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Prof. Wong Ming-hung (Chairman) 
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Dr. Yau Wing-kwong  
Mr. Simon Wong  
Mr. Tsang Kam-lam  
Dr. Man Chi-sum  
Mr. Oscar Chow  
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In Attendance 
Mr. Albert Lam Deputy Director of Environmental Protection (2)
Ms. Margaret Hsia Assistant Director of Environmental Protection 

(Waste Management Policy) 
Dr. Derek Wong Environmental Protection Officer (Waste 

Management Policy Division)1 
 

Item 4 only 
 

 

Dr. Alain Lam Principal Environmental Protection Officer 
(Waste Management Policy) 

Ms. Heidi Yung Senior Environmental Protection Officer (Waste 
Management Policy)1 

 
 

 Action 

Agenda Item 1:  Confirmation of Minutes of the Last 
Meeting 
 
1. The draft minutes of the 26th meeting held on 26 March 

2010 were confirmed without amendment.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Agenda Item 2:  Matters Arising 
 
2. There were no matters arising from the last meeting.   
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Agenda Item 3:  The Environmental Levy Scheme for 
Plastic Shopping Bags Latest Lev

 
– y Income (Paper 

WMSC 02/10) 
 
3. Upon invitation by the Chairman, Ms. Margaret Hsia took 

members through the paper.  Members noted that there 
was a significant reduction in the distribution of plastic 
shopping bags (“PSBs”) by registered retailers.  A 
Member remarked that according to overseas experience, 
a levy scheme of this kind would normally achieve 
encouraging results in the first year after implementation; 
PSB distribution might rebound over time as the 
community was adapted to the levy.  With this in mind, 
he enquired about the Admini o way 
forward, including how to deal with PSBs used in wet 
markets and flat-top bags.  A Member

strati n’s intended

opined that owing 
to hygienic concern, it might not be advisable to apply the 
scheme to wet markets.  In response, Ms. Margaret Hsia 
explained that the Administration had been monitoring the 
developments and maintaining constructive dialogue with 
the trade.  Relevant data and research findings had been 
collected for analysis.  The levy income, alongside with 
other relevant factors, would be taken into account in the 
comprehensive review of the environmental levy scheme 
that would take place in one year after the implementation 
of the scheme.  Members would be kept updated of 
future development of the scheme.   

 
4. A Member asked whether registered retailers encountered 

any operational problems as they envisaged before the 
implementation of the levy scheme.  Ms. Margaret Hsia 
explained that the levy scheme had been running generally 
smoothly.  It was observed that with proper training and 
accumulation of experience, the front-line staff could 
handle the job well. 

 
5. Commenting on a news article about a possible way 

forward, a Member was concerned about adopting the 
Taiwan model in Hong Kong because that involved a 
fundamental change to a system that the general public 
were adapted to.  Another Member shared similar 
concerns.  As an alternative to a statutory approach, a 
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Member suggested that the Taiwan model could be tried 
out first in voluntary programmes applicable to selected 
retailers.   

 
6. A Member further asked whether the Administration 

would consider setting up a dedicated fund to manage the 
monies received from the levy scheme.  He considered 
that the public would find it more acceptable if the monies 
could be used for the betterment of the environment 
instead of being pocketed by the retailers.  Mr. Albert 
Lam noted that the objective of the levy scheme was to 
provide an economic disincentive to deter indiscriminate 
use of PSB and this policy intention had been clearly 
conveyed to the public.  The public should not be 
encouraged to perceive paying the levy as a means to 
contributing financially to the environment.  That was 
also the reason why Government stated clearly that the 
scheme was not a revenue measure and the less levy 
collected the better.   

 
7. A Member cautioned that the effectiveness of the levy 

scheme might be overshadowed by indiscriminate use of 
non-woven bags which had been increasingly used since 
the implementation of the scheme.  On non-woven bags, 
a Member said that the latest guidelines for District 
Councils was to avoid excessive distribution of reusable 
shopping bags.  A Member also noticed that more people 
practiced BYOB after the implementation of the levy 
scheme.  Based on his own business experience, a 
Member found that waste avoidance could also be 
achieved by some incentives (e.g. coupons).  Two 
Members agreed that a similar approach could be 
explored.      

 
8. When being invited to comment, a Member said that the 

Taiwan model might not present the perfect solution since 
non-complying business could choose to offer rebate 
thereby circumventing the scheme.  A Member asked 
whether the next target could be set at those sectors 
distributing the highest number of PSBs.   

 
9. In response, Mr. Albert Lam explained that the current 
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scheme already covered the retail sectors that were the 
main distributors of PSB, and there were no other 
categories which on their own accounted for such 
significant percentage of PSB distribution. Mr Albert Lam 
continued to explain that there would be law drafting 
constraints if the scheme was extended on the basis of 
certain retail categories.  Extension of the mandatory 
scheme on selected categories would also be difficult to 
justify on environmental grounds.  Due consideration to 
practicality in compliance and enforcement would also 
need to be carefully assessed if the mandatory PRS was 
extended to all retailers the majority of which were small 
and medium enterprises that would find it very 
burdensome to comply with the levy remittance system.   

 
10. After some deliberation, the Chairman concluded that the 

Subcommittee noted the latest statistics relating to the levy 
scheme and its effectiveness.  The Subcommittee 
supported further extension of the scheme and the 
Chairman also asked the Administration to provide further 
updates on the way forward of the levy scheme in due 
course.  

 
Agenda Item 4:  A Baseline Study on Commercial and 
Industrial Waste Charging 
 
11. Upon the Chairm  invitation, Dr. Alain Laman’s  recapped 

the issues to be considered on municipal solid waste 
(MSW) charging in local context before the Subcommittee 
continued its deliberations.   

 
12. A Member considered that the objectives of MSW 

charging were to reduce waste and increase recycling at 
source.  The option of establishment-based variable rate, 
such as a pre-paid bag charging scheme, should be given 
priority consideration as it would be the most effective 
approach for achieving the objectives.  In response to 
Mem  experience, Dr. Alain Lambers’ enquiry on Taipei’s  
remarked that the critical elements to control fly-tipping 
under the per-bag waste charging scheme were the closure 
of nearly all refuse collection points (RCPs) and removal 
of most public litter bins in Taipei.  A Member opined 
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that if an establishment-based variable rate charging 
scheme was to be implemented in Hong Kong, the same 
practice should be adopted.  A Member expressed grave 
concerns on the social implication of closing the RCPs and 
removal of public litter bins.  

 
13. Dr. Alain Lam highlighted that direct applicability of 

 experience should however be read with caution 
given Hong  situation of over 90% 
households living in multi-storey buildings.  Ms. Heidi 

Taipei’s
 Kong’s unique

Yung supplemented that in Taipei, the per-bag waste 
charging scheme was not applicable to multi-storey 
buildings where households in the building were allowed 
to employ cleaners to use extra large size designated bags 
to repackage the waste disposed of in ordinary garbage 
bags and to share the associated cost. 

 
14. A Member said that the public generally perceived that 

waste management cost was already collected through 
Government rates.  There could be pressure from the 
public to seek reimbursement of at least part of the 
Government rates upon introduction of MSW charge.  It 
was however noted that the collection of Government 
rates had its own historical background.  Given its nature, 
such reimbursement might not be feasible.   

 
15. A Member considered the waste reduction rate as a result 

of per-bag waste charging in Taipei fairly impressive. In 
response, Ms. Heidi Yung explained that in addition to 
waste charging, the achievement of waste reduction at 
source was also attributed to supplementary measures such 

aste-off-the- andatory waste 
separation”.  

 
16. A Member

as “w ground” and “m

 observed that T  experience in food waste 
separation would also be the key to waste reduction in 
Hong Kong as food waste constituted a significant portion 
of MSW.  Without food waste recycling programme and 
facilities, he doubted whether MSW charging alone could 
achieve significant waste reduction effect.  A Member

aipei’s

 
echoed and opined that if food waste recycling or other 
waste separation measures could achieve a significant 
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waste reduction effect, it might not be necessary to go for 
MSW charging which might not be the most effective to 
achieve waste reduction given Hon  
A Member

g Kong’s local context.
 considered that environmental education was 

more important and there might not be a need to rush for 
MSW charging.  He added that per-bag waste charging 
scheme might not be feasible in Hong Kong and it would 
intensify mid-night illegal dumping, which was already 
quite common in Hong Kong even without charging. 

 
17. It was noted that phase I of the Organic Waste Treatment 

Facilities in Siu Ho Wan was designed to have a 
treatment capacity of about 200 tonnes per day. 
Members considered that there should be proper outlets 
for food waste before stepping up food waste recycling 
and treatment in Hong Kong.  A Member then shared 
with Members the experience of Taipei on outlets of food 
waste, including pig feeding and production of compost 
for agricultural use.  

 
18. The Chairman opined that the Administration should 

explore local outlets for compost, such as agricultural use. 
Mr. Albert Lam advised that some Government 
departments had been using compost in their planting 
projects.  In response to the enquiry raised by a Member 
on exporting compost to Mainland China, Mr. Albert Lam 
said that judging from other experiences, it could not be 
assumed that the Mainland authorities would 
automatically welcome Hong K
compost.  A Member

ong’s recyclables such as 
 further commented that noting the 

local constraints on MSW charging, food waste recycling 
should be pursued and compost outlets should be 
explored. 

 
19. A Member asked whether the Government would provide 

any support to private food waste treatment facilities. 
Mr. Albert Lam explained that there were existing avenues 
to provide land and financial support to sound 
environmental projects.  A Member considered that it 
would be more cost-effective to treat food waste on-site 
such as setting up composting devices in shopping malls 
and schools.  A Member agreed and suggested that the 
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Environment and Conservation Fund (ECF) might 
subsidize setting up on-site composting devices, similar to 
the approach in subsidizing the set up of waste separation 
bins within buildings. 

 
20. After some further deliberations, Members suggested EPD 

to gather further information on food waste recycling from 
other jurisdictions.  The Chairman concluded that the 
Subcommittee would continue deliberate the subject after 
consideration o r update.  Dr. Alain Lamf EPD’s furthe  
thanked Members for their views and agreed to collect 
further information to facilitate Mem
a future meeting. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EPD 
 
 

Agenda Item 5:  Any Other Business 
 
21. The Chairman

bers’ consideration at 

 remarked that the new system for paperless 
meeting would be in place in late June.  In this 
connection, the next meeting would be conducted in 
paperless mode.   

 

 

Agenda Item 6:  Date of Next Meeting 
 
22. The Secretariat would contact individual member shortly 

to arrange the next meeting.   
 

 
 

 

 
 
ACE Waste Management Subcommittee 
Secretariat 
August 2010 
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