentally
impactful products and wastes will eventually be quantified and phased in over the 2030
horizon.
Plastic bottles...globally and locally.
PET bottles are one the most common types of plastic waste. Some 480bn plastic bottles
were sold globally in 2016 - that's a million bottles per minute. Of these, 110bn were
made by drinks giant Coca Cola. Globally only 7% get made into new bottles – what is
this proportion in SA?
The barriers to recycling plastic waste
Similarly there is a huge range of different types of plastic used in disposable products
and packaging. One solution is to limit the types of plastic to a single standard which is
easy to recycle. This might mean fewer coloured plastics. It is noted that black food trays
are a particularly troublesome example as they contain pigments that make packaging
harder to detect by sorting technology.

Noted.

65% Bottle to bottle recycling rate (PETCO)

Noted. Design for Circular Economy contained in the EPR Plan.
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Limiting mixed materials in packaging
Mixed materials are those that have different types of material in the same product. For
instance, a plastic bag with a foil lining or a disposable coffee cup made of paper with a
plastic lining. These are especially difficult and expensive to separate. They are
considered in many cases contaminated and worthless. Designing packaging so that it’s
easier to separate is vital. There also needs to be mechanisms in place to prevent overpackaging, regardless of the material.

RESPONSE

Plant-based feedstocks are a good lower-carbon alternative but are often in
competition with crops used to produce energy or food and are not always as
sustainable as they might appear. This is where government intervention can have a big
impact. A ban on single-use plastic as well as a levy on continued production of
recyclable plastic can help facilitate subsidies for the development of new, cleaner,
100% recyclable materials.

Noted. Design for Circular Economy contained in the EPR Plan.

Existing efforts at zero waste
Some major retailers have begun the process to eliminate avoidable packaging and
ensure all of it can be reused, recycled or composted by 2025. However too much of
retailers plastic cannot easily be recycled at present. That believe that just because a
plastic is recyclable does not guarantee that it will be recycled. Local efforts at
collections vary from place to place and many authorities only accept limited types.
Waste Hierarchy
We need a document with strong emphasis of the above because it is a basis for our
Waste Act 2008.Each waste stream has to be tested against the Waste Hierarchy.
Full life cycle of each waste stream
Full life cycle of the each product or waste stream has to be taken into consideration.
The main objective of this plan is to make sure that waste going to the landfill is
minimised therefore it would be important to say for those products that cannot be
recycled needs to be replaced by those that can be recycled. Styrofoam based products
such as cups, takeaway containers needs to be phased out and be replaced by those
that can be reused or recycled. This is one example however there are so many products
that needs to be reconsidered.

Noted. Design for Circular Economy contained in the EPR Plan.

Noted

Noted – this has been included. It was thought that having reference and
the basis of the plan on Circular Economy principles would be sufficient.

Noted. Design for Circular Economy contained in the EPR Plan.
Technically ‘styrofoam’ or polystyrene is recyclable, the challenge is
collecting the material post use because it is so light. Various plans are
proposed in order to collect, contain and transport this material.
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Disapprove waste to energy/incineration/pyrolysis
We wish to reiterate our position that waste to energy or waste incineration, pyrolysis
processes are not recycling in terms of Environmental sustainability. The plan cannot
produce specific stream with over reliance on the above as a technology to deal with
such waste stream. The above processes have proven to be more detrimental to the
environment and fuels the impacts of climate change. These processes are combustion
process therefore emit emissions which results to CO2 rise then results to climate
change therefore we are against such treatment technologies. If the waste stream is
incinerated still that will come with toxic ash as a by-product of the process and disposal
of the ash will be much more expensive since it cannot be disposed at the general waste
landfill. The ash itself is toxic and there is a move that it should be used to build roads
as well as government low costs housing. This is very short sighted because if the ash
comes into contact with water it would leach into the environment therefore we cannot
solve the problem by creating another problem.
Conclusions
There is a need to provide funding and legislation which supports alternatives to singleuse plastics. Plastics are not a disposable commodity, they last hundreds of years in our
environment and until now their true lifecycle cost has not been reflected in the price
at the till.

Dr Suzal Timm & Mrs Maite Sekhwela

RESPONSE
Noted

Noted

Received 20 August 2018, letter dated 29 August 2018

Suzall Timm is a Postdoctoral fellow in the School for Geography, Archaeology and
Environmental Science (GAES) at the University of the Witwatersrand. Her PhD research
was titled Modalities of regulation in the urban informal economy: a study of informal
waste collectors in Cape Town that looked at how informal waste activities are regulated
in Cape Town. She has almost 5 years experience of conducting research on waste
management regulation and reclaimers (also known as waste pickers). She has worked
with reclaimers in Cape Town and Johannesburg.
Maite Sekhwela is a Masters graduate from the University of the Witwatersrand in the
School of Geography, Archaeology and Environmental Science (GAES). Her masters
focused on the different approaches and the implications of waste picker integration in
the city of Johannesburg. She is currently working as a researcher focusing on
understanding models of municipal and industry waste picker integration.
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Suzall and Maite both work for the “Lessons from Waste Pickers Integration Initiatives
– Development of Evidence Based Guidelines to Integrate Waste Pickers into South
African Municipal Waste Management Systems” research project. It is funded by the
Department of Science and Technology’s Waste Research, Development and Innovation
Roadmap and the Department of Environmental Affairs.

RESPONSE

The comments on the draft Packaging SA Industry waste Management Plan - Federation
of Plans (IWMP) will primarily focus on reclaimers/waste pickers.
Introduction
The EPR plan highlights the complex nature of the waste management system in South
Africa. It recognises that the proposed EPR plan has a role to play across the entire
material value chain including working with municipalities and informal sector (page
19). While it recognises the role of the informal sector in waste management it does not
adequately take into account the implications its proposed projects will have on
reclaimers/waste pickers.
The sections that follow comments specifically on the following projects as outlined in
the plan: municipal fund; informal sector integration; Packa-ching; National awareness
and education campaign
Comments on Municipal fund
The plan mentions that it will set up a municipal fund which can be accessed for the use
of separation at source programmes or the financing of infrastructure (page 37). The
plan sees separation at source (s@s) as one of the key ways to collect recyclables. It also
includes informal collectors in its proposal of effective methods for recovering dry
recyclables (page 37). While this seems like a favourable proposition for the informal
sector, current municipal s@s initiatives has been driven from a top-down approach
with little to no consultation with reclaimers. This resulted in the implementation of
s@s initiatives without taking into account the existing work of reclaimers/waste
pickers. In doing so it has excluded, criminalised and displaced reclaimers. The plan
highlights that it will take a flexible approach which involves not ring-fencing and
prescribing what ought to happen. However, there should be some form of regulatory
framework in place to ensure that s@s initiatives do not affect reclaimers in a negative
way.

The EPR Plan once approved essentially will form the regulatory
requirement that you refer to as the DEA will be ensuring that the
implementation of the Plan is done in the most appropriate way.
The comment is noted and it is hoped that through the responses in this
report, many of the fears will be allayed.
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RESPONSE
The National Guideline Principles will be included into the revised EPR
Plan.

Proposal 2
a) The plans should provide clear guidance for municipal fund holders – municipalities
should be required to develop a set of standards for the integration of reclaimers in s@s
programmes. These standards should be informed the National Guidelines on Waste
Picker Integration principles in order to ensure that s@s initiatives and approaches do
not alienate and criminalise reclaimers.
b) It should have an oversight committee to ensure that municipalities are keeping up
their end of the bargain when it comes to reclaimers.
Comments on Informal sector integration
The plan highlights the important role that reclaimers play in the recovery of
recyclables. The following key comments emerged in relation to the informal sector
integration:
1) Approach to informal sector integration
The plan suggests registration as an approach of integration which involves the
registration of informal collectors through the development of an application for more
secure payment – cashless system to minimise the risk of carrying cash (page 38). The
plan suggests that the registration process will offer an entry point for mentorship if the
reclaimers want to engage on a more formal level. This approach is problematic in the
following way;
- The registration that is outlined limited and serves a very particular purpose i.e.
developing a cashless system for risk free payments and to develop a database of the
number of waste pickers and where they are located. While this could provide useful
data it lacks consideration of the broader importance of registration for waste picker
integration.
- It is not clear what the registration process entails; for e.g. the kind of documentation
that will be required for registration. The plan needs to be cognisant to the fact that
there are many waste pickers who have no legal documentation (including South
Africans) which may be required in this process. This may be a deterrent for waste
pickers to participate in this initiative.
- Initiatives like rolling out free wifi at buy-back centres may not be beneficial to all
reclaimers as not all of them have smart phones.

These comments are noted and highly valuable. The development of any
registration system will be done in collaboration with the Waste pickers
and representatives thereof, to ensure that the most appropriate (and
useful) system is developed and implemented.
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Proposal
a) This section needs to be revisited because there are a number of assumptions that is
made with regards to reclaimers.
b) Approaches to informal sector integration should draw on the principles from the
National Waste Picker Guidelines process and initiatives should be context specific.
Comments on Packa-ching and reclaimers/waste pickers
The Pack-Ching initiative is considered as an innovative approach to increase recycling
in informal settlements and lower-income areas.1 While, it may contribute to increasing
household recycling rates through incentivising people to recycle this initiative will
encroach on the work of waste pickers and other informal entrepreneurs who work in
informal areas. It could have the following detrimental effects:
1 https://www.polyco.co.za/packa-ching/ [Accessed 2018, August 20]
- Packa-ching will create competition in among a) existing waste pickers and the S@S
programmes currently being implemented throughout South Africa and b) waste
pickers and households will compete

RESPONSE
Noted and the principles will be included.

Packa-Ching will not be established anywhere without proper consultation
and is also not the only option. Packa-Ching is also a potential area where
a reclaimer could get involved as an owner-operator. The mobile unit has
a small baler on board so it can take more material than a reclaimer is
likely to be able to move on a trolley. Packa-Ching should be seen as a
way that a waste picker could potentially improve their current situation
as it could provide an ownership opportunity and not a hindrance.
Based on the past 12 months experience, Polyco has not had any conflict
with waste pickers in Langa. Of a community of 100 000 people, only 200
people consistently use Packa-Ching. The statistics in SA show that approx.
5% of our population recycles – and this is probably lower in lower income
areas. Therefore, even if 15 – 20% of a community supports Packa-Ching,
there will be 80% of the households who don’t – and their material is
available for the waste picker to collect as normal. The research agency
who interviewed waste pickers, have said that in many instances, they
prefer to take their materials to buy back centres 5 km away as they want
to be paid in cash as this is often used to procure illegal substances which
cannot be paid for by card or e-wallet.

- Through incentivising households directly for their participation in the initiative,
recyclable materials will become scarce and waste pickers who previously collected
these materials will have limited access to recyclable materials.

Packa-Ching has watched the situation develop where households are
now giving their material to Packa-Ching community users rather than see
it go to landfill in a black bag. Their material was not being collected by
waste pickers before Packa-Ching started.

- In the midst of S@S programmes being rolled out, specifically in Johannesburg, waste
pickers are already suffering loss of income. With Packa-ching in the pipeline, how will

Packa-Ching is open to all members of the community – households and
waste pickers. There is no need to incorporate them into the program –
they are already included.
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the waste pickers be incorporated in this newly developed programme which also
entails S@S?

RESPONSE

- While a cashless system as a method of payment may provide a risk free approach of
carrying cash it may not be the preferred option of how reclaimers would like to be paid.

The payment system needs to be cashless due to security reasons of
operating in low income areas/ informal settlements. The new e-wallet
payment system allows for transferring funds on e-wallet to other
individuals, for use at registered vendors. Spaza shops can also be added
as vendors without any cost to them – which will be an added benefit to
communities.

- Packa-ching will also have an impact on existing buy-back centre activities: bakkie
brigade operators and informal buy-back centres: In Cape Town and Johannesburg
specifically, there is a large amount of people who make an income through the
collection of recyclable materials from waste pickers that operate in informal
settlement areas.

Feedback from community members is that bakkie brigades sometimes
pay lower prices than Packa-Ching, with Packa-Ching paying the current
market value. The purpose of Packa-Ching is not to displace existing buy
back centres – but rather to operate in areas where there are none in
operation – thereby providing a new source of recyclable materials and a
potential source of income to the community. Should there be a successful
buy back centre in operation, it will be evaluated how to incorporate them
into the operation.

- During the research conducted in areas like Khayelitsha and elsewhere in Cape Town,
reclaimers often complained about informal mobile buy-back centres and their pricing
of recyclable materials. Bakkie brigade operators often do not pay reclaimers market
price and they often exploit reclaimers who give them large amounts of recyclables in
exchange for very little money. How are the operations of Packa-Ching different from
these middle men?

There is a code of conduct contract in place for Packa-Ching operators –
for fair trade and practices. The incubation support provided to the PackaChing entrepreneur enables them to pay fair prices to secure volumes. We
support an environment where the true value is paid for recyclable
materials.

Proposal
a) To find synergies with the existing work of reclaimers in informal settlements so as to
not create competition among residents and reclaimers.
b) Incentive schemes should be aimed at both the residents and waste pickers. For
example, residents should be incentivised for separating at source while reclaimers are
incentivised for the collection for recyclable materials. This could be particularly helpful
in areas where informal settlement areas do not have the road infrastructure

This project is aimed at incentivising residents to recycle their valuable
used packaging. If waste pickers are operating in the area, they receive the
same incentivisation plus the benefit of ease of bringing materials close to
source.
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Comments on National Awareness and Education Campaign and reclaimers/waste
pickers
The National Awareness and Education Campaign is another area where the role of the
informal waste sector has been highlighted in the IWMP. The plan outlines five
components that are central for the broader vision of social and economic
transformation. The following two components relate to reclaimers:
- integration of the informal sector/waste pickers
- providing various entry points for upskilling waste pickers

RESPONSE

While this is critical, the plan does not clearly outline how it will integrate reclaimers in
the national awareness and education campaign. Some clear suggestions of where and
how to integrate the informal sector into these campaigns is critical.

Noted

Proposal
It is essential that the national awareness and education campaign play a critical role in
destigmatising the work of reclaimers as well as incorporate them as key actors in the
National awareness and education campaign in the following way:
a) Waste picker organisations should be involved in the development of the marketing
strategy. This would involve allowing representatives of waste pickers organisations to
form part of the marketing strategy team/committee/working group.
b) Waste pickers have expert knowledge on the sorting and separation of recyclable
materials – instead of spending large amounts of money developing and producing
marketing materials for s@s, waste pickers should form part of the primary approach
of raising awareness and educating the public about the importance of s@s. Waste
pickers should then be paid for the production of materials and the education of the
public. This also provides an opportunity to diversify their activities and not only limiting
it to the labour intensive activities such as s@s and collection of recyclable materials.

Noted and great suggestion

Thank you for providing such constructive comments and inputs to the
revision of the EPR Plan.

Johan Britz - Procurement Manager I&J
1.

The following draft structure proposed by Packaging SA – I&J is a
brandowner

Received 20 August 2018
Noted
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2.
I&J will be part of the Brandowner / Importer group and will be liable for
the EPR Fees to Packaging SA listed below: - i.e. R28000 membership fee
3.
I&J will be part of the Brandowner / Importer group and will be liable for
the EPR Fees to Packaging SA listed below, i.e. polystyrene, paper and
polyolefins
• The real cost of the EPR fees per packaging stream and conversion from specific
packaging to be investigated. I&J Procurement to setup a collection of data to
collate info and organise in a workable report.
• I&J has the specific weights per packaging product in the relevant packaging
spec’s but the summation thereof and keeping it live is the challenge.
• Process to be defined.
4.
•
•
•

I&J may submit a rebate on packaging used for export products to be
claimed monthly from the PRO / EPR.
I&J to monitor monthly packaging weights per stream and submit a monthly or
quarterly submission for rebate/credit?
As Brandowner rebate claimed from PRO and as Importer from EPR.
Process to be defined.

5.
•

BBBEE development are part of the EPR roll out.
Will members receive BBBEE points on the ED and SD portions of the value
on membership and EPR fees paid?

Khanyi Ntanzi – Printing SA

RESPONSE
Membership is voluntary
EPR Fees would be applicable

Thank you

A collaborative approach could be investigated to assist with the
development of an appropriate system.

Correct – the details will need to be fine tuned
Correct
Correct

This is an aspect that can be investigated.

Received 20 August 2018, letter dated 20 August 2018

Introduction
Printing SA as a trade organization for media printing, signage and packaging printing,
with a membership of approximately 700 members, including several associate
members who are suppliers of raw materials, equipment and sundries to our printing
members.
Printing SA members use a varied range of substrates for printing many of them bound
to the specifications provided by their clients, in many cases brand owners of products
in the food, cosmetic, pharmaceutical, chemical and disinfectants pet care, toys and
games, hardware, automotive parts, kitchen and household ware and in others books,
magazines and newspapers in the case of publishers.

The importance of the specifications from brandowners is noted.
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RESPONSE

Printing SA has had an understanding since 2012 that Packaging SA (at that time the
Packaging Council of South Africa) would develop an Industry Waste Management Plan
(IndWMP) on behalf of the paper and packaging industry, while Printing SA would deal
with the proposed Section 21 listing of printing activities under the Air Quality Act No.
39 of 2004, and therefore we are an interested party to the Draft plan for Public
Comment presented by Packaging SA In July 2018.

Noted

We believe that the Federation of Plans will ensure that the challenges facing different
packaging waste streams are properly addressed. However we have concerns around
ambiguities and our understanding of the Plan.
Our concerns are the following:
1. Definitions and possible ambiguity
2. Actual input into the waste stream by packaging and printing companies
3. Understanding relating to EPR Fees
4. Membership to PROs and Signatories to Plan
5. Lack of clarity regarding paper not used for packaging
a. paper and packaging material;
b. lighthting equipment;
c. electrical and electronic equipment,
d. or goods wrapped in primary or secondary packaging material,
1 - Definitions
The Notice refers to:
“brand owner” : means a person or category of persons that owns a specific range of
products.
“paper” : means any substance made from wood pulp, rags, straw, or other fibrous
material used for writing, printing, or as a wrapping material;
“processors”: means the person or category of persons engaged in any of the activities
of reuse, recycling, recovery, treatment or disposal of waste.
“producer” : “means any person or category of persons or a brand-owner who is
engaged in the commercial manufacture, conversion, refurbishment or import of new
and/or used: which are intended for distribution in the Republic of South Africa.”
The Plan provides no definition for a “producer” but for the following:
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“Brand Owner” is an organization or company that is the registrant of a trademark: if
the brand/trademark is unregistered, then the organization or company that owns the
intellectual property rights to the brand/trademark takes on the role of ‘brand owner’.
“Converters/Processors”
a) Packaging companies (known in the materials industry as “converters”) are engaged
in the conversion of commodity raw materials such as polymer, board or paper into
value added consumer or industrial packaging.
b) Processors are also referred to as Converters. Processors/Converters do not only
operate in the use, recycling, recovery, treatment or disposal of waste, but also in terms
of the processing of virgin material into products.
“Material Producer” is a company that develops those materials that packaging is made
of: the plastic, paper, glass or metal producer. In case of glass and metals the material
producer can also be the packaging producer.
“Packaging Producer” is the company that converts raw materials into packaging
“Producer” is not included in the list of definitions in the draft plan but is referred to in
the plan. Example: “The EPR plan illustrates how producers intend to grow existing
markets for recycled materials and develop0 new markets to deal with the additional
tonnages of good quality recyclable material that will be collected”. (Page 22 of Draft
Plan). Does this refer to the Material or the Packaging producer?
The above misalignment of definitions should be resolved.

RESPONSE

Apologies this is an oversight – A definition for Producer will be included.

While the expanded definition of “Brand Owner” in the plan provides a better view of
intellectual property rights we feel that it leaves out companies who may not hold rights
to generic products and a mix of the two definitions may provide a better definition.
Printing SA suggests that the Notice definition be accepted for “processors” and that
the definition of “converters” and “packaging producers” (used interchangeably)
include the following distinction:
Packaging companies:
a) with no control
b) with control

Noted and will be considered.

of specifications that result in the conversion of commodity raw materials used for value
added consumer or industrial packaging.
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We further suggest that the definition for “Material Producer” includes “and
manufactures” after the word “develops”.
The removal of “processing” or “processors” from the definitions of Packaging and
Material Producers and restricting its use to only waste processors and processing will
prevent ambiguity.

RESPONSE

Noted and will be considered.
Noted and will be considered.

We understand that this may result in changing certain terminology used in the
individual material stream plans. The reasons for the requested distinction to packaging
companies are:
A packaging/printing company with no control and who produces packaging to the
specifications of a brand owner or non-packaging product manufacturer has no say in
what material is used, the design or weight of the packaging. His only contribution to
the waste stream is a layer of ink or varnish. In most cases the printing content is
provided digitally by the client, much of which is dictated by packaging and labelling
legislation made by various government departments such as Health and Agriculture.

Noted

A packaging /printing company who provide unprinted or printed generic packaging
such as cake boxes, paper bags, plastic storage packets and pouches, metal tins that are
of their own graphic design, material selection, style and weight. These companies are
not in the business of printing as such, but in packaging. They have control and dictate
the specification of their product.

Noted

Printing SA believes that such distinction should also guide the terms of membership (if
required) to the relevant PROs and fees payable.
2 - Contribution to the Waste Stream by Printers and Packaging Companies
The relative contribution of the printing/packaging companies within the waste stream
is small. For those companies with no control, the material, shape, weight, graphics and
text has already been decided by the “brand owners” and non-packaging product
producers and relevant government legislation. The packaging material will enter the
waste stream post-consumer with the addition of a layer of ink, varnish or film.
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Factory waste of materials used, after finishing, usually provide good recyclate material
for the production of secondary materials and products, and if properly stored and
collected, will not be contaminated. This is pointed out on page 19 of the Draft Plan.

RESPONSE

This of course does not hold true for those companies who manufacture the raw
material as well as convert it into packaging, which may be the case for certain metal
and corrugated board packaging who have control of specifications.
3 – EPR Fees
EPR fees as explained in the Packaging SA section are ambiguous, do not align to some
of the other individual waste stream plans or the wording of the Notice.
Page 5 of the plan states that EPR fees will be paid according to material stream on a
rand per tonne basis by:
• All importers of packaging (filled/unfilled). This EPR fee is paid directly to
Packaging SA.
•
All converters, producers, manufacturers and brand owners for local packaging.
This EPR fee to be paid directly to the PRO responsible for the specific material
stream.
The two points above:
• do not cover importers of raw material or where their EPR fees should be paid
• indicate that all converters, producers, manufacturers and brand owners for local
packaging pay the EPR fee. It is not clearly understood whether the fee will be
levied multiple times on each category listed above, or if it is a pass through fee.
If the latter then at what stage will the fee be generated and how will it flow
through to the consumer. It appears that the PRO’s will likely levy the fee, but will
that be based on the tonnage of manufactured material distributed to packaging
companies, or the amount output by packaging companies. How will raw material
stock holding by packaging companies be factored into the formula?
4 – Membership to PROs and Packaging SA
The draft plan states that all local packaging producers, which includes converters and
brand owners (in terms of the Section 28 Notice of the Waste Management Act ) will be
required to sign compliance agreements with the relevant material specific PRO. Does
this agreement have anything to do with membership to a particular PRO (involving
monetary subscriptions)?

Imports are challenging and the details of where to charge will need to be
guided by industry, DTI, Customs. Therefore it is acknowledged that this
is a challenging aspect of the EPR Plan.

Compliance agreements are in terms of the EPR Fee and relevant
obligation of compliance to the EPR Plan once approved by the DEA. This
is unrelated to membership which is voluntary.
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RESPONSE

The draft plan does not give much detail regarding the establishment of other PROs
(different material stream or in competition with existing) who may wish to subscribe
to the Packaging SA waste plan. Should this not be considered?

The Plan is open to this as there may be changes during the 5 year
implementation phase.

Membership to Packaging SA consists of converters and associates. The Section 28
notice requires that a “producer” as defined in the notice, register to at least one
IndWMP. Membership to any further plan is voluntary. The draft plan further states that
if approved “producers” will be required to register as a primary member with
Packaging SA with voluntary membership to the relevant material PROs.

This section needs to be revised. Membership in the case of the EPR Plan
is in terms of the payment of the EPR fee and not a membership fee.

Printing SA, an associated industry and represented on the Packaging SA board, seeks
clarity regarding our members and possible payment by them to two industry
representative bodies. Many packaging companies may well be members of both
associations, but we need to address a number of printing companies who undertake
packaging projects in addition to their core product output and smaller packaging
companies who will not be able to afford two subscriptions, particularly the high annual
fee for turnover less than R100m for Packaging SA membership.
This area is very grey at present and we welcome further discussion in this regard.
5 – Paper not used for Packaging
While the PAMDEV plan includes collection of paper in general as well as packaging
paper there seems to be no mention specifically of paper products that are not
packaging such as paper plates, serviettes, paper cups, newspapers, magazines, and
books.

Noted.

The Section 28 notice specifically refers to paper and packaging, and not to paper
packaging.
Can Packaging SA include such products in its IndWMP or would another plan be
required that includes Publishers, Newpaper printers and Department of Education
regarding the production of magazines; newspapers; general consumer books;
educational workbooks, exercise, and textbooks?

This is not explicit as the EPR plan deals with packaging.

Conclusion
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Printing SA believes that the plans presented by the relevant PROs provide insight into
their achievements in recycling and their future transformation goals. We believe that
material specific PROs are better equipped to deal with the range of post-consumer
waste.

RESPONSE

We welcome your response to our comments in this submission.

Thank you for the constructive and valuable comments.

Gugu Manyathi - Regulatory Affairs Specialist: Food Law – Clover

Received 20 August

1.

We write with reference to the above subject matter.

2.

We have perused the draft industry waste management plan, particularly the
ERP fees and require clarity/guidance on imported packaging. Clover secures
packaging locally and via imports, one such import is the cartons from
TetraPak, see image below.

3.

TetraPak cartons are made from polymer and aluminium layers, therefore
which ERP fee will be payable on such packaging?

An EPR fee would be required on the Tetrapak carton and payable to
PAMDEV or directly through Packaging SA.

4.

Further, our understanding of the definition of “packaging” it that,
manufacturers who import bulk raw material i.e. bulk creamers, buttermilk and
so forth will be subject to pay the ERP fees. Thus the ERP fee is payable on
packaging of raw ingredients which will later be used in making a final product.
Is this interpretation correct?

Any product that is packaged essentially is required to pay EPR fees on the
respective packaging.

5.

We trust that the above is in order and await your feedback herein.

Thank you for your comments.

Tawanda Sango – GreenCape
General comments
The plan focuses strongly on transformation, and this term is used broadly throughout
the document. However, it predominantly focuses on racial transformation, and does
not discuss gender transformation. There needs to be greater differentiation on what
transformation the plan wishes to tackle, and what targets will need to be met. Gender
transformation is a key goal of the NDP as is racial transformation. If true transformation
is take place, support must be given to transformation in terms of race, as well as
gender. Although the call may discuss how previously disadvantaged individuals will be

Received 20 August 2018, letter dated 20 August 2018
Perhaps a qualifier in the revised EPR Plan is required to include what
transformation is implying too. Whilst not specifically mentioning gender
equity, this is implied in the use of the term previously disadvantaged
individuals and women would therefore be included.
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integrated into the plan, it is worth also discussing gender transformation as women
also fall into a specific category of PDIs and showing that the plan also supports gender
transformation. To illustrate this, of 26 board members, only five are female, and all of
them are white.

RESPONSE

The plan needs to provide for stronger government oversight, as government will be
responsible for enforcement of the plans. In addition, whether government or industry
runs the plans, the targets will still be part of governments mandate and as such they
need to be given a more active role.

Packaging SA will be held accountable to the implementation of the EPR
Plan. Should the Minister approve the plan it would become subordinate
law and therefore the EPR Plan would become mandatory.

There is a little illustration of how the EPR will deal specifically with material outside the
recycling sphere. Specifically, the plan focuses on one aspect of the waste hierarchy,
and it would be worth addressing the full waste hierarchy, as we know the current
packaging streams include e.g.: the non-recyclable waste by-products from e.g. MRFs
biodegradable and compostable packaging waste.

Noted.

Landfill is, and still will be an option; some composting may be possible as well and these
need to be included. In addition, these (difficult) streams should be targeted by the
IndWMP (med-long term?) as they are the big contributors to packaging ending up in
landfill or leaking into the environment. Waste to energy should by extension possibly
have a more focused section in the plan13.

In the comment noted above, the waste hierarchy is mentioned and it is
stated that not enough attention is paid to the full hierarchy; however in
this comment, the reference is to landfill and waste to energy. The EPR
Plan is designed around the principles of the Circular Economy. Minimised
packaging is first; followed by appropriate design; reuse of the packaging
where possible; recovery for recycling; recycling itself and then material
back into the system. These should be considered upfront and this is
where the focus of the plan is. Waste to energy is considered, but not a
priority.

During a recent Western Cape Recycling Action Group (WCRAG) meeting that took place
on Wed, 15 Aug 2018 several entities including some PROs voiced their concern of
separation at source as this impacts on the informal sector. However, these proposed
plans are supportive of mandatory separation at source. Further to this, the IndWMP
does not illustrate in efficient detail on how the informal sector will be supported. The
question that needs to be dealt with is not the act of separation at source, but rather
how it is implemented, and how the informal sector will be supported in doing so.

The EPR Plan is not explicit in the way the informal sector will be
integrated due to the fact that this cannot be designed without proper
consultation with the informal sector. The EPR Plan therefore includes
ongoing engagement with various organisations to ensure that any
projects implemented are done in association with the informal sector
should they be present in the area of the project. Mandatory separation
at source is also what the Government is pushing for at the moment.

13

A number of studies have been done (and are being done), including use as RDF, National and Provincial WtE position studies etc
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RESPONSE

It is noted the importance of ensuring the recyclables are not contaminated. Therefore,
the best approach is to separate wet/organic waste from dry materials. This will allow
the IndWMP to access the recyclables, but also the non-recyclables of which the
IndWMP should also be targeting. As such, it may be worth investigating further how
the IndWMP can be used to increase organic waste separation. Providing resources to
assisting the organic sector may have greater indirect impact on the quality or
recyclables. This could be managed through the local municipalities who are under
pressure to separate organic waste, and which is being driven by national government
through Initiative 8 of Operation Phakisa’s which seeks to achieve minimum of 50%
household separation at source of 50% organics by 2023. This may not be seen as a
direct impact, but it would be worth investigating the potential indirect impact of
supporting the organic separation and recycling.

Noted.

There is no mention on how this plan will engage or coordinate its role with the
IndWMPs of other industries such as for example the e-waste and lighting industries. It
only makes sense, especially with material recovery facilities and training, that the plans
all speak to each other or support each other. This will not only result in a broader
impact on waste in general, but will allow the PROs to join resources to better manage
waste collection and aggregation.

Noted. Engagement will be considered during the implementation of the
plan. It would be challenging to do so at this stage but consultation has
taken place between the organisations submitting both the electronics
plans and the lighting plan.

Lastly, it is unclear at what point municipalities have control of waste streams and when
the IndWMP has control. As such, we suggest including roles and responsibilities of
waste collection between the plans and municipalities.

This is a grey area due to current legislative definitions and therefore not
explicit in the Draft EPR Plan. The plan includes extensive consultation
with municipalities (as well as other stakeholders) when a project is
identified.

Comments by section
Executive summary
Pg 4 “…in 2016, 58% of packaging waste material was collected for recycling in SA”.
How much of this 58% can actually be recycled with the current infrastructure? The
answer to this question provides guidance on where the plan needs to focus; collection
or on infrastructure. It may also vary for different materials.

58% is being recycled with current infrastructure.
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Is this the amount of material that was collected or is this material that was made
available to recyclers via different methods, e.g. landfill and street picking, separation
at source etc? Important to distinguish in order to answer the previous question

RESPONSE

Pg 5: Why do the manufacturers and brandowners have to pay the PROs, why not just
the converters and producers?

Some brandowners are producers. Brandowners and retailers import
packaging which is currently not contributing to any EPR systems.
Imported packaging also need to pay EPR fees.

Outline of the full value chain and the roles of each player – avoids confusion, and can
also be illustrate avoidance of double paying. Assume if a manufacture of packaging
material, e.g. PET flakes, is paying levy, then converters and brandowners should not be
expected to pay again? Maybe illustrate different variations of value chains, illustrating
e.g. percentage brandowners who do their own packaging manufacturing etc?

There is no double payment. The EPR fee on locally made packaging is
paid by the converter/producer. The EPR fee on imported packaging is
paid by the importer – often the retailer or brandowner.

Some of the current stakeholders are/were contributing voluntarily, although they are
neither producers nor manufacturers. Two options – the Plan may have to take a hard
line, and focus on producers / manufacturers / converters for the fee/levy; or do
significant financial analysis that may determine the level of levy/fee that would be
charged and passed on to some of these parties without necessarily increasing their
financial burden from their current contribution.

Perhaps the confusion is around membership fees? The voluntary system
works differently to what is being proposed by the EPR Plan. No
membership fees apply if you are paying an EPR fee. However,
membership would be available on a VOLUNTARY basis should companies
wish to be a member.

Introduction
Social and Economic Transformation
Pg 14 - “The intention is to build resilience to external factors over time by influencing
the transition to the types of paper and packaging that have inherent value to be
collected, transported, recycled / beneficiated into new products and new markets.”
The statement kind of implies that we will move away from materials that cannot be
recycled or upcycled if at all possible (single use), however I think this needs to be more
clear.
A phased approach
Pg 14 “Packaging SA’s approach to transformation will entail the development of an
action plan… Packaging SA does not necessarily have direct influence into these
individual companies…”

This is part of the broader vision and goal for 2030.

Noted.
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The IndWMP has to have measures to hold members/industry accountable, hence there
is a need for strong, definitive stances.
How is packaging SA going to monitor and enforce transformation within its member
companies? How are they going to ensure buy-in if it such a critical part of the plan?
Would rephrase this, as this section seems to state that transformation is important,
but Packaging SA cannot really do anything about it except talk about it.
Alignment with NPSFWM
Worth clarifying on the reasons for failure of both plastic bag levy and tyre levy? The
plan should then have risk mitigation measures, regardless of the route taken, rather
than adopt a negative tone from the start.
Pg 15 – presence of several players is not in itself a bad thing as it encourages
competitiveness? Not sure of the relevance of inclusion of the statement.

RESPONSE

Noted

Competitiveness is not really the problem – the fact that “…as intense
price competition has led to vendor reducing the prices of products to
remain competitive.” Cheaper, unrecyclable packaging materials are also
being brought into the market.

Pg 16 – 1.3.3 – It may also be worth noting / highlighting the number of other EPR
schemes around the world that are managed by industry vs through government. It
would also be advantageous to highlight the successful ones too and which of these are
industry vs government led. This will illustrate the need for industry led over
government plans.

Noted.

Pg 17 – 2.1 – It is noted that several packaging streams will be managed by PSA through
a federation of plans. However, it does not mention, nor does the plan itself mention,
how biodegradable/compostable packaging will be managed. We believe that these
streams must also be included in the plan. This is both to ensure that any solutions
required (EPR) will be priced in correctly, and in addition ensure solutions. Indirectly,
this impacts quality of recyclables.

Noted. It is not to say that these are not added during the implementation
of the Plan.

Pg 17 – may be a bit too bold a statement stating the intended use for the levy will not
be realized. Is it possible to rather outline how other industries/sectors receive their
funding from non-ring-fenced allocations, and illustrate how the Packaging Industry will
try and ensure (to the limits of their powers) that they will get their allocation of funding
from the fiscus? If government fails to meet these targets, then this will also impact on
their performance audits.

Noted.
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Packaging South Africa
Pg 19 “PSA has a long term goal … as well as Global Goals including the Millennium
Development Goals…” These goals are out dated and have be replaced by the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
Pg 20 – “58% of packaging waste material was collected…”
Is this the amount of material that was collected or is this material that was made
available to recyclers via different methods, e.g. landfill and street picking, separation
at source etc?
Pg 22 – How do the PRO figures compare to the BMi Research (independent) figures?
The document states BMi are the best independent source of data, so maybe a nice way
to monitor/compare industry figures.

RESPONSE

Noted

This term as reported by the BMI includes actual recycling.

All the figures presented in the EPR Plan are from BMi.

Pg 22 – Where there is overlap in e.g. collection systems from the different PRO plans,
how will the federation of plans implement the activities to avoid duplication of efforts?

This has already been factored into the development of the EPR Plan.

Pg 23 “The less waste that reaches landfills, the greater the savings for municipalities.”
May need to expand on this statement to illustrate the savings. In theory it should be a
saving, but not all municipalities see it this way. Some municipalities tend to see landfills
as a revenue source, as they charge businesses to dispose of their waste.

The savings are both airspace and financial.

Proposed Packaging SA EPR structure
Pg 26 “Identify a transformation target in year 1 for implementation by year 5”. The
board is currently not well represented in terms of diversification, and a clearer
transformation target/goal should already be defined, and should not be something
that still needs to be identified.

Noted

Of the 26 board members, only five of female, and all of them are white. If there are
few women in the industry, the plan needs to illustrate the intention to support gender
transformation through supporting the growth of women involvement in waste, across
different seniority levels. This will also further illustrate alignment with the NDP.

Noted

Pg 26 “Packaging SA will use every attempt to only use suppliers that have a good BBBEE
rating..” What mechanisms are in place to measure or ensure this?

This will be revised to include the statement that all suppliers will need to
be 51% black owned as a minimum.
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RESPONSE

Pg 26 - Is the constitution of the (Governance) Board within legal prescripts? Particularly
as the board has to manage performance amongst the PRO’s? Would this not trigger
conflict of interest?

Yes – it is required to be compliant in terms of the Companies Act. It will
also strive to follow governance as per King IV

Pg 27 These may be decided by the working groups once formulated, but some
ideas/topics around: Research and Development working group could include plastic
bags and multi-laminates.
Bio-plastics for the Packaging Design and Design for Recycling.
Why only two working groups per year? Is it possible to maybe change this to “a
minimum of two working groups”? Considering some of the challenges being faced in
the paper and packaging sector, there may be a need to have more of these in some
years. Also, is it a possibility to allocate these to PRO level, or have them PRO driven,
which reduces the pressure on PSA.
Financial model
Pg 29 – Section 5.4 - indicates that wi-fi maybe freely available.
This is a great idea and will provide a wealth on information to the informal sector.
May be worth partnering with government/municipalities as many are already working
on providing this access (avoid duplication). It may be worth also seeing if there are
already specific applications that supports the informal sector. Key that should be noted
for example is the range of prices an informal sector should be receiving for materials.
This could be updated daily and could link the GPS and thus giving a localized price.
Pg 29 “All converters, producers, manufacturers, and brandowners for local packaging.”
Why do the brandowners have to pay?
What are the reasons for importers paying to Packaging SA and local packaging paying
to the PROs? Also please clarify the “all” (Please see earlier comments in executive
summary).
Pg 29 EPR fees (points 22 – 26)
What do the different fees include and were they calculated in the same manner?
Does this not just drive manufacturers to change the materials they use, killing the
market?

Noted

Noted.

Some brandowners are producers. Brandowners and retailers import
packaging which is currently not contributing to any EPR systems.
Imported packaging also need to pay EPR fees.

EPR fees are calculated on a number of factors including taking the raw
material price into consideration. Part of the fee is also determined by the
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Is EPR fee independent of whether virgin or recycled material is used?

RESPONSE
projects and interventions required to meet the objectives of the EPR
Plan.

Pg 31 Financial Model – Membership Fees - What is the purpose of membership fees?
Is it not worth incorporating this into the EPR fees, as this is no longer voluntary?
Pg 31 – Budget – Is it worth having a back-up option for implementation timeframes?
Possibly working with National Government financial year?

Included in error and will be removed. Membership will be voluntary.

Pg 32 Municipal Fund (points 27 – 30)
What mechanisms can municipalities use to access this money?

At the public workshop, it was implied that the money would actually be allocated to
the private sector that assists the municipality with its work and not the municipality
directly, as it is not easy to monitor municipality activities.
How much discussion has been done with municipalities in this regard, and would this
be plausible?
May be worth finding out which municipalities are advance in the projects identified
(assuming private sector would be procured for services) and then align the
disbursement of these funds with these projects.
How will municipalities be prioritized, the bigger ones with existing programs, or the
smaller ones who don’t have anything?
In addition, many municipalities have done some great work on incorporating the
informal sector (Drakenstein, Stellenbosch, Langeberg, Saldanha, Overstrand). Maybe
worth working with municipalities in developing sustainable solutions for the informal
sector.
Implementation – a focus on transformation and inclusive growth
Pg 34 includes Figure 5 and refers to the “Potential enterprise development
opportunities”. However, there is no reference to the figure and therefore does not
provides context in why this figure has been added. Based on the figure I assume that
much focus is of the plan is to have individuals / waste pickers given responsibility to

The budget timeframe was used as a starting point.

The intention is not for municipalities to receive the funding directly.
Rather the intention is for Packaging SA and the PROs to work with the
identified municipality to set up a collection system, or infrastructure, or
equipment.
The money could also be paid directly to a waste picker. The intention is
not to burden municipalities with further administration but to engage
with the most optimal solution for retrieving packaging materials out of
the current waste management system. Therefore, separation at source
was a focus area in which to start. Initial engagements have been done
with a few municipalities and SALGA and there is an openness here to
explore further. No projects would be implemented without further
detailed engagements.

The EPR Plan takes into account that there are waste pickers operating
within many areas. There are also formal waste management contractors.
A balance needs to be reached to integrate the two sectors. The intention
of the Plan is to ensure that the most appropriate intervention is found
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collect streams from household. How does this impact on the local municipalities, and
its contracted private collectors?
Pg 36 Implementation – Data Collection and Management
How are you going to ensure security of this data? Who owns this data?
Also possible to capture data relating to volume of virgin and recycled material used for
each material type?
Pg 37 – Separation at source (points 33 – 36)
Many metropolitan and secondary cities already have separation at source (e.g. City of
Cape Town @ around 30% coverage; Drakenstein in 9 of 33 wards, Stellenbosch,
Overstrand, Saldanha, Johannesburg, Ethekwini etc). How much engagement with
municipalities has been done to synergise efforts and avoid duplication of efforts?
Separation at source may work for formal households. What will be done for other
households, as these will be areas municipalities will particularly struggle with servicing.

Pg 37 The status quo assessment approach including both the informal and informal
sectors is a great step forward, as well as the engagement with picker organizations as
well as academics working on the informal sector. It is recommended that the
survey/research approach be co-designed with picker and academic stakeholders for
sound research practice and compatibility with existing data.
A note/e.g. on the value of the informal sector:
e.g. 5 buyback centres in Cape Town diverted 90 000 tons per week, generally material
accepted from the informal sector, from waste pickers to a few bakkie collectors.

RESPONSE
within an identified project area. There is no one solution for this and
therefor a flexible approach is required.

The possibilities of the data management system are endless.

The budget will not provide for the EPR Plan to roll out S@S to all
households nationally anyway. The intention is to identify one-two
municipal areas within the 5 year period and implement S@S projects.
These cannot be developed in isolation and the existing stakeholders in
the areas would need to be consulted prior to the roll out of any projects.
Therefore, the project may be a hybrid model of informal and formal
collections.
Noted.

The value of this material supplied by the informal sector to the formal sector Estimated 65% metals by weight, 20% K4 and 15% plastics
Using 2013 unit values from DST (2014)
Value is R133 million per week in metals, R13 million in cardboard and R42 million in
plastics.
167 possible buyback centres have been identified through consolidating stakeholder
lists and internet searches in Cape Town alone - still to be verified through research.
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Pg 38 Municipal Fund – MRFs
How will municipality MRFs be prioritized, the bigger ones with existing programs, or
the smaller ones who don’t have anything?
Will only private MRFs be considered?

RESPONSE

Pg 39 “Provision of wifi and pickers’ smart phones”: a picker network (self-organised) in
Johannesburg, does use whatsapp to communicate and as a means to mobilise to
protect members while reclaiming material on the streets and from bins. It must be
recognized, that picking waste is often as a result of having no other options. The
barriers to entry for picking are very low, and should remain low as long as needed
(while waste picking is a viable activity in our setting of high unemployment and
generally low education levels).

Noted.

Pg 39 Packa-Ching (points 40 – 44)
How will Packa-Ching identify the black owners for the franchise?
Will they receive training or go through an entrepreneurship program?
Packa-ching is only one model, and there have been issues moving into new areas
because of the conflict with existing buyback systems. Although Polyco has planned to
only move into areas with gaps, the growth beyond Langa has at times met with
resistance.

The municipal fund is not only to provide or build MRFs. The fund includes
funding for the provision of 2 medium sized MRFs at this stage.

Through an application process but also through identifying talent.
Yes
Noted – Thorough research and engagement will be done prior to any
establishment of new kiosks.

Is Packa-ching sustainable?
Many buyback centres currently run with no external funding. Although there are some
issues to deal with, in some areas the existing system works well. Working with the
existing system to improve conditions for collectors and buyback centres is suggested
as a better approach. Why pick one model, and one franchise to benefit from the levy?

Yes
The EPR Plan is not picking one model, it is merely using the Packa-Ching
model as one option. There are many options available in the EPR Plan to
access support for existing buy back centres or other facilities operating in
the sector, e.g. the Black Industrialist Scheme.

Sound research and surveys are required, as well as engagement with existing pickers
and buyback centres are needed (NB research being conducted by Prof Schenck
currently on buyback centres).

Agreed and engagement has been initiated.

What about existing private owned Buy-Back centers that may need assistance, under
which section are they covered?

See above response.
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Overview of the PROs
Pg 41 Glass
“…industry and TGRC have managed to increase the glass recycling rate in South Africa
from 18% in 2005/6 to 41.5% as of 2016/17.”
Is 41.5% reused to make new product, or is 41.5% collected?

RESPONSE

Page 46 – “DST reported 29,833 formal jobs in recycling and 2-3 times this in the
informal sect”. Is this used consistently in the plan?

(TGRC) We understand this to be the case based on a report by the DST.
We have quoted this in the plan. However, when calculating the job
opportunities created, we have made some assumptions. These were
made in an attempt to allocate jobs to glass collection and recycling alone
(i.e. how many jobs are due to glass specifically as opposed to all
recyclables).

Pg 47 The recycle rate grow at a significantly larger rate between 2006 – 2010, when
compared to the last 8 years. Does this mean the market has peaked?

We would say plateaued rather than peaked, as we believe realizing and
significant step change / increase in the glass recycling rate going forward
is dependent on the introduction of mandated and enforced separationat-source and separate collection of recyclables. We aim to support
municipalities however we cannot introduce nor enforce legislation.

Pg 48 What happens to the mixed cullet? Is it currently being used/recycled?

Yes, green and mixed cullet can be used in the production of new green
glass bottles and jars. This is currently what is done by the glass container
manufacturers.

Pg 49 – none of the programmes specifically mention the informal sector, although the
approach and aim does. Without specific mechanisms of inclusion, the likely result is
the loss of income and even loss of income-earning activity for pickers, as has been
documented in many areas. The vast majority of separation at source programmes
exclude the informal sector actively, and some passively by not protecting incomes and
access to waste for pickers.

The intention is not to displace informal collectors or waste pickers. We
call for mandated and enforced separation-at-source in order to address
some of the challenges experienced by the informal collectors.
Separation-at-source will reduce the time required to collect recyclables,
allowing the informal collectors to collect more in a given time. It will also
reduce contamination, resulting in higher quality recyclables. All this is
intended to increase the earnings of the informal collectors. Under
Programme 2, when we work with municipalities, we will also look at ways
to support the informal collectors and waste pickers and also to
incorporate them in our initiatives to separate-at-source and collect
recyclables from households. It is our intention that 50% of the job and
business opportunities created as a result of the additional cullet

Please note that the 41.5% refers to how much is collected (i.e. how much
cullet is purchased by the glass manufacturers).
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Pg 49 TGRC – Proposed Programmes and Measures – Programme 1
This kind of implies that TGRC’s growth relies completely on government implementing
separation at source. How can TGRC assist with this?

Pg 49-50 TGRC – Proposed Programmes and Measures
The numbers of people influenced or supported by the programmes seems a bit
unrealistic e.g. 8.7 million people (Programme 2) and 50 new entrepreneurs a year
(Programme 4). Can more detail be provided on these?
Pg 51 TGRC – Proposed Programmes and Measures – targets under programme 1
Why does the additional cullet recovered volumes increase so drastically between Y1
and Y2, and then drop in Y5?

RESPONSE
recovered will be allocated or filled by those already operating in the
informal sector.
Our plan acknowledges that separation-at-source and separate collection
of recyclables are needed. However, we also acknowledge the important
role that local municipalities play in this regard, that we cannot act in
isolation and that a one-size-fits-all approach may not necessarily work in
this regard. As such, we propose collaborating with municipalities to
jointly identify solutions aimed at separation-at-source and separate
collection of recyclables. It is our intention that some of the challenges
associated with the quality of post-consumer cullet and the fineness of
cullet collected will be addressed through our collaboration with the
municipalities.
Various assumptions have been made to determine the targets. These
assumptions are documented in the Annexures in the plan. Should these
assumptions not hold true then the targets will also change.

For Programme 1, this has to do with our assumptions regarding
household participation in mandated and enforced separation-at-source.
Please see the Annexures in the plan for all assumptions made.

How is a business (that is created) defined?
We understand a business to be made up of more than one individual. It
can also be a co-operative or SMME. We have made various assumptions
to determine the business opportunities created. Please see the
Annexures in the plan for all assumptions made.
Are you sure TGRC with programme 1 can create 496 businesses in Y3? Is there a
measure of longevity/sustainability of these businesses? How many businesses has
TGRC created in the last year for separation at source?

For Programme 1, we have made various assumptions regarding
household participation in mandated and enforced separation-at-source.
Please see the Annexures in the plan for all assumptions made.

Pg 51 TGRC – Proposed Programmes and Measures
Where can we find the assumptions/basis used to determine the targets? Is it in this
document, or somewhere else?

Please refer to full Glass IndWMP. All assumptions / targets etc fully laid
out.
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RESPONSE

With just under 60% of glass still going to landfill, and so many challenges facing the
industry to further unlock recycling opportunities, is the levy of R37 per tonne
sufficient?

Our diversion from landfill is approximately 80% so only about 20% not
60% goes to landfill. One needs to take into account the returnable bottles
systems in place and what glass was collected through recycling efforts to
get a true figure.
We have budgeted for the implementation of our proposed programmes.
We have made assumptions in terms of what can be achieved. Please see
the Annexures in the plan for all assumptions made. We will need to
regularly test these assumptions and measure the success of our
programmes to see whether what we have proposed is being achieved.

Pg 61 Paper and Paper Packaging – Programmes and Measures – Programme 1
“PAMDEV will not directly fund the implementation of separation-at-source and
separate collection of recyclables…. And accessing funds on behalf of the
municipalities.” Very bold statement, the government system is not simple.

Pamdev (We) - understands the concern with regards to the government
system. It is our intention to collaborate with municipalities to develop
business plans for the implementation of separation-at-source and
separate collection of recyclables. We will fund the development of the
plans.
We understand that these municipalities may have challenges in terms of
funding the implementation of the business plans. It is our intention to
assist them to identify internal and external sources of funding. We plan
on assisting them to access this funding, where possible.
Perhaps a good example is the work that we have done with the City of
Ekurhuleni. We identified the opportunity to establish additional cooperatives to collect recyclables from households and separate them into
the various material streams. We identified locations for these cooperatives (i.e. existing transfer sites and other municipal-owned land)
and allocated service areas. We have quantified the funding required to
establish the co-operatives and also run the required awareness
campaigns. Based on the funding requirements, we have identified
possible sources of funding. This includes sources of funding within the
municipality, but mostly funding external to the municipality (i.e. the Cooperative Incentive Scheme, various foundations and trusts etc.). It is our
intention to assist in accessing this funding. We are working with a
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RESPONSE
company who specialises in grants and incentives in this regard. We are
currently working on an implementation plan with the municipality.

How will the municipalities that will be focused on be identified?

Pamdev (We) will identify the municipalities in conjunction with the
members of the Core Committee. The Core Committee overseeing this
programme will consist of PAMDEV, SALGA, DEA, dti and other relevant
stakeholders. This is similar to the Core Committee established for the
work we are doing in the City of Ekurhuleni. It is our intention that the
municipalities be identified with guidance from SALGA who represents the
municipalities and has an in-depth understanding of them. We will also
look at where the biggest opportunities exist (areas with no separationat-source where paper, paper packaging and liquid packaging are not
currently recovered etc.) or where there is the biggest need for support.

Re the Paper Recycling Fund – the informal sector are identified as part of the target
market in applying for funding. There is very little demonstrated capacity in the informal
sector to apply for grant funding. A recent experience in the City of Cape Town aimed
at SMMEs to provide a service, found that no SMMEs were able to be fully responsive
to the tender. So even at the SMME level, responding to grant applications and being
part of networks that are aware of grant funding (or tenders) is problematic. How will
this plan be different?

Pamdev (We) understand the concern with regards to the informal sector
being able to access the fund. It is our intention to attempt to address this
in two ways –
a.

Provide specific assistance to those in the informal sector, SMMEs,
co-operatives etc. to access the fund. We will allocate resources in
this regard.

b.

Require that all successful applicants use the money to support those
operating in the informal sector, SMMEs, co-operatives etc. This will
be one of the fund requirements and we will monitor to ensure that
this is actually done by all successful applicants.

We have a robust entrepreneurship training course in place. We train a
number of individuals operating in the informal sector. We plan on
expanding the reach of this course as part of the rollout of the IndWMP.
We could also consider using this as a platform to assist these individuals
in accessing the fund.
Pg 63 Paper and Paper Packaging – Targets (general for all plans)

We have made various assumptions in terms of the targets. All
assumptions and associated calculations are outlined in an Annexure to
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Where can we find the assumptions used to determine the targets? Is it in this
document, or somewhere else?
Paper and Paper Packaging (General)
The plan does not mention the current percentage of paper and paper packaging that
is not currently recycled (because of contamination, or lack of viability). It also does not
address contaminated packaging (food containers, magazines, flour and sugar bags),
layered packaging (wax layers, paint, labels) or hard to recycle items like cardboard
cores. These are all forms of packaging and should also be addressed or at least
mentioned (e.g. MetPac pg 71 and 72).

How does the IndWMP plan to address the trend of “Over packaging”, where items are
shipped in 3 different boxes or designed to go into boxes much bigger than they should
be?

Pg 68 entrepreneurship training mentioned for the formal and informal sectors:
research on waste pickers indicates that many (most?) waste pickers are not interested
in entrepreneurship training. Furthermore, many waste pickers have limited formal

RESPONSE
our full plan. Volume 3 of the Revised EPR Plan includes the submission
of all PRO IndWMPs.

We will ensure that we address these in the updated version of the plan.
For example, our plan now includes liquid board packaging. Please note –
a.

With regards to wax layers, paint, labels etc., we plan on engaging
with the value chain to encourage a ‘design for recycling’ mindset.
This will form part of our programme aimed at awareness creation.
We will do this to reduce the amount of unrecyclable paper and
paper packaging.

b.

We have included liquid board packaging in our plan. It can be
recycled. We will be collected a fee to increase recovery of liquid
board packaging. Included in this is cups which are traditionally
composed of 90-95% paperboard with a 5-10% coating layer for wet
strength.

c.

We are supportive of mandated and enforced separation-at-source
and separate collection of recyclables. Through our various
programmes, it is also our intention to increase participation in
separation-at-source so that issues are contamination are reduced.
This is particularly true for printing and writing grades of paper which
are easily contaminated. We will target offices to increase recovery
and reduce contamination.

We support ‘design for recycling’ which also speaks to reducing or
optimising packaging. Through our awareness creation programme, we
aim to engage with retailers, brandowners etc. to encourage them to
reduce, reuse and ‘design for recycling.’

Agreed with regards to the lack of formal education as a barrier. The
industry has identified the need for technical training in the recycling
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education which has been found to be a big barrier to business development in the
informal sector.

RESPONSE
industry that results in a formal qualification. As PAMDEV, we have
developed an entrepreneurship training course which we have
successfully implemented. We are in the process of getting it certified so
that we can offer a qualification to our trainees. We train a number of
informal collectors and waste pickers and have received positive
feedback. The training course has been specifically designed to be
accessible and to teach practical skills etc. so that there is interest,
engagement and learning. We plan on expanding the reach of this training
course and also incorporating mentorship. More information can be
supplied on this training course if required.

Will there be monitoring and evaluation of the training programme? Ie how will the
impact of the programme be measured?

Yes, we will monitor all programmes. The full plan outlines how this will
be done. In essence, we will conduct a pilot, assess the effectiveness of
the pilot, make appropriate modifications and then implement. See below
with regards to the implementation of this programme • Step 1: Plan - Step 1 would involve planning. The existing training and
its effectiveness would need to be evaluated through consultation with
past trainees and with the industry. This step would also include
understanding the demand for entrepreneurship training by
applicants, the need for mentorship and the type of mentorship
required.
• Step 2: Design - Step 2 would involve designing the training programme
and developing the training budget. Although the training material and
course is established, the training programme would need to include
details as to number and location of training courses, selection of
applicants, mentorship activities and appointment of trainers, mentors
and administrators. A budget to implement the training programme
would also need to be compiled.
• Step 3: Test - Step 3 would involve testing the training programme. This
would be done by running pilot courses in selected areas and obtaining
feedback from the participants. The industry would also be engaged
during the process to review and provide feedback on the training
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programme. Step 3 would allow for the modification of the training
before full implementation which reduces cost of making changes and
increases the effectiveness of the training programme.
• Step 4: Implement - The training programme would be implemented
in Step 4. It is expected that one training session will be held each
month.
• Step 5: Evaluate - Implementation and the effectiveness thereof would
be evaluated in Step 5. This evaluation will take the form of
engagement with trainees after every course. In addition, engagement
with the industry will be essential, to understand if the effects of the
training are visible by increased volumes collected, more sustainable
businesses, etc. This engagement will be done on an annual basis

Pg 69 MetPac - Ownership and Employment Opportunities: The numbers in the MetPac
plan are a bit underwhelming, they plan to supply a minimum of 2 balers (pg 69), fund
1 bursary, minimum of 3 entrepreneurs (pg 70) etc… very low if you are looking at the
whole country? Does this assume the other plans will provide similar support? Or is this
on the basis of actual identified need?

This will be revised; however, what needs to be borne in mind is that this
would be for an industry that has a high recovery and recycling rate
already which means that there are already many systems in place to
recover and recycle metals. MetPac-SA is also a relatively newly
established PRO and the members have existing projects that will be
supported and built on.

Pg 70 “In addition, areas where the informal sector can be incorporated or where they
require support (eg…) will be identified”
What is meant by “can be incorporated”? Waste pickers are active in collecting across
a range of geographical areas from business to residential waste, in informal and formal
areas, from metropolitan municipalities to small local municipalities. This plan
acknowledges the important role the informal sector plays in collecting material, but
there is no concrete mechanism for inclusion. A number of studies on waste pickers
identify improved income as the greatest need, not trolleys or PPE. What mechanism is
there for the levies to feed back to the waste pickers?

There can be not one mechanism to include the informal sector due to the
diversity within the sector. Therefore the Plan provides a project by
project basis over the 5 year period to understand the most appropriate
options bearing in mind that there many need to be a selection of
alternative. The Plan intends to work closely with the current (and future)
organisations working extensively with waste pickers.

To be effective support focusing on equipment only, how many trolleys are you planning
to give out?

It should not matter who would be carrying out the actual projects.
However, the intention is that the PROs would do the actual

To be determined.
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It is not clear in any of the plans what is PSA work and what is the respective PRO’s work.
There is a lot of overlap e.g. is MetPac going to supply balers to industry (pg 69) or is it
going to be something that is done as a whole from PSA, as I assume the baler will not
only be used for metal.
Pg 74 Polyolefins
Through what mechanism does the plan represent informal collectors?
What do you mean by “integrate the informal collectors”?
“The EPR fee is assumed to be static for the 5 year period of the plan.”

RESPONSE
implementation of the projects in a coordinated manner to avoid
duplication.

The Polyolefin plan is part of the EPR Plan and therefore is part of the
overall mechanism.
Based on feedback during the roadshow, the polyolefin plan EPR fees have
been amended to incease by CPIX annually, and the additional revenue
will be invested in black industrialist support programmes..

What is the return from recyclables dependent on? If not heavily reliant on market
forces, and limited subsidization of recycled material (which competes with crude
oil/virgin prices), then this may work.
“It is anticipated that there will be a participation rate of about 75% for HD/LD/PP … for
year 1”
What is this based on, what is the current participation rate? Is there enough demand
for this material, is it easily recyclable, is there sufficient capacity to recycle the
material?

Current participation rate in a voluntary levy system is around 20%. If the
Minister approves the EPR Plan then it becomes mandatory for producers
to comply with at least one applicable plan. 75% participation rate
actually refers to a 75% compliance rate should the plan be approved. This
is in order to develop realistic budgets as it is still thought that there will
be a lag with producers and importers being compliant.

PolyCo has a higher levy on virgin material than on recyclate, and this seems to be a
sensible direction. How can the other PROs adopt a similar approach?

Would need discussion.

What basis is used to allocate 11% allocated to Multi Layer? Is this proportionate to
volumes? (This has been identified as a problematic waste stream, and may require
more resources to unlock).

This is based on the budget requirements for the ML component of the
Plan. ML volumes are approx. 7% of the total volumes – so it is a larger
spend to invest in R&D for long term solutions for this material type.

Is 23 collectors (over 5 years?) based on previous experience? And is this annual or for
the duration of the plan?

There is a detailed programme of progression along the value chain. This
starts with moving waste pickers into the formal collector realm. It means
providing them with a vehicle, deposit on premises, baler etc. This is for
the 5 year plan and excludes Packa-Ching entrepreneurs.
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RESPONSE

Pg 77 The impact of supplying trolleys and PPE to 2500 pickers over 5 years will be very
limited. Taking the average of the 60 000 picker lower limit and 90 000 picker upper
limit as estimated pickers in SA, that is 3% of pickers. PPE will wear out within months.
Trolleys are very useful, but will they last 5 years?

We called them trolleys but they are bicycle trolleys with a trailer that has
the ability to hold a 1 te size bulk bag.

This plan for support is built on the assumption that pickers will continue working for
free, supporting the formal waste economy. There is no real valuing of and support for
the sector in this suggested supply for trolleys and PPE.

Please refer to the responses contained in response to Melanie Samson’s
comments.

Option of bicycles with baskets/trailers (as opposed to trolleys)?
Pg 78 While Packa-ching has value and is useful in certain contexts, it is one model, and
hasn’t been assessed in the light of other models, and by engaging with picker
associations and buyback centres (could look at development of and support for existing
system thru Packa-ching model or aspects of it, like the cashless system).

We have proved that this Packa-Ching system has a place to bring about a
change in waste management in low income areas. Seeing that there are
no other models achieving this success, we want to focus on bringing
about the change needed before expanding into other areas

Pg 85 “comprehensive waste picker and informal sector support” is not well defined in
the PETCO or in this plan. Support in the form of trolleys and PPE is not effective, there
needs to be actual increase in income as part of a formal EPR system, see Colombia
model, with part of levies allocated to buyback centres based on the amount of material
sorted, which then also gets passed on to pickers in part.

Please refer to the responses contained in response to Melanie Samson’s
comments.

Pg 117 Vinyls – Recycling of PVC - Does not really explain unlocking of the recycling
market, and there is insufficient information on how ‘hard to recycle’ (e.g. contaminated
post-consumer) PVC will be addressed. IndWMP should address all PVC waste and not
just the waste that currently has a market.

“IndWMP should address all PVC waste and not just the waste that
currently has a market.” This EPR Plan is for packaging waste and
therefore Vinyl packaging is included and not all vinyl products.

How does the plan intend to cater for the over use of resources (especially limited
resources)?

The EPR Plan is premised on the Circular Economy and the Sustainable
Development Goals. Through the CE Workshops and design guidelines the
intention is to start informing change.

None of the PRO plans except maybe Polystyrene really breakdown the market for the
recycled material, and the current capacity to recycle and reuse the material.

Noted
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For imports, how does PSA propose companies measure the volume of packaging e.g.
barcodes? Are you going to help companies the measure e.g. guidelines?

RESPONSE
This will be done in collaboration with brandowners and retailers as it has
been discovered that there is not one system but multiple and there are
currently no systems to capture the amount of packaging. The intention
is to assist through a working group to develop a system and an interim
approach.

Alison Davison – City of Cape Town

Received 21 August 2018

Executive Summary (Pg 3-6)
- The executive summary does not specifically indicate that an industry managed
financial model is proposed, and it is suggested that Packaging SA considers including
this - perhaps under “approach”, as well as possibly a brief motivation (including the
graphs already in the Executive Summary) as to why this model is proposed.
- The executive summary gives no breakdown in terms of how the budget will be broken
down into the 8 (plus additional) categories listed at the end of the executive summary.
It is suggested that slightly more detail is included here.
Introduction & Packaging South Africa (Ch 1 and 2; Pg 11-23)
1. Introduction
- Vision statement/question for the Plan (Pg 11, italics): Does the development of
SMME’s/Entrepreneurs (as per Item t of the gazette requirements) feature in the plan?
If yes, consider adding it to the vision statement/question. Also feature this aspect more
in the introduction.
1.1 Social and economic transformation
Second paragraph (Pg 11) – The last sentence “The latter is seen as an opportunity…..”
– what does “the latter” refer to? The waste companies or the inequality in the sector
– its not too clear.
- Paragraph 2, Pg 12 – should this read “….in order to assist the transformation agenda,
have been developed….”?

The executive summary will be revised to include an infographic providing
a detailed overview of the EPR Plan.

The development of SMME’s / Entrepreneurs is most definitely part of the
plan. Amendment to the Vision will be considered, although, there are
many other aspects to consider too.

The “latter” refers to the sector being dominated by Multinational
companies and large-scale waste management companies.
The
opportunity here is referring to potential partnerships through
mentorship type programmes.
There is a typo in this sentence and should be reworded as follows: “In
order to assist with transformation, a number of policies, regulations and
requirements have been developed over the years, including, but not
limited to:…”
Thank you for picking this up – the repeat will be removed.
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- BIP Summary – the paragraph starting with “The Black Industrialists Policy is a key
part…..” is repeated inside this block.
- In Chapter 5.1, there is detail about supporting a new black industrialist with e.g. grant
funding or capital assets. Surely this is a key aspect of the intervention and should also
be listed here, or Ch5.1 referenced here?
1.2 A phased approach
- It is understood that this paragraph is still speaking about social and economic
transformation? - and should maybe thus be a subheading of the previous section?
- Suggest considering implementing the requirement for transformation plans, and/or
the development of own transformation targets, for the Packaging SA members?
- Third paragraph (Pg 14) – The goal to support EE at senior management level – is this
within Packaging SA’s structure, or within its member companies? Its not clear.
1.3 Alignment with the National Pricing Strategy for Waste Management
- Suggest structuring this section more intentionally. i.e. It is suggested that this section
move from required responsibilities, to statements of intent by Packaging SA in terms
of an industry managed model, to risks of a government managed model and lessons
learned from previous (failed) models and finally to a description and motivation
(labelled as such) for the proposed funding model. As it is, there are aspects of
motivation evident, but some are “under cover” so to speak.
- It would be good if the failures of the existing government and Redisa models are
juxtaposed somehow with the successes of the Packaging SA PRO models, for example:
- Is there a possibility of sharing past figures or trends on “Costs to the various PRO’s
per tonne recycled”, or something similar, in order to illustrate the cost effectiveness of
previous EPR models in the packaging industry?
- Is there a possibility of bringing out how the stable cash flow and supply model (which
has been achieved through industry lead plans) has stabilized the value chain, thus
enabling secure investment to increase processing capacity (as supply fluctuation risks
were considered low).

RESPONSE
Chapter 1 is the theory and the platform on which the Implementation is
based which is presented in Chapter 5. It is not considered necessary to
cross reference.

The heading “1.2 A phased approach” will be removed completely.
Implementation is referred to in Chapter 5 and therefore will not be
detailed in Chapter 1. All references to implementation should refer to
Chapter 5.

Thank you for the comment. A revised section will be included here to
provide more of an overview of the Redisa model as this was not an
industry managed model, but rather a 3rd party management company
structure with shareholding that was not subject to the same governance
and controls as an NPC.

In terms of the costs to the various PROs, they generally operate on a NPC
basis where any “revenue” generated equals operational costs used to
invest / fund / grant fund projects on the ground. The proposed EPR fees
are calculated in line with the budgets required in order to meet the S28
requirements and implement change. In terms of a stable cash flow, this
may not be entirely correct, as the supply chain is reactive to the market.
Certain PRO’s have “stabilised” this somewhat through a demand support
structure.
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- Last paragraph, Pg 14 – suggest bringing out the importance of a plan being managed
by the obliged industry, and why this is important, also further highlighting the fact that
neither the Plastic Bag Levy, or the Redisa plan were managed by the obliged industry.
- First and second paragraph, Pg 15 – make a more definite link in the document
between the plastic bag levy and Buyisa-e-bag, which will further underline the failure
of the plastic bag levy (tax) – currently they sound like 2 separate EPR initiatives.
1.3.1 General challenges to the packaging industry
- Paragraph 2 – long and confusing sentence starting with “The capacity of industry…..”
– suggest breaking it up.

1.3.2 Tax burden on society
- This list also bullets potential impacts of a tax on the functioning of the PRO’s and the
growth of the industry and recycling market share - somehow this should come out in
the heading.

RESPONSE

This will be revised.

This will be revised to read: “The capacity of the industry to adapt to
market changes will be tested by additional challenges. These could
include price volatility and rising costs of raw materials, e.g. aluminium,
plastic and paper; caused by the demand-supply cycles that are typical of
these materials which could mean increased costs for the production of
consumer packaging and reduced margins for manufacturers.”

It is thought that the current heading is inclusive when using the term
“society” which incorporates multiple levels.

- Bullet 2, pg 16 – Suggest reword – “The levy will not be ring fenced and therefore there
is no guarantee that the intended use for the levy will be realized….”

Noted.

- Bullet 3, pg 16 – Suggest adding a second aspect to this, related to timing of
disbursements and guarantee that the money will be received in time to maintain a
healthy project cash flow, as well as capital investor confidence, highlighting the risk
created if it is not known if an full funding requirement will be paid, or if it will be paid
on time. Need to further highlight the risks of uncertainty of receiving funding.

Noted.

- 1.3.3 Industry-led industry managed EPR plan
- Suggest considering the addition of some commitments to this paragraph (to allay their
fears of mismanagement, as per REDISA), including for example – ensure rigorous
reporting on targets and tonnages, internal and external auditing, data verification etc.
(anything that can add credibility to the robustness of the proposed model in terms of
the industry’s commitments).

Noted as per previous comment.
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2. Packaging South Africa
- This chapter is also an overview of the proposed IWM Federation of Plans, and suggest
that is included in the title of the chapter
- Bulleted list, pg 17, last bullet – suggest that this is not a new aim to Packaging SA, but
it has been at the core of its aims since for many years.
2.2 Approach
- Suggest that this heading be elaborated on (e.g. Approach to the Packaging SA
Federation of Plans).
- Figure 1 – What do the differences in colour (blue and green) for various parts of the
value chain represent? This doesn’t come out clearly.

RESPONSE

Noted
Noted

Noted
The blue refers to the upstream sector of the value chain and the green
once the material is considered to have entered the waste part of the
value chain. It is not considered necessary to elaborate further on this.

- Paragraph 2, pg 20 – Suggest slightly more detail in this paragraph for clarity:
“…voluntary programmes have been in place for most of the paper and packaging
material streams already…… Evidence suggests……, government-imposed regulations
(as tin the plastic bag industry, which saw the plastic bag levy implemented in 2004) in
stimulating recovery and ultimately recycling, as illustrated in Figure 3 below.”

Noted

- Figure 3 and Table 1 – Does “collected” mean it was actually recycled? If not, is there
some link which can be made (e.g. % of collected packaging actually recycled)?

According to the data as per the BMI, yes, this refers to recycled.

- Paragraph 3, pg 22 – It is suggested that the sentence about collection arrangements
be changed slightly, so as as not to be too prescriptive to municipalities in terms of
collection options. Suggested change: “Collection arrangements within each municipal
area will need to involve these enterprises.”

Noted

- Paragraph 6, pg 22 – Suggest an addition to the description of how materials ending
up in dirty MRF’s are useless: “ This contamination is made worse by the nature of many
general waste collection vehicles (compactor trucks), which are designed to mix up the
waste.”
- Paragraph 7, pg 22 – Need to join 2 sentences to make sense: “The development of
sufficient end-use markets to achieve or exceed recycling targets to raise the “demand
side” is the responsibility of the individual PRO’s.

Noted

Noted
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- Paragraph 1, pg 23 – “The approach of municipal officials towards such issues as PPP’s”
is probably not the main enabler needed, but rather “the existence of enabling
mechanisms for the implementation of PPP’s”
- Paragraph 3, pg 23 – The last sentence speaks about waste not reaching landfills being
a “greater saving for municipalities”. This is vague, as there are not really cost savings.,
but rather landfill airspace savings, and it is suggested that this paragraph is more
specific in this regard.
- NB: Suggested additional paragraph just above the last paragraph – to describe how
the collection and sorting of mixed recyclables from households in separation at source
programmes requires a significant injection of capital and operational funds, as
sufficient sorting facilities are required to cope with the demand, and value of the
recyclables collection doesn’t cover the operational costs of collecting and sorting them.
This is a key consideration in the existence of the plan.
Proposed Packaging SA EPR Structure & Financial Model (Ch 3 and 4; Pg 24-33)
3. Proposed Packaging SA EPR structure
- Figure 4 – Presume Packaging SA funds the conduct committee and all its activities
listed here, even though it includes DEA & Bureau?
3.2 Conduct committee
- Suggest consideration of DTI or similar, especially as membership is diverging to
include importers etc..
- Bulleted list including auditing, annual reporting etc – these are very key activities and
strengthen the motivation for this plan (good checks and balances).
- Some items on these lists could possibly be Board or Directors activities though, with
the Conduct committee monitoring them? E.g. Ensure annual internal and external
audits; Ensure funds are spent in line with the approved budget and Report annually.

3.2.1 Packaging SA board
- Should this be a subheading under “conduct committee” or a separate heading about
structure?
- Last paragraph, pg 25 (transformation targets etc.) - good approach
- Bullet 1, pg 26 – suggest consistency is maintained throughout the plan in terms of
referring to HDI’s vs PDI’s.

RESPONSE
Noted

Noted

Noted

There will not be any remuneration individuals on the Conduct
Committee.

Packaging SA has consulted with the DTI on this aspect and in consultation
with them, they have recommended that the Conduct Committee should
only include the DEA and the Waste Bureau as the intention of the
Conduct Committee is an oversight role over the implementation of the
Plan. The DTI would rather be included in more specific aspect, i.e.
included onto a Technical Working Group. This section needs to be
reworded as the intention and role of the Conduct Committee is not clear.
This will be revised.

Separate heading – this will be corrected.
Noted
Agreed. A more thorough check will be done.
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Transformation plan
- How long is the handover period when a new proposed board member is brought in?
Suggest this is more specific.

This detail is likely only to be provided during implementation as there
may need to be a more detailed internal procedure developed.

3.2.2 Governance
- Should this be a subheading under “conduct committee” or a separate heading about
structure?
- Questioning whether auditing and data reporting should not be added to the boards
duties, in terms of demonstrating strict checks and balances to the conduct committee
in terms of this plan?
3.3 PRO’s Transformation plan
- Suggest adding: “Each PRO will need to….put a plan in place as to how the
transformation targets will be achieved in terms of structure and filling of positions over
the 5 year EPR plan.
3.4 Technical working groups
- The wording here in terms of “re-use and recovery working group”, may be interpreted
as overlapping with the technical working groups under collections and end of life
solutions, which are described as consisting of “those in collections recycling and
recovery value chains”. This may be confusing.

4. Financial model
- Suggest linking this back to (i.e. referencing) Chapter 1, where there was a motivation
for an industry funded and industry managed model.
4.1 EPR fees
- Fees paid by importers - It is understood that some research will be needed to fine
tune the reporting and fees paid by the importers? Perhaps this should be mentioned
here? Who will be required to c (incomplete sentence in comments submitted)
- Table 3: NB - This table represents a very high range of fees per tonne, to be paid for
the different material types, with the fees paid for paper and glass being extremely low.

Separate heading – this will be corrected
3rd party audits will be required at both the Conduct Committee and Board
level to monitor governance and to maintain transparency.

Noted

This section will be revised. Comment noted.

Comment noted.

Noted

This comment is noted. It is not too unusual to have differing EPR Fees
per material stream and this is also seen internationally. The EPR Fees are
not set and therefore, the Plan requires a certain amount of flexibility in
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This disparity is made even more difficult to understand, when the fact that paper and
glass can be seen a more “difficult” recycling streams in the context of a mixed bag of
recyclables – in that glass firstly causes challenges with the sorting infrastructure in
mechanized MRFs, and that is also contaminates paper with shards, meaning that either
the paper or the glass (or both) should ideally be collected separately, and these fees
give no opportunity to raise budget for this possibility.

RESPONSE
terms assessing and monitoring to understand where and if changes in the
EPR Fees are required during the implementation. Annual business plans
will need to be drafted informed by the performance of the previous year
and in consultation with the various stakeholders along the value chain.

- Paragraph 5, pg 30, which speaks about the responsibility of retailers: Surely similar
requirements should apply for brandowners, to cover all the non Housebrands?
Alternatively the requirements for retailers should be broadened to cover the other
brands too?

The roles and responsibility of all obligated parties will be more explicit in
the revised EPR Plan. Further engagement with Retailers has confirmed
that additional consultation will be required in order to develop a system
for adequate reporting. Therefore, this aspect of consultation is included
into the revised EPR Plan.

4.2 Membership fees
- Surely having to pay membership fees for Packaging SA as well as possibly more than
one PRO (by choice) will be quite expensive, especially for the brandowners which
probably have more than 1 type of packaging, and may have only been members of the
PRO before?
4.3 Budget
- It isn’t very clear as to whether the budget proposed in Table 4 is for the entire
Federation of Plans, including the parts funded and implemented by the individual
PRO’s, or if this budget is only for the cross cutting aspects of the Packaging SA
Federation of Plans.
- Black industrialist support
- This section is a bit vague on what the actual focus of the support will be. Perhaps it
can reference Chapter 5.1 for more detail?
4.3.2 Municipal funding
- This is supported. However, the annual value of this fund is not very high in terms of
meaningful contribution to separation at source programmes throughout the country
(e.g. if split up between 8metro’s and 8 secondary Cities, this means an average of
between R3M and R5M per municipality per year. This could potentially fund operating
costs for a programme covering between 30 000 and 50 000 households, excluding

If contributions are being made in terms of EPR fees no membership is
required. Membership to Packaging SA is voluntary.

Table 4 in the Draft EPR Plan is to implement the Packaging SA EPR Plan
including the PRO budgets.

It is implied that the detail is supplied in Chapter 5.

The intention of the EPR Fund is not to cover all municipalities nationwide.
There is simply not enough budget that could be generated through the
EPR Plan initially. The intention is therefore to focus efforts on 1-2
municipalities and utilise other projects as detailed in the Plan to assist
with other aspects of the recovery of recyclables.
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recycling containers (bins) or capital MRF costs. Careful thought is needed in terms of
which programmes this fund will support, and what the qualification criteria are.
- For a meaningful separation at source impact nation-wide, the budget portion of
R49.6m in 2019 (for example) is insufficient.
- Further work is also needed to confirm a funding/partnership mechanism which is in
line with Municipal Finance Mgmt Act etc.
- There is no detail in this plan as to how this fund will be open to municipalities. An
alternative suggestion is for the producers to be responsible for the collection of their
packaging materials.

4.3.3 Waste Pickers
- Working with individual waste pickers doesn’t provide a strong case. Suggest investing
in the possibility of working with/through existing buy back centres which the pickers
frequent, to build a trust and development relationship, and possibly reward buy back
centres for developing pickers to the next level.
- Despite delivering a crucial service, pickers are associated with challenges which
require additional support programmes including awareness to the public/citizens as to
ensure some kind of a relationship. Other stakeholders such as social services, health
departments etc. are crucial to the success of any waste picker programme as they may
have no desire to be formalised. Suggest a mentoring programme between small
collectors, buy-back centres and waste pickers, and partnership arrangements with
other support organisations/NGO’s who work in this space (such as U-Turn, Learn-toEarn, Carpenters Shop etc.)
Table 4
- Suggest linking items to the respective parts of Chapter 5
- Assuming this budget includes the whole plan (Packaging SA and PRO Part), which part
refers to PETCO’s “demand support programme”?

RESPONSE

This will form part of the engagement.
No money will flow directly to the municipalities. The intention is for the
producer to be responsible for the collection of packaging materials
(recyclables) at the household level in 1-2 municipalities over the 5 year
period. The funds therefor would be paid directly to those providing the
service – either waste pickers (informal); waste management contractors
or a hybrid system of service providers.
Thank you for the suggestion.

Thank you for the suggestion.

The intention of the table is to be clear and concise. Each of the main
projects are detailed in Chapter 5. The PRO detailed budgets are also
provided.

Implementation – Focus on transformation and inclusive growth (Ch 5; Pg 34-41)
5. Implementation
- Good vision
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- Suggest building on paragraph 3 to show the “upgrade”, as follows: “The Packaging SA
EPR Plan builds on a consolidation of all the PRO’s already in existence, and adds cross
cutting projects required to reach Packaging SA’s goals.
5.1 Black industrialist scheme support
- Suggest adding the following somewhere: “Recycling businesses need startup
investments in infrastructure and equipment to carry out the activities in the value
chain.”
- Figure 5 is not very accurate in that is depicts compactor vehicles collecting the
recyclables, which is not always possible/efficient. It should also indicate that certain
roleplayers only accept sorted materials (i.e. inferring that sorting is required prior to
that stage in the value chain).
- Paragraph 3 (under the grey box), Pg 35 – doesn’t make sense.

- List of criteria for black industrialist (Pg 35-36) – Punctuation is needed between the
“headings” and text of each line for it to make sense.
5.2 Data collection and management
- There appears to be no budget for the ongoing maintenance of the database.
- The development and implementation of such a data collection and management
system needs an awareness raising and skills development aspect, to train the
users/reporters why and how to use the database correctly. There appears to be no
budget for this.
5.3 Municipal fund
- The concept is supported. However, the annual value of this fund is not very high in
terms of meaningful contribution to separation at source programmes throughout the
country. Careful thought is needed in terms of which programmes this fund will support,
and what the qualification criteria are.
5.3.1 Separation at source
- A suggestion as a start could be for the municipal fund to cover the once-off costs of
purchasing recycling containers (wheelie bins) for expansion of Separation at Source
services to new areas. Estimated at between R350 and R450 per bin (household), an

RESPONSE
Noted and included.

Noted.

Agreed – it was included as an illustrative diagram as presented by Dr
Linda Godfrey. It can be amended.

Paragraph 3 are aspects/sectors that are included in the DTI’s Black
Industrialist Scheme for grant support.
Noted.

Ongoing maintenance is included for the 5 years.
This is included.

The intention of the EPR Fund is not to cover all municipalities nationwide.
There is simply not enough budget that could be generated through the
EPR Plan initially. The intention is therefore to focus efforts on 1-2
municipalities and utilise other projects as detailed in the Plan to assist
with other aspects of the recovery of recyclables.
Thank you for the suggestion. This is noted.
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amount of R3M could cover between 6500 and 8500 new households per annum for
Separation at Source at each municipality, which would reduce the burden on
municipalities to purchase these containers.
- In addition, recycling streams such as glass, which severely impact the mixed
Separation at Source mechanisms, specifically the mechanical MRF’s, should be
considered for separate collection/drop-off, which would need to be funded by the
industry. The benefits of considering a move such as this, would be that all the other
recycling streams would be of better quality if there was no glass in the system.
- It should also be taken into account that lower income LSM’s (e.g. low income
households) will not wish to place their recyclables on the kerbside for collection, but
may want to sell them to buy back centres or swop shops. Additional research (above
what DEA has carried out) is needed (CoCT is carrying out some of this) to better
understand recycling behavior in these lower income LSM’s. Careful partnership with
the Packa-Ching programme is suggested as the two systems can complement one
another.
- It is not recommended to rely solely on DEA’s Separation at Source Status Quo findings,
but to gather additional information, perhaps by means of strategic workshops/sessions
with municipalities and other stakeholders.
- Additional associations which may represent the formal contractors should also be
considered for engagement, such as IWMSA or similar (there aren’t many
unfortunately). In terms of Informal contractors, the Buy Back Centres are a crucial link
as well.
- Pg 38 speaks about a “caged truck” vs a “truch and trailer” collection option. Please
note that the latter is not possible with a compactor truck, as the rear is required to be
open for bin lifting. Even an REL truck would struggle to have a trailer behind it.

RESPONSE

- It should not be assumed that a weekly collection of recyclables is the only possible
method, but alternatives such as a fortnightly collection should also be investigated, as
these may be more cost effective, and thus able to reach more households.

Noted

5.3.2 Material recovery facilities (MRFs)
- The Public Private Partnership regulations may be a barrier to the direct funding of
MRF infrastructure, especially as the question arises in terms of who pays the
maintenance costs and who takes the risks associated with faulty operation etc.. Is it

Noted.

Noted.

Agreed and that is the intention. The DEA’s Separation at Source Status
Quo report needs to be mentioned as the aim will be to collaborate with
DEA in addition to sourcing input from the other stakeholders.
Noted.

Agreed – this was provided as an initial means to provide an insight into
potential costs. The EPR Plan includes the need to engage with the
respective municipality to understand the most appropriate mechanism
to include.

Thank you and noted.
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suggested that operational subsidies of some type, via contractors, alternatively be
investigated. But there are unknowns with this scenario as well.
- Additional research is needed RE what is possible.
5.4 Informal sector integration
- Research has shown that the informal sector doesn’t usually wish to be integrated into
a formal business model (they appreciate their independence). As such it is suggested
that different types of interventions also be considered, such as: - Working with BBC’s
to improve the fairness of payments for pickers, as well as considering the institution of
incentives for more regular sales to a particular BBC (rewarding reliability in some way),
associated with individual development and access to assistance of some type if
reliable. i.e. an incentivized payment structure.
- The proposed interventions should not force them to include themselves into a formal
system.
- Much as the idea of a cashless payment system is appealing, some informal collectors
want cash to buy items (alcohol, drugs) which may be outside of the formal credit card
system. As such, they are not likely to buy into or register for the app.
5.5 Packa-Ching
- Suggest adding the following to the introduction: “The EPR plan already has projects
that have been trialled and are currently underway….”
- Suggest it is made clear that the aim of packaging is to rollout 40 trailers over the space
of 5 years.
- Suggest adding the fact that pricing of each waste stream per kg is hard wired into the
system and transparently shown to sellers to avoid any corruption or misuse of the
system.
- NB – Experience with Packa-Ching so far highlights that, for it to work well and be able
to be rolled out more successfully to new areas, partnerships are needed with NGO’s
who work in those particular communities and understand their needs and dynamics. A
“swoop in” approach will probably not work for this project. Such partnerships should
also be budgeted for in the plan.
5.6 National awareness and education campaign
- The first paragraph and list under this heading does not seem to speak about
awareness, but rather about transformation?

RESPONSE

Agreed.

Noted. The principles as being developed by Dr Melanie Samson for the
National Guidelines on Waste Picker Integration (on behalf of the
Department of Environmental Affairs) will be included into the revised EPR
Plan. The budget includes ongoing engagement with the informal sector.

Noted.
Noted and will be managed once this has been investigated further. It is
also important to note that the EPR Plan will be held accountable for the
implementation and therefore, there may be a need for the waste pickers
to also adapt to certain requirements of participating in the EPR Plan.
Noted

Noted.
Noted.
This is agreed and will be taken into account.

The intention with the first paragraph is to show that the nature of the
education and awareness campaign will need to be as diverse as the very
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RESPONSE
nature of the value chain. Therefore, there will need to be multiple
approaches to the implementation of the campaign.

- Will the clear communication and marketing strategy spoken about at the top of pg 40
have a key communication focus on recyclability?

The communication strategy will need to be fully developed once the EPR
Plan has been approved.

- Packaging SA needs to explore how they will work with Municipalities in terms of
awareness programmes especially to consumers/residents, many of which will
participate in Municipal Separation at Source programmes. Hence it is suggested that
the National Awareness Strategy be more closely associated with municipalities, or it
should be described how this programme will work with municipalities (e.g. with
production of awareness materials for municipal separation at source contractors).

Noted.

- All cleanup campaigns or programmes should be marketed and implemented as “split
bag cleanups” where one bag is for non-recyclable litter and the other one is for
recyclables. Clean-up campaigns need an across-the-board re-branding, so that the
clean-ups become about more than just picking up litter, but also about separation at
source while cleaning

Noted.

5.7 Design for a circular economy
- Will the brand owners and retailers have targets in terms of stating the minimum
requirements for imported packaging?

Overview of the PRO’s – Glass and Paper (Ch 6.1 and 6.2; Pg 41 – 63)
6.1 Glass – TGRC
a) Stakeholders involved in the IndWMP
- It is not clear how the commercial activities listed in the list are encompassed in the
Ind WMP (i.e. do they pay membership fees, levies or have targets etc.)

It is uncertain if the retailers and brandowners will commit initially, but
this will be a process and a phased approach is plannedwhich will require
consultation. It is hoped that through further engagement through the
Design for Circular Economy workshops that these will start to be
implemented.

In the full plan, there is a table that lists the roles and responsibilities of all
of the commercial activities listed. The fee is paid by brand owners who
purchase the glass bottles and jars from the glass container manufacturers
and all parties that import filled and unfilled glass bottles and jars. The
glass container manufacturers contribute by continuing to purchase cullet
from the market and invest in cullet plants. The glass container
manufacturers also have reporting obligations under the plan, as do the
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RESPONSE
other stakeholders. All other stakeholders will support the programmes
under the plan and will report where necessary.

d) Boundary
- This terminology is confusing. It is presumed it refers to the scope boundary of the
plan? Suggest it is referred to that way.

Noted. We will look at a better title for the section in the plan.

- Figure 6: Suggest the list below refers directly to “Figure 6 above”.

Correct

- Suggest adding the term “re-melting” or “re-processing” as one of the components of
recycling in this list.

Noted. We will include re-melting in the components.

- Suggest changing references to “boundary” to “scope boundary” or something similar,
which is clear.

Noted. We will look at a better title for the section in the plan.

e) Existing initiatives
- Benefits of light-weighting can also include more efficient and optimal transport, thus
saving costs on fuel and wear and tear of vehicles.

Noted. We will incorporate this into the plan.

- Recycling: Given the climate change related environmental benefits of glass recycling,
Is there an opportunity to apply for carbon credits for increasing these activities, as an
additional income source (Reference the stats etc. on pg 46)?

Yes, there is the possibility to do so for projects that reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. This is something that can be further explored. However, it
must be noted that there are specific requirements that a project must
meet before it can be registered for carbon credits. Perhaps, most
importantly, a project must demonstrate that it needs or needed the
carbon credits in order to proceed. This is called ‘additionality.’

- Why does the calculation for one job only include payment for 9 months of the year
(not 12)?

This was an error and has been corrected in the plan. It is actually a year.

- Capital investment for glass collection Pg 46/47 – in the past, this has mainly focused
around commercial cullet and glass banks for the residential sector, but it has been
stated that glass banks are not a cost effective solution. There is still as significant gap
in terms of investment in the glass collection system.

Under the assumption that we are talking about this has mainly focused
around commercial think they referring to the glass processing plants –
this is done to sort post consumer cullet as the bilk of commercial or PIC
is colour sorted. Also need to include skips, scales, etc. The industry has
funded the collection of commercial cullet and has placed over 4 000 glass
banks. The industry has invested in cullet plants to process the cullet
collected from the market. In addition to this, the industry has also
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RESPONSE
developed and supported owner-driver schemes, buy-back centres etc.
These owner-driver schemes, buy-back centres etc. collect from
businesses/households themselves and/or procure from informal
collectors who would collect from households. In this way, post-consumer
cullet is being collected. We plan on increasing our focusing on unlocking
post-consumer cullet at household-level under this IndWMP. However,
we also acknowledge that we are dependent on the introduction of
mandated and enforced separation-at-source by government in order to
unlock significantly more post-consumer cullet at household-level.

- Figure 7: It is observed that recycling rates have almost stagnated since approx. 2012.

Agreed we acknowledge this, but
South Africa is a large country in terms of land area – glass is a low value
product – transportation is an issue in terms of costs. Also in comparison
with other countries such as Australia – glass recycling rates have dropped
– primary reason is long distances to plants. US glass recycling rates have
been stagnant at 34% for many years. Brazil has a similar rate to South
Africa. In Europe the primary reason for high rates are short distances to
plants plus enforced legislation for mandatory s@s. Also colour imbalance
is a reality – In Europe colour imbalance is also a problem, however, this
is resolved by swopping colours with neighbouring countries. That is the
main driver of our plan focusing on mandatory separation at source. Also
worth noting that although recycling rates have remained fairly stagnant,
total volumes placed into the market have increased so actual volumes
recovered have increased.

f) Challenges
- In terms of the colour imbalance experienced – is it possible to go up the value chain
and require brand owners to re-look at the colours they use for their glass, as part of a
“design for recycling” target? E.g. if all brandowners for example required less variation
in colours, this may reduce the colour imbalance?
- NB: An additional challenge should be added – namely the following, which is a major
challenge for Separation at Source systems:
- In a mixed separation at source system (i.e. one bag for all recyclables), the glass
interferes with the other recycling streams because it breaks into small pieces in the

Noted

Noted. Our plan acknowledges that separation-at-source and separate
collection of recyclables are needed. However, we also acknowledge the
important role that local municipalities play in this regard, that we cannot
act in isolation and that a one-size-fits-all approach may not necessarily
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mechanical MRF infrastructure. Thus contaminating many of the other recycling
streams. The broken shards of glass also create additional wear and tear on the MRF
infrastructure, and health and safety risks for the sorters. This is a significant risk,
especially with a view to expanding separation at source, and ideally glass should be
collected/dropped off separately in terms of separation at source. However the cost of
this is high, and the Federation of Ind WMP’s should consider funding this aspect of
separation at source, as all the other recyclable streams will also benefit.

RESPONSE
work in this regard. As such, we propose collaborating with municipalities
to jointly identify solutions aimed at separation-at-source and separate
collection of recyclables. It is our intention that some of the challenges
associated with the quality of post-consumer cullet and the fineness of
cullet collected will be addressed through our collaboration with the
municipalities.

- The statement “…. increase in the glass recycling rate is dependent on enforced
separation at source and separate collection of recyclables. We understand this to be
role of national, provincial and local government” shows a lack of understanding of the
Industry Waste Management Plan, which is in place to assist with the function and
funding of separation at source.

The Industry Waste Management Plan is in place to divert additional glass
packaging from landfill. Whilst we acknowledge that separation-at-source
and separate collection of recyclables is important in achieving this, we
also acknowledge that we cannot do this in isolation. We are reliant on
government to mandate and enforce separation-at-source. We cannot
introduce nor enforce legislation as industry. Local government officials
understand their municipalities and associated waste management within
their municipalities. We also acknowledge one-size-fits-all approach will
not necessarily work within all municipalities in South Africa. Some
municipalities have implemented separation-at-source and separate
collection of recyclables whilst others haven’t yet done so. Municipalities
favour different models etc. For these reasons, we propose to collaborate
with municipalities to identify how best to implement and fund
separation-at-source and separate collection of recyclables. See
Programme 2 for more detail.

g) Proposed programmes and measures
- Programme 1 and 2 speak about different aspects of the same intervention –
implementation of a certain separation at source model, and writing the business plans
to implement this. They should be linked and costed as one programme with two parts.

Understood. We have re-worded this section in our to ensure the
differences between Programmes 1 and 2 are clear.

- Bearing in mind the comment above about a major challenge being the fact that glass
is not essentially suitable to be sorted in MRF’s, and should preferably be collected and
stored separately, Programmes 1 and 2 are unsuitable mechanisms for the glass
industry to assist municipalities with implementing separation at source. Rather than
focusing on MRF’s the glass industry should be focusing on how to subsidise, or assist
municipalities to collect glass separately from the waste stream. i.e. Funding

We acknowledge that the solution implemented would need to consider
how best glass packaging can be collected from households and delivered
unbroken to MRFs. However, we are of the opinion that we need to
engage with municipalities to unpack how best this can be done within
that specific municipality. We realise that the challenges and economics
may differ by municipality and these would need to be addressed when
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mechanisms and/or sufficient infrastructure are needed for the separate collection
and/or drop-off of glass for recycling.

RESPONSE
looking at how best to recover glass packaging. For example, some
municipalities may not be faced with the challenge of transporting the
glass packaging long distances whereas others might. Some municipalities
may have some form of separate collection of recyclables in place whereas
other might not. All of this could impact on the feasibility and possibly calls
for a differentiated response by municipality. It is our intention to
collaborate the municipalities to identify how best to implement and fund
separation-at-source and separate collection of recyclables in order to get
unbroken glass packaging to the MRFs.

- Programme 3 should rather focus on the separate collection or drop-off of glass from
the system, to support the infrastructure above.

We view awareness creation as critical and one of the most important
initiatives under this IndWMP. If we are able to create a moral drive
behind recycling such that we are able to change behaviour then this
would increase the glass packaging recovered. As such, we think
awareness creation is important. We will see how we can align what we
do under this programme with what we do under Programme 2.

- Programme 5 – Will these competitions and awareness programmes be supplemented
by a subsidized glass collection skips or appropriate infrastructure at schools, with an
industry funded collection system to support it?
- Programme 6 - In terms of the colour imbalance experienced – is it possible to go up
the value chain and require brand owners to re-look at the colours they use for their
glass, as part of a “design for recycling” target? E.g. if all brandowners for example
required less variation in colours, this may reduce the colour imbalance- h) anticipated
impact of the proposed programmes and measures

Yes

- All the calculated impacts of Programmes 1 and 2 assume that municipalities will have
the budget to fund separation at source, so are thus dependent on municipalities.
Suggest alternatives to Programme 1 and 2 as described above, and recalculation of the
targets.

We do not assume that the municipalities will have the funding to
implement separation-at-source or separately collect recyclables. We
propose to collaborate with them to identify how best to implement and
fund separation-at-source and separate collection of recyclables. In some
cases, the funding may be available internally, but in other cases, we
acknowledge that it won’t be and budgets will need to be changed or
external funding sourced.

See above answer
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- Suggest displaying the targets for programmes 1 and 2 (or the revised versions therof)
together, as they are two aspects of the same intervention.

RESPONSE
We have reformatted our Glass IndWMP to display the targets for each
programme separately. This should make it easier to read.

- Are the figures (tonnages, jobs etc.) detailed in Table 7 in addition to those detailed in
Table 5? It isn’t very clear.

We have reformatted our Glass IndWMP to display the targets for each
programme separately. This should make it easier to read.

- Are the figures (recycling rate targets) detailed in Table 8 in addition to those detailed
in Table 6? It isn’t very clear.

We have reformatted our Glass IndWMP.

i) Transformation
- Suggest integrating the transformation targets into the others somehow

Noted. We have integrated transformation into the overarching targets.
See the full Glass plan for more detail.

Overview of the PRO’s – Metals and Polyolefins (Ch 6.3 and 6.4; Pg 64 – 84)
Metals
- Comments not yet completed
Polyolyfins
- Comments not yet completed

Overview of the PRO’s – PET and Polystyrene (Ch 6.5 and 6.6; Pg 85 – 114)
6.5 PET - PETCO – Detailed comments made on PETCO plan, which are available.
Summary comments included below:
- The overarching approach diagram covers most aspects, but lacks any reference to
municipalities in terms of their future key collection and sorting role, or reference to the
role of “market for recyclables” as part of the overall picture.
- The financing mechanism motivated is different from that called for in the Section 28
Notice (6 Dec 2017), namely an Industry Managed Financial Model, but the specific
motivation for this could be more clearly structured and strongly motivated.
The plan appears to have the support of the value chain demand well covered in terms
of the “Market Demand” or “Demand Support” programme, but it is concerning that
this portion doesn’t appear to have any transformation goals or targets (and it accounts
for approximately 60% of the plan’s funding).

PETCO: Will consider amending.

PETCO: Noted.
PETCO: Noted. We have changed this and the proposal now is that all new
recycling partners are at least 51% black owned, and existing recyclers
reach BBBEE Level 4.
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RESPONSE

- The plan doesn’t give much detail of how it will go about working with/ supporting
municipalities or implementing separation at source, or contain clarity on how
municipalities or their contractors can access the intended funding.

PETCO We will consider adding an appendix outline the proposal in more
detail.

- The budget allocation for separation at source interventions is insufficient to fulfil the
EPR obligations of making a significant contribution to separation at source, especially
if split throughout the country.

PETCO: Noted. The PET market is approximately 10% of the total
packaging market, and will be unable to fully finance separation at source
for all packaging across the country.
Packaging SA: It should be further noted that the EPR Plan is not intending
to finance Separation at Source across the whole country as the total
budget will not be able to achieve this.

- The approach to assisting with or working with pickers needs further thought, as this
approach may just be symptom-driven, and not result in significant change in the picker
sector. A more integrated approach, partnering with buy back centers and NGO’s is
suggested
- There isn’t any detail on formal roles which packaging+ producers and/or retailers etc.
will play in practically recovering packaging products for recycling.

PETCO: Noted.

- More detail is needed on checks, balances, reporting and auditing to be instituted to
hold this plan accountable, specifically bearing in mind that it motivates an industrymanaged financial model.

PETCO: We are trying to limit the detail to keep the Plan digestible. PETCO
is an NPC with non-executive directors and is subject to legislation as per
the Companies Act.

Overall Approach - Figure 17 (Pg 86)
- Under the heading “Design”, consider adding “Recycled design” (e.g. Bottle to Bottle
– this is already being done and I presume will be continued.)

PETCO: Will consider this.

PETCO: Their role is to fund the activities of those who are in the business
of recycling i.e. waste pickers, buyback centres/collectors MRFs etc. We
don’t foresee store-back schemes as a focus in this version of the PETCO
Plan.

- Municipalities don’t feature as part of the value chain. Is this purposeful or an
oversight, as they are responsible for parts of the collection etc. Suggest adding them
somewhere into the diagram.

PETCO: Will add municipalities.

- Suggest adding another icon at the end of the value chain called “Demand/market for
recycled products”, as this is part of the value chain which PETCO focusses on, but

PETCO: Will add a note/icon to the end for demand for material.
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doesn’t feature here. This can also have an arrow (circular economy loop) back to
“Design” if there is a “Recycled design” aspect to it (as recommended above).

RESPONSE

Polystyrene
- Comments not yet completed
Overview of the PRO’s – Vinyls, Vinyls - Comments not yet completed
Summary of Job Opps and Conclusion (Ch 6.7; 6.8; 7 and 8; Pg 115 – 125)
Conclusion
- Approach supported

Thank you for your comments and valuable insights specifically into the
Municipal fund and Separation at Source.

Adelia Pimental – Executive Director – Cosmetic Toiletry and Fragrance Received 22 August 2018 (Granted an extension)
Association of South Africa (CTFA)
The cosmetic industry has developed comments in response to the “Federation of
Plans” put together by JG Afrika (Pty) Limited, on behalf of Packaging South Africa and
the representative PROs. The consolidated multi-stream Waste Management Plan for
the paper and packaging sector which relates to Section 28 of the National
Environmental Management Waste Act (No 59 of 2008) (NEMWA) and GN 41303
(December 2017) issued by the National Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA)
refers.
General comments / queries
Support is noted.
• The cosmetic industry fully supports the concept of an industry funded model.
• While a substantial amount of work has gone into compiling the federated plan, we Agreed. The revised plan has taken this into account.
suggest some form of coherence across each of the PRO plans.
• Will the federation of plans contain the full PRO plans or only an overview as in the The PRO plans will be submitted in full as part of Volume 3 as follows:
• Volume 1 – PSA Plan only which would include PRO integration tables
current document?
• Volume 2 – Comments and Responses Report, including notes from the
Stakeholder engagement sessions
• Volume 3 – The “individual” PRO plans in the full form with the
definitions and legislative review included here as well as with Volume
1.
Comment noted.
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• The overall document is “bulky” in policy issues and discussions but does not always
provide a clear plan of exactly how the process will work. While these issues are
relevant, they should not detract from the main focus of the industry waste
management plan.
• A challenge for the cosmetics industry, due to its diversity, will included having to
register each waste stream:
• Clarity is required on whether companies need to register all material
streams of whether they are able to register only with their main waste
stream and merely notify the PROs on the other waste streams.

•

RESPONSE

All material streams will need to be registered and an EPR fee paid. In
order to streamline this process, Packaging SA will be developing a central
database portal and the option of making one submission/declaration and
therefore one central payment to Packaging SA. Packaging SA will then
ensure that the relevant PRO receives the EPR fee.

Clarity is required on whether the EPR fee is only inclusive of rand per
tonne or if there is a membership fee over and above for each PRO?

The EPR fee is Rand per tonne only and there are no additional
membership fees required in terms of the EPR Plan.

•

No figures are currently available for imported goods, how will this affect the future
costing suggested by the plan for importers? Companies need to plan accordingly.

There are some figures on imported products and packaging; however
there appear to be many gaps. The Draft EPR Plan therefore included an
estimated figure provided by the BMI. The intention is that Packaging SA
works closely with Association bodies like the CTFA to develop a more
robust reporting mechanism in order to gather more accurate data. The
EPR fees for imported packaging will be the same as those charged for
local packaging.

•

Clarity and details are needed on a SARS/Treasury direct tax over and above the EPR
fees.

At this stage, we are proposing that there is not a double tax, i.e. that there
is only one system which is the industry managed EPR Model. There are
exceptions with this in terms of the Plastic Bag levy which is currently in
place and negotiations with the DEA / Waste Bureau and Treasury will
need to be had to understand how this will be managed going forward.

We suggest moving the Definitions and Abbreviations to the front of the document
or highlight them at the start of the Index rather than at the end.
Specific comments
E-Commerce
• While it is commendable to consider, the practicalities of such inclusion (sic) are
extremely complex. It is unclear whether the intention is to include the products

Comment noted. We will move the Definitions and Abbreviations to the
front of the EPR Plan.

•

The EPR Plan covers only paper and packaging. Locally produced
packaging would be covered by the local converters; and imported
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themselves (which may already be covered by the supplier) or the packaging which,
if it is local, would have already been covered by the converter.
Retailers (page 30)
The description of retailer responsibilities is not complete. Retailers may be affected by
various scenarios. This section needs to be simplified:
• Direct import of branded products and not through local brand owners
• Manufacture of house / speciality brands locally
• Import of house brands
Membership of Packaging SA
• Membership of Packaging SA should not be a prerequisite for signing up to the plan.
The plan and membership cannot be linked. They have two separate purposes. If
administration of the plan is an issue, then a fee needs to be added into the PRO
levy for this purpose.
The CTFA, as the local Cosmetic Industry Association, representing over 80% of cosmetic
companies in South Africa, ranging from raw material suppliers, local SMME, retailers
to multinational extend our thanks to Packaging SA for taking the initiative to put
together the “federation of Plans”. We would be grateful if the above-mentioned
comments are taken into account for the final “Federation of Plans” submission to the
DEA.

RESPONSE
packaging would need to be declared by the importer of the packaging,
e.g. the retailer or brandowner.

Comment noted and will be included.

Agreed. This will be removed from the EPR Plan. It was included in error.
Membership to Packaging SA is separate to the EPR Plan. A portion of the
EPR fee will be channelled for macro projects implemented by Packaging
SA.
Packaging SA, thanks the CTFA, for submitting input in such a constructive
manner.

The CTFA remains available to answer further questions and provide detailed
interpretation of our comments.

Eli Kodisang - WISA Project Organiser - Women in Informal Employment: Received 25 August 2018 (Extension request granted)
Globalizing and Organizing (also representing ARO)
About the organisations making the submission
The comments below are a joint submission by Women in Informal Employment:
Globalizing & Organizing (WIEGO) and African Reclaimers Organisation (ARO).

Packaging SA thanks you for your comments and input. It is hoped that
WIEGO, ARO and WISA (amongst other organisations and groups) can
work together in the future.

WIEGO is a global network focused on securing livelihoods for the working poor,
especially women, in the informal economy. We believe all workers should have equal
economic opportunities and rights. WIEGO creates change by building capacity among
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informal worker organizations, expanding the knowledge base, and influencing local,
national and international policies. In South Africa, WIEGO has a three year programme
(Waste Picker Integration South Africa – WISA) to assist Reclaimers in Johannesburg,
Tshawane and Sasolburg to organise themselves. ARO is the one of the results of the
WISA project. ARO started in 2017, when Reclaimers in Landfills and Streets came
together to fight against their exclusion and marginalisation by various Separation at
Source (S@S) programmes.

RESPONSE

Although it is still in the process of being formed, ARO represents Hundreds of
Reclaimers across the three cities and has an interim leadership team that has been
elected by its members. ARO operates in a democratic manner and believes that
Reclaimers themselves need to take control of their organisations and destiny in
defending against their marginalisation and exclusion.
Overall Comments
WIEGO and ARO wish to note that Reclaimers were NOT consulted prior to the drafting
of the Federation plan. Their exclusion and marginalisation runs throughout this plan.
The plan notes research has found that there’s a need for the plan to recognise
Reclaimers for the service they provide, ensure that they are not ostracised, that source
separation must ensure access to clean materials, access to facilities for safe and
dignified sorting facilities and inclusion in the broader recycling system.
We also noted during the public presentation of the plan that there is a strong
paternalistic and condescending tone that runs through the plan. We must state quite
clearly that just because most Reclaimers are poor and lack access and power, that does
not mean that they cannot think nor take positions in defence of their interests. We will
unpack our disagreements below:
1) Reclaimers are the foundation of the recycling economy. We know from Packaging
South Africa’s own figures, that informal Reclaimers are responsible for collecting 80 –
90% of packaging. This, as the plan notes, constitutes a recycling rate of 58%, which is
amongst the highest in the world. Given the central role of the informal sector in
transporting, collecting, sorting and cleaning materials, it would be logical expect that
the plan would seek not only to increase the role of Reclaimers, but would also ensure
that there are incentives provided to increase recycling rates.

Concern is noted. However, due to the very tight timeframes associated
with Drafting the EPR Plan, the team met with key representatives as a
means to obtain insights to inform the drafting of the EPR Plan. The Draft
EPR Plan was then made available for public review and further
consultation as a means to obtain further input.
The intention is that this is just the beginning of engagement and
consultation is included as an implementation aspect of the EPR Plan.

There is no doubt that reclaimers play an important role in the collection
of recyclables. A misperception has been created that 80-90% of the 58%
collection rate is conducted by the informal sector. This statistic is not
entirely correct as the 58% refers to all recyclables collected, i.e. from post
consumer (households) but also from commercial, retail and industrial
sectors. Having said that, Packaging SA would like to engage with waste
pickers / reclaimers as per the guideline principles and start to build a
database of accurate information which could also perhaps guide how
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RESPONSE
various structures need to be put in place. There was no ill intent with not
including reclaimers into diagrams. Formal waste contractors were also
not included as it was considered implied that informal and formal waste
collection systems are within “collection systems”. The value chain is a
complex one with many stakeholders. The intent is to engage and include
ALL stakeholders.

2) Our assessment is that such an evidence based approach does not exist in the plan.
The plan assumes that informal Reclaimers will continue to collect, sort, clean and
transport recyclables as an unpaid service. No specific measures are proposed to
increase collection rates by providing for higher prices for materials of a lower value. In
fact the plan seems to propose spending over R317million in ‘awareness’ campaigns in
order to ensure that there would be higher recycling rates. This is an example of a
proposal that is not based on concrete evidence that advertising will somehow lead to
increased rates of recycling.

Concerns noted

3) Similarly, it is proposed that at least 1% of the budget at over R31 million over 5 years
is spent on the Packa-ching project. The vehicles used are too small to be used as mobile
buy-back centres and are therefore of little use in ensuring that Reclaimers travel
shorter distances to buy-back centres. These vehicles are clearly intended to raise
awareness and a lot of money is allocated to the project in comparison R46m is
allocated to Reclaimers who are responsible for collecting, cleaning, sorting and
transporting 80-90% of recyclables in the industry.

Packa-Ching will not be established anywhere without proper consultation
and is also not the only option. Packa-Ching is also a potential area where
a reclaimer could get involved as an owner-operator. The mobile unit has
a small baler on board so it can take more material than a reclaimer is
likely to be able to move on a trolley. Packa-Ching should be seen as a
way that a waste picker could potentially improve their current situation
and not a hindrance.

4) The fundamental fact is that the plan simply takes as given the fact that the industry
relies on the unpaid labour of thousands of black people. Nothing beyond a promise of
a cashless system, training and Wi-fi access is promised to Reclaimers. Formal
businesses that provide the same type of service such as collection, cleaning,
transportation of recyclables are paid for that service. Yet, nothing is said about the
unpaid service that is provided by the informal sector. The IWMP aims to perpetuate,
institutionalise, legislate and legitimate this gross inequality. The plan does not even
attempt to imagine a different reality beyond the current situation that rewards elites
on the backs of black labour.

See response above
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5) This fundamental fact is never acknowledged in concrete nor practical ways. The
IWMP instead allocates most of the funds generated to other areas of the Recycling
Economy. Reclaimers are left with many intangibles such as ‘recognition’ for their
environmental work. DEA estimates that there are over 90 000 Reclaimers in South
Africa, whilst the CSIR find that there could be as many as 215 000. What we do know
is that with rising levels of unemployment and deepening income inequality, recycling
is one of the only viable means of livelihood for thousands of families in this country.

RESPONSE
Noted

6) The degree of inequality in the plan is revealed by the budget allocations. The PRO’s
reward themselves quite well. Over R316million over 5 years is allocated for salaries,
rental and other admin costs. This is in contrast to R46m for Reclaimers and R336million
for Municipal support and R317million for ‘awareness raising.

The overall administration and operating costs range between 10-12% of
the total budget. All of the PROs and Packaging SA are non profit
companies. Every effort will be made to ensure that the administration
and operating budgets are fair and not excessive. Packaging SA and the
PROs will be held accountable to the implementation of the EPR Plan.

7) There is no justification for these allocations and no evidence is proffered as to how
these allocations will somehow be transformed into increased rates of recycling. We are
left with the inescapable conclusion that these allocations are ideologically driven and
are based on the assumption that thousands of poor people in the informal sector will
continue to underwrite the hundreds of millions allocated elsewhere in the Recycling
economy.
8) For ARO and WIEGO, substantive transformation is not about the creating of a single
black industrialist. It is about inclusion and substantive recognition for the thousands of
black people who are the foundation of the industry. This recognition has to go beyond
platitudes about recognising the service that Reclaimers provide. It must lead to security
of employment, increases incomes, provision of social protection, building peoples
capacities to understand the industry, provision of support for various Reclaimer
businesses and resources to enable them to organise themselves. Reclaimers will judge
the success of integration and transformation using some of those indicators. Our
assessment is that the plan fails at each of these self-identified objectives on integration
of the informal sector;

The Guideline Principles as presented by Dr Melanie Samson will be
included and responds directly to the comments made here.

1. Recognition of the service provided by Reclaimers – no concrete proposals are made
as to what this actually means beyond the provision of Wi-Fi Hotspots and registration
of Reclaimers so that a cashless payment system could be introduced.
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2. No actual budgetary allocations or concrete proposals are made for Reclaimers to
have access to ‘dignified’ sorting facilities
3. Reclaimers are not part of proposed governance structures, neither are they
identified as participants in various technical committees that will be formed in terms
of this plan.
4. The theme of exclusion and marginalisation is most stark in the proposed budget
allocations;
a. Only 2% of the total budget is allocated to Reclaimers
b. The allocation for PRO salaries, offices and other admin and operating costs
constitute 11% of the total budget (Over R316 million)
c. Municipal projects are allocated 12% of the budget at over R336 million
d. Over R900 million is allocated or 36% is allocated to mentorship and training
e. National Awareness campaigns are allocated 11% of the budget at over R317million
What ARO and WIEGO Propose
1. Our Proposals
a. We propose that part of the EPR levy is used to pay Reclaimers directly for the service
that they provide to industry. The fee that is paid must be based on the weight of
materials collected. This is similar to proposals made by Professor Linda Godfrey and
approaches being implemented in Latin America. There must be direct payment to
Reclaimers for the service they provide to industry.

RESPONSE

Various models will be investigated.

b. Materials that are not being collected due to their low value, must attract a higher
levy to encourage Reclaimers to pick such materials

There is also a potential to design out some of the problematic materials.

c. A System of Registration of Reclaimers must be set up together with an infrastructure
based in registered Buy-back centres to record materials that have been collected. This
infrastructure can also be used to extend services such as funeral schemes, provident
funds and other social services. Such a service must be piloted in several municipalities
covering Metropolitan areas, peri-urban areas and some rural areas.

Noted

d. We also propose that funds be set aside for social plans to cover workers who will
lose their incomes once landfills are closed. It is proposed that we explore proposals to
this effect made at various points by the Inter-American Development Bank and the

Noted.
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World Bank. These funds would be used for issues such as training for alternative
recycling initiatives, equipment, startup funding etc.

RESPONSE

e. Infrastructure Hubs or Recycling Hubs: It is proposed that pilots be initiated in several
municipalities to provide infrastructure hubs for Reclaimers. These Hubs need to
provide services such as scales, bailing machines, transport, fixing of trolleys and
provision of safety equipment. Provision of collective infrastructure will cover those
Reclaimers who either work on their own or in Coops that are always under resourced.
They can provide one-stop-services Reclaimers, Coops and micro business enterprises.

Noted and can be included in many of the project being proposed in the
EPR Plan

Dr Melanie Samson

Received 25 August 2018 (Extension requested granted)
Thank you for submitting comments and providing valuable insights.

I am a Senior Lecturer in Human Geography at the University of the Witwatersrand. I
have almost 20 years of experience conducting research on and working with waste
management workers and reclaimers of reusable and recyclable materials (also referred
to as waste pickers).
I am currently conducting a three-year research project titled “Lessons from Waste
Picker Integration Initiatives - Development of Evidence Based Guidelines to Integrate
Waste Pickers into South African Municipal Waste Management Systems”. This research
project is funded by the Department of Science and Technology’s Waste Research,
Development and Innovation Roadmap and the Department of Environmental Affairs.
I am also facilitating the national stakeholder process to develop National Guidelines on
Waste Picker Integration for the Department of Environmental Affairs, which will
culminate in the launching of the Guidelines in April 2019. I facilitated the Working
Group’s third two day workshop for the National Stakeholder Working Group writing
the Guidelines on August 21 and 22, 2018. I would like to thank JG Afrika for granting
me an extension so that I am able to include insights and recommendations from that
workshop in this submission.
Waste Picker Integration Principles
My comments are rooted in the waste picker integration principles that are guiding the
work of the National Stakeholder Working Group developing DEA’s National Guidelines
on Waste Picker Integration. These principles are based on an extensive review of
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international and national literature, as well as deep engagement between stakeholders
on the working group. They are:
1. Recognition, Respect and Redress- Waste pickers’ role in the recycling system is
recognised and taken into account. Waste pickers are engaged respectfully, and
unequal power relations between waste pickers and municipal and industry
officials, as well as those rooted in gender, race, class, nationality etc are
recognised and addressed.
2. Waste pickers know best what they want – Officials cannot presume to know
what waste pickers want or what the best form of integration would be. Successful
integration programmes are based on waste pickers’ needs and interests and
waste pickers must want to participate in them.
3. Meaningful engagement – Legitimate platforms are created to meaningfully
engage waste pickers in decision-making related to recycling programmes and
waste picker integration. Officials involved have decision-making power.
4. Build on what exists – Waste pickers’ informal system to collect, prepare and sell
recyclables is valued, recognised and integrated in the development of new formal
recycling programmes and contracts.
5. Cost effective, increased diversion – New waste picker integration and recycling
initiatives increase diversion of recyclables from landfills and are cost effective.
6. Evidence-based - Waste picker integration and recycling policies, programmes
and contracts are evidence-based. Piloting can assist in generating necessary
evidence. Information generated through monitoring and evaluation contributes
to revisions and future developments.
7. Enabling environment – An enabling environment is created for waste picker
integration. This includes – development of fit-for-purpose funding mechanisms,
supportive legislation and policy, programmes to capacitate stakeholders and
assist them to implement waste picker integration.
8. Improved conditions and income – Official waste picker integration and recycling
programmes and contracts improve waste pickers’ working conditions, incomes,
and social security. Waste pickers are provided with alternatives and
compensated for any displacement or deterioration of conditions and/or incomes
resulting from official waste picker integration and recycling programmes and
contracts.

RESPONSE

These 10 Principles listed below will be included into the revised EPR Plan.
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9. Payment for services and savings – Waste pickers are compensated for the
collection services they provide, costs saved for municipalities and industry, and
environmental benefits they generate.
10. Holistic integration – Successful integration of waste pickers in formal recycling
programmes and contracts requires changing how they are seen and engaged by
residents, industry and the state. Waste pickers are recognised as active and equal
participants in political, economic, social, cultural and environmental processes.

RESPONSE

The National Guidelines are being developed through a unique, highly collaborative
process in which all key stakeholders are developing a common understanding of the
country’s existing recycling system, which includes both its formal and informal aspects.
During the August 21-22, 2018 workshop, a number of participants noted that as the
stakeholder representatives are working together to carefully craft Guidelines that
support these principles and will be implementable, it is important that the Industry
Plans do not run in a different direction. The revised industry plan should explicitly
commit to aligning its approach to, and programmes for integration of reclaimers with
the Guidelines.
Recognition of reclaimers and payment for the collection and transportation service
provided to industry
The draft Industry Waste Management Plan celebrates South Africa’s 52.6% recycling
rate for paper and packaging. This relatively high recycling rate is deployed to
demonstrate that the voluntary PRO system is working. For example, it states that:
The Paper and Packaging Industry has already been achieving great successes in terms
of the recovery of recyclables and diverting waste materials from landfill. These systems
have been operated by Producer Responsibility Organisations (PROs) funded by
Industry on a voluntary basis (3).
It is important to note that in 2016, 58% of packaging waste material was collected for
recycling in South Africa through the existing PRO voluntary EPR Programmes that are
currently in place. (20)
Based on this assertion that the PROs are responsible for current levels of recycling, the
draft plan argues that industry should collect EPR levies itself and continue to oversee
EPR.
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RESPONSE

Having noted the historical success of the PRO’s, the plan proceeds to state that “[t]he
PACKAGING SA EPR Plan goes much further and embraces the opportunity for the paper
and packaging industry to participate in social and economic transformation” (p. 3).
Indeed, it states that a main question the plan needs to answer is “[h]ow can an EPR
Plan respond to the needs of South Africa and stimulate an economy that can foster
meaningful work opportunities; encourage partnerships and provide a platform for
transformation?” (3).
However, the ways in which the plan frames and engages reclaimers undermine these
stated commitments to transformation. The plan fails to note that 80-90% of postconsumer paper and packaging collected for recycling in South Africa is re-inserted back
into the value chain by waste pickers who receive no payment for salvaging and
transporting the recyclables that make up the country’s impressive recycling rate, and
are forced to subsist on the fragment of the value of the materials they receive when
they sell them to buyers. Reclaimers are also erased from a number of the diagrams of
the value chain in the main part of the plan. Given the complete silence on this matter
in the plan, it is necessary to highlight that if all waste pickers stopped collecting
recyclables for free, the industry’s celebrated recycling rate would plummet to virtually
0, and only an insignificant amount of materials would be available for conversion and
use in production.

There is no doubt that reclaimers play an important role in the collection
of recyclables. A misperception has been created that 80-90% of the 58%
collection rate is conducted by the informal sector. This statistic is not
entirely correct as the 58% refers to all recyclables collected, i.e. from post
consumer (households) but also from commercial, retail and industrial
sectors. Having said that, Packaging SA would like to engage with waste
pickers / reclaimers as per the guideline principles and start to build a
database of accurate information which could also perhaps guide how
various structures need to be put in place. There was no ill intent with not
including reclaimers into diagrams. Formal waste contractors were also
not included as it was considered implied that informal and formal waste
collection systems are within “collection systems”. The value chain is a
complex one with many stakeholders. The intent is to engage and include
ALL stakeholders.

To date, the entire PRO system has been based on the implicit assumption that, as postapartheid South African is characterized by such high levels of poverty and inequality
(currently the highest in the world), the wealthy will continue to generate high levels of
post-consumer packaging, and a significant enough portion of the almost 1/3 of the
adult population that is unemployed will continue to work for free to collect and
transport recyclables and re-insert them into the recycling value chain.

This is not a fair reflection on the industry as being the cause of the high
rate of unemployment. Many waste pickers have seen an opportunity to
make a living through the recovery and sale of recyclables. There is a level
of entrepreneurship here that needs to be celebrated.

The draft plan is very clear that this is expected to continue. It is noted that the draft
plan cannot pay for universal roll-out of S@S (see p. 35), and that waste pickers will
continue collecting recyclables for the industry. The draft plan states:

The implications with this statement are that there are opportunities
within this value chain for all stakeholders. Perhaps it does not explicitly
say that Packaging SA will pay waste pickers but it also does not say it
would not. The detail as discussed with yourself and at the various
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South Africa straddles the developing and developed worlds and the EPR Plan
recognises the vitality and flexibility of the informal sector and the organisational and
financial strength of formal waste management sector. In South Africa, as elsewhere in
the developing world, informal collectors will play a key role in collection. This is
desirable both as it provides an effective and flexible way to create employment
opportunities and entrepreneurship (p. 23, emphasis added).

RESPONSE
engagements publicly and with SAWPA, is that the intention of the Plan is
to work closely with the various waste picker organisation to ascertain
what the most appropriate working relationship would be. It is not
believed that concrete plans should be put in place from the start as there
are many variables to consider and stakeholders to engage with. This
initial plan is a starting point on which to build.

The draft plan upholds separation at source (S@S) as central to increasing the recycling
rate. Unlike the PETCO plan, the Packaging SA plan does not explicitly restrict reclaimer
participation in S@S to reclaimer organisations (see p. 37). It also notes that before
S@S interventions are designed there must be analysis of the existing informal and
formal systems. This creates an opening to develop an approach to S@S that is rooted
in and strengthens the highly successful informal recycling system. A proposal of how
this can be done is outlined at the end of this sub-section.
However, no funds are allocated to pay reclaimers for the crucial service they are
already providing to the industry and are expected to continue to provide. The draft
plan studiously avoids mentioning payment to reclaimers. The list of areas that the draft
plan says research has shown should be included for informal integration does not
include payment for services provided. This is despite my explicit statement of this key
research finding when interviewed by the consultants, its endorsement by the
stakeholder representatives on the National Stakeholder Working Group, and its
documentation in documents shared with the consultants who developed the draft
plan. Examples of a number of different modalities in place in other countries to pay
reclaimers for their services, and a model developed by Linda Godfrey from CSIR were
also provided in the consultation and documents provided.

In the current voluntary system, waste pickers collect recyclables that
have a value and sell these at market related prices. It could therefore be
argued that industry is contributing through the payment of these
materials. The reason why waste pickers are operating in this
environment should also be queried and therefore it is a much more
complex social-economic challenge than just attributing blame to industry
and / or government.
The Plan provides various entry points for waste pickers, i.e. the Municipal
fund and Informal Sector Integration are just two. Within both of these
sections it has been stated that a level of flexibility is required here as it is
not yet certain which locations the Plan will be focussed in the country
and therefore the modes of operation still need to be unpacked.

I understand that payment is not mentioned out of fear that this will create expectations
of payment amongst the country’s reclaimer population. The question that must be
asked is, with so much new money being made available to sustain and improve the
recycling rate, as well as an explicit commitment to transforming the post-apartheid

Page 137 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
economy, why should the people responsible for moving virtually all recyclables from
households into the recycling value chain not expect payment?

RESPONSE

Clearly universal payment cannot be achieved over night, or even necessarily in the first
five year plan. It is, however, an important principle that should be included in the plan.
This can be accomplished by stating that the Industry Plan aligns with and will give effect
to the National Guidelines on Waste Picker Integration. The revised plan should commit
to abiding by the National Guidelines and to running pilot projects to develop and
evaluate a number of different models for integrating and paying reclaimers. This will
also enable the development of accurate statistics to determine the relative costeffectiveness of separation at source by reclaimers and separation at source by private
companies.

The principle is included in the Plan.

On August 22, 2018, the National Stakeholder Working Group dedicated a significant
part of the morning revising and combining two simple models for integrating
reclaimers into formal recycling systems and paying them for their services. The first
model was developed by Professor Linda Godfrey. In this model, reclaimers are paid for
the service they provide from EPR levies. The second model was implemented in
Bogota, Colombia. In this model individual reclaimers are paid for the service they
provide by the municipality. In both models, when registered reclaimers sell materials
to a registered buyback centre, they are paid an additional amount for the service they
provide. The additional payment is based on kgs collected and sold.
There are many benefits to these models – reclaimers’ contributions are recognised,
reclaimers are paid for the services they provide, greater control over BBCs is
established, and accurate information can be gathered on the BBC’s operations as well
as on reclaimers. The registration of reclaimers makes it easier for them to develop
relations with residents and businesses. It also makes it easier for municipalities and
industries to work with reclaimers to resolve problems such as overcrowding, littering,
violence etc. This approach has the added benefit that reclaimers are not forced to form
coops, but if they choose to work collectively they can increase their earnings and move
up the value chain. Unlike the dominant model in Brazil which works through coops and
therefore excludes the majority of reclaimers who are not organised, this model can
include all reclaimers who choose to participate.

Pilot projects are included as stated in the Plan.
The gathering of accurate data for the generation of accurate statistics is
an important part of the Plan.

Packaging SA would be very happy to investigate this further and
understand how this could be integrated. As you correctly state, this will
not happen overnight and systems will need to be put in place including
an applicable registration system.

Agreed – this will be included into the Revised EPR Plan along with the
Guideline principles.
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The National Stakeholder Working Group agreed that reclaimers should be paid by both
the industry for the collection and transportation service they provide, as well as by the
municipality for the landfill airspace saved and contribution to the environment. The
Working Group also agreed that this approach should be piloted.
The revised plan should commit to the principle of paying reclaimers and should allocate
funds to piloting different approaches. The funds for these activities can be taken from
the disproportionately high budgets for education and awareness, administration and
operating costs, and Packa-Ching, amongst other places
Differentiated payments for harder to collect materials and materials for which there
is little demand
The draft plan notes that differentiated fees will be charged for different materials. This
is to ensure that companies that produce harder to collect materials or materials that
cannot be recycled are charged more to improve their recycling rates. The fastest, most
efficient, and cost effective way to increase the recycling rate for these materials is to
pay reclaimers a higher rate for collecting them. Reclaimers are highly respondent to
market signals. If the payment is set at the right level to make it worthwhile for
reclaimers to salvage, transport, sort, clean and sell the materials, existing reclaimers
will begin to do so and other people will likely enter the market to collect them as well.

The need for evidence-based proposals
The draft plan is based on a number of assumptions regarding how best to increase
supply of materials and recycling rates (as well as many other issues) that are outlined
below. Scant evidence is provided to substantiate these assumptions, and there is
ample evidence to counter them. The final plan must provide evidence and reasoning
to back up its decisions. Given the explicit commitment of the draft plan to
transformation, the implications of decisions for transformation must also be given
serious consideration.

RESPONSE
Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Noted.

Governance
Despite noting the key role reclaimers will continue to play, the draft plan excludes them
from governance structures. Whereas the existing PROs are voluntary associations of
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businesses, under the Industry Waste Management Plan they will be the implementing
agents of extended producer responsibility. As key stakeholders and role-players in the
sector reclaimer representatives must be included in governance structures. NGOs with
expertise in the area of waste pickers integration should also be included.
Demand support and safety nets
It is important to note that at least some of the PRO plans (e.g. the PETCO plan) include
demand support and safety nets for companies to help them deal with fluctuations in
the market. These supports must also be offered to reclaimers. Reclaimers cannot be
expected to continue bearing the costs of the fluctuations in prices for recyclables – it
is inequitable to expect them to do so, and this causes profound harm to reclaimers and
their families who depend on this income to cover basic necessities. On page 64 it is
noted that Collect-a-can subsidized collection with a fixed rate for 18 months. The same
should be done for reclaimers.
National Awareness and Education Campaign
An astounding 43. 4 million rand is allocated to an education and awareness campaign
in 2019. This rises to R81.3 million in 2023. According to the plan, as the awareness
campaign will be developed in the first year, in year one some budget will be allocated
to River, Marine and Catchment Projects by Clean Up & Recycle SA as well as to
Collaborative and Association Networks (p. 40). While the budget may include funding
for clean-up campaigns etc, it should be noted that the contribution such campaigns
make to maintaining and increasing recycling rates cannot be compared to that of
reclaimers. While the allocation of five times more money to the campaign than to
reclaimers in 2019 is already a concern, the allocation of more than nine times the
budget in 2023 simply cannot be justified.

RESPONSE
Noted. Further engagements will provide more insight as to the most
appropriate structure for representation. It should be borne in mind that
there are a number of stakeholders that feel they should also be
represented at a governance level.

Noted.

Noted.

Given this allocation of resources, it is even more egregious that the very first two
bullets regarding the key components of the messaging of the plan in the campaign
relate to integrating and upgrading reclaimers (39). Funds should be re-allocated from
the Awareness and Education Campaign to increase the budget for reclaimers. In this
way the campaign will be able to report on actual improvements in their conditions and
strengthened integration into the recycling value chain. Reclaimers should be paid to
educate residents, municipal officials and industry.
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Registration
The draft plan correctly notes that registration is a key component of integration.
However, registration initiatives fail when reclaimers do not see benefit for themselves
– instead they fear what the information will be used for. While a cashless system could
be useful, this is not a sufficient benefit to build trust and buy-in. The registration
programme should be designed in partnership with reclaimers, should include tangible
benefits for reclaimers, and should be linked to medium-term and long-term
programmes to improve their incomes, working conditions, and social, political,
economic and cultural status.
Proposed programmes for reclaimers
The section on proposed programmes for reclaimers rightly notes that these initiatives
must be designed with reclaimers. This does not, however, have to wait until after the
plan is adopted. Reclaimers organised in SAWPA and ARO, amongst other organisations,
have clearly articulated a number of needs, as has the process to develop the National
Guidelines. These include, but are far from limited to: resources for establishing
buyback centres, support for organizing initiatives, the establishment of “infrastructure
hubs”, upgrading of facilities, integration pilot projects, and payment for services.
Problematically, reclaimers were not consulted prior to the release of the draft Industry
Plan. Although reclaimers have now been consulted on the draft, it is essential that
there be a meaningful process through which reclaimers can develop concrete
proposals for programmes that can be initiated in 2019. Resources must be allocated to
design, initiate, and roll out these programmes.
The draft plan states that “the main aim of this segment of the budget is to provide an
inclusive approach and ensure ongoing budget allocation” (p. 32). However, while other
budgets double over the five year plan, the budget for reclaimers and the informal
sector only increases from R8.65 million to R8.93 million. The budget for reclaimers
therefore does not increase in real terms and receives a decreasing portion of the
overall budget. Integration of reclaimers requires a significantly higher budget in 2019,
and meaningful increases in line with the envisioned expansion of the programme.
Allocation of funds to Packa-Ching vs reclaimers
R4 million is allocated to Packa-Ching to establish ten new buyback centres in 2019, with
this amount more than doubling to 8.71 million by 2023. This is a striking contrast to

RESPONSE

No systems should be developed without proper consultation prior and
during development. This has been included into the Plan.

Noted.

Noted.

Each mobile Packa-Ching truck and trailer is able to service a minimum of
10 communities to buy back recyclable packaging materials on a weekly
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the budget for reclaimers. As a result of this significant increase, by 2023 they will
therefore have virtually the same budget. No data is provided to establish that this
allocation of funds is the most effective way to increase the recycling rate or to clarify
why the budget for reclaimers experiences virtually no increase (which means it will
decrease in real terms), particularly when there is a commitment to learn more about
reclaimers’ needs and design new programmes over time. The draft plan notes that the
buyback centres could be used to meet the needs of reclaimers. However, the trucks
are far too small to receive the amounts of recyclables sold by reclaimers. Packa-Ching
is a marginal vs systemic intervention. The revised plan should re-allocate funds from
Packa-Ching to reclaimers.
Administration and Operating Costs
The plan allocates R55.6 million in 2019 for administration and operating costs, which
rises to R75.1 million in 2023. The PROs are continuing to charge members the levies
which have paid these costs to date. While payment rates may decrease and costs may
increase, the allocation of such a substantial amount of money reveals that the draft
plan assumes that there will be a significant increase in these costs and/or that all (or a
significant amount) of the costs will be paid for out of the EPR fees that are meant to
reduce the waste linked to manufacturing, increase recycling rates and decrease waste
to landfill. Again, no evidence is cited or information is provided to justify this allocation.
Regardless, this allocation of funds is simply unacceptable, and is even more so given
that people paid out of these funds will receive competitive professional salaries, while
the people actually extracting the recyclables from the waste stream and delivering
them to industry are expected to continue providing this service for free.
EPR funds should be focused on implementing EPR programmes. Funds should be reallocated from administration and operating costs to pilot approaches to waste picker
integration the pay them for their services and are in line with the principles for waste
picker integration.

PRO plans
A significant proportion of the funds collected will be controlled by the PROs. Other than
PETCO no other PRO has provided details of how the budget will be allocated and how
they intend to spend this money. The revised plan must include detailed information on

RESPONSE
basis. It is equipped with 2 electronic scales and a cashless payment
system. Therefore R4million will effectively create the establishment of
100 buy back centres (10 trailers with 10 communities each), create 50
jobs and 10 SMME entrepreneurs. No land or utilities are required to run
the project. Polyco will be happy to share the detailed plan for further
discussion and input.

The overall administration and operating costs range between 10-12% of
the total budget. All of the PROs and Packaging SA are non profit
companies. Every effort will be made to ensure that the administration
and operating budgets are fair and not excessive. Packaging SA and the
PROs will be held accountable to the implementation of the EPR Plan.

90% of the EPR Plan is dedicated to project implementation and not
administration.

Noted.
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the budgets and programmes of the PROs, as well as the specific ways reclaimers will
be engaged, and provide an opportunity for stakeholders and the general public to
engage.

RESPONSE

Patricia Pillay – Consumer Goods Council of South Africa

Received 25 August; dated 23 August 2018

Introduction
By way of introduction, the Consumer Goods Council of South Africa (CGCSA) is a nonprofit organisation founded in 2002, that represents the interests of over 12000
retailers and manufacturers in the consumer good industry. The CGCSA is the
representative voice of the industry, lobbying and advocating on matters that impact
the ability of members doing business. The plan in question is such a matter that will
impact the members and requires us to put forward our concerns as outlined below.

Packaging SA thanks you for submitting comments and providing input
into the Draft EPR Plan.

Before we go into the comments on the actual plan we would like to make the following
iterations:
1.

2.

3.

There are CGCSA members who support the Packaging SA Waste Industry Plan
and members who do not. These submissions represent the members
comments who are in support of the plan barring comments herein taken into
consideration.
CGCSA supports the intention of DEA’s call for industry waste management
plans and its intentions to support sustainable development, by considering all
the stakeholders and Environmental, Economic and Social aspects. We agree
that waste management is not a government problem alone, it is a problem
that affects all of us as South Africa citizens and collectively we need to be part
of the solution.
CGCSA fully supports the concept of an industry managed funding model as
proposed in this plan and not a government funded model as proposed by the
DEA.

General Comments
We appreciate the work that Packaging SA has done in bringing together the various
PROs to compile a federation of plans. We do however submit that the document is too
voluminous in nature including policy issues and discussions but does not always

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted
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provide a clear plan of exactly how the process will work. This is an IWMP, not a political
discussion paper. While these issues are relevant, they should not detract from the
focus of the plan.

RESPONSE

There is also a request that the plans have a greater focus on environmental issues
specifically related to the overall objectives of the plan. There appears to be not much
emphasis on this but rather saving costs and creating jobs. We agree that this is also a
critical element however the environment should be the priority.

Noted

From a formatting and ease of reading perspective we suggest that the Definitions and
Abbreviations included as Annexure 1 be moved to the front of the document.

Noted and these will be shifted to the front.

We note that as per Section 6 of the plan, the PRO plans are referred to as an overview
of the plans. Clarity is sought as to whether the federation of plans will contain the full
PRO plans at a later stage.

Yes – the full IndWMPs of the PROs will be submitted with the Final
Submission to the DEA in Volume 3.

While a lot of work has gone into compiling the federated plan, we suggest that some
form of coherence is developed across each of the PRO plans. The outline of the plans
is not consistent and does not include all the necessary information that is mentioned
in the government notice. The whole document should have used the same structure
for example the glass chapter that includes most elements required in Section 6 of the
Government Gazette, contents of an industry waste management plan. There are areas
that have not been covered in specific plans for example:
• Only glass and polystyrene show the types of waste generated from locally
manufactured and imported products that will become waste and will be
managed through the industry waste management plan
• Quantities of waste that will be reused, recycled, or recovered are not shown
under metals, vinyls, polyolefins show only collection growth rate, and
polystyrene shows only recycling.
• Quantities of waste that will be disposed of is only shown under polyethylene
and paper and packaging.
• Only the glass plan has a clear outline and stated in more details the measures
included to prevent pollution or ecological degradation.
• Only polyethylene plans provide estimations of the costs of implementing the
industry waste management plan for five years period.

Noted. Certain revisions are being made to provide an integration table
for each of the PROs into the EPR Plan in Volume 1.
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• Not all plans have the transformation strategy. Vinyl and paper and packaging
appear to be silent on this issue.
• The glass chapter appears to be the only one that shows how their plans are
going to have less impact on the environment and how it is going to help save
the natural resources.
Packaging SA Board
We support the submission in the plan on page 25, “the current board will require more
diversified representation to represent contributors and participants to the EPR Plan
(Convertors, brandowners, retailers, Transporters/logistics/collectors). This we believe
is critical to the transparency and accountability of Packaging SA. We understand the
footnote 15 concerns of not wanting an overinflated board but suggest rather that the
current board be reviewed and where there are overlaps, i.e. individual businesses on
the board presented by the PROs that they be excluded to make room for other
participants of the plan.
E-commerce
Whilst it is commendable under footnote 16 that the plan includes online retailer
platforms, consider the practicalities of such are extremely complex.
Financial model
There needs to be a more detailed breakdown and rational provided as to how the EPR
fee’s as well as the membership fees were derived at. The issue of membership fees
being subjected to annual inflationary increase should not be naturally assumed and
enforced. There is also a reference to “compliance” agreements and this needs to be
clearly unpacked in the document.

RESPONSE

Noted

Whilst complex, online purchasing is being used widely and therefore the
associated packaging must be considered.

Noted

There is far too much responsibility placed on the retailers and brandowners in policing
and compliance of local and imported suppliers on the EPR fee. This is the role of
Packaging SA, retailers and brandowners can assist where possible but should not be
their sole responsibility.

It is likely that a far more integrated approach will be required. Noted.

Lastly, the requirement as per footnote 18 that associates i.e. education bodies /other
affiliated associations pay membership fees is wholly unacceptable.

Membership is voluntary.
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The Packaging SA EPR plan budget on Table 4 needs more detail and clarity as to split of
income and expenses across the PROs and projects.
Retailers
The description of retailer responsibilities are not complete. Retailers may be affected
by several scenarios. This section needs to be simplified:
• Direct import of branded products and not through local brand owners
• Manufacture of house/speciality brands locally
• Import of house brands
Suggestions
The plan should use a consistent structure throughout for readers to have a clear
understanding and to be able compare and analyse information given under all waste
streams / PROs.

RESPONSE
Noted

Noted

Noted

They should include alternative types of packaging to the plan

Noted

Membership of Packaging SA should not be a prerequisite for signing up to the plan.
The plan and membership cannot be linked. They have two separate purposes. If
administration of the plan is at issue, then a fee needs to be added into the PRO levy for
this purpose.

Noted

Further consultation is to be held with brandowners and retailers with regards to the
EPR fees, membership fees and budget.

Noted

Conclusion
We congratulate Packaging SA on their attempt at putting together the Federation of
Plans and trust that further consultation and consideration of comments herein the plan
will be ready for submission to DEA.

South African Waste Pickers Association – SAWPA

24 August 2018 – Meeting held

The following notes were taken from a meeting held with SAWPA on 24 August 2018 at Genderlinks House in Johannesburg. It was agreed by all present that the
notes of this meeting would represent SAWPA’s comment on Packaging SA’s EPR plan. A presentation of the Draft EPR Plan was provided and Questions raised by
SAWPA members during the presentation and Packaging SA responses are therefore provided below. (Refer to Annexure B for the Attendance Register)
Q1: With regards to the EPR slide – Finance collection and treatment - who’s Internationally, EPR models vary, this is just the underlying principle i.e.
responsibility is this?
the theory behind EPR.
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RESPONSE

Q2: With regards to the Butterfly diagram – in the structure, what should the function
of the human being be?

In the African situation it is about how we generate jobs and opportunities
e.g. cellphones are designed to be replaced often, what happens to old
phones? We need to create a system where they can get repaired, or there
is maintenance which can create jobs. Within the Circular Economy one
would look at repair rather than replace, and for job creation rather than
automation.

Q3: How much of the plan will go to socio-economic transformation? How much of a
priority is it? What is meant by transformation? Who is included? The group was
encouraged to think for themselves and question where they see themselves in this
plan.

The plan has further detail with regards to this and it is a golden thread
throughout the plan, transformation will be affected at all levels.
Packaging SA is promoting a partnership approach.

Q4: While we are talking about money, when you refer to the EPR fees, do you also
involve levies? And does Industry want to manage these fees?

Yes, essentially they is a levy or as it will be referred to in the plan – an EPR
fee and only one fee will be charged. This is currently being done through
a voluntary system, and is all funded by the industry.

Q5: What has motivated industry to think that they can manage it, when they have
failed? Waste Pickers have been engaging industry in the past and they have been
promoting inequality. As a country we are reporting 58% recycling, this is all the waste
pickers, but they are not recognised, the industry is selfish and presents themselves as
if they support Waste Pickers. How are we going to trust them?

Going forward, through implementing this plan, it is proposed that things
will change. There is a level of
distrust between all the role-players, this plan is about how we start
mending these relationships.

Q6: In SA, there is a high level of inequality, no transformation, the PRO’s need to be
transformed, how can Waste Pickers be a player in this market? We don’t want to be
marginalised, we want to be represented in conduct committee. Waste Pickers have a
high level of education, not like other countries waste pickers. If the Waste pickers strike
there will be no collection of recyclables. There is a problem with the proposed
structure, and SAWPA have had no input. We don’t see any transparency through this
conduct committee.

Waste Pickers are not represented on conduct committee, but the
intention is that they’d be represented by academia. The aim is to keep
the structure lean and effect change in the Technical Working Groups
(TWG) where there will be Waste Picker representation. SK explained that
Packaging SA has a legal and fiduciary mandate to meet in the
requirements of the plan. The slides include built in transparency.
Packaging SA will be open with information that they get and it will be
available to the public. There will also be 3rd party audits.
Comment post meeting – Packaging SA is open to involve additional
stakeholders in the Conduct Committee if there is a need for this.
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Q7: To me, to be honest – everything must be visible to everybody, even to the Waste
Pickers. Other things were hidden from Waste Pickers by the big companies, and as
Waste Pickers they are told nothing. All companies must avail themselves to the Waste
Pickers. And it seems as if, when industry did voluntarily decide to engage with Waste
Pickers it was only as a requirement from government, and they seem to be pitied by
Government. It is a challenge for Waste Pickers to engage with industry.

RESPONSE
It was confirmed that stakeholder engagement is a requirement of the
gazette. The aim of the plan is to take this opportunity to build and
develop relationships and repair relationships. This is not easy and will not
happen overnight, it will be a process.

Q8: I have a concern on materials, there are those included in the plan that are not
recyclable. There is no market but they are part of the plan e.g. polystyrene is filling the
dump and it is not recyclable.

We agree there are challenging waste streams and this needs to be
addressed and the plan does state this. There is a small market for
polystyrene and it is recyclable, there are various programmes in place.
Many people think they aren’t, but they are and it is a perception is that it
is not recyclable.

Q9: I am asking what is being done now, that you must feel Waste Pickers must trust
you in the process. This is late in the sense that some of the things are already done i.e.
the plan and the fact that industry have previously reneged on their agreements.

SK responded that the only time of engagement prior to this was until 20
July, and due to short timeframes we only engaged with key stakeholders
who are currently working in this space as representatives e.g. Melanie
Samson and Prof Schenk. We have worked closely in this space and have
a good feel for the situation and this just a starting point. The draft
document is a draft and by no means the end of engagement. This
submission will only mark the beginning, funding has been set aside to
continue these engagements. If the plan is approved by the minister this
type of engagement will continue.

Q10: The plan has externalised the Waste Pickers.

It was stated that for material to be recyclable, there needs to be a market
or demand, there are therefore many people who form part of this chain
and why Packaging SA need to look at the picture from a larger scale, i.e.
converters need collectors, collectors need converters. In terms of
transformation there is a role to play in terms of logistics and transport –
ways of moving up the value chain.

It was suggested that the meeting continue with the presentation as it might answer
these questions.
Waste Pickers, as participants are critical to the EPR plan e.g. there cannot be converters
without collection.
Q11: You say you don’t want an oversized board, does that mean you’re happy with the
board that excludes stakeholders, what is the criteria to get other stakeholders. Want
to know the criteria to be part of the board?

It has been recognised that Packaging SA only represents a certain part of
the sector (mainly converters) and that transformation for diversification
of the board to represent the value chain is required. For example, the
SAWPA chairperson has a tenure and so do Packaging SA board members
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RESPONSE
and the chair. Packaging SA would like to try and see meaningful change
and impact in the 5 years, would like to start mentoring and bringing
people on board but it is a process that will take time.

Q12: In terms of cooperatives, if you are going to have the role-players, the environment
needs to be represented, no-one helps cooperatives to function properly, how do we
enable cooperatives to be functional?

Noted as a comment.

Q13: The problem with us (Waste Pickers) presenting a plan that will be able to help
them, if industry was truly willing to help, the people here would already have been
upskilled or empowered. There has been little response to what people need so far. So
far I am not sure if the plan will be beneficial but I will trust the process.

Noted as a comment.

Q14: In this PRO (Packaging SA), we as Waste Pickers included?

Yes

Q15: In terms of the principles of transparency, accountability – has the Black
Industrialist scheme been evaluated for those criteria? It could be a corrupt government
scheme.

Packaging SA have assumed it has, however the money will be provided
to the black industrialist, not to government or dti or a 3rd party.

Q16: So could SAWPA register and be a beneficiary, as long as they meet the criteria?
In terms of 1 year budget, did you set targets e.g. in upscaling black industrialists.

Yes, SAWPA could register if they met the criteria for the black industrialist
scheme.
Yes, in some places targets have been set, and in others not. Packaging SA
are not sure when the plan will be approved and implemented and have
therefore built in flexibility. Once this is approved a business plan for each
year will be submitted but we want flexibility to develop projects with
people, i.e. develop targets and plans together.

Q17: There are Waste Pickers everywhere, why then is stuff being dumped.

Packaging SA will aim to implement where we can have big impact. If there
are areas that are functioning well, we will let that continue to work, no
intention to increase the tension between the formal and informal
sectors.

Q18: Even within municipal fund, Waste Pickers are always considered last, while it is a
5 year programme have you considered that there are 2 national processes in the
country – transition and integration of WP into formal. They would have set up a fund

SK moved on to the next slide, with the Waste Pickers Fund and explained
that all parties of the value chain have their own requirements that they
want met. Every player in the value chain is important, if you take any one
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for WP that they can access. Need to elaborate what municipalities have a mandate for
and therefore there should be a fund just for Waste Pickers. Waste Pickers are
fundamental to the success of the plan. Municipalities are dysfunctional. Start with
Waste Pickers at the start of the plan, if we withheld our labour and went on strike there
would be no collection. Make Waste Pickers component stronger.

RESPONSE
out, it will fail. It is important to remember that the Waste Pickers are part
of a system. Many municipalities are also part if this system and if they
need assistance, we may need to provide this if we can. The aim is to work
together.

Q19: Waste Pickers need to be allocated a fund in the plan. Clarify who will have access
to the money. The Waste Pickers want the word FUND. Feel the budget is too small. e.g.
Can the Vaalpark project apply for the money?

PETCO replied that it includes infrastructure etc. on behalf of the
municipality, Waste Pickers could apply for
building a MRF for example.

Q20: If a project is applying for the for the municipal fund it could also apply for the
Waste Pickers funds. Build better infrastructure, if you are assisting the municipality
with their Separation at Source (S@S). My fear with the title of municipal fund, is that
not all have a good relationship with Waste Pickers.

Municipality could apply for projects, based on proposals. All stakeholders
will need to assist in the decision with regards to if project will be
supported. PETCO explained that the reasons is that DEA have asked how
we will support municipalities and how we will integrate informal into
formal like PETCO’s Vaalpark project.

Q21: A comment on the municipal side - when it comes to S@S, Waste Pickers know
how municipal managers and officials do things and when programmes are put in place,
there is corruption and things like that and they don’t want Waste Pickers. S@S is
corrupt, and money goes into their pockets. Waste Pickers want to solve their problems.
Municipalities think waste is where the money is and use the money and they don’t help
Waste Pickers.

SK explained that it is important to look at the bigger picture, if the
municipality transfers collection jobs they can use their staff in other
areas. It wouldn’t mean job losses.

PETCO asked a question to clarify, if you say some Municipalities don’t want Waste
Pickers to work as they are taking their jobs – what do you mean?
It was clarified that with the way government works and the corruption S@S is used to
access funding and they might see the reduction in the number of trucks as a negative.
It was stated that SAMWU would have a problem with job losses if they are transferred
to the informal sector due to S@S.
Q22: Have you engaged SALGA, are they comfortable with this?

Yes, initially they were more in support of a tax but when they heard the
plan and proposed approach they’ve said they are much more in favour of
what is being proposed especially as it is a more integrated approach.
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Q23: Municipalities are mainly controlled by councillors and they build MRF or
implement S@S and they bring in unemployed people, shafting the Waste Pickers that
are currently working. In the checks and balances how will you ensure that they are
Waste Pickers and not unemployed people benefitting?

RESPONSE
Projects cannot be developed in isolation without consulting role-players
and in areas that are ready. e.g. GIZ project with DEA or the S@S status
quo report that assessed their readiness and we would want to work
within these.

Q24: Sometimes don’t get a chance to collect waste and don’t give Waste Pickers a
chance.

Lots of stories that haven’t worked, and we will use those and learn the
lessons from what not to do. Can’t be based on political decision, there
must be a need.

Q25: It is important to share information, lost my job when the new MRF in Tshwane
was built and when the Kwaggasrand LFS closed. Were first sent off and allowed to work
on other sites and then they brought in new people in to MRF not us.

If it is all verbal it is difficult, contracts are important, these agreements
need to be documented and all parties sign. Agreements must be
honoured.

Q26: This game is played by municipalities. This is why it important to be on the conduct
committee. If Waste Pickers are not there Waste Pickers will not support the plan. Back
to Municipal fund – we are afraid that at other LFS there are contractors who will benefit
from the fund. If Waste Pickers are the intended beneficiaries and if intention of plan to
collect more packaging then that intention must be reflected proportionally with the
stakeholders, if the people on the ground that are exclusively engaged then that
investment must be proportional to their contribution. Municipalities don’t support
Waste Pickers.

Noted.
Changing the name to “Waste Workers” was suggested but there was no
interest from the Waste Pickers present.

PETCO queried that with regards to Waste Pickers fund, PETCO would like feedback, in
terms of beneficiaries of the projects if we work with associations are you not excluding
individual Waste Pickers and when work with individual Waste Pickers we are told that
it is ineffective. How do we administer this fund fairly but for all Waste Pickers –
association and individuals? If there is Waste Picker representation in the structures,
should those positions be rotational? e.g. SAWPA is very vocal and organised.
Response from SAWPA - SAWPA are not gatekeeping as an organisation but are saying
there has to be a Waste Pickers fund where Waste Pickers have access to that fund
irrespective of whether collectively or individuals. The comment was made that
associations are important as they are accountable but should be based on association.
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Q28: In the Western Cape, the government is DA and in 2016 Waste Pickers had
memorandum to go to provincial government. Western Cape government has access
to land, they have land. Please do the Waste Pickers favour with Western Cape
Provincial and local government to allow Waste Pickers access to land. An example was
made that the Marion Hill landfill site which was a semi-automated MRF has been closed
and jobs lost. NEMWA places a stricter requirement on industry to have specific targets.

RESPONSE
The complexity based on our legislation is that a municipality has been
mandated to manage waste and this is why these plans are important, we
need to challenge this area as industry would like to collect the materials
and therefore we will work together on this, with municipalities.

Q29: Need clarity- how much is being collected and who is collecting. It is working that
Waste Pickers are collecting and would support that. Waste Pickers must have
representation at decision making level to decide where money will be spent and what
projects are being implemented.

Comment noted.

Q30: With regards to the National Awareness slide, bullet 2. It shouldn’t be limited to
DEA and Waste Bureau and industry. E.g. When launched project in Vaalpark, it
sometimes become complicated and didn’t work until the Waste Pickers came in and
tried to figure out what the problem was and then the awareness campaign became
more meaningful. Poor messaging is what affects the Waste Pickers too.

This was agreed upon and awareness campaign needs to be content and
waste specific as well as appropriate to the area.

Q31: Have you considered that the importance of the market for Waste Pickers – in
Limpopo there is no market and we pay a lot for transportation. When you say
assistance, have you created an enabling environment, so that Waste Pickers don’t have
to incur cost for transport.

SK commented that this is a problem in more rural or out of main centre
areas. Some projects would like to allow for baling machines for example
and depending on material, add value. Need to look at how to maximise
the transport, in certain instances potentially there could be some sort of
subsidy for long distances and this has been recognised as a potential
challenge.

Q32: Who bears the burden as an external cost. Legislated obligation to recover
material but if someone else is paying the cost of recovery and cost of transport. The
Plan has to understand where the burden should lie. That burden must be borne, not
necessarily by those least advantaged or most vulnerable. Concept of social
procurement, the plan should aim to procure in a way that is transformative.

Transformative procurement is already included. All suppliers need to be
51% black owned and if not be brought on board.

Q33: If we use Belinda’s (PETCO) logic, how does the IndWMP aim to empower people.

Noted, the aim is working together and if can make sure certain materials
are more valuable then do so. It is important to also remember that if we
push back too hard, industry can also fail. We need to compromise and
work together to build relationships.
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COMMENT

RESPONSE

Q34: There is price disparity in provinces and even when not far apart, why has
Packaging SA not taken charge and said there is a standard price that they will buy at.

This is another real concern, need to be careful of competitions act and
price fixing. A possibility is the development of an Application linking
Waste Pickers directly to market so you can understand what the market
price is and you can choose who will buy your recyclables, opening up
access to market. Development of the App would be a process and would
be the intention. Standard prices also depend on the market and
economic situation.

Q35: Some prices, add money on top of EPR strategy and give the Waste Pickers budget
to SAWPA to solve their transport.

Just to clarify no money will be paid directly to a municipality. Comment
noted.

Q36: Does everyone support that the money should be managed by the industry
bodies? It was stated that there is no problem with the fund but they shouldn’t be
relying on municipalities. There has to be a Waste Pickers fund. Pricing needs to be
addressed with a minimum price based on true value of the material. We have an issue
with the PRO’s holding money, Waste Pickers have tried to work with them for the past
9 years, only one has worked out – PETCO. The others - how do we trust them when
they have been playing hide and seek. If the money goes to PROs, and it is opened that
all PRO’s hold their money, are we also saying levies from ewaste, tyres -who holds that
money. Then what do we say to government and government wants to regulate. The
plan looks good and contents look good, don’t give PRO power to hold money. We don’t
trust PRO’s because of their past behaviour, they have been mandated to engage with
them and haven’t. We also don’t trust government to hold money as it is not ringfenced
for recycling or for the waste sector. Let’s have a middle man.

The break down in the relationships is acknowledged and it is clear that
this has to be mended if this plan goes forward. Packaging SA wishes to
start with this engagement to repair relationships and the gaping hole of
trust between government and industry.

Q39: Oscar (PETCO) asked if, when it comes to design and development of programmes,
how will the Waste Pickers feel comfortable that they are involved in the project, how
do we get back a plan that you are comfortable with? It is important to remember that
industry are collecting the funds from industry directly, the legislation and approval of
the plan applies to PETCO and they will be held to account and so it is difficult to be
accountable if someone else is spending the money.
Discussion on above:

Page 153 of 157

4693: Comments and Responses Report - Draft EPR Plan (Stakeholder Engagement 20 July-20 August 2018)
COMMENT
Waste Pickers said there is no trust. Instead of proposing the money goes to PRO plan,
should propose another body to get the money. Waste Pickers can detail who should
be in there and should be stakeholders rather than exclude everybody rather than
saying ref the game.

RESPONSE

OB commented that DEA will be the ref.
Waste Pickers stated that they are not on the Conduct Committee and SK clarified again
that the Committee is not decision making but oversight.
Waste Pickers stated Government and Industry is corrupt.
Packaging SA responded that when it comes to final sign off, it will be those that are
paying the money and they are also those who will be held accountable by legislation.
Industry also want transparency, and will report to the Waste Bureau and whoever else
wants to know what is going on.
Q38: In past voluntary efforts, with PRO’s and industry, it doesn’t come from the levies.
What if anyone wants to denounce and tap into the money. A certain % is voluntary but
now fee will be mandatory, you are running two fees. We are tired of voluntary – want
to end it and use money.

OB (PETCO) explained that 98% of PETCO comes from Levy and that there
won’t be two funds, no one will pay twice for same thing. We are just
proposing the mechanism stays the same, not two funds. At the moment
it is voluntary not all organisations are paying, it will become mandatory
and all producers will have to pay the fee.

Q39: We differ from Simon, what are the criteria or procedures that Waste Pickers can
take to get assistance from the big companies. The middle men say they were assisted,
it is very difficult and when phone, they don’t want to assist us. My plant burnt down, I
have phoned SAPPI and Mondi and Consol but no-one helps me. When the Thabazimbi
LFS closed we lost our jobs. These are some of the direct challenges that people face on
the ground and this is what the plan needs to take this into account. The Plan needs to
speak to challenges on the ground and need to be negotiated. Plan needs to have an
element in it to say what we will do to provide mechanism or a system that will speak
to their direct challenges. In principle it needs to take account of these things.

The plan is looking at guidelines and documents to ensure these principles
are in place. How do we provide skills to people to be adaptable to
different work environments to ensure livelihoods through skills
development process. Adaptability in the changing market will be a
benefit. Training people how business and agreement and contracts work.
How do we do this in association with other stuff as a longer term plan.
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Annexure A: Notification Letter
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Annexure B: Registered Stakeholders
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Annexure C: Stakeholder Engagements – Attendance Registers and Notes
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