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Consumer-portion packaging plays an important role in delivering

sauces, condiments, preserves, and other food products. Each day,

these small packs help millions of Europeans enjoy complementary
foods that are safe, convenient, fresh, and of consistent quality.

@ PPWR and consumer-portion packaging

The EU’s Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation An independent report published in June 2026 (see
(PPWR - Article 25 and Annex V) foresees restrictions cpic-coadlition.eu/report) suggests current packaging
from 2030 on dine-in supply of many current consumer- delivers the best overall outcome for society. Switching
portion packaging formats. to reusable alternatives adds costs of €806mn per year,

Innovation continues but it is clear that alternatives will while a single-use alternative would cost £57/mn per year.

not be commercially viable and scalable by 2030. The report suggests no consistent evidence of alternatives
being better for the environment, while single-use plastic
packaging is best for product quality and presents the
lowest food safety risk.

The Consumer-Portion Packaging Innovation Coalition
(cPIC) brings together companies and associations
in the food manufacturing and restaurant sectors,

working with policymakers to identify solutions that We therefore call for a pragmatic, category-based
support environmental goals, meet consumer needs, approach to the upcoming Annex V Guidelines, due in
and addresses the reality faced by food producers and February 2027, and for flexibility regarding the timing of
the hospitality sector. adoption and implementation of the ban.

@ The benefits of consumer-portion packaging

Freshness, quality, convenience Alignment with nutritional guidelines
Cutting service time, complexity and costs, Enabling the serving of products in a recommended
notably in quick-service restaurants and quantity aligned with nutritional guidelines.

school/workplace canteens.

Lower ‘hidden’
environmental costs

Without polymer barriers, shelf-
lives are shorter, leading to more
frequent deliveries (with higher
transport emissions). Reusables
means more water and energy
for washing and more hard
plastic as containers are
damaged or lost.

Less food waste

Delivering foods in sufficient
quantities and cutting waste
arising from over-serving

or use of larger formats
that can lead to spoiled
food spoils being
discarded.

Less packaging

Larger bottles can
weigh up to three times
more than sachets
containing the same
volume (and with a
greater risk of spoiling).

Supporting businesses

Small producers and food
outlets are hit hardest by

a move to new processes,
packaging and equipment -
adding to challenges for SMEs,
especially in the hospitality and
tourism sector.

Consumer choice

g High standards
Lesser-used products may not % s ) .
be cost-effective for food outlets Delivering high quality standards and a
- if they are withdrawn, this practical way for food outlets to effectively
harms consumer choice. safeguard consumers from allergen exposure.
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@ Detailed recommendations for the Commission Annex V Guidelines

With the independent report showing costs of the 2030 ban but no clear evidence of environmental benefits, CPIC is
calling on the European Commission to take a pragmatic approach to the Annex V Guidelines, due for adoption by
February 2027, and to ensure sufficient time is allowed for proper consideration and implementation of new rules.

These rules should ensure appropriate differentiated polymer (plastic) thresholds* for foods provided in
consumer-portion packaging to protect the environment (cutting food waste and plastic, water and energy use),
enhance food quality and safety, offer convenience for users, and reduce burdens on businesses.

Alternative, fibre-based packaging leads to a shorter
shelf-life and would require thicker packaging. This
means decision-makers will need to weigh up plastic
reduction against the environmental impact of more
material use and energy consumption in production.
Other dispensing options often lead to food waste of
eight to ten per cent of product plus extra costs for
new equipment, restaurant remodelling, and cleaning.

For products containing allergens (soy sauce, sesame
oll, mustord), dispensing is unsuitable. Without effective
individual packaging, food outlets may simply ban
them, reducing consumer choice.

Our proposal: 20-30% polymer threshold.

This will avoid acid sauces eroding packaging
(within approximately three months), as well as
issues such as water penetration and oxidisation,
fat separation and discolouration - all of which
lead to consumer dissatisfaction and/or outlets
having to throw products away.

Other wet products
(such as coffee creamer)

Similar issues arise as for sauces regarding alternative
fiore-based packaging (reduced shelf-life, higher
material and energy use, and higher costs). In addition,
dispensing options (such as small jugs of milk) increase
the possibility of food waste, entail higher costs, and
mean more emissions from washing.

Food safety is a major concern if large formats of
products are left exposed, especially in warm conditions
(such as at a breakfast buffet). Milk (as well as nuts in
some spreads), present an allergy risk if dispensed or
contained in insufficiently protective packaging.

Our proposal: 20-30% polymer threshold.
This will avoid issues such as leakages and
potential issues with food safety and quality,
including crystallisation of products and
separation of products containing fats.

Hot-filled products

(such as preserves)

Hot-filled products - such as preserves, jams and
marmalades, and some sauces using this process

- present a particular issue. Hot filling takes place at
around 80 degrees Celsius. It is very difficult to complete
such a process without plastic packaging (and the
process cannot be completed cold).

As with other wet products, moving to large, shared
containers or dispensing the product in small containers
is likely to lead to food safety and quality issues,
potential additional food waste, and the environmental
and financial cost of washing. Pump dispensing is
unsuitable due to the high viscosity of preserves.

Cross-contamination leading to spoiling is a particular
issue (such as introduction of fats from spreads at
breakfast buffets). Preserves and jams face issues
regarding oxygen exposure, with low-sugar products
particularly impacted.

Our proposal: an exemption for packaging used
in hot-filling (for preserves and other products)
given the lack of alternative packaging in the
near future.

Dry foodstuffs

Dry foodstuffs tend to use fibre packaging but still
require polymers to provide a barrier. Purely fibre-based
packaging is expected to lead to a reduced shelf-life
(adding to costs to businesses and consumers, and
food waste).

Dispensing options can present food quality concerns
due to exposure of the product, as well as potential food
safety issues related to handling by multiple users, or
food waste and the environmental and financial cost
of washing related to dispensing portions in reusable
containers.

Our proposal: 5% polymer threshold for sugar,
sweeteners, salt and pepper; 15% for coffee
creamer powder and seasoning (fried onions,
herbs and spices) due to their oil content.
Polymers provide a barrier that helps to avoid
caking due to humidity, oxidisation, aroma release
and related contamination of other products.

*These thresholds are exclusive of any decorative or functional layers applied as labels or graphic elements, printing inks, varnishes,
adhesives used for lamination or closure, and lacquers or protective topcoats, all of which should be counted separately.
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