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Executive Summary  

 

Polyethylene terephthalate (PET) is a lightweight, durable, and versatile plastic used extensively 

in global packaging, especially within the food and beverage sector. While it is a preferred 

material in consumer -packaged goods due to its durability and sa fety, its ubiquity has created a 

profound environmental burden. 1 Designed for single -use consumption and requiring centuries 

to decompose, 2 discarded PET bottles frequently overwhelm waste management systems. 

Although PET is technically recyclable, recovery efforts struggle to keep pace with production, 

resulting in significant leakage into landfills and natural ecosystems.  

As the most populous nation in Africa, Nigeria faces a particularly acute plastic waste problem. 

In 2025, the country generated 500K metric tons (MT) of PET waste. Despite an active informal 

recovery sector, ~90% of the country's waste remains mismanaged, 3 clogging waterways, filling 

informal dumpsites, or being openly burned. Currently, only 40 -50% of annual PET waste is 

recovered from the environment and 20 -25% is recycled domestically. The remaining collected 

volume is exported, rejected by recyclers due  to contamination, or lost through leakage across 

the value chain.  

 

   500K MT/yr 

     PET Generated 

     40ï50% 
       Collected 

     20ï25% 
       Recycled Domestically 

 

Collection and recycling rates are influenced by a complex interplay of socioeconomic and 

structural factors that vary by state. For example, the operational environment for collection is 

defined by a distinct set of local drivers and barriers:  

ω Collection drivers: High urban density that concentrates feedstock, proximity to 

established off -taker hubs, and elevated unemployment that expands the incentives for 

higher collection rates  

 

1 Towards a System Change in Plastic Pollution: A Roadmap for the Sustainable Use of Plastics in 

Nigeria (October 2024)  
2 This is how long everyday plastic items last in the ocean , World Economic Forum (Accessed March 

2nd, 2026)  
3 Global Plastics Action Partnership , Nigeria (Accessed March 2nd, 2026)  

https://www.weforum.org/stories/2018/11/chart-of-the-day-this-is-how-long-everyday-plastic-items-last-in-the-ocean/#:~:text=But%20it%20takes%20the%20ocean,and%20cigarette%20butts%20take%2010.&text=Marine%20debris%20is%20classed%20by,in%20food%20eaten%20by%20humans.
https://www.globalplasticaction.org/nigeria
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ω Collection barriers: Regional insecurity, the stigmatization of collectors, and long 

distances to off -taker hubs  

 

While these factors determine the volume of PET gathered, proximity to  recycling facilities  

influence the final destination of the material. Domestic recycling is currently concentrated 

ŀŎǊƻǎǎ bƛƎŜǊƛŀΩǎ ǎƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ȊƻƴŜǎΦ CƻǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƭƻƎƛǎǘƛŎǎ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΣ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

export markets become more attractive in terms of accessibility an d profitability. This 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ŘƛǎŎƻƴƴŜŎǘ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ άŎƻƴǾŜǊǎƛƻƴ ƎŀǇέ ƛƴ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƘƛƎƘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŘƻŜǎ 

not necessarily translate to domestic recycling. Instead, material is diverted to international 

markets, which limits the potential for loca l value addition.  

 

National PET Waste Flow  

 

{ȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘƭȅ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜ bƛƎŜǊƛŀΩǎ t9¢ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŎƘŀƛƴΣ ƘƛƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ 

and economic potential. Key barriers include:  

¶ Fragmented and informal collection:  Decentralized and informal recovery results in 

high contamination rates and an inconsistent supply of quality feedstock  

¶ High operational costs:  Erratic power supply and high logistics costs erode the price 

competitiveness of domestic processing  

¶ Weak policy enforcement:  Inconsistent implementation of regulations , driven by weak 

penalties and limited  budget for  enforcement, hinder value chain formalization and 

undermine systemic stability  
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Why Now  

There is a significant, untapped opportunity to strengthen Nigeria's PET collection and recycling 

ecosystem to improve environmental outcomes, generate jobs, and capture more value addition 

domestically. Realizing this potential requires a strategic shift from a fragmented, export -

oriented model toward a more coordinated domestic value chain. Momentum is already building; 

domestic recycling capacity is increasing, with major new investments expected to bring the 

collection rate for domestic recycler s as high as 35% by the end of 2026.  

Three forces are converging to create a narrow window for action:  

1. CƛǊǎǘΣ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŀǘ ǎŎŀƭŜΦ tƻƭȅǎƳŀǊǘΩǎ Ϸсл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ōǳƛƭŘ bƛƎŜǊƛŀΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǾƛǎƛōƭŜ ǎƛƎƴŀƭ ƻŦ 

broader investor confidence.  

2. Second, per -capita plastic consumption is projected to grow at 3.6% 4 annually. Without an 

expansion of collection and recycling capacity, waste will proliferate in the environment.   

3. Third, new regulations mandating recycled content thresholds are creating durable, captive 

demand for domestically sourced rPET τ  often at attractive discounts to virgin imports.  

¢ƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎ ǎƘƛŦǘ ǘƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ bƛƎŜǊƛŀΩǎ t9¢ ǎŜŎǘƻǊ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƛȊŜǎ ǘƻ 

how quickly stakeholders move to capture the opportunity.  

Investing in targeted interventions along the value chain ς from collectors and aggregators to 

recyclers and the broader enabling environment ς will improve the livelihoods of those working 

in the sector while also boosting collection and recycling rates. A summary of key interventions 

is outlined below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4Market Assessment for Plastics Circularity in Nigeria, PWC (2019)  
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Interventions by owner  

Owner  
Intervention 

category  
Interventions  

Government  Policy & legislation  ¶ Ensure NESREA has adequate budget to enforce the  National 

Environmental (Plastic Waste Control)  Regulations  

¶ Analyze domestic rPET processing capacity , revising threshold 

regulations as needed ; subsequently, enforce legislation  

Market development  ¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ CƻƻŘ ϧ .ŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ wŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ !ƭƭƛŀƴŎŜ όC.w!ύΩǎ 

efforts to formalize the collection sector by offering 

government -recognized collect identification cards  

Infrastructure  ¶ Invest in infrastructure and resolving operational challenges 

(e.g., issues with road safety officials, vehicle permits) that 

hinder collection and aggregation efforts  

Private 

Sector  

Equipment  ¶ Sponsor machinery (e.g., balers, industrial scales) adoption at 

the aggregator -level via a lease -to -own model  

Policy  ¶ Champion adoption of the Plastic Waste  Control  Regulations , 

which were gazetted in April 2026  

Economic & 

structural  

¶ Formalize off -taker agreements with recyclers , specifying 

volumes/quality requirements to encourage investment and 

capacity expansion  

¶ Formally commit to rPET threshold minimums (including those 

that exceed regulatory requirements)  

Logistics  ¶ Foster entrepreneurs / provide start -up capital to develop 

ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ƙǳōǎ ǘƻ ŀŎǘ ŀǎ άŦŜŜŘŜǊǎέ ǘƻ recyclers  

Donors  Advocacy  ¶ Support the establishment and formalization of collector 

cooperatives  

¶ Encourage joint procurement of transport and equipment (at 

both the collector and aggregator -level)  

Public awareness  ¶ Launch (youth) education campaigns to raise awareness about 

the importance of recycling and separation -at -source 

activities  

Policy support  ¶ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ bƛƎŜǊƛŀΩǎ 9tw ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ōȅ 

sharing technical insights from more mature PRO markets with 

NESREA (e.g., approaches to calculating EPR fees, developing 

a functional plastic registry)  
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PET in Nigeria: At a glance  

500K MT/yr 

PET generated 

 40ï50% 
Collected 

 20ï25% 
Recycled domestically 

 

THE CHALLENGE 

Fragmented collection. Decentralized, informal 

recovery produces high contamination and 

inconsistent feedstock.  

High operational costs. Erratic power and high 

logistics costs erode the price competitiveness 

of domestic processing.  

Weak policy enforcement. Inconsistent 

regulation enforcement hinders formalization 

and undermines investor confidence.  

The conversion gap. Up to ~40% of collected 

PET is exported rather than processed locally, 

limiting domestic value addition.  

 WHY NOW 

Capacity is scaling. tƻƭȅǎƳŀǊǘΩǎ Ϸслa ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ 

and other expansions could lift recycler 

collection to ~35% by end of 2026.  

Feedstock supply is structural. Per-capita 

plastic consumption is growing at 3.6% 

annually, ensuring sustained PET volume.  

Demand is being mandated. Recycled -content 

thresholds in recent regulation s create durable 

demand for domestically sourced rPET.  

Coordination is the constraint. Capital and 

ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ŜȄƛǎǘΤ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ 

among owners to deploy them in concert.  

PRIORITY ACTIONS BY OWNER 

Government  Dedicate adequate resources to enforce  the new Plastic Waste Control 

Regulations  

Private 

sector  

Formalize off -take agreements with recyclers  and commit to rPET threshold 

minimums above the regulatory floor.  

Donors  Increase public awareness about recycling, support implementation of the EPR 

framework, and advocate for informal players along the value chain  

 

The call to action: Move beyond independent pilots to a coordinated, systems -level coalition that 

closes the conversion gap and anchors a domestic PET value chain.  
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Methodology  

The study, carried out by TechnoServe in partnership with The Coca -Cola Foundation, sought to 

establish a reliable, evidence -based national estimate of PET collection and recycling rates to 

guide future interventions. Beyond determining this national basel ine, the research assessed 

critical demand -side dynamicsτ including pricing mechanisms, the off -taker environment, and 

price structures that determine material flows τwhile reviewing the regulatory landscape to 

identify actionable policy recommendations to strengthen the ecosystem.  

 

The work was executed in three distinct phases between May 2025 and February 2026, 

enabling the study team to refine assumptions through an iterative data collection process.  

 

A rigorous multi -stakeholder engagement strategy was employed to gather the data required 

for the study. The research team conducted 1:1 interviews and Focus Group Discussions with 

over 500 participants, including collectors, aggregators, recyclers, export ers, associations, PET 

experts, and government officials. This robust interview approach enabled the team to gather a 

breadth of perspectives and data points, triangulating findings in a sector with limited formal 

data. 

 

PET Value Chain 101  

Value Chain Players  

The PET value chain in Nigeria is non -linear and has multiple actors involved from generation to 

recycling, including both formal and informal players:  

1.0 Introduction to study and methodology  
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Waste ecosystem and flow   

 

The key players in the value chain and their roles are detailed below:  

¶ Collectors:  The first stage of the value chain consists of two core groups of collectors: 

those that operate in dumpsites and those that source site -to -site:  

o Dumpsite collectors  typically live near formal landfills and collect PET in that 

location. Many collectors that operate in landfills must pay to collect there.  

o Site -to -site collectors  source primarily from households, businesses, or the 

streets. They aim to intercept waste before it reaches dumpsites to avoid paying 

fees and to preserve bottle quality. These collectors can walk long distances 

between sites (up to 10 kilometers/day) to source PET.  

Both dumpsite and site -to -site collectors arrange a pickup or rent a tricycle for delivery 

once their nets are full. Historically, collectors sold exclusively to aggregators, but they 

now also sell directly to exporters or recyclers . Collectors tend to have limited loyalty to 

off -takers, selling to whomever will offer the highest price.  

¶ Aggregators : Function as the critical bridge between informal collectors and 

downstream off -takers. Aggregators typically purchase loose bottles, providing cash to 

collectors immediately upon delivery. There are a variety of pre -processing and 

processing steps that a ggregators perform based on the scale of the business and cash 

flow. After aggregating substantial volumes of PET, aggregators sell to larger 

aggregators, recyclers , or exporters.  
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¶ Recyclers : There are ~10 facilities in Nigeria  that recycle PET . These businesses 

transform used PET into new recycled PET (rPET). Recyclers  can either produce food -

grade rPET - which necessitates high quality feedstock inputs and additional processing 

activities ς or non-food -grade rPET. Food-grade rPET is sold in resin form to bottlers or 

exported by the recyclers , while non-food -grade rPET is exported or sold to domestic 

manufacturers to develop into new products (belts, textiles)  

¶ Exporters:  !ǎ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ ŦƛŜƭŘǿƻǊƪΣ Ŝxporters are typically from 

China, Egypt, India, or the Middle East, and maintain a strong on -the -ground presence 

via local agents. By building direct relationships with collectors and aggregators, 

exporters compete directly with domestic recyclers  for feedstock. The specifications for 

exported PET are dictated by the end -market destination:  

o Europe:  Buyers primarily demand food -grade cold washed flakes. These are 

often preferred over post -consumer recycled (PCR) resin for superior quality 

control.  

o Asia:  Buyers are typically textile companies that prioritize lower -quality and 

lower -cost non -food -grade cold washed flakes.  

While exporters have historically played a prominent role in the PET value chain , this 

may change due to recent policy shifts. E ffective April 1, 2026, the Federal 

Government prohibited the export of rPET to promote domestic recycling. Given the 

policy's recent implementation, its full impact on the PET value chain has yet to be 

determined .5 

Processing steps and associated value addition  

Distinct actors transform PET from waste to high -value material, with each step adding 

incremental value. An overview of these stakeholders and their key processing activities is 

outlined below:  

 

 

5 Circular, Federal Ministry of Finance, April 1 st , 2026  
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PET processing steps  

 

Financial incentives along the value chain are contingent on the level of processing applied. 

Furthermore, clear/light blue PET remains the most sought -after material due to its high 

recyclability into premium, food -grade resin.  

The following analysis provides a granular breakdown of pricing and processing dynamics as of 

Q3 2025. It illustrates how market value increases as material is refined into high -value PCR 

resin, while noting that the most significant margins are captured d uring initial collection:  
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tǊƻŎŜǎǎ Ŧƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ό κƪƎΣ tǊƛŎŜ ƛƴ vо нлнр ŦƻǊ ǿƘƛǘŜκōƭǳŜ t9¢ύ  

 

Challenges undermining the value chain  

The Nigerian PET value chain is undermined by several systemic inefficiencies. Stakeholders 

face logistical, financial, and regulatory hurdles that limit collection and recycling efforts.  

 

Collectors  

Collectors operate under challenging conditions that constrain their productivity and 

compromise their physical well -being. The collectors interviewed during the study highlighted 

five recurring challenges that undermine their ability to source PET:  
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Logistics and high transport costs  

Collectors identify transportation as the 

most significant hurdle to scaling recovery 

volumes, citing a lack of essential 

equipment (e.g., wheelbarrows and trolleys) 

and prohibitively high costs of moving bulk 

bottles to aggregation points.  
 

Health and safety challenges  

Collectors are exposed to hazardous waste 

due to inadequate access to personal 

protective equipment (PPE) such as 

puncture -resistant gloves, boots, masks, 

and goggles. This leads to preventable 

injuries and long -term health issues.  
 

Pricing Volatility  

The absence of standardized market pricing 

leaves collectors vulnerable to sudden 

market shocks. Unpredictable pricing 

swings undermine motivation and long -term 

business viability.  

 Stigmatization  

Collectors face prejudice, intimidation, and 

even violence. This perpetuates the 

perception of waste picking as undignified 

work, which disincentivizes youth from 

joining the profession and hinders the 

formalization of the sector.  
 

High Competition  

As the economic value of plastic becomes 

common knowledge, an influx of new 

collectors has made it more challenging to 

locate easily accessible and clean PET. 

While beneficial to the sector, this forces 

veteran collectors to cover more ground for 

smaller y ields.  

   

 

 

ñ 
We are often accused of being thieves  

and restricted from certain areas, and  

ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƘŀǎŜŘ ƻǊ ōŜŀǘŜƴΧò 

τ  Collector, Oyo State  
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Aggregators  

Aggregators share many of the same challenges 

as collectors but also face distinct difficulties due 

to the market structure and their larger scale 

operations. Key challenges highlighted during 

stakeholder interviews include:  

 

 

Prohibitive transportation costs  

Aggregators typically bear the cost of 

transporting PET to off -takers. Depending 

on the distance to the closest off -taker, 

these logistics costs can compress margins 

or make the venture unprofitable.  
 

Working capital constraints  

Aggregators pay collectors upfront but are 

not paid until they sell downstream to off -

takers. This creates a working capital 

constraint that limits their ability to scale 

operations.  

 

Pricing volatility  

As with collectors, price fluctuations make 

business operations challenging for 

aggregators. Inventory management has 

become a particular challenge; if the 

aggregators inadvertently buy bottles at 

peak prices, they are forced to either hold 

stock for long periods or sell at a loss to 

maintain cash flow.  

 Equipment challenges  

Aggregators lack access to efficient 

equipment, often relying on manual sorting 

or operating without balers. This limits their 

ability to add and capture value. For those 

with machinery, high maintenance costs and 

downtime are recurring issues.  

 

Power instability  

An unreliable national grid prevents many 

aggregators from operating at full capacity. 

Hybrid energy alternatives are often 

unaffordable or inaccessible.  

Market disintermediation  

Competition is intensifying as exporters and 

recyclers increasingly bypass aggregators 

to source bottles directly from collectors. 

These off -takers offer collectors a premium 

price to internalize the supply chain and 

maintain control over quality, which is  

altering traditional waste flows.  
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Recyclers  

Domestic recyclers navigate a complex landscape where market pressures and operational 

inefficiencies often impede growth. Key challenges cited by recyclers  include:  

 

Limited off -taker access  

Historically, the absence of long -term off -

take agreements discouraged capital 

investment, as recyclers lacked guaranteed 

buyers for their rPET. However, this trend is 

starting to shift as players like Polysmart 

announce significant capacity expansion, 

signaling growing confidence in the 

domestic market.  
 

Low utilization  

Many recycler s struggle with low utilization 

due to machine maintenance challenges. 

Because industrial machinery is imported 

from China or Europe, there is a shortage of 

local technicians capable of performing 

complex repairs.  

 Poor feedstock quality  

Production is hindered by feedstock 

contamination, with some food -grade 

recyclers reporting yield losses exceeding 

30% due to a lack of separation -at-source 

and upstream sorting processes. 

Competition is most intense for the limited 

supply of clear and cle an PET, prompting 

domestic recyclers to pursue vertical 

integration or explore upstream 

partnerships to secure cleaner, more 

reliable feedstock.  

 

 

 

Enabling Environment  

Systemic gaps in policy development and enforcement further compound the challenges 

experienced by players across the value chain.  

Three primary factors have historically undermined the successful implementation of 

regulations that would support the PET value chain:  
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Factors undermining successful implementation of regulations  

Beyond these policy -specific challenges, several broader environmental factors also impede 

PET collection and recycling in Nigeria. These challenges reflect the landscape in which 

stakeholders must operate:  

Deficient waste infrastructure  

Nigeria's ~40M MT of annual solid waste  

overwhelms formal recovery τpick -up can 

take over a week, and with few disposal  

alternatives, waste is openly burned or  

dumped.  

 

Low consumer awareness  

Outside major cities, low awareness of  

source separation means PET is routinely  

mixed with organic waste, contaminating it  

beyond food -grade use. 

 

Limited data availability  

Sparse, localized data on PET generation 

and recovery makes it hard for agencies like  

NESREA to track national recycling targets.  

 Technology and equipment gaps  

Many aggregators still hand -sort and 

delabelτmanual processes that are slower  

and costlier than automation.  

 

Prohibitive financing costs  

High interest rates, the informal sector's  

perceived risk, and no traditional collateral  

shut most collectors and aggregators out of  

formal credit.  
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Deep -dive state findings  

To establish a primary, evidence -based national estimate for PET collection and recycling rates, 

the study team conducted deep -dive research in ten states. These states collectively represent 

over 50% of Nigeria's total PET waste generation and span all si x geographic zones to ensure 

the findings are significant and representative of the broader national landscape.  

The ten deep -dive statesτAdamawa, Anambra, Delta, Kaduna, Katsina, Kano, Lagos, Niger, 

Oyo, and Riversτwere chosen to capture a full spectrum of market dynamics, ranging from 

high -density commercial hubs to predominantly agrarian regions. The variance in c ollection and 

recycling rates across these states indicates that while many market challenges are universal, 

performance is localized based on socioeconomic drivers and structural enablers.  

 

Map of Nigeria: Deep -dive states  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.0 Deep-dive state and national findings  
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To identify national trends and extrapolate results, the ten deep -dive states were categorized 

into four state archetypes based on population density:  

¶ Rural  (<200 people/sq. km): Niger and Adamawa  

¶ Low density  (200-599 people/sq. km): Delta, Kaduna, Katsina, and Oyo  

¶ Medium density  (600 -1199 people/sq. km): Kano, and Rivers  

¶ High density  (1200+ people/ sq. km): Anambra and Lagos  

Collection Rates  

Across the deep -dive states, collection rates ranged from 15 -60%, suggesting a national 

average of ~45% when accounting for the estimated total number of collectors operating in 

each state and the average volumes they retrieve.  

 

Estimated PET collection rate (%) by deep -dive state  

Rural states, such as Niger and Adamawa, along with more densely populated urban hubs, 

recorded the highest collection rates. On average, low -density states had the lowest collection 

rates.  

Several socioeconomic and structural factors bolster or impede collection efforts. Collection 

increases where market access is streamlined, off -taker activity is strong, urban density 

concentrates feedstock, and informal work remains an attractive income s ource. Inversely, 

collection declines where structural frictions, such as long distances to off -takers or insecurity, 

limit participation.  
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Across the ten deep -dive states, areas with elevated unemployment rates or proximity to strong 

off -ǘŀƪŜǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ !ŘŀƳŀǿŀΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ рр-

60% is supported by a high unemployment rate (~55%) 6, which drives more individuals to 

participate in the informal sector. In Kano and Niger, collection benefit from robust access to 

off -taker markets due to the presence of in -state exporters and/or recycler  collection hubs. 

More densely populated states such as Lagos and Anambra also achieve high collection rates. 

These outcomes are driven by the high concentration of PET waste and the advantage of in -

state access to recycling facilities.  

Conversely, states with the lowest collection rates ς including Katsina and Oyo ς underperform 

due to a combination of competitive local labor markets and structural disincentives for PET 

recovery. For example, Katsina realizes a PET collection rate of onl y 15-20% in part because the 

state is home to several metal and paper recycling companies that offer premium prices; 

consequently, collectors prioritize more lucrative materials over PET. Additionally, many 

collectors in Katsina work part -time sourcing PET  (only 5 hours/day), further limiting the total 

volume retrieved. In Oyo, a relatively low unemployment rate reduces overall participation in the 

informal collection sector.  

 

Archetype -specific challenges  

These broad state -level trends are underpinned by specific operational hurdles. While all 

collectors in Nigeria face systemic challenges, the study identified unique pain points that vary 

by state archetype, reflecting the relative maturity of the local PE T value chain:  

¶ Rural (Adamawa, Niger):  Collectors in these states primarily struggle with long 

distances to market and equipment costs. Due to the relative lack of local aggregation 

infrastructure, many collectors must travel long distances to reach buyers, which is 

time -intensive and increases  the risk of PET leakage. Additionally, essential equipment 

like a collection net is expensive, and when off -takers fail to return them, it can create a 

recurring financial barrier that limits collection efforts  

¶ Low density (Delta, Kaduna, Katsina, Oyo):  In these states, key challenges include long 

distances to off -takers and limited access to high -yield collection neighborhoods due to 

resident concerns over the legitimacy of collectors. The combination of physical 

distance and social exclusion prevents c ollectors from capturing the full volume of 

clean PET generated in wealthier residential zones.  

 

6 Nigeria Multidimensional Poverty Index (2022)  



  

 

22 

 

¶ Medium density (Kano, Rivers) : As the value chain matures, collectors increasingly raise 

two new challenges: a lack of working capital and limited government backing. The 

ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƭƛǉǳƛŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƻǊǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŦǊƻƳ 

households, which increasin gly demand financial compensation for their recyclables. 

Furthermore, the lack of formal recognition and incentives from the government 

undermines the legitimacy of the collection sector, making it difficult for collectors to 

scale operations.  

¶ High density (Anambra, Lagos):  In the country's most populous urban centers, 

collectors face a complex environment defined by capital shortages and challenging 

logistics. Similar to medium -density states, a lack of capital to purchase PET at the 

point of origin remains a significant bo ttleneck to boosting collection capacity. 

Additionally, these collectors must navigate chronic urban congestion and track waste 

flows across a fragmented array of locations, including markets, event centers, and 

schools.  

   

 

 

ñ 
There is a lack of adequate 

recognition and incentives from 

the government ò 

τ  Collector, Kano State  

 

ñ 
Worn out nets with a cost for 

ǊŜǇƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘΧƳŀƪŜ ƛǘ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ǘƻ 

collect more PETò 

τ  Collector, Niger State  
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Aggregated volumes  

The average volumes aggregated across the deep -dive states are influenced by the degree of 

formality in the collection and aggregation infrastructure:  

Aggregated volumes (Per aggregator, monthly MT)  

 

Higher density states (e.g., Kano, Rivers, Lagos, Anambra) realize the greatest aggregated 

volumes in part because their systems are more formalized and consolidated. In Lagos, which 

has the most extensive aggregator network in the country, select aggregat ors source 200MT of 

 

ñ 
Access to capital to buy plastic 

ǿŀǎǘŜ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΧŜƴƘŀƴŎŜǎ 

collection capacity ò 

τ  Collector, Lagos State  

 

 

ñ 
We face long distances between 

collection points and buyers ò 

τ  Collector, Oyo State  
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PET per month. Similarly, in Kano, the aggregation is efficient, with players operating at scale 

and conducting value -add processing.  

Lower aggregated volumes are typical in states with more decentralized systems or where 

aggregators face intense direct competition from other value chain actors. In states like 

Adamawa, the aggregation sector remains nascent, with limited large -scale oper ations. As a 

result, local aggregators typically sell to larger counterparts in Kano rather than to recyclers  or 

exporters directly. In Oyo, aggregated volumes are constrained by the proximity of recycler s and 

exporters, which may bypass aggregators to buy directly from collectors. Furthermore, recent 

market volatility has led some aggregators to intentionally reduce their demand to manage 

inventory risk.  

While aggregated volumes indicate the scale of a state's PET market, the fundamental structure 

of how that material flows to end -users also varies significantly by region. These structural 

differences are driven by the intensity of competition over feedsto ck and the relative maturity of 

local off -taker markets.  

A comparison between the waste flow ecosystems in Kano and Anambra illustrate two distinct 

models:  

PET waste flows (2025, MT): Kano vs. Anambra  
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In Kano, the value chain is characterized by high competition and a diverse range of off -takers. It 

serves as a PET hub for northern Nigeria, with an extensive footprint of both exporters and 

recycler s operating on -the -ground through local collection centers. Because of this, collectors 

often bypass traditional aggregation entirely, establishing direct sales relationships with 

recyclers  to secure better prices. Nearly 50% of the collected volume in Kano is sold directly to 

exporters.  

In contrast, Anambra relies on a consolidated aggregator network that serves as the primary 

gateway for the state's collected PET. In this model, collectors sell 75% of their volumes directly 

to aggregators, who then consolidate the material for sale to recyclers  and exporters.  

These divergent systems demonstrate that boosting domestic recycling rates requires more 

than just increasing total volumes collected; it demands implementing tailored strategies that 

address the specific collector -aggregator dynamics that define each stat e's unique waste flow.  

 

Recycling rates  

The study quantified recycling rates across the ten deep -dive states to understand how much of 

the PET waste generated in each state reaches local processing facilities. While the national 

average recycling rate is estimated to be 20 -25%, performance in th e deep-dive states ranges 

from 10-30%: 

 

PET recycling rate by deep -dive state  



  

 

26 

 

 

These findings indicate that a substantial portion of the volumes collected are either lost to 

leakage along the value chain or diverted to the international export market rather than 

processed locally.  

A primary determinant of a state's recycling rate is its proximity to a recycling facility . States 

with large -scale local recycler s or established collection hubs typically outperform those 

without. For instance, Lagos has the highest recycling rate in the deep -dive group (30 -32%), 

bolstered by strong collection and an in -state facility. Similarly, Kano and Anambra achieve 

comparably h igh recycling rates, benefitting from their roles as industrial hubs with direct 

access to domestic recyclers or, in the case of Kano state, three in -state collection hubs  

managed by recyclers . Interestingly, while Oyo has an in -state recycling facility , its recycling 

rate is at the lower end of the group (16 -18%). Interviews suggest this is driven by the smaller 

scale of local aggregators and the in -state ǊŜŎȅŎƭŜǊΩǎ limited capacity.  

Beyond proximity, the study identified a "conversion gap" in select states where high collection 

does not translate into high recycling rates:  

 

Conversion Yields: Collection and recycling rates as % of total waste generated  

Conversion yield calculated as recycling rate/total collected  
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Adamawa and Niger, for example, have high collection rates (55 -60%) yet their domestic 

recycling rates are below average (20 -22% and 14-16%, respectively). These states have strong 

connections to international exporters, resulting in the majority of their collected volumes being 

diverted abroad. On the other hand, Rivers has the highest conversion yield, with 71% of all PET 

collected within the state being recycled domestically. This efficiency is driven by proximity to 

numerous regional recyclers including  Solid Chemical Resources in Delta, Zec Industries in 

Anambra, and Starich in Abia.  

 

THE CONVERSION GAP 

Definition: ¢ƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ǊŀǘŜ ς the 

share of PET collected and exported, rather than processed in Nigeria.  

Where it is widest: Adamawa (~37% gap) and Niger (~41% gap). Both states have strong export -

market pull and limited proximity to domestic recycler s. 

Why it matters: Closing the conversion gap is a high -leverage opportunity for the value chain. 

Each percentage point retained from export markets translates directly into domestic value 

addition, jobs, and feedstock for Nigerian recyclers.  

 

National Findings  

To establish a reliable national estimate for collection and recycling rates, the study 

extrapolated the granular data from the ten deep -dive states to the national level. This 

approach enabled a comprehensive quantification of collection and recycling rat es across all 36 

states and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT).  

The national extrapolation analysis determined that of the 500K MT of PET waste 

generated annually, 40 -50% is collected and 20 -25% is recycled domestically.  

 








































