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Pharmaceuticals Literature Review 

Statutes and Regulations 

 
California (State). Legislature. Senate. SB 1329. 2012. Leginfo. http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-
12/bill/sen/sb_1301-1350/sb_1329_bill_20120928_chaptered.html 

This bill was passed in California in 2012, authorizing counties to write regulations for their 
own programs. 
 

California (State). 116 H.S.C. § 150200 - 150208. Surplus Medication Collection And Distribution. 
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=HSC&division=116.&ti
tle=&part=&chapter=&article=. 

This is the California law regarding a drug repository and dispension program. 
 
Connecticut (State). 319y C.G.A. § 17b-363. Demonstration program for exploring methods of returning and 
dispensing prescription drugs which have been dispensed in long-term care facilities. 
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_319y.htm#sec_17b-363.  

This law initiated a demonstration program for exploring methods of returning and 
dispensing prescription drugs which have been dispensed in long-term care facilities. 
 

Georgia (State). Legislature. House of Representatives. HB 897. 2015-2016 Regular Session. 
February 3, 2016. Georgia General Assembly. http://www.legis.ga.gov/Legislation/en-
US/Display/20152016/HB/897.  

This bill, effective July 1, 2016, established a drug repository program for over-the-counter 
and prescription drugs in Georgia. 

 
Georgia (State). GAC § 511-5-12. Donated Drug Repository Program. 
https://dph.georgia.gov/sites/dph.georgia.gov/files/511-5-
12%20Donated%20Drug%20Repository%20Program%20%281%29.pdf.  

This source contains the regulations governing the Georgia drug repository program. 
 
Iowa (State). 4 Iowa Code § 135M. Prescription Drug Donation Repository Program.  
http://idph.iowa.gov/Portals/1/Files/RuralHealthPrimaryCare/135M.pdf. 

The purpose of this source is to define the requirements for medical facilities and 
pharmacies in Iowa to accept and dispense donated prescription drugs and supplies. Medical 
facilities or pharmacies that elect to participate in the program must the requirements 
established by the Iowa Department of Public Health. 

 
Iowa (State). 641 IAC 109.1. Prescription Drug Donation Repository Program. 
http://idph.iowa.gov/Portals/1/Files/RuralHealthPrimaryCare/iowa_code_641-109.pdf. 

These regulations define the requirements for medical facilities and pharmacies in Iowa to 
accept and dispense donated prescription drugs and supplies. Medical facilities or pharmacies 
that elect to participate in the program must the requirements established by the Iowa 
Department of Public Health. These rules are intended to implement Iowa Code chapter 
135M. 

 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1301-1350/sb_1329_bill_20120928_chaptered.html
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/11-12/bill/sen/sb_1301-1350/sb_1329_bill_20120928_chaptered.html
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=HSC&division=116.&title=&part=&chapter=&article=
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=HSC&division=116.&title=&part=&chapter=&article=
https://www.cga.ct.gov/current/pub/chap_319y.htm#sec_17b-363
http://www.legis.ga.gov/Legislation/en-US/Display/20152016/HB/897
http://www.legis.ga.gov/Legislation/en-US/Display/20152016/HB/897
https://dph.georgia.gov/sites/dph.georgia.gov/files/511-5-12%20Donated%20Drug%20Repository%20Program%20%281%29.pdf
https://dph.georgia.gov/sites/dph.georgia.gov/files/511-5-12%20Donated%20Drug%20Repository%20Program%20%281%29.pdf
http://idph.iowa.gov/Portals/1/Files/RuralHealthPrimaryCare/135M.pdf
http://idph.iowa.gov/Portals/1/Files/RuralHealthPrimaryCare/iowa_code_641-109.pdf
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Kansas (State). 65 Kansas Statutes § 65-1668 – 1675 (2012). The utilization of unused medications act. 
http://kslegislature.org/li_2012/b2011_12/statute/065_000_0000_chapter/065_016_0000_article/
. 

This law allows for the donation of unused medications by adult care homes, mail service 
pharmacies, and medical care facilities to Federally Qualified Health Centers, indigent health 
care clinics, and community mental health centers. A qualifying center or clinic in 
consultation with a pharmacist may donate unused medication.  
 

Kansas (State). KARS § 68-18-1. http://pharmacy.ks.gov/statutes-regs/statutes-regs. 
These are the regulations for the utilization of unused medications act, created by the Kansas 
Board of Pharmacy.  
 

Louisiana (State). LA Rev. Stat. § 37:1226.2. Prescription drug returns, exchanges, and redispensing; donation 
requirements; authority to promulgate rules; limitation of liability. 
https://law.justia.com/codes/louisiana/2011/rs/title37/rs37-1226-2/. 

This is the Louisiana law allowing for drug donation and redispension. 
 

Maryland (State). Health-General Article § 15-601 -609. Prescription drug repository program. 
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=ghg&section=15-
601&ext=html&session=2018RS&tab=subject5. 

This is the Maryland law regarding donation and redispension. SB 1059 established a 
prescription drug repository program and went in effect July 1, 2006. 
 

Maryland (State). Code of Regulations § 10.34.33. Prescription Drug Repository Program. 
http://mdrules.elaws.us/comar/10.34.33. 

This source contains the Code of Regulations established for Maryland’s Prescription Drug 
Repository Program. Last updated July 29, 2016. 
 

Michigan (State). Comp. Laws §333.17775. Program for the utilization of unused prescription drugs. 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(npaut2j5dasg5imubjj0buef))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&object
Name=mcl-333-17775. 

Michigan established a repository program for unused prescription drugs in 2013, when HB 
5089 became effective. 

 
Michigan (State). Comp. Laws §333.17780. Cancer Drug Repository Program. 
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(dsh2hexyp4ak2vd4g4rxe1rd))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&object
name=mcl-333-17780. 

Michigan’s cancer drug repository program was established by HB 5672 in September 2006. 
 

Michigan (State) MI Admin. Code R 338.3601 - 338.3643. Program for Utilization of Unused Prescription 
Drugs. http://dmbinternet.state.mi.us/DMB/ORRDocs/AdminCode/1263_2013-
071LR_AdminCode.pdf 

These are the regulations governing Michigan’s drug donation and redispension program. 
    

Montana (State). MT Code Annotated § 37-7-1401 -1408. Donated Drugs and Devices Program. 
http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/title_0370/chapter_0070/part_0140/sections_index.html. 

http://kslegislature.org/li_2012/b2011_12/statute/065_000_0000_chapter/065_016_0000_article/
http://kslegislature.org/li_2012/b2011_12/statute/065_000_0000_chapter/065_016_0000_article/
http://pharmacy.ks.gov/statutes-regs/statutes-regs
https://law.justia.com/codes/louisiana/2011/rs/title37/rs37-1226-2/
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=ghg&section=15-601&ext=html&session=2018RS&tab=subject5
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/webmga/frmStatutesText.aspx?article=ghg&section=15-601&ext=html&session=2018RS&tab=subject5
http://mdrules.elaws.us/comar/10.34.33
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(npaut2j5dasg5imubjj0buef))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-333-17775
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(npaut2j5dasg5imubjj0buef))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-333-17775
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(dsh2hexyp4ak2vd4g4rxe1rd))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=mcl-333-17780
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(dsh2hexyp4ak2vd4g4rxe1rd))/mileg.aspx?page=getobject&objectname=mcl-333-17780
http://dmbinternet.state.mi.us/DMB/ORRDocs/AdminCode/1263_2013-071LR_AdminCode.pdf
http://dmbinternet.state.mi.us/DMB/ORRDocs/AdminCode/1263_2013-071LR_AdminCode.pdf
http://leg.mt.gov/bills/mca/title_0370/chapter_0070/part_0140/sections_index.html
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The Montana Donated Drugs and Devices Program for prescription drugs was established 
by SB 288 in 2001 and expanded to create a cancer drug repository program by HB 409 in 
2009. 
 

Montana (State) A.R.M. § 24.174.1141. Return of Medication from Long Term Care Facilities -- Donated 
Drug Program. http://www.mtrules.org/gateway/RuleNo.asp?RN=24%2E174%2E1141. 

These are the regulations associated with the return of medication and its redistribution from 
long-term care facilities in Montana.  

 
New Hampshire (State). NH Rev. Stat. § XXX:318.58. Unused Prescription Drug Program. 
www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/XXX/318/318-58.htm. 

This is the law establishing a redistribution program for pharmaceuticals in New Hampshire.  
 

New Hampshire (State). NH Admin. Rules § Ph 1400. Unused Prescription Drug Program Rules. 
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rules/state_agencies/ph100-2000.html. 

These are the regulations set by the New Hampshire Board of Pharmacy for its drug 
redispension program. 
 

New York (State). Legislature. Assembly. An  act  to  amend  the  public  health  law,  in relation  to 
unused prescription drug donation and redispensing. S 5903A. 2015-2016 Regular Session. June 10, 
2016. New York State Assembly. 
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?default_fld=&leg_video=&bn=S05903&term=2015&Summary=Y
&Actions=Y&Text=Y.  

This bill, passed in November 2016, established an unused prescription drug donation and 
redispension program. The health commissioner is directed to create regulations for this 
program. 
 

Ohio (State). 37 Ohio Rev. Code § 3715.87. Drug Repository Program. 
http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/3715.873. 

This is the Ohio law establishing a drug repository program. 
 

Ohio (State). OH Admin Code § 4729-35. Drug Repository Programs. 
http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/4729-35. 

This source establishes the regulations for drug repository programs in Ohio. 
 

Oregon (State). 15 ORS § 689.770-830. The Charitable Prescription Drug Program. 
https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/689.770. 

This source contains Oregon’s drug redistribution law. It also includes information about the 
State Pharmacy Board, its authority, and issues regarding opiate overdose within Oregon. 
 

Oregon (State). OAR § 855-044-0001. Charitable Pharmacies. 
http://www.oregon.gov/pharmacy/Imports/Rules/February2017/Division_044_Charitable_Phar
macies.pdf.  

This source provides regulations regarding the drug donation program and a description of 
charitable pharmacies. 

 
San Mateo County. Code of Ordinance § 4.112.020. Establishment of voluntary drug repository and 
distribution program. 

http://www.mtrules.org/gateway/ruleno.asp?RN=24%2E174%2E1141
http://www.mtrules.org/gateway/RuleNo.asp?RN=24%2E174%2E1141
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/XXX/318/318-58.htm
http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rules/state_agencies/ph100-2000.html
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?default_fld=&leg_video=&bn=S05903&term=2015&Summary=Y&Actions=Y&Text=Y
http://assembly.state.ny.us/leg/?default_fld=&leg_video=&bn=S05903&term=2015&Summary=Y&Actions=Y&Text=Y
http://codes.ohio.gov/orc/3715.873
http://codes.ohio.gov/oac/4729-35
https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/689.770
http://www.oregon.gov/pharmacy/Imports/Rules/February2017/Division_044_Charitable_Pharmacies.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/pharmacy/Imports/Rules/February2017/Division_044_Charitable_Pharmacies.pdf
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https://library.municode.com/ca/san_mateo_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT4SA
HE_CH4.112DRREDIPR_4.112.020ESVODRREDIPR.  

This is the ordinance passed in San Mateo County, California, establishing a drug repository 
program. 

 
Santa Clara County. Code of Ordinance § A18-340. Repository and Distribution Program for Unused 
Surplus Medications. 
https://library.municode.com/ca/santa_clara_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TITAG
EAD_DIVA18HEWE_CHXXIREDIPRUNSUME.  

This is the ordinance passed in Santa Clara County, California, to establish a drug donation 
and redispension program. 

 
Texas (State). TX Health and Safety Code § 6.442.001 et seq. Prescription Drug Donation Pilot Program. 
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/HS/htm/HS.431.htm#O.  

The purpose of this law is to initiate a pilot program for donation and redistribution of 
prescription drugs in one or more municipalities with a population of more than 500,000 but 
less than one million. 
 

Texas (State). 25 Tex. Admin. Code Part I, Ch. 95.1--95.9. Donation of Prescription Drugs. 
http://texreg.sos.state.tx.us/public/tacctx$.startup. 

The purpose of this source is to list regulations associated with the drug donation pilot 
program for Texas. 
 

Virginia (State). Code of Virginia § 54.1-3411.1. Prohibition on returns, exchanges, or re-dispensing of drugs; 
exceptions.  
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title54.1/chapter34/section54.1-3411.1/. 

The purpose of this law is to establish a program for donating unused prescription drugs to 
be redispensed to patients at free clinics. 

 
Virginia (State). 18 VAC § 110-20. Regulations Governing the Practice of Pharmacy. 
http://register.dls.virginia.gov/vol25/iss17/e18v11020.html. 

These regulations concern Virginia’s legislation establishing a prescription drug redispension 
program. 

 
Wyoming (State). 16 WY Stat § 35-7-1601 et seq. Drug Donation Program. http://health.wyo.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/48-10966_ARTICLE_16_WyomingStatute9_09.pdf. 

This source includes the law establishing the Drug Donation Program in Wyoming. 
 

Wyoming (State). DOH Pharmacy Services, Ch. 2 Medication Donation Program. Medication 
Donation Program. https://health.wyo.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/48-
10967_05_01_06Chapter2MedicationDonationProgram_1.pdf.  

This source contains the regulations associated with the Wyoming state legislation for the 
Drug Donation Program. 
 
 

https://library.municode.com/ca/san_mateo_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT4SAHE_CH4.112DRREDIPR_4.112.020ESVODRREDIPR
https://library.municode.com/ca/san_mateo_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT4SAHE_CH4.112DRREDIPR_4.112.020ESVODRREDIPR
https://library.municode.com/ca/santa_clara_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TITAGEAD_DIVA18HEWE_CHXXIREDIPRUNSUME
https://library.municode.com/ca/santa_clara_county/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TITAGEAD_DIVA18HEWE_CHXXIREDIPRUNSUME
http://www.statutes.legis.state.tx.us/Docs/HS/htm/HS.431.htm#O
http://texreg.sos.state.tx.us/public/tacctx$.startup
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title54.1/chapter34/section54.1-3411.1/
http://register.dls.virginia.gov/vol25/iss17/e18v11020.html
http://health.wyo.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/48-10966_ARTICLE_16_WyomingStatute9_09.pdf
http://health.wyo.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/48-10966_ARTICLE_16_WyomingStatute9_09.pdf
https://health.wyo.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/48-10967_05_01_06Chapter2MedicationDonationProgram_1.pdf
https://health.wyo.gov/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/48-10967_05_01_06Chapter2MedicationDonationProgram_1.pdf
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Other Sources 

 
Allen, Marshall. “Wasted Medicine: America's Other Drug Problem.” ProPublica, Apr. 27, 2017, 
https://www.propublica.org/article/americas-other-drug-problem.  

This article focuses on wasted medication in nursing homes and talks about Iowa’s 
redispension program. 

 
Allen, Marshall. “Wasted Medicine: More States Hatch Plans to Recycle Drugs Being Wasted in 
Nursing Homes.” ProPublica, Dec. 1, 2017, https://www.propublica.org/article/more-states-hatch-
plans-to-recycle-drugs-being-wasted-in-nursing-homes.  

This article provides background information on programs in Iowa, Florida, and New 
Hampshire. 

 
Bach, P.B., et al. “Overspending driven by oversized single dose vials of cancer drugs.” British 
Medical Journal, 2016, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i788.  

This article discusses how packaging methods can result in unused, wasted medication. 
 
Bekker, C.L., et al. “Redispensing of medicines unused by patients: a qualitative study among 
stakeholders.” International Journal of Clinical Pharmacy, vol. 39, no. 1, 2017, pp.196-204, 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11096-017-0424-8.  

This study examined the opinions of Dutch stakeholders in regard to drug donation and 
redispension programs. 

 
Bicket, Mark C., et al. “Prescription Opioid Analgesics Commonly Unused After Surgery; A 
Systematic Review.” JAMA Surgery, vol. 152, no. 11, 2017, pp. 1066-1071, 
https://calpsc.org/mobius/cpsc-
content/uploads/2017/12/jamasurgery_Bicket_2017_rv_170003.pdf.  

This 2017 study looks at unused prescription opioids and their disposal.  
  
Bornstein, David. “Recycling unused medicines to save money and lives.” The New York Times,  Mar. 
20, 2015, https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2015/03/20/recycling-unused-medicines-to-save-
money-and-lives/.  

This article provides background information about SIRUM and a few state drug recycling 
programs, such as Iowa and California.  
 

Cauchi, Richard. “State prescription drug return, reuse, and recycling laws.” National Conference of State 
Leglislatures, Mar. 31, 2017, http://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-prescription-drug-return-
reuse-and-recycling.aspx.  

This source provides an excellent overview of state laws allowing for the redispension of 
prescription, over-the-counter, and cancer drugs. The page includes legislative history, status 
of programs (as of March 2017), and a timeline of all such laws.  
 

Cohen, R.A. and Villarroel, M.A. Strategies Used by Adults to Reduce Their Prescription Drug Costs: United 
States, 2013. National Center for Health Statistics Data Brief, No. 814, January 2015. 
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/databriefs/db184.htm.   
 This source estimates that 1 in 10 Americans cannot afford their prescription medications. 
 

https://www.propublica.org/article/americas-other-drug-problem
https://www.propublica.org/article/more-states-hatch-plans-to-recycle-drugs-being-wasted-in-nursing-homes
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https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.i788
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s11096-017-0424-8
https://calpsc.org/mobius/cpsc-content/uploads/2017/12/jamasurgery_Bicket_2017_rv_170003.pdf
https://calpsc.org/mobius/cpsc-content/uploads/2017/12/jamasurgery_Bicket_2017_rv_170003.pdf
https://calpsc.org/mobius/cpsc-content/uploads/2017/12/jamasurgery_Bicket_2017_rv_170003.pdf
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https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2015/03/20/recycling-unused-medicines-to-save-money-and-lives/
http://www.ncsl.org/research/health/state-prescription-drug-return-reuse-and-recycling.aspx
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Fernandez, L., Sanchez, C., and Tan, L. “California's 1st 'Drug Donation Pharmacy' Opens in San 
Jose.” NBC Bay Area, Feb. 16, 2016, https://www.nbcbayarea.com/news/local/Californias-First-
Drug-Donation-Pharmacy-Opens-in-San-Jose-368954881.html.  

This article discusses Better Health Pharmacy in Santa Clara County, California. It also gives 
background information about programs in other states. 

 
Givmed. 2017. Accessed Feb. 16,  2018. https://givmed.org/. 

This is GIVMED’s website, which allows the user to explore different aspects of the 
application, including how it works and how many people have been impacted. 
 

Glanville, M., Brady, R., and Miller, S. “Operation Donate: Defining the value of redispensing 
medications donated by individuals.” Journal of the American Pharmacists Association, vol. 54, no. 5, 
2014, pp. 542-547, https://www-clinicalkey-
com.ezproxy.cul.columbia.edu/#!/content/playContent/1-s2.0-
S1544319115302417?returnurl=null&referrer=null.  

This study examines the benefits and cost effectiveness of a small drug redispension 
program in Fayetteville, NC. 

 
Jain-Cocks, Kavita. “Pharmaceuticals in the Water Supply: Is This a Threat?” State of the Planet, Earth 
Institute, Columbia University, Oct. 5, 2011, 
http://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2011/10/05/pharmaceuticals-in-the-water-supply-is-this-a-threat/. 

This article discusses contamination of drinking water due to the improper disposal of 
medication. 
 

Kendall, Tyler. “Drug Recycling Programs Offer Promise but Are Slow in Coming.” U.S. News and 
World Report, Feb. 19, 2016, www.usnews.com/news/articles/2016-02-19/drug-recycling-programs-
offer-promise-but-are-slow-in-coming. 

This source discusses different programs that take unused medicines and make them 
available to those who cannot afford the medications. 
 

Krajick, Kevin. “Researchers Map High Levels of Drugs in the Hudson River.” State of the Planet, 
Earth Institute, Columbia University, Feb 19, 2018. http://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2018/02/19/high-
levels-of-drugs-found-dissolved-in-many-parts-of-hudson-river/.  

This sources discusses the impact of flushing medication and the threat it poses to local 
ecosystems and drinking water.  

 
Kuehn, B.M. “States Try Medication Recycling Programs.” JAMA Network, July 2, 2008, 
https://jamanetwork-com.ezproxy.cul.columbia.edu/journals/jama/fullarticle/182174.  

This article discusses the Iowa program and the benefits of redispension programs. 
 
Lenzer, J. “US could recycle 10 million unused prescription drugs a year, report says.” British Medical 
Journal, 2014, https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.g7677.  

This source estimates that unopened, unexpired drugs worth $5 billion are thrown away by 
commercial entities every year. 

 
Masoner, Jason R., et. al. “Landfill Leachate as a Mirror of Today’s Disposable Society: 
Pharmaceuticals and Other Contaminants of Emerging Concern in Final Leachate from Landfills in 
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the Conterminous United States.” Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry, vol. 35, no. 4, pp. 906–918, 
2016, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/etc.3219/abstract.  

This study discusses pharmaceutical contaminants found in landfill leachate. Landfill leachate 
is sent to wastewater treatment facilities, which are unable to filter out the harmful chemicals 
in question.  
 

New York State, Office of Alcoholism and Substance Abuse Services. “Recommendations for 
Redispensing (Repurposing) of Patient Medications.” Accessed March 7, 2018. 
https://www.oasas.ny.gov/AdMed/recommend/Redispensing.cfm. 

This source discusses conflicting public health laws in relation to the bill. 
 

Ouriel, Andy. “Drug program making meds affordable.” Sandusky Register, June 18, 2015, 

http://www.sanduskyregister.com/story/201505180002.  

This article focuses on Buderer Drug Co., a pharmacy that operates Ohio’s drug 
redispension program. 

 

SafeNetRx. 2017 Performance Update, Iowa Drug Donation Repository. SafeNetRx, 2018. 

 
“Wyoming Medication Donation Program Honored by Harvard.” Wyoming Tribune Eagle, Feb 10, 
2017. https://us8.campaign-archive.com/?u=cbb590d7bc0c03787f5a9d14d&id=9fd3475186. 
 This source discusses the success of Wyoming’s Medication Donation program. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/etc.3219/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/etc.3219/abstract
https://www.oasas.ny.gov/AdMed/recommend/Redispensing.cfm
https://www.oasas.ny.gov/AdMed/recommend/Redispensing.cfm
http://www.sanduskyregister.com/story/201505180002
https://us8.campaign-archive.com/?u=cbb590d7bc0c03787f5a9d14d&id=9fd3475186


109 

Packaging Specific Findings 

Lastly, implementing packaging EPR legislation presents an opportunity: DSNY estimates that only 

approximately half of the recyclable packaging that New Yorkers discard is captured in the recycling 

stream.47 A packaging EPR program could help improve this. Because it is difficult to delineate what 

constitutes packaging, the scope of what city-level packaging EPR legislation would include needed to 

be defined. Based on research and weekly consultations with DSNY, we narrowed the scope down to 

residential packaging only. Our findings are detailed below. 

 

Packaging Final Slide Deck 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
47 Anderson, Bridget and Katherine Kitchener. Columbia University MPA ESP Workshop Proposal. The City of New York 

Department of Sanitation, 21 December 2017. 
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Packaging Memorandum of Recommendation 

This memorandum of recommendation was prepared for the Department of Sanitation in the City of 

New York (DSNY), in response to an inquiry regarding opportunities for a new Extended Producer 

Responsibility (EPR) policy for residential packaging waste. This policy would address how NYC can 

use EPR to transfer financial and partial-organizational responsibility for residential packaging waste 

from society to firms that introduce packaging into the NYC market (collectively referred to as 

“producers”). We recommend NYC adopt a framework similar to well-established and successful 

programs in Europe and Canada, through which an industry-sponsored Producer Responsibility 

Organization (PRO) collects a fee from producers to fund the achievement of mandatory recycling 

rate targets set by the city government. This memorandum provides considerations for how DSNY 

can create and implement EPR policy utilizing best practices from international case studies, which 

are further detailed in the accompanying Policy Matrix. This recommended policy has the ultimate 

goal of increasing both the recycling and recyclability of packaging from products sold to NYC 

consumers.  

 

STATEMENT OF ISSUE  

As depicted in Figure 1 below, NYC’s overall packaging recycling rate from residential customers in 

2017 was 59.5%, meaning two-fifths of all recyclable packaging went to landfills.48 Rates for individual 

packaging materials were much lower in some cases - 18% for rigid plastic packaging - and higher in 

other cases - 80% for cardboard. Through EPR policies and other waste management strategies, 

countries such as Belgium and Japan have achieved packaging recycling rates above 80% with greater 

rate consistency between material types, leaving significant room for improvement in NYC. In pursuit 

of the NYC Zero Waste by 2030 goal, a city-wide EPR policy can achieve, among others, the following 

benefits: 

 

● Reduced administrative and logistical costs for DSNY and other NYC agencies 

● Reduced environmental and human health impacts through a decrease in landfills, landfill size, 

and landfill-bound waste logistics such as garbage trucks 

● Internalization of packaging waste costs through producer financial responsibility 

● Improved packaging design, creating opportunities for producers to use healthier packaging 

materials, in addition to reducing material volume 

● Increased public awareness of product stewardship and recycling practices 

 

                                                
48 NYC Department of Sanitation. “Waste Characterization Study”. Web. 2017. 

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization. 

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization
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Figure 1: The chart above reflects the scope of materials analyzed in this study. Rates and labels for each packaging 

material stream are defined by the 2017 DSNY Waste Characterization Study.49 The weighted average can be used to 

compare NYC recycling rates with those of other jurisdictions, although DSNY’s characterization of each material may 

not be optimized to define packaging as a discrete category. These rates only reflect packaging materials disposed of or 

recycled in the NYC residential waste stream.  

 

METHODOLOGY AND IMPLEMENTATION GOALS  

Through a literature review, interviews, and government data, we have identified 13 jurisdictions with 

active, mandatory programs using EPR to address packaging waste. The literature review included 

government and advocacy organization reports, scholarly publications, and position papers from 

intergovernmental organizations such as the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 

Development. Interviews included representatives from packaging industry trade groups, U.S. state 

regulators, stewardship organizations, academics, and environmental consultants. The jurisdictions 

analyzed included Japan, multiple European countries, and multiple Canadian provinces. All European 

programs comply with the 1994 European Union (EU) Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive and 

were implemented in the 1990s.50 Japan enacted its Container and Packaging Recycling Law one year 

later.51 The four Canadian provinces implemented their programs between 2002 and 2008.52 Other 

                                                
49 Adapted from NYC Department of Sanitation. “Waste Characterization Study”. Web. 2017. 

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization. 
50 Green, Olivia. “EU Packaging Compliance: Same Directive, Different Directions?” Blog - Ecosurety. Ecosurety. 2016. 

https://www.ecosurety.com/news/eu-packaging-compliance-same-directive-different-directions/. 
51 Yolin, Christine. "Waste Management and Recycling in Japan Opportunities for European Companies (SMEs focus)." EU-

Japan Center for Industrial Cooperation. Tokyo, 2015: 30-32. https://www.eu-

japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf 
52 Duncan Bury Consulting. “An Overview of Extended Producer Responsibility in Canada: What is it, and Where it’s going”. 

2013. http://www.duncanburyconsulting.ca/_documents/Canadian%20EPR%20Yellowknife%20DB%20April%202013.pdf   

http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization
https://www.ecosurety.com/news/eu-packaging-compliance-same-directive-different-directions/
https://www.ecosurety.com/news/eu-packaging-compliance-same-directive-different-directions/
https://www.ecosurety.com/news/eu-packaging-compliance-same-directive-different-directions/
https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
http://www.duncanburyconsulting.ca/_documents/Canadian%20EPR%20Yellowknife%20DB%20April%202013.pdf
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programs, such as those in Chile, South Africa, South Korea, and Australia, were omitted because (1) 

they were implemented too recently to measure success, or (2) there was not sufficient publicly-

available information to measure success, or (3) the program was markedly different from a 

conventional EPR model. We identified best practices from the 13 applicable jurisdictions and present 

those for consideration below. We measured program success by packaging-specific recycling rates in 

those jurisdictions. A full comparative analysis of the 13 jurisdictions is included in the accompanying 

Policy Matrix. 

 

EPR MECHANISMS 

Existing programs often differ in the EPR strategies they employ. Below are the most critical 

dimensions of EPR mechanisms common to all 13 programs, along with brief descriptions of the 

similarities and differences between programs. This section of the memorandum is meant to facilitate 

a broad understanding of these mechanisms. Specific recommendations regarding these mechanisms 

are outlined in the next section.  

 

Producer Responsibility Organization 

In most instances, a PRO or multiple PROs are involved in the packaging collection and/or processing 

system. PROs are organizations that can be managed by a coalition of producers, or independently. 

This distinction is important to understand at the beginning of planning for a future EPR policy 

because the organization and management of a PRO affects almost everything in an EPR scheme. 

Nonetheless, PROs collect a fee from producers according to a regulation at the national or sub-

national level. In some cases, they also conduct audits, publish compliance reports, organize public 

education campaigns, and co-manage collection with municipalities. Municipalities often continue 

providing collection services as contracted providers to the PRO.  

 

Producer Responsibility 

Among the 13 jurisdictions analyzed and detailed fully in the accompanying Policy Matrix, eight utilize 

100% producer responsibility, meaning producers bear the full costs of both collection and processing 

of recyclable residential packaging. In most other programs, producers are responsible for 80% of 

these costs, and local governments cover the remaining 20%. The United Kingdom (UK) and Ontario 

are the exceptions, with only 10% and 50% producer responsibility, respectively. Ontario is currently 

transitioning from shared to full responsibility.53 In most European programs, fees go directly from 

producers to the PRO.54 In Austria, the PRO manages both collection and reprocessing, while in 

Belgium and Italy, the PRO manages reprocessing and sub-contracts with municipal governments for 

collection. In the Netherlands and the Czech Republic, the PRO sub-contracts with municipalities to 

manage both recycling and reprocessing. When this subcontracting occurs, municipal governments 

must still participate in a tender process to win their contracts. Seven jurisdictions allow competition 

                                                
 
53 Langdon, Allen. Phone Interview. Mar. 1, 2018. 
54 European Commission, Office of the Director General for the Environment. “Development of Guidance on Extended Producer 

Responsibility (EPR)”. Deloitte. 2014. http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/target_review/Guidance%20on%20EPR%20-

%20Final%20Report.pdf. 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/target_review/Guidance%20on%20EPR%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/target_review/Guidance%20on%20EPR%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
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between PROs for a given area or waste stream, while the remaining six have authorized PRO 

monopolies - monopolies by market share, but without the goal of profit maximization because they 

are not-for-profit entities. 

 

 
Table 1: Producer responsibility for the 13 jurisdictions analyzed.55 Refer to accompanying Policy Matrix for sources. 

 

Definition of Producer 

“Producer” can mean one or more of four categories of firms: manufacturers, first importers (into a 

jurisdiction), retailers (within a jurisdiction if physical or selling into a jurisdiction if online - like 

Amazon), and brand owners (i.e. trademark holders, if different from manufacturers). Defining the 

term producer under legislation is largely semantic. The point of defining producers is not to name 

general categories included in the definition, but rather to ensure (1) no packaging reaches a NYC 

consumer without assessing a fee to the responsible firm, (2) in no situation are multiple firms charged 

for the same unit of packaging, and (3) no firm is charged twice for the same unit of packaging. 

Examples to highlight this point are included in the “Recommendations” section below. Defining the 

producer(s) is also a political question, as firms may resist being included in the definition. However, 

jurisdictions with the highest recycling rates, like Belgium and Japan, created their programs by 

working closely with producers to determine who should be included and how that decision might 

affect fee calculation. Large retailers, like Walmart, are also particularly important when working with 

industry because they represent the point of contact between suppliers and consumers, and can help 

producers with compliance, consumer education, and by leveraging their influence in the market. Most 

EPR programs also employ a volume, sales, and/or annual revenue floor to exclude firms that 

contribute relatively little packaging to the waste stream within a given jurisdiction. This prevents a 

policy from being overly burdensome to small firms. 

 

Program Scope  

All 13 programs cover residential collection of recyclables. Eight programs cover or plan to cover at 

least some industrial and commercial collection, and seven programs cover institutional - government 

and select non-profits such as universities and community centers - collection.  

 

 

 

Materials Covered 

                                                
55 Adapted from references in accompanying Policy Matrix. 
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Packaging can be conceptualized as primary, secondary, and tertiary levels. Primary packaging contains 

a given product and displays information, such as a glass beverage container. Secondary packaging 

holds multiple products and their primary packaging together, such as a cardboard six-pack holder for 

beverages. Tertiary packaging protects products during shipping and is not sold to customers with its 

associated product. This includes packaging like large crates and packing peanuts. All 13 programs 

cover plastic, glass, aluminum, steel, paper, and paperboard in their scope of materials, except the UK 

which excludes paperboard, and Japan which excludes aluminum and steel. All four Canadian 

provinces also include printed paper in their programs. 

 

Source of Disposal Separation 

Although EPR programs emphasize producers, EPR packaging legislation in nearly all jurisdictions 

utilizes some level of consumer source separation. For example, the Container and Packaging 

Recycling Law of Japan states explicitly that consumers are responsible for sorting their own waste 

and provides for significant consumer education and residential infrastructure.56 This likely contributes 

to Japan boasting the highest recycling rate among analyzed jurisdictions. Source separation can feel 

onerous to consumers, but it also has benefits: 

 

● Some packaging materials degrade the quality of others. For example, small glass shards often 

degrade the quality of paper, cardboard, and plastic, reducing their value after reprocessing. This 

is a primary reason the UK exports much of its recyclable material to China, where material quality 

standards are lower. 

● Requiring residential customers to source separate raises their awareness about the volume and 

nature of their waste, a valuable outcome for this hard-to-reach stakeholder group. 

● Collecting recycling with other waste increases contamination in the recycling steam, making 

reprocessing more difficult and expensive, and therefore reducing the value of the reprocessing 

business model. 

 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NYC offers many unique challenges and opportunities for a packaging EPR program. The following 

are recommendations to develop such a program specific to NYC. Each recommendation can be 

considered independently, but they were developed with a holistic approach to EPR in mind. The 

critical path for DSNY is to determine fee structure, producer definition, and producer responsibility. 

Other recommendations will likely be determined based on future negotiations with producers and 

producer trade organizations. 

 

● Fee Calculation: All 13 jurisdictions calculate the fee producers must pay to PROs on a per-ton 

basis for the packaging introduced. The specific fee price is actually calculated by PROs to meet 

                                                
56 Yolin, Christine. "Waste Management and Recycling in Japan Opportunities for European Companies (SMEs focus)." EU-

Japan Center for Industrial Cooperation. Tokyo, 2015: 30-32. https://www.eu-

japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf. 

https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
https://www.eu-japan.eu/sites/default/files/publications/docs/waste_management_recycling_japan.pdf
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regulatory requirements in each jurisdiction and changing market conditions. For example, the 

Belgian PRO Fost-Plus charged producers 92.4 Euros on average per ton of packaging in 2016.57 

Italy charges each producer one Euro per kilogram of packaging introduced to the national 

market.58 Both countries then add a multiplier for each material that factors in both the cost of 

recycling each material and its residual value on the secondary market after reprocessing. This 

multiplier must be calculated specifically for each jurisdiction, and a formulaic 

recommendation is beyond the scope of this analysis. In Italy, the PRO adds another 

calculation to its material multiplier by assigning values based on the environmental danger posed. 

We recommend NYC use a per-ton fee and material-specific multipliers to account for each material’s value and 

consider including an environmental multiplier. Reference the Relief for Small Firms section below for 

more details on fee calculation. 

 

● Fee Visibility: All fees are ultimately passed through to customers. The distinction appears 

when jurisdictions must decide to make fees visible on customers’ receipts at point of sale. These 

visible fees are very small - usually a small fraction of a cent - because the proportion of the fee 

passed through for a given customer purchase is negligible except with very large purchases. Only 

France allows customer receipts to show a fee representing the added price of the EPR program.59 

A visible fee can aid in public awareness, but it is politically challenging based on NYC’s experience 

with a proposed plastic bag fee law. The industry trade groups we interviewed also opposed an 

invisible fee. Thus, the decision to authorize visible fees is almost exclusively a political decision, 

not an economic one. We recommend NYC not allow a visible fee, the preference initially indicated by DSNY 

in early consultation. 

 

● Producer Definition: All jurisdictions include both manufacturers and first importers in their 

definition of “producers.” Some programs also extend the definition to retailers and trademark 

holders, but the distinction is largely semantic and political, as described above.  We recommend 

NYC define producers broadly as “first importers”.  

 

Examples of fee assessment in different scenarios: 

 

o Packaging manufacturers in NYC: If packaging is physically created and sold to a retailer or 

consumer in NYC, a fee should be assessed to that manufacturer. In this case the 

“manufacturer” would be synonymous with the “retailer.” An example of this scenario would 

be a food packaging manufacturer (a firm that manufactures both Tupperware and food 

transportation packaging) in NYC who sells to either a retailer (for example, Fresh direct, a 

                                                
57 Fost Plus. Accessed 2 Apr., 2018. https://www.fostplus.be/en/about-fost-plus/numbers-and-charts.  
58 Consorzio Nazionale Imballaggi. “Packaging recovery in Italy: The CONAI System”. Web. 2017.  

http://www.conai.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/The-CONAI-System_-2017.pdf. 
59 Cahill, Rachel, et al. “Extended producer responsibility for packaging wastes and WEEE – a comparison of implementation 

and the role of local authorities across Europe” SAGE Waste Management and Research 29(5) 455–479. 2010. 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0734242X10379455. 

 

https://www.fostplus.be/en/about-fost-plus/numbers-and-charts
http://www.conai.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/The-CONAI-System_-2017.pdf
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0734242X10379455
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0734242X10379455
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grocery store, or a Tupperware retailer) or directly to a consumer (a NYC resident buying 

wholesale Tupperware) also located in NYC. 

o Packaging manufacturers outside NYC: If packaging is physically created outside NYC and 

sold to the manufacturer of another product in NYC, who will use the packaging and sell 

both products to NYC consumers, a fee should still be assessed to the packaging 

manufacturer because that is the firm first introducing the packaging to NYC. In this case, it 

is irrelevant how many more transactions occur between the product manufacturer and the 

consumer because the packaging has already had a fee assessed. 

o Packaging manufacturers and product manufacturers outside NYC: If a product that includes 

packaging is sold from a manufacturer outside NYC to either (1) a retailer in NYC or (2) 

directly to a consumer in NYC, a fee should be assessed to the product manufacturer because 

that is the firm introducing the packaging to NYC. In the latter case, the “product 

manufacturer” would be synonymous with the “retailer.” 

o Retailer outside NYC: If a retailer outside NYC sells a product to a secondary retailer or 

consumer in NYC, a fee should be assessed to the retailer selling into NYC because that is 

the firm introducing the packaging to NYC.  

o Online sales via an intermediary outside NYC: In the case of web-based firms like Amazon, 

a private manufacturer or retailer (within or outside NYC) completes a sale through Amazon 

to a retailer or consumer in NYC. The product (which may or may not contain its own 

packaging) is shipped to an Amazon fulfillment center (all of which are outside NYC) to be 

packaged and re-distributed to the next retailer or end-use consumer. In this case, a fee should 

be assessed to Amazon because that is the firm first introducing the packaging to NYC. 

Amazon would be responsible for fees on both the product packaging (if any) and the tertiary 

packaging originating at the fulfillment center.  

 

● PRO Competition: Only four jurisdictions allow competition between PROs within the same 

municipalities and the same material collection and processing efforts.60 Of these four 

jurisdictions, only Japan boasts a relatively high recycling rate. We recommend NYC authorize a 

monopoly PRO as soon as the legislation is passed. To be clear, “monopoly” in this case only means a 

lack of competition, not the traditional definition of profit maximization. PRO profits would be 

regulated as they are with authorized monopoly electric utilities in the U.S. The PRO would likely 

not replace DSNY in recycling collection, but rather would contract that service to the city and 

pay for its operation. The same would likely be true for reprocessing, with Sims Municipal 

Recycling retaining control of reprocessing facilities for residential waste but receiving funding 

from the PRO rather than NYC.  

 

● Producer Responsibility: More than half of analyzed programs use a full producer 

responsibility model.61 Rather than viewing EPR as simply a way to offset public costs to 

                                                
60 European Commission, Office of the Director General for the Environment. “Development of Guidance on Extended Producer 

Responsibility (EPR)”. Deloitte. 2014.  
61 Ibid. 
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producers, a full responsibility model lets producers engage with their own waste streams, and 

extract material value. By assigning 100% financial responsibility to producers and allowing the 

local PRO complete discretion in the use of the fees it collects in order to meet regulatory material 

recycling targets, producers will be able to shape the system to most cost-effectively meet these 

targets. We recommend NYC implement a 100% (full) producer responsibility EPR program. However, we also 

recommend NYC be open to negotiating with producers to start at 80% producer responsibility and phase up to 

100% over a five-year period, if feasible during negotiations. 

 

● Enforcement: Mechanisms for reporting violations and enforcement actions ensure all producers 

follow the same rules and free-ridership is minimized. Each jurisdiction in this analysis employs 

penalties for non-compliance, but specific details were often unavailable or lacking in specificity, 

as reflected in the accompanying Policy Matrix. Common elements included a per-ton fine for 

packaging not recycled and a maximum annual fine for each producer. Belgium uses a graduated 

enforcement system beginning with warnings and eventually, criminal prosecution. This model is 

common among the other programs as well. Specific fine details vary by jurisdiction, and examples 

can be found in the accompanying Policy Matrix. Additionally, several experts we interviewed 

strongly recommended NYC ensure adequate funding for monitoring and enforcement, as this 

has been overlooked in other programs and is a significant barrier to program success. We 

recommend NYC employ a graduated system of enforcement, beginning with a warning and culminating in criminal 

prosecution. We further recommend a well-funded and robust monitoring system. 

 

● Data Management: Implementing a packaging EPR system requires tracking and managing large 

volumes of data from manufacturers, collectors, and processors. Canadian provinces contract their 

data management for waste management to the global software firm SAP, and our interviews with 

experts on Canadian EPR policy highly recommend a similar approach for NYC. We recommend 

NYC attempt to emulate the Canadian data management system, using a contractor bidding process as necessary. 

 

● Labelling Program: The Green Dot program is widely used in Europe, allowing firms who pay 

a licensing fee to place the Green Dot label on their products to show consumers their responsible 

packaging actions. Rather than creating a new label, NYC EPR legislation could offer financial 

incentives, such as lower fee rates, for an existing label such as EPA’s “Safer Choice,” which has 

sustainable packaging standards in addition to other human and environmental health 

requirements.62 Furthermore, with a phased approach of increasing financial incentives over a 

period of five to ten years, producers will be incentivized to invest in more sustainable packaging 

options. We recommend NYC consider labels such as Safer Choice for producers if they meet the label’s existing 

requirements in addition to their EPR obligations. Primarily, industry should decide what labeling should 

be used so they can best market it, with the City assisting by providing options and granting 

ultimate permission when strong standards are met. 

 

                                                
62 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “EPA’s Safer Choice Standard”. 2015. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-12/documents/standard-for-safer-products.pdf 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-12/documents/standard-for-safer-products.pdf
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● Extra Incentives: NYC should reward manufacturers for transparency, new designs, exceeding 

mandatory targets, and public outreach. Italy employs a robust award system which can be 

expected to improve relations with producers and incentivize desired behavior.63 We recommend 

NYC devise an award system for producers who stand out as industry leaders in key areas, such as transparency 

and packaging design innovation. 

 

● Relief for Small Firms: All jurisdictions except Italy have a minimum volume threshold, 

exempting small businesses from burdensome regulations. Attempting to regulate every producer 

selling into NYC would be a near-impossible task for DSNY and being flexible with small 

producers will improve relations with industry and make passing a bill more politically feasible. Of 

note, British Columbia uses a three-level system that may be preferable in NYC: 

o Level One: Producers below a certain annual volume threshold are exempt, as these firms 

(dependent on NYC’s thresholds) would likely be considered “small firms”. 

o Level Two: Producers between the low and high thresholds pay a flat fee to ease their 

administrative burden, as these firms (dependent on NYC’s thresholds) would likely be 

considered “medium firms”. 

o Level Three: Producers above the high threshold would pay a per-unit (likely per-ton) fee 

with multipliers, as described in the Fee Calculation section above. 

We recommend NYC set low and high-volume thresholds similar to British Columbia’s program. 

 

● Source Separation: Zero Waste NYC is implementing a strategy of single-stream recycling for 

consumers. However, Japan, Belgium, and other jurisdictions with high recycling rates use high 

source separation at the consumer level, which allows better quality of materials and greater 

recyclability. We recommend NYC revisit the decision to pursue single-stream and weigh the particular trade-

off between consumer convenience and material quality. Some key benefits of consumer source separation 

are listed in the EPR Mechanisms section above.  

 

● New York State (NYS) Bottle Bill: The NYS Returnable Container Act, also known as the 

“Bottle Bill,” was enacted in 1982. Consumers pay a 5¢ per-unit deposit when purchasing specific 

drinks, and the deposit is returned when consumers redeem containers at selected locations. 

Producers (deposit initiators) can retain 20% of the unredeemed deposit and distribute the 

remaining 80% to the Commissioner of Taxation and Finance. On top of the deposit, producers 

pay a 3.5¢ per unit handling fee to dealers or redemption centers. Payment of the handling fee is 

the compensation for the collecting, sorting and packaging of empty beverage containers.64 The 

Bottle Bill is similar to an EPR system but acts more like a tax. Because the scales of the NYS 

Bottle Bill and the potential NYC EPR program are different, and the policy mechanisms are both 

inherently different and very different in scope and complexity, we recommend the Bottle Bill only be 

addressed in future EPR legislation to state that it will continue despite the EPR fee assessed on firms introducing 

                                                
63 Consorzio Nazionale Imballaggi. “Packaging recovery in Italy: The CONAI System”. Web. 2017.  

http://www.conai.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/The-CONAI-System_-2017.pdf 
64 New York State. “The New York State Returnable Container Act, Article 27, Title 10 of the Environmental Conservation Law 

(ECL)”. Sections 27-1001 to 27-1019. 2017. https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/rca2017.pdf.  

http://www.conai.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/The-CONAI-System_-2017.pdf
https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/rca2017.pdf
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applicable bottles into the NYC market. This is because we do not expect the Bottle Bill to achieve the 

same level and type of results as would an EPR program including bottles. Namely, the Bottle Bill 

does not incentivize producers to improve on container designs because they are paying a flat rate 

for each container and has limited adoption potential because it is burdensome to consumers - 

especially low-income consumers generally who have greater restrictions on their time and 

transportation options. An alternative option is to omit the bottles covered by the Bottle Bill from 

future EPR legislation. 

 
IMPLEMENTATION THROUGH PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP 
From conceptualization to design to implementation, it is critical to include producers, waste 

processors and recyclers, NYC residents, and unions in the conversation. Bringing each of these 

stakeholders on board is fundamental to both passing a new law and creating a manageable program 

for producers. This approach was used in Belgium, Japan, and British Columbia, resulting in high 

recycling rates and producer compliance. We recommend NYC identify partner producers, retailers, 

and/or industry trade associations with large packaging footprints and strong sustainability records to 

co-write any future EPR bill. The firms below are general suggestions and have not explicitly offered 

their assistance through our interview process. Large retailers like Walmart and Amazon wield 

enormous market power and can foster adoption and increase compliance among their producers. 

PepsiCo, Unilever, and Patagonia have strong sustainability records and could provide valuable insight 

during program design based on their extensive experience managing packaging streams. To better 

understand the common concerns of manufacturers, we interviewed representatives from the 

American Forest and Paper Association (AFPA), Flexible Packaging Association (FPA), Food 

Packaging Institute (FPI), and Westrock Paper and Packaging Designs. While all were critical of EPR 

programs, both Westrock and the FPA expressed a desire to participate in conversations with the city 

if an EPR program in NYC was planned and stakeholder collaboration was solicited.  

● In-Store Retailers: Walmart, Target, Best Buy, Costco 

● Online Retailers: Amazon, Walmart 

● Manufacturers: PepsiCo, Unilever, Nestle Water 

● Trade Associations 

 

 

 

 

 

SWOT ANALYSIS 

Strengths  

● EPR programs for packaging are well-established internationally.  

● EPR provides a market-based solution for the issue of packaging waste.  

● NYC has a precedent for EPR policies regulating other waste streams.  

● There is general support at the city and state levels for environmental initiatives. 

 



134 

Weaknesses 

● EPR for packaging is more difficult in the U.S. because consumer preferences generally lend 

themselves better to environmental stewardship in Europe, Japan, and Canada.  

● There is no precedent in the U.S. for packaging EPR.  

● Our recommendations will initially be expensive to enforce until the system is operating properly. 

● A comprehensive solution to packaging waste requires a significant behavioral change by 

consumers, a necessity not explicitly addressed in this analysis. 

 

Opportunities 

● EPR can internalize the negative externality of producers not being financially responsible for the 

waste they generate. 

● EPR can reduce waste sent to landfills by incentivizing producers to innovate in packaging design, 

volume, and supply chain. 

● EPR can improve environmental and human health in NYC by reducing litter and incentivizing 

producers to manufacture products with fewer toxins.  

● EPR can reduce plastics in oceans and waterways beyond NYC.  

● EPR can increase both public awareness about recycling and buying habits by effectively increasing 

the price of packaging through cost internalization by producers. 

 

Threats 

● EPR would increase costs and administrative burdens for producers. 

● EPR could be considered a regressive tax, although this has not been verified, as a socio-economic 

consumer vulnerability study was beyond the scope of this analysis. 

● Fee visibility will likely be a highly-contentious issue among producers and packaging industry 

trade groups. 

● EPR essentially rejects the notion that voluntary producer programs can be sufficient to achieve 

NYC’s packaging waste goals.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

CASE STUDY: BELGIUM 

Belgium is the only country with a mature EPR program, high recycling rates, and in a western 

jurisdiction that is most comparable to NYC. Belgium’s EPR program started in 1996 and now boasts 

the highest packaging recycling rate in the European Union: 81.5%.65 Fost Plus, the monopoly PRO 

for all of Belgium, manages residential waste, while a sister PRO, Val-I-Pac, manages industrial and 

commercial waste. Roughly 55% of Fost Plus’ $160M USD revenue is from the Green Dot program, 

                                                
65 European Commission, Eurostat. “Recycling Rates for Packaging Waste”. Web. Accessed 06 Apr., 2018. 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=ten00063&plugin=1. 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/tgm/table.do?tab=table&init=1&language=en&pcode=ten00063&plugin=1
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which allows producers to display the Green Dot symbol on their products if they pay a fee towards 

their end-of-use management.66 The rest of Fost Plus’ revenue comes from collected material sales, 

mostly from paper/cardboard and Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) plastic, followed by High-

Density Polyethylene (HDPE) plastic, glass, aluminum, and steel, in that order.67 The fees producers 

pay to Fost Plus is based on weight of packaging material and ease of recyclability, both of which Fost 

Plus can evaluate as a result of their role in managing the waste material streams. 

 

The Belgian government accredits Fost Plus every five years. The PRO itself does not carry out 

collection and sorting, but rather signs contracts with municipal authorities that outline how those 

functions should be carried out in order to maximize material recovery and processing. Fost Plus acts 

as a clearinghouse by coordinating between different stakeholders, including municipalities, producers, 

waste processing centers, recyclers, and more. It also carries out education and outreach campaigns to 

educate consumers about source separation.68 This case study demonstrates the central role of the 

PRO in ensuring success of Belgium’s EPR program. NYC can learn from this and other examples to 

design how a PRO would interact with existing stakeholders to extract value from the waste stream 

and add efficiencies. 

 

CONCLUSION 

New York City has a window of opportunity to design and enact the nation’s first EPR program for 

packaging and set a standard that could be replicated across New York State and beyond. We 

recommend an inclusive, all-stakeholder approach to design a full producer responsibility model with 

strong oversight, internalized fees, incentives for packaging recyclability, and small producer 

exemptions. There will likely be substantial opposition from producers on the EPR program itself as 

well as fee visibility. However, NYC can negotiate with producers by offering a phased approach of 

five years before full producer responsibility goes into effect and with greater financial and non-

financial benefits to packaging innovators. The next step for NYC would be to evaluate these best 

practices in relation to DSNY’s constraints and the overall goals of Zero Waste 2030.  

 

 

 

Packaging Policy Matrix 

Please see Page 138 to Page 143. 

 

                                                
66 Fost Plus. Accessed 2 Apr., 2018. https://www.fostplus.be/en/about-fost-plus/numbers-and-charts.  
67 Ibid. 
68 Product Stewardship Institute. “Policy Best Practices that Support Harmonization”. 2014. 

http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/productstewardship.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PSI_Reports/2014.04.01_-_PSI-PAC_NEXT_Su.pdf 

https://www.fostplus.be/en/about-fost-plus/numbers-and-charts
http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/productstewardship.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PSI_Reports/2014.04.01_-_PSI-PAC_NEXT_Su.pdf
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Packaging Literature Review 

General 

 
Arnaud, Brice. “Extended Producer Responsibility and Green Marketing: An Application to 
Packaging.” Environmental and Resource Economics, 2017. 67.2: 285-296. 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10640-015-9986-x  

This paper looks at EPR policy through the lens of environmental economics and concludes 
that the fee schedule has to be set such that producers bear a cost (of sorting and dumping 
packaging materials) that is high enough so that improving the recyclability of packaging is 
cost-reducing to invest in. 

 
Dubois, Maarten, and J. Peeters. "Design for environment incentives from extended producer 
responsibility." OECD. 2014. 
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ENV/EPOC/WPRP
W(2014)6/FINAL&docLanguage=En    

This OECD paper highlights that there is currently no consensus on whether full cost 
internalization of packaging waste actually results in “design for environment” benefits such 
as increased recyclability. This continues to be a controversial topic and requires further 
research. 

 
Gui, Luyi, et. al. “Efficient Implementation of Collective Extended Producer Responsibility 
Legislation”. Management Science 62(4):1098-1123. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2163.  

This source explores different models for EPR policy through economic analysis. We used 
this source to learn about some economic issues producers and governments face when 
determining fee structure and assigning differentiated fees for different materials. 

 
Gupt, Yamini and Samraj Sahay. “Review of Extended Producer Responsibility: A Case 
Study Approach”. Waste Management & Research 2015, Vol. 33(7) 595–611. 
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0734242X15592275.  

This source is a succinct overview of the administrative and economic tools governments 
and PROs can use in their EPR programs. It also contains tables which detail EPR programs 
in 27 jurisdictions across high and low income countries. This source was very useful in 
completing the accompanying policy matrix and for background information on programs in 
different countries. 

 
EXPRA. “Extended Producer Responsibility at a Glance.” EXPRA website. 2016. 
http://www.expra.eu/uploads/downloads/EXPRA%20EPR%20Paper_March_2016.pdf.  

This source explains the Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) concept and describes 
different EPR components, including goals, models, and case studies. 

 
Grocery Manufacturers Association. “Evaluation of Extended Producer Responsibility for 
Consumer Packaging Grocery Manufacturers Association.” 2012. https://www.gmaonline.org/file-
manager/Sustainability/GMA_SAIC_EPR_Report_091112.pdf.  

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10640-015-9986-x
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ENV/EPOC/WPRPW(2014)6/FINAL&docLanguage=En
http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/publicdisplaydocumentpdf/?cote=ENV/EPOC/WPRPW(2014)6/FINAL&docLanguage=En
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2163
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0734242X15592275
http://www.expra.eu/uploads/downloads/EXPRA%20EPR%20Paper_March_2016.pdf
https://www.gmaonline.org/file-manager/Sustainability/GMA_SAIC_EPR_Report_091112.pdf
https://www.gmaonline.org/file-manager/Sustainability/GMA_SAIC_EPR_Report_091112.pdf
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This report evaluates U.S. EPR for consumer packaging by analyzing EPR programs in other 
countries and non-EPR programs. EPR could achieve high recycling rate, higher efficiency 
and lower recycling cost. This report also mentions that government is the key to achieve 
recycling rate, because it has the legal authority. Some of the producers are actively in 
recycling, viewed as voluntary industry product stewardship, which could also achieve the 
goal to some extent.   

 
Nahman, Anton. “Extended Producer Responsibility for Packaging Waste in South Africa: Current 
Approaches and Lessons Learned.” Resources, Conservation and Recycling 54.3 (2010): 155–162. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2009.07.006.  

This source investigates both mandatory (plastic bag) and voluntary (steel beverage can, glass 
and PET) Packaging EPR schemes in South Africa and conducts a comparative analysis. It 
finds that voluntary industry initiatives are effective in stimulating recovery in this case. 
While mandatory regulations have not been effective in stimulating recovery. However, it is 
not always the case. In addition, in the case of glass and PET, a major incentive behind the 
voluntary initiatives is the desire to avoid punitive regulations. 

 
OECD. “Extended producer Responsibility: Updated Guidance for Efficient Waste 
Management”. Web. 2016. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264256385-en 

This source provides a comprehensive overview of the global EPR landscape as of 2016. It 
includes a thorough overview of EPR, key EPR mechanisms, fee structure guidance, and 
governance recommendations. This source also includes case studies for packaging EPR in 
Colombia, France, Japan, and Korea. ANNEX I assesses the environmental effectiveness, 
economic effectiveness and key issues of Japanese Packaging EPR scheme. 

 
OECD. “The State of Play on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR): Opportunities and 
Challenges Global Forum on Environment: Promoting Sustainable Materials Management through 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR).” Ministry of the Environment. Tokyo, 2014. 
https://www.oecd.org/environment/waste/Global%20Forum%20Tokyo%20Issues%20Paper%20
30-5-2014.pdf.  

This source gives an overview of global EPR landscape. It demonstrates key achievements 
(increase environmental effectiveness, reduce public expenditure, reduce overall waste 
management costs, and promote innovative design) and challenges (governance, 
administrative, economic challenges) faced by EPR legislations.  

 
Product Stewardship Institute. “Policy Best Practices that Support Harmonization”. 2014. 
http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/productstewardship.site-
ym.com/resource/resmgr/PSI_Reports/2014.04.01_-_PSI-PAC_NEXT_Su.pdf    

This source describes detailed policy elements and provides summary tables for 11 
jurisdictions: four provinces in Canada, Australia, Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, 
Netherlands, and the UK. This report informs a substantial portion of our policy matrix. 
However, much of the data is over five years old and hence outdated, so we have attempted 
to find more recent data wherever possible. 

 
Quinn, Lisa, and A. John Sinclair. "Policy challenges to implementing extended producer 
responsibility for packaging." Canadian Public Administration, 2006. 49.1. 60-79. 
http://www.cba.org/cba/cle/PDF/ENV09_Sinclair_paper.pdf    

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resconrec.2009.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264256385-en
https://www.oecd.org/environment/waste/Global%20Forum%20Tokyo%20Issues%20Paper%2030-5-2014.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/environment/waste/Global%20Forum%20Tokyo%20Issues%20Paper%2030-5-2014.pdf
http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/productstewardship.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PSI_Reports/2014.04.01_-_PSI-PAC_NEXT_Su.pdf
http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/productstewardship.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PSI_Reports/2014.04.01_-_PSI-PAC_NEXT_Su.pdf
http://www.cba.org/cba/cle/PDF/ENV09_Sinclair_paper.pdf
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This source sheds light on two important policy dimensions: mandatory vs. voluntary take-
back requirements and hidden vs. visible levies. It provides arguments for mandatory 
approach with integrated levies, particularly in the North American context. 

 
Van Rossem, Chris, Naoko Tojo, and Thomas Lindhqvist. "Extended Producer Responsibility: An 
examination of its impact on innovation and greening products”, Greenpeace International. Friends 
of the Earth Europe and the European Environmental Bureau. 2006. http://www.greenpeace.org/eu-
unit/Global/eu-unit/reports-briefings/2009/3/extendend-producer-responsibil.pdf    

Greenpeace International argues that EPR can prompt eco-design changes. It highlights the 
need to level the economic playing field for producers so that free ridership can be avoided, 
incentivizing producers to innovate to cut costs. 

United States 

 
AMERIPEN. “Unlocked Potential: A Roadmap for Improved Packaging Recovery”. 2013. 
https://c.ymcdn.com/sites/ameripen.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PDFs/100-Cities-Summary-
08.11.14.pdf    

This source synthesizes analysis by the packaging trade organization AMERIPEN of the 100 
largest US cities on the best practices to increase recovery and recycling rates. It considers 
the following as best practices: single stream, rolling cart, away-from-home access, includes 
commercial recycling, >$1/household spent on education, pay-as-you-throw system, 
mandated residential recycling, and landfill bans on packaging. AMERIPEN does not 
support EPR for packaging, as learned through an off-the-record interview with a 
representative. 

 
Cassel, Scott. “EPR for Packaging + Printed Paper: An Overview - Connecticut DEEP Meeting.” 
Connecticut DEEP. Hartford, 2016. 
http://www.ct.gov/deep/lib/deep/waste_management_and_disposal/Solid_Waste_Management_
Plan/SWAC_May_2016/PSI_-_05.23.2016_Packaging_Presentation_CT.pdf. Accessed Feb. 13, 
2018. 

Product Stewardship Institute presents the barriers and opportunities of implementing 
packaging EPR scheme in the U.S. U.S. has relatively low packaging rate, and the current 
recycling system is too narrowly focused on single-family homes. Also, the existing 
infrastructure is inefficient and fragmented.  

 
Colin, Staub, and Jared Paben. “Packaging EPR Still a Possibility in California.” Resource Recycling. 
2017. https://resource-recycling.com/recycling/2017/03/14/packaging-epr-still-possibility-
california/.  

No U.S. state has approved a mandatory EPR legislation to packaging. This source discusses 
potential future movements by California Department of Resources Recovery and Recycling 
(CalRecycle) in California. 

 
Gardner, Paul. "Extended producer responsibility for packaging and printed paper in the United 
States." Journal of Industrial Ecology. 2013. 17.2: 170-171. 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/jiec.12015/abstract    

This source describes the patchwork of recycling programs around the United States and 
argues that low political viability is the reason for low adoption of EPR programs in the US 

http://www.greenpeace.org/eu-unit/Global/eu-unit/reports-briefings/2009/3/extendend-producer-responsibil.pdf
http://www.greenpeace.org/eu-unit/Global/eu-unit/reports-briefings/2009/3/extendend-producer-responsibil.pdf
https://c.ymcdn.com/sites/ameripen.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PDFs/100-Cities-Summary-08.11.14.pdf
https://c.ymcdn.com/sites/ameripen.site-ym.com/resource/resmgr/PDFs/100-Cities-Summary-08.11.14.pdf
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as compared to comparable high income nations. It highlights the opportunity for scale in 
the large US market, and advocates for 100% producer responsibility EPR programs enacted 
at the state level. 

 
State of Connecticut. “Task Force to Study Methods for Reducing Consumer Packaging 
that Generates Solid Waste”. Web. 2017. Accessed 6 Feb., 2018. 
https://www.cga.ct.gov/env/tfs/20170216_Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%
20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Solid%20Waste/Final%20Rep
ort/Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging
%20that%20Generates%20Soild%20Waste%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf 

This source includes recommendations from a mainly-industry stakeholder task force 
evaluating proposed EPR packaging legislation in Connecticut. Some recommendations, 
such as increasing the bottle bill rebate amount, increasing recycling bin access in public 
spaces, and using a Pay-As-You-Throw program, informed our own recommendations. 

 
Nash, Jennifer and Christopher Bosso. “Extended Producer Responsibility in the United States: Full 
Speed Ahead?” Journal of Industrial Ecology. 2013. 17(2): 175-185.  
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/centers/mrcbg/files/Nash_Bosso_2013-10.pdf 

This source provides an overview of EPR legislation that has been passed in the US until 
2011. There are approximately 70 (with 40 of them between 2008-11), spanning batteries, 
mercury thermostats, and e-waste (TVs, laptops, monitors, etc.). 

 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. “EPA’s Safer Choice Standard”. 2015. 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-12/documents/standard-for-safer-products.pdf    

This EPA document lists the standards for the “Safer Choice” label which includes human 
and environmental cost of packaging as well as closed-loop recovery consideration. 
Currently, over 2,000 products qualify for the label, which also consists of a host of 
indicators for human and environmental health beyond packaging, such as chemical toxicity 
of the products themselves. This label provides one option that NYC can use in order to 
design incentives for producers to offer more responsible products and packaging. 

 

NYC/NYS 

 
New York State. “The New York State Returnable Container Act, Article 27, Title 10 of the 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL)”. Sections 27-1001 to 27-1019. 2017. 
https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/rca2017.pdf  

This bill establishes a deposit and handling fee scheme for specific beverage containers. We 
used this source to inform our recommendation of a future EPR program that considers the 
existing bottle bill. 

 
NYC Department of Sanitation. “Waste Characterization Study”. Web. 2017. 
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization  

The waste characterization studies from 2017, as well as 2013 and 2005, provided critical 
background information and statistics about NYC’s current packaging waste stream and 
material specific recycling rates for comparison with international jurisdictions analyzed. 

 

https://www.cga.ct.gov/env/tfs/20170216_Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Solid%20Waste/Final%20Report/Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Soild%20Waste%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/env/tfs/20170216_Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Solid%20Waste/Final%20Report/Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Soild%20Waste%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/env/tfs/20170216_Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Solid%20Waste/Final%20Report/Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Soild%20Waste%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.cga.ct.gov/env/tfs/20170216_Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Solid%20Waste/Final%20Report/Task%20Force%20to%20Study%20Methods%20for%20Reducing%20Consumer%20Packaging%20that%20Generates%20Soild%20Waste%20-%20Final%20Report.pdf
https://www.hks.harvard.edu/sites/default/files/centers/mrcbg/files/Nash_Bosso_2013-10.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2013-12/documents/standard-for-safer-products.pdf
https://www.dec.ny.gov/docs/materials_minerals_pdf/rca2017.pdf
http://www1.nyc.gov/assets/dsny/site/resources/reports/waste-characterization


146 

NYC Mayor’s Office of Sustainability. “OneNYC Progress Report 2016”. Web. 2017.  
http://www1.nyc.gov/html/onenyc/downloads/pdf/publications/OneNYC-2016-Progress-
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The 2016 OneNYC progress report provided some amplifying information that was not 
included in the “Zero Waste Challenge” summary provided by DSNY.  
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This source is a collaborative publication between the Rockefeller Foundation, the NYC 
Mayor’s office of Sustainability, the American Institute of Architects in New York, and 
DSNY. It is a thorough, technical description of current waste management infrastructure in 
NYC, and includes policy recommendations for design. We used this source as background 
information in the NYC waste management system; particularly the diagram on page 23. 
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Canadian Stewardship Services Alliance. Web. Accessed Apr. 05, 2018. http://www.cssalliance.ca    

Canadian Stewardship Services Alliance is an umbrella non-profit PRO that acts as a one-
stop-shop helping producers be in compliance with province-specific requirements across 
Canada. It acts as the liaison between producers and province-specific PROs. The 
organization therefore has a unique vantage point, and through their informative website and 
emails and off-the-record interviews, have shed light on the Canadian model as well as 
shared best practices such as data management through the S.A.P. system. 
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This presentation provides an overview of various EPR programs in Canadian provinces 
along with their history and program characteristics. This helped triangulate some 
information for the policy matrix. 

 
EPR Canada. “Getting EPR Oversight Right.” 2016. http://www.eprcanada.ca/EPR-Canada-
Getting-EPR-Oversight-Right-March-2016.pdf     

This report from the non-profit EPR Canada describes the nature of oversight for EPR 
programs, the problem of free riders, adequate monitoring to ensure mandated standards are 
met, and administration of penalties for non-compliance. It summarizes oversight best 
practices from the Canadian experience that can be applied to other jurisdictions. 
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This report from EPR Canada highlights that EPR has largely been mainstreamed and 
institutionalized in the last decade, following the Canada-wide action plan set out in 2009. 
However, continuing challenges include lack of coordination and harmonization between 
different programs, and strong incentives that in practice reliably deliver on environmental 
design outcomes. 
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education. The discussion can inform DSNY’s approach as it navigates sensitive negotiations 
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Bonelli, Sarah. Phone Interviews. Feb. 14 & Mar. 23, 2018 

Sarah Bonelli, Associate for Policy and Programs at the Product Stewardship Institute, 
provided helpful clarifications about packaging EPR programs, particularly in western 
jurisdictions, and answered questions about PSI public reports. She also commented on draft 
recommendations prepared for NYC, reinforcing what we identified as best practices. 

 
Crawford, Shannon. Email Response. Apr. 6, 2018. 

Shannon Crawford, Director of State Government Affairs at the Plastics Industry 
Association, provided suggestions for NYC when considering an EPR law - which she 
generally opposes. Shannon also offered to collaborate on a future bill or working group, 
and noted that the Association has done so with CalRecycle and the Connecticut Task Force 
to Study Methods for Reducing Consumer Packaging that Generates Solid Waste. She also 
referenced producers selling into California, who have managed to comply with the 
California Rigid Plastic Packaging Container Law. 

 
Davidson, Christopher and Rhea Hale. Phone Interview. Apr. 5, 2018. 

Christopher Davidson (Director of Corporate Sustainability) and Rhea Hale (Director of 
Public Policy) represented the Westrock Paper and Container Company based in Richmond, 
Virginia. They provided their perspectives and concerns regarding EPR for packaging in 
general, and more specifically for paper and paperboard - Westrock’s primary packaging 
material.  

 
Dempsey, Natha. Phone Interview. Mar. 30, 2018. 

Natha Dempsey is the Vice President of Food Packaging Institute (FPI). She stated that FPI 
favors voluntary initiatives over anything government mandated. She also highlighted the 
number of proactive approaches and stated that EPR for packaging, since packaging is so 
broad, could limit the options for proactive, voluntary initiatives FPI and others are 
undertaking.  

 
Keen, Allison. Phone Interview. Mar. 30, 2018. 

Allison Keen is the President of the Flexible Packaging Association (FPA). She voiced that 
EPR is not an ideal solution for FPA members because flexible packaging is so varied and it 
would be difficult to put a system in place that effectively works for the various packaging 
types. However, if EPR legislation for packaging were to be discussed, FPA would want to 
be in the discussions to ensure FPA’s perspective is voiced. She also highlighted the question 
about what EPR fees would be funding and noted the need for the right infrastructure to 
launch any program. 

 
Langdon, Allen. Phone Interview. Mar. 1, 2018. 

Allen Langdon is the Managing Director of the PRO Recycle BC in British Columbia. He 
provided details about the British Columbia model, including about the relationship of 
municipalities to the PRO as service providers. He also advised that early consideration of 
proper data management, such as through the Canadian S.A.P. system, can be very 
important for creating an effective EPR program. 
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Lifset, Reid. Phone Interview. Mar. 1, 2018. 
Reid is a Research Scholar, Resident Fellow in Industrial Ecology, Associate Director of the 
Industrial Environmental Management Program, and Editor-in-Chief of the Journal of 
Industrial Ecology at Yale University. He identified barriers to implementation, highlighted 
Belgium as the current model program and described what was most successful about that 
program. He also commented that no current program calculates a fee based on the lifetime 
carbon intensity of each material stream but that perhaps NYC should be the first.   

 
Metzner, Tom. Phone Interview. Feb. 21, 2018. 

Tom Metzner at the Connecticut DEEP shared current packaging EPR status in 
Connecticut. He gave out potential barriers of packaging EPR, which is ignorance and 
apathy. EPR scheme should be introduced as how much it can save. Tom mentioned 
Connecticut will follow the model built by British Columbia. Although the most successful 
program is in Belgium, the BC model is easier to mirror.  

 
Quoden, Joachim. Phone Interview. Feb, 9. 2018.  

Joachim Quoden is the Managing Director at EXPRA, the European Extended Producer 
Responsibility Alliance. As one of our first interviews, he recommended countries with 
model programs to research, described the different types of PRO implementation in 
Europe, highlighted key strengths and barriers to passing and implementing an EPR law, and 
recommended several other contacts.  

 
Silver, Sam. Phone Interview. Apr. 3, 2018. 

Sam Silver is the Education and Outreach Coordinator at Sims Municipal Recycling. He 
provided a thorough description of Sims’ contractual relationship with NYC, its revenue 
sources, industry trade group affiliations, and the challenges Sims anticipates in the future. 
These include fluctuations in global prices of post-consumer materials, the high cost of glass 
recycling and reuse due to its weight and range of colors and upgrading infrastructure to 
accommodate polypropylene.   
 

Webber, Terry. Phone Interview. Mar. 30, 2018. 
Terry Webber is the Director of Government Affairs at the American Forest & Paper 
Association (AFPA). In this interview, he expressed the Association’s view that EPR is not 
an appropriate solution for paper. He highlighted the progress made with voluntary 
initiatives, such as the Recycling Partnership program in which AFPA partners with 
municipalities to ensure the infrastructure is in place for optimal recycling.  
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