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GLOSSARY 

Term Definition  

Civic amenity site A civic amenity site (or household waste recycling centre) is a 

facility where the public can dispose of sorted household waste. 

Civic amenity sites are generally run by the local authorities in a 

given municipality.  

Clearinghouse Third-party central agency or corporation acting as a regulator 

for a competitive market 

C&I Commercial and Industrial (waste) 

Deposit-refund scheme Recovery system that requires the collection of a monetary 

ÄÅÐÏÓÉÔ ÏÎ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÐÁÃËÁÇÉÎÇ ɉÏÆÔÅÎ ÂÅÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÃÏÎÔÁÉÎÅÒÓɊ ÁÔ 

the point of sale. The deposit is refunded to the purchaser when 

they return the container to an authorised redemption centre. 

Non-recovered deposits may be used to finance waste collection 

and disposal facilities. 

EC European Commission 

Eco-design  Any production process that takes into account environmental 

considerations (e.g. raw material use, recyclability, end-of-life 

waste management requirements) at the product design stage 

EEE Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

ELV End-of-Life Vehicle(s) 

EPR Extended producer responsibility, i.e. an environmental policy 

approach in which a ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÉÓ 

extended to the post-ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒ ÓÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÌÉÆÅ ÃÙÃÌÅ 

EPR scheme Any system or scheme set up by one or several producers to 

implement the EPR principle. 

Synonyms: compliance scheme 

Fee Price paid by a producer to have its products dealt with through a 

PRO 

Free riders Producers who do not contribute financially to any compliance 

scheme, but still benefit from their existence and action 

Guiding Principle General rule to be followed in order to move towards more 

efficient, accountable and harmonised practices for EPR 

schemes 

HH Household (waste) 
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Local authorities / Local public 

authorities (LPAs) 

Elected and non-elected agents who manage a city or local 

community. 

Synonym: Municipalities 

MS Member State(s) 

MSW Municipal solid waste 

Polluter Pays Principle (PPP) The polluter-pays principle is a guiding principle at European and 

international levels, which stipulates that the waste producer and 

the waste holder should bear the costs of waste management in 

a way that guarantees a high level of protection of the 

environment and human health. 

PRO   Producer Responsibility Organisation, i.e. a collective entity set 

up by producers or through legislation, which becomes 

responsible for meeting the recovery and recycling obligations of 

the individual producers.  

Producers Product makers; they are expected to assume extended 

responsibility for the products they put on the market. In 

practice, the extended responsibility is frequently assumed by 

other actors, i.e.: importers, marketers, retailers, distributors. 

Recovery Any operation the principal result of which is waste serving a 

useful purpose by replacing other materials which would 

otherwise have been used to fulfil a particular function (or waste 

being prepared to fulfil that function) (definition from Waste 

Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, Article 3).  

Recycling Any recovery operation by which waste materials are 

reprocessed into products, materials or substances whether for 

the original or other purposes.  

It includes the reprocessing of organic material, but does not 

include energy recovery and the reprocessing into materials that 

are to be used as fuels or for backfilling operations. (Definition 

from Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, Article 3.) 

Regeneration (of waste oils) Any recycling operation whereby base oils can be produced by 

refining waste oils, in particular by removing the contaminants, 

the oxidation products and the additives contained in such oils 

(definition from Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, Article 

3). 

Re-use Any operation by which products or components that are not 

waste are used again for the same purpose for which they were 

conceived (definition from Waste Framework Directive 

2008/98/EC, Article 3). 
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Stakeholders All actors involved in the value chain of a product: producers, 

retailers, consumers-citizens, local authorities, public and private 

waste management operators. 

Stream Activity chain related to the recovery and recycling of a specific 

type of waste material or product. 

Synonym: Product stream 

SWM Solid waste management 

Take-back obligation / system Obligations for producers or distributors to take back their 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓ ÆÒÏÍ ÅÎÄ ÕÓÅÒÓ ÁÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔÓȭ ÕÓÅÆÕÌ ÌÉÆÅ. 

WEEE Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

WM Waste management 
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SYMBOLS 

 

 

BATTERIES 

 

GRAPHIC PAPER 

 

END-OF-LIFE VEHICLES 

 

OILS 

 

PACKAGING 

 

WASTE ELECTRIC AND ELECTRONIC 
EQUIPMENT 
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Executive Summary 

! ×ÉÄÅÌÙ ÕÓÅÄ ÅÎÖÉÒÏÎÍÅÎÔÁÌ ÐÏÌÉÃÙȟ ÁÐÐÌÉÃÁÂÌÅ ÔÏ ÍÁÎÙ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÃÁÔÅÇÏÒÉÅÓȣ 

According to the OECD definition , %ØÔÅÎÄÅÄ 0ÒÏÄÕÃÅÒ 2ÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ɉ%02Ɋ ÉÓ Ȱan environmental 

ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÉÓ ÅØÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÐÏÓÔ-consumer 

ÓÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÌÉÆÅ ÃÙÃÌÅȱ1. In practice, EPR implies that producers take over the responsibility for 

collecting or taking back used goods and for sorting and treating for their eventual recycling. Such a 

responsibility may be merely financial or organisational as well. The policy first appeared in the early 

1980s in a few European Member States, especially for packaging waste, and since then it has 

continuously spread around the EU (and abroad).  

EPR should aim at internalising environmental externalities and should provide an incentive for 

producers to take into account environmental considerations along the products' life, from the 

design phase to their end-of-life. As such, EPR is to be considered as a major instrument in support 

of the implementation of the European Waste Hierarchy, and therefore for the increase of, by 

priority: prevention, reuse and recycling. Along with other key economic instruments, EPR can 

encourage a change in behaviour of all actors involved in the product value chain: product-makers, 

retailers, consumers-citizens, local authorities, public and private waste management operators, 

recyclers and social economy actors. EPR is also identified as a key instrument in link with resource 

efficiency and raw materials strategies promoted at EU level such as the flagship initiative for a 

resource -effi cient Europe under the Europe 2020 strategy and the European Inn ovation 

Partnerships (EIP), launched under the European Commission's Innovation Union .  

 

...with a large variety of implementation models 

At EU level, three Directives introduce EPR as a policy approach: the ELV Directive 2000/53/EC, the 

new WEEE Directive 2012/19/EU and the Batteries  Directive  2006/66/EC . EPR is also widely used in 

support of the implementation of the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (94/62/EC), 

although the Directive itself does not impose the principle. In addition, article 8 of the Waste 

Framework Directive 2008/98 sets some principles regarding the implementation of EPR by the 

European Member States.  

It must however be reminded that, beyond these types of waste, in some countries, Extended 

Producer Responsibility schemes can  cover additional products, notably:  used oils, used tyres, 

graphic paper and textile, as well as many other kind of products such as: medicines, fluorinated 

refrigerant fluids, agricultural films, mobile homes, furniture, etc. The following table describes the 

current use of EPR in the 28 MS. 

                                                                    

1
 OECD (2001) Extended Producer Responsibility: A Guidance Manual for Governments, OECD, March, Paris, 164p 
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Table 1: Overview of all existing EPR schemes in the EU-28 in 2013  

 

It is important to note that European waste legislation currently gives a global framework for the 

implementation of EPR in Europe. The Member States and their respective legislation are 

responsible for the implementation of EPR, including regulating the operational aspects of EPR. The 

present study shows that EPR policies have been designed and implemented in a very 

heterogeneous manner across Europe.  

Despite EPR being, in theory, an individual obligation, in practice producers often exert this 

responsibility collectively. In collective schemes, a Producer Responsibility Organisation (PRO) is set 

up to implement the EPR principle on behalf of all the adhering companies (the obligated industry). 

PROs potentially exert three main functions: 

 financing the collection and treatment of the product at the end of its life (targeted waste 

stream) by collecting fees and redistributing the corresponding financial amounts; 

 managing the corresponding data; 

 organising and/or supervising these activities. 

Although this report mainly focusses on PROs, individual schemes do exist for most waste streams. 

 

MS Batteries WEEE Packaging ELV Tyres
Graphic 

paper
Oils

Medical 

waste, 

old/unused 

medicines

Agricultural

film
Other

AT X X X X X X X X

BE X X X X X X X X X Disposable plastic kitchenware; photo-chemicals 

BG X X X X X

CY X X X X X X X

CZ X X X X

DK X X А X X X

EE X X X O X O

FI X X X X X X X X

FR X X X X X X X X

Fluorinated refrigerant fluids; pharmaceuticals; 

lubricants; textiles; infectious healthcare waste; 

furniture; dispersed hazardous waste; plant 

protection product packaging and unused products;  

fertiliser and soil amendment packaging; seed and 

plant packaging; mobile homes; office equipment 

ink cartridges

DE X X X O X X

GR X X X X

HU X X ҟ X ҟ

IE X X X X X X

IT X X X X X X

LV X X X X X X X

LT X X X X X X

LU X X X X

MT X X X N/A

NL X X X X X X Window panes

PL X X X X X X

PT X X X X X X X

Packaging of medical waste, old medicines; 

packaging of phytopharmaceuticals

RO X X X O

SE X X X X X X X X

SK X X X X X X

SI X X X X X X X
Waste from hazardous pesticides; graveside candles

ES X X X X X X X X

UK X X X X

HR X X X X X X X Waste containing asbestos

Total 28 28 27 27 20 11 10 10 8

X EPR scheme O Takeback obligation but no PRO А Product fee legislation / Governmental fund



Executive Summary  

 

12 |  Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)  

In the last ten years, two main evolutions of EPR have occurred: 

 whereas the initial fees paid by producers represented only a partial contribution to solid 

waste management costs, the operational costs coverage by producers fees has 

gradually increased, sometimes reaching 100%; 

 whereas the PROs were initially created as entities whose role was merely to aggregate 

the producers financial contribution, their role has been drifting towards  more 

operational interventions and a broader scope of action (data management, 

organising operations, launching bids, communication campaigns, etc.). 

Such evolutions have accompanied undeniable improvements in waste recycling and recovery 

performances in all MS. Nevertheless, large differences in performances do exist between Member 

States. It is also important to note that considerable differences in terms of organisation of EPR 

schemes can be observed depending on the waste stream. 

From performance benchmark to design of Guiding Principles for EPR throughout the 

EU  

The main objectives of this study were to get a better overview of the current situation regarding 

the implementation of EPR in Europe, identify good practices and, based on a benchmarking 

exercise and stakeholders consultation, develop guiding principles on how to design efficient and 

effective EPR schemes. In order to identify these guiding principles, a six-component approach was 

developed, as shown in Figure 7.  

Figure 1: The six-component approach for the project 

 

 

For the 28 Member States, the following waste streams where chosen for consideration: 

 Those waste streams covered by European directives, i.e.:  

 batteries and accumulators (B&A);  

 electrical and electronic waste (EEE);  

 end-of-life vehicles (ELV);  

 packaging;  

  Two additional streams were included: 

Guiding 
principles 

Exploration 
of main 
issues 

In-depth 
analysis of 

36 case 
studies 

Selection 
of waste 
streams 
and case 
studies 

Panorama 
of EPR 

schemes in 
EU-28 

Stakeholders consultation 
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 Graphic papers, taking into account the large number of EPR schemes in place 

throughout the EU for this stream and the fact that it is composed primarily of 

municipal waste;  

 Oils, taking into account the high quantity of waste generated within this waste 

stream. 

Comparison across the EU and access to quality data 

As a preliminary and transversal remark, which applies for all phases of this study, it should be noted 

that, even after extensive investigation, there is a severe lack of comparable information available 

for the following: 

 EPR economic performance: there is a lack of transparency regarding the financial 

aspects (fees and costs) of EPR schemes (costs are not always aggregated at a national 

scale), the link between the fees paid by the producers and the costs they are supposed 

to cover, or general access to the financial information and flows; 

 EPR technical performance: data regarding quantities put on the market, waste 

generated and collection and treatment are hardly comparable, being calculated in very 

diverse ways, with some quality issues. 

The benchmark carried out as part of the first phase of the study for the 28 Member States is 

thus limited to the accessible data, which makes the comparison difficult between Member 

States and across sectors.  

 

Great discrepancies in performance indicators at the EU-28 level2 

  

Collection rates vary from 5% (MT) to 72% (CH).  

Average fees paid by producers vary from Ώ240 (FR) to Ώ5,400 (BE) per 

tonne of batteries put on the market, the unit used in order to make 

different kinds of tariffs comparable (fees are set by product unit in 

some MS and according to weight in others). 

 

Recycling and reuse rates vary from 64% (MT) to 96% (DE).  

No aggregated fees data could be obtained for all MS. 

 

Collection rates vary from 3% (BG) to 61% (BE). Regeneration rates 

also show great contrasts and the information was not always 

available.  

No aggregated data concerning fees could be obtained for all MS. 

                                                                    

2
 No data is reported on Eurostat for graphic paper 
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Recycling rates vary from 29% (MT) to 84% (DK).  

Average fees charged to producers per tonne of packaging (household 

only) ÖÁÒÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÌÅÓÓ ÔÈÁÎ ΏΨΦ ɉ5+Ɋ ÔÏ ÎÅÁÒÌÙ ΏΨΦΦ ɉ!5ɊȢ 

 

Collection rates vary from 1.2 kg/cap. (BG) to 17.2 kg/cap (BE), the 

average being 6.6 kg/cap.  

Fees vary according to the type of equipment considered (fridges, 

ÍÏÎÉÔÏÒÓȟ 46ÓȣɊ ÁÎÄ ÃÁÎ ÅÁÓÉÌÙ ÄÏÕÂÌÅ ÏÒ ÔÒÉÐÌÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÎÅ -3 ÔÏ 

another. Information regarding the fees paid by the producers is 

particularly difficult to obtain for the WEEE sector.  

 

An in-depth analysis of thirty -six case studies  

In order to overcome the inconsistency of available quantitative indicators (notably published by 

Eurostat), to get a more precise view of fees paid by producers and to understand the inner EPR 

system functioning, thirty-six case studies were selected for an in-depth analysis (cf. Table 2 ) with 

the objective of having a good representativeness of the different situations prevailing in Europe. 

 

Table 2: The 36 EPR case studies analysed 

      

Austria Austria Finland Belgium Austria Denmark 

Belgium Finland France Finland Belgium Finland 

Denmark Germany Netherlands Germany Czech Rep. France 

France Netherlands Sweden Italy France Ireland 

Netherlands Slovak Rep.  Portugal Germany Latvia 

Switzerland Sweden  Spain Netherlands Sweden 

  
  

United 
Kingdom 

United 
Kingdom 

The 36 case studies were analysed in detail with a view to draw lessons and identify good practices. 

Relevant stakeholders were interviewed in order to complete the understanding of the situation in 

each country. The 36 factsheets (10-15 pages each), produced using the same  framework of 

analysis, are available on the project website: http://epr.eu-smr.eu. 

A quantitative benchmark was performed, comparing systematically technical and financial 

performances, product stream by product stream: 

http://epr.eu-smr.eu/
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 Not only relative indicators but also absolute values of quantities collected and/or 

recycled were provided. 

 Data related to the technical performance was collected and re-calculated on a 

homogeneous basis. 

 In each MS, data related to fees was  aggregated from all the PROs existing for a product 

stream.  

The result of this quantitative benchmark analysis is presented below. 

Figure 2: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for portable batteries in 2011 

 

The collection rate for portable batteries ranges from 36% (France) to 72% (Switzerland). All the EPR 

schemes studied thus have a higher collection rate for portable batteries than the EU target for 2012 

(25%). Quantities collected in 2011 range from 0.2 (Netherlands, Austria) to nearly 0.3 kg/cap/year 

(Denmark, Switzerland). 

!ÎÎÕÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓ ÖÁÒÙ ÇÒÅÁÔÌÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÔÏ Ánother. The EPR scheme for portable 

batteries producers is much more expensive in Belgium3 and in Switzerland (1.5-2 EUR/cap./year) 

than in the four other countries (less than 0.5 EUR/cap./year). 

                                                                    

3
 From 1 April 2014 the fees for battery producers in Belgium have dropped from 0,1239Ώ ÔÏ ΦȢΦέΫΏ ÐÅÒ ÂÁÔÔÅÒÙȟ Á ÒÅÄÕÃÔÉÏÎ 

of 40%. Further reductions and links with type of batteries are expected in the future. 

Austria
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0.302 kg/cap./yr
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Out of the six countries studied, four have a fairly cost-efficient scheme and homogeneous 

performance for portable batteries. 

The positive market value of industrial and automotive batteries ensures very high collection rates. 

All six Member States declare 100% collection rates. These EPR schemes are financed by revenues 

from recycled materials, and no financial contribution from producers is needed.  

 

 Figure 3: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for ELVs in 2011 

 

 

Regarding vehicles collected in 2011, two groups of countries can be distinguished: two schemes 

deal with only 0.006 vehicles per capita (Germany and Slovakia), whereas three schemes manage 

nearly twice the amount per capita (Austria, Finland and the Netherlands). 

Annual fees paid by producers (manufacturers or importers) vary greatly from one MS to another. 

They range from no fee (Germany, where there is no PRO at all) or very low fees (3-4 EUR/vehicle, 

Finland, Austria) to 45 EUR/vehicle (Netherlands) and even 66 EUR/vehicle (Slovakia). This wide gap 

is due to the fact that some PROs actually cover part of the collection and treatment costs, whereas 

other PROs do not. From this point of view, the Austrian, German and Finnish schemes appear much 

more cost effective than the Dutch or Slovakian ones. However, in Slovakia funds raised are partly 

invested in new treatment technologies. 

Despite this discrepancy regarding fees, recycling rates4 are high and homogeneous: they range 

between 83% (Finland,5 Netherlands) and 92% (Germany). All the studied countries have therefore 

reached the targets set by the ELV directive. 

                                                                    
4
 On the basis of what has been collected. 

Austria
0,010 vehicle/cap/yrGermany

0,006 vehicle/cap/yr

Finland
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Figure 4: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for graphic paper in 2011 

 

 

Recycling rates vary greatly: from 43% (France) to 87% (Finland) and 94% (Sweden). This gap is 

mostly explained by the higher market value of collected waste paper in Scandinavian countries.  

In fact, in Finland and Sweden, there are currently no fees: the costs of the scheme are covered by 

the value of waste paper collected and sold as secondary raw material. In the Netherlands, fees are 

only levied once every four years to cover for the administrative expenses of the PRO (less than 

ΦȢΦΫΏȾÃÁÐȢ/yr). Fees for the financing of the collection scheme are paid by producers in the French 

case only (1 EUR/cap./yr in 2011).  
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 Figure 5: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on oils in 2011 

 

 

Most of the instituted EPR schemes (except the Belgian one) cover exclusively mineral-based 

lubricant oils (industrial, non-edible). The quantities of non-edible waste oil collected vary 

significantly: from 2.7 kg/cap./year (Portugal) to 5.6 kg/cap./year (Germany). Regeneration rates 

range between 69% (Spain) and 91% (Belgium). 

In Germany, no fee is required from producers: the scheme is self-financing (revenues cover the 

costs for collection and treatment). In other countries, the total amount of fees collected in 2011 

varies from less than 0.2 EUR/cap. (Belgium) to more than 0.7 EUR/cap. (Italy). 

The Belgian scheme seems to be the most cost effective: achieving high regeneration rates with a 

relatively low fee level. The Italian and Finnish schemes achieve fairly high regeneration rates but 

are much more expensive for producers. The Portuguese and Spanish schemes are about as 

expensive as each other and cover a similar volume of waste oils (in tonnes/cap./yr) but the Spanish 

scheme achieves a lower regeneration rate (69% compared to 82%), as 32% of the industrial oils are 

incinerated with energy recovery. 
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Figure 6: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for packaging (2010 or 2011) 

 

The quantities covered by an EPR scheme vary from around 75 kg/cap./yr (France, Belgium) to 

around 165 kg/cap./yr (Netherlands, UK). Most of the differences come from the different scopes of 

EPR: in some MS, EPR covers only household packaging waste, whereas in other countries it also 

covers commercial and industrial packaging.  

The recycling rate is lowest in the UK (all packaging, 61%) and highest in Belgium (household 

packaging, 85%). All the studied schemes achieve the targets set by the corresponding Directive. 

Fees paid by producers range from 1.1 EUR/cap. (UK, 2011) to 19.7 EUR/cap./yr (Austria, 2012). This 

very wide range is notably due to the different levels of cost coverage. In the UK, it is estimated that 

the fee covers only 10% of the total cost of the system, whereas in most other schemes, 100% of net 

costs are covered (80 % in France).  

 

The WEEE recycling rates across countries are fairly homogeneous. All the studied 

schemes achieve the targets set by the WEEE Directive. High discrepancies arise with 

regardsto the collected quantities: they range from 2.0 kg/cap./yr (Latvia) to 17.5 

kg/cap./year (Sweden). The new collection targets set by the recast Directive represent 

a challenge for most Member States, including in this relatively well-performing sample.  

It was not possible to obtain any financial information for the WEEE schemes. The explanation given 

by the sector links this overall lack of transparency to the high level of competition on the WEEE 

market, which makes it difficult to share economic information, even aggregated. As a result, and 

this is very specific to this sector, a complete benchmark could not be realised. 
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A severe lack of transparency and availability of reliable data  

Several methodological difficulties  were encountered during data collection, analysis and EPR 

system comparison. Extracting and processing comparable quantitative data from the 36 case 

studies was considerably handicapped by the lack of transparency and availability of reliable data, 

especially in the WEEE sector.  

Comparing the performance of six different streams is in itself difficult. However even when 

comparing several EPR schemes for the same stream, various pitfalls arise:  

 Scope: It is not always possible to clearly distinguish between household and commercial 

and industrial waste accountability.  

 Data availability and confidentiality : when several PROs are in competition, it is much 

more difficult (and sometimes impossible) to obtain data on fees, costs and revenues. 

 Cost coverage, market structure, historical organisation of waste management (see 

below)  

 Methods for data collection and reporting differ from one country to another, and there 

is an uncertainty associated with all data provided.  

 

The best performing schemes are not the most expensive 

Besides the lack of transparency on key quantitative elements, some clear conclusions emerge 

from this analysis:  

 The best performing schemes are not, in most cases, the most expensive. 

 Fees paid by the producers vary greatly for all product categories. These differences 

reflect either a difference in scope and cost coverage, or in the actual net costs for 

collection and treatment of waste (or both).  

 No single EPR model emerges as the best performing and the most cost-effective. 

This last statement can be explained by two main elements:  

 Comparison between different product streams is impossible, as the quantities, types of 

waste, and therefore the organisation of operations, are not comparable; also within 

each product stream, the sample is too small to conduct any statistically significant 

analysis, even if it already shows wide spreading across the sample.  

 Costs and performance are influenced by many factors, including factors  external to the 

design and implementation of the EPR scheme, for example:  

 Population density and country geography;  

 Historical development of the waste management infrastructure;  

 Value of secondary materials on the national market;  

 Awareness and willingness of citizens to participate;  

 Existence of complementary waste policy instruments, especially economic 

instruments like pay-as-you-throw schemes and landfill taxes.  
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Four main issues considered for guidance through a consultative process 

This in-depth analytical work of 36 case studies has fed four main issues considered for guidance on 

EPR, among the many design and implementation features compared:  

1. Allocation of responsibilities among stakeholders: the responsibility of producers may 

range from simple financial responsibility to full organisational responsibility. 

2. Costs coverage: what types of costs are covered by EPR and in which proportions? To 

×ÈÁÔ ÅØÔÅÎÔ ÄÏÅÓ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎ ÔÒÕÌÙ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ ÅÎÄ-of-life costs of 

its products? 

3. Fair competition: How is economic competition organised within EPR schemes, in 

particular at the level of Producer Responsibility Organisations (PROs) and waste 

management operations? 

4. Transparency and control: which are the reporting requirements for each actor? Who 

monitors the different aspects of an EPR scheme and how? 

Each of these main issues is addressed following a similar structure: 

 Presentation of the issue under consideration 

 Findings from the case studies benchmark 

 4ÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÅØÐÅÒÔÉÓÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ 

 Towards possible guiding principles 

 

Inputs regarding good practices and guiding principles were solicited from a wide range of actors, 

including: industry federations and producers, PROs, waste management operators, national, 

regional and local public authorities and NGOs. A stakeholderÓȭ workshop was organised in 

September 2013 in Brussels in order to encourage discussion between stakeholders and to provide 

collective feedback about good practices for the implementation of EPR in the EU. Finally, an online 

consultation was launched in November 2013, focusing on a set of ten proposed guiding principles. 

 

1. Imprecise responsibilities and insufficient formal dialogue 

The following different types of PRO responsibility were investigated: 

 Ȭ3ÉÍÐÌÅȭ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ  

 Financial responsibility through contracts with municipalities   

 Financial responsibility and partial organisational responsibility  

 Financial responsibility and full organisational responsibility  

As can be seen in the table below summarising the types of responsibility sharing observed for the 

36 EPR schemes: 

 ELVs and waste oils are mostly managed through ȬÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ %02ȭȠ 

 Waste batteries and EEEs are mostly managed through (partially or fully) Ȭorganisational 

%02ȭȠ 

 Situations are more diverse in the packaging and graphic paper sectors. 
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Table 3ȡ 4ÙÐÅÓ ÏÆ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ Ωά %02 ÓÃÈÅÍÅÓ ÓÔÕÄÉÅÄ 

Main system 
 

 
   

 

Financial responsibility 

AT 
FI 
NL 
SK 
SE 

FI 
IT 
PT 
ES 
BE

6
 

BE ɀ c&i 
UK 

 BE
7
  

Financial responsibility 

through contracting with 

municipalities 

 BE
8
 

CZ 
FR 
NL 

FR 

 

 

Financial Responsibility 

with partial organisational 

responsibility 

 

 BE ɀ hh FI 

AT 
BE

9
 

DK 
FR 
NL 
CH 

DK ɀ hh 
IE 
SE 
UK 

Financial Responsibility 

with full organisational 

responsibility 

DE  

AT 
DE 

SE  

DK ɀ c&i 
FI 

FR ɀ hh 
LV 

The study also illustrates the importance of maintaining a dialogue between the different 

stakeholders that participate in EPR schemes. However, only few specific dialogue structures are in 

place:  

 In most cases, no formal dialogue initiative was identified , which can sometimes cause 

contentious relationships between stakeholders.  

 The absence of a specific structure does not mean that there is no dialogue at all between 

the stakeholders: dialogue between the stakeholders usually exists informally.  

 Several initiatives foster cooperation between EPR actors (e.g. the set up of a formal 

consultation committee involving representatives of various stakeholders). 

                                                                    
6
 Non-edible oils 

7
 Automotive batteries 

8
 Edible oils 

9
 Portable batteries 
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SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLES:  

- Statement n°1: The definition and objectives of EPR should be clarified 

- Statement n°2: The responsibilities and roles of each actor should be clearly defined along the 

whole product life cycle 

2. 0ÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓ ÓÅÌÄÏÍ ÒÅÆÌÅÃÔ ÔÈÅ true management costs  

The extent to which net operational costs are assumed by PROs (and therefore covered by 

ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓɊ is highly variable and depends notably on the share of organisational and financial 

responsibilities of the various stakeholders, as well as on the national framework for EPR. For 

example, for packaging, the cÏÓÔ ÃÏÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÂÙ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓ ÒÁÎÇÅ ÆÒÏÍ ÁÒÏÕÎÄ ΧΦ ϻ ɉ5+Ɋ ÔÏ ΧΦΦϻ 

(AT, BE, CZ, DE, NL) of net separate collection and treatment costs.  

When the costs that need to be covered by EPR do not fall within the operational responsibility of 

producers, nor within the direct functioning costs of the PROs, some EPR systems use a reference 

cost to estimate the amounts to be covered. 

Although sound waste management and recycling have generally improved, notably through the 

implementation of EPR, there is no clear evidence of a strong positive impact of EPR on the eco-

design of the products: 

 Few or no targets or indicators regarding eco-design have been developed.  

 The development of collective schemes, which mutualise responsibilities of many 

different individual producers, involve Á ÒÉÓË ÏÆ ȬÁÖÅÒÁÇÉÎÇȭ ÔÈÅ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÁÍÏÎÇ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȟ 

thereby de-incentivising individual efforts for eco-design.  

However some schemes include mechanisms that lower the fees for eco-designed products (or 

penalizing the least sustainable products) and that ensure that producer fees reflect recyclability in 

order to favour industrial eco-design approaches. 

There seems to be a consensus on the fact that EPR systems should cover the collection, sorting 

and treatment costs of separately collected waste management minus the revenues from 

recovered material sales (thus the full net cost). 

 Ȭ&ÕÌÌ-ÃÏÓÔÓȭ ÔÈÅÏÒÅÔÉÃÁÌÌÙ ÉÎÃÌÕÄÅ ɉÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÔÈÏÓÅ ÁÆÏÒÅÍÅÎÔÉÏÎÅÄɊȡ  

   Collection, transport and treatment costs for non-separately collected waste (waste 

covered by EPR but not entering the separate collection channel, e.g. waste collected 

together with mixed municipal waste); 

   #ÏÓÔÓ ÆÏÒ ÐÕÂÌÉÃ ÉÎÆÏÒÍÁÔÉÏÎ ÁÎÄ Á×ÁÒÅÎÅÓÓ ÒÁÉÓÉÎÇ ɉÉÎ ÁÄÄÉÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ Á 02/ȭÓ Ï×Î 

communication initiatives), to ensure participation of consumers with in the scheme 

(i.e. through separate collection); 

   Costs related to waste prevention actions; 

   Costs for litter prevention and management; 

   Costs related to the enforcement and surveillance of the EPR system (including, 

auditing, measures against free riders, etc.). 
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In addition, for those costs explicitly covered by the EPR system, the level of coverage (full or partial) 

by the producers varies. This level of coverage is closely linked to the share of responsibilities 

between stakeholders. 

SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLES: 

- Statement n°3: The design and implementation of an EPR scheme should at least ensure the 
coverage of the full net costs related to the separate collection and treatment of the end-of-life 
products.  

- Statement n°4: The fees paid by a producer to a collective scheme should reflect the true end-

of-life management costs of its specific products. 

 

3. Fair competition  should be ensured 

The question of competition10 in EPR schemes may arise at different levels:  

 Organisation of the ÓÙÓÔÅÍ ÔÏ ÆÕÌÆÉÌ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÏÂÌÉÇÁÔÉÏÎÓ  (competition among 

PRO's) 

 Collection and sorting of waste  

 Recovery and secondary raw materials supply  

 Consulting and expertise  (e.g. for local authorities) 

In the past few years, European and national competition and antitrust authorities have been led to 

take several court judgements, in order to correct unfair situations. 

As shown in Table 4 below for each of the six product streams considered, there is no clear tendency 

per waste stream regarding competition among PROs. What can be noted for example is that: 

 WEEE are always managed by several competing PROs, whereas 

 ELVs are never managed by several competing PROs. 

 

Table 4: Existence of competition among Producer Responsibility Organisations  

Main system 
     

 

N
o

 

co
m

p
e
tit

io

n
 

No collective 

scheme 
DE DE     

Centralised 
FI 

NL 

FI 

IT 

CZ 

FR 

FR 

NL 

NL 

CH 
 

                                                                    

10
 Ȱ#ÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÏÎȱ ÉÎ ÔÈÉÓ ÓÔÕÄÙ ÄÏÅÓ ÎÏÔ ÉÍÐÌÙ ÔÈÅ ÁÂÓÅÎÃÅ ÏÆ ÄÏÍÉÎÁÎÔ ÍÁÒËÅÔ ÐÏÓÉÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÒ ÒÅÓÔÒÉÃÔÉÏÎÓ ÏÆ ÃÏÍÐÅÔÉÔÉÏÎȟ ÂÕÔ 

only the existence of several competitors in one market. 
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organisation SK 

SE 

PT NL SE BE 

Several 

PROs, not 

competing 

AT BE11 
AT12 

BE 
 FR  

C
o
m

p
e
tit

io
n

 Several 

competing 

PROs 

(number of 

competing 

PROs) 

 ES (2) 

AT (7)13 

DE (10) 

UK (>30) 

FI (2) 

AT (4) 

DK (4) 

 

DK (3) 

FI (3) 

FR (3) 

IE (2) 

LV (4) 

SE (2) 

UK (39) 

Centralised systems are frequent, as well as cases with several competing PROs. And there is no 

evidence that a centralised organisation is preferable to the introduction of competition among 

PROs or vice-versa. 

)Î ÃÏÎÃÌÕÓÉÏÎȟ ÁÌÌ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓ ÁÇÒÅÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ Á ȰÏÎÅ-size-fits-ÁÌÌȱ ÓÏÌÕÔÉÏÎ ÉÓ ÎÏÔ ÃÏÎÖÅÎÉÅÎÔ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÁÔ 
the most important aspect is to ensure a level-playing field within a legal framework ensuring fair 
competition along with efficient enforcement and control by the public authorities. 

SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLE:  

- Statement n°5: Notwithstanding the way competition takes place, a clear and stable 

framework is necessary in order to ensure fair competition, with sufficient surveillance and 

equal rules for all, supported by enforcement measures (including sanctions). 

 

4. Insufficient transparency and need for surveillance 

There is a need of a high level of transparency: 

 On fees, costs,  revenues and waste management performances 

 For producers, PROs and potentially for other actors (e.g. local authorities managing 

waste) 

The present study is additional proof that data collection and reporting regarding EPR and waste 

management need to be improved and harmonized. At present, a considerable part of the data 

published can be regarded as questionable. Better data is needed in order to improve performance 

monitoring  and for  strategic  decision-making.  

                                                                    

11
 Different scope: edible and non-edible oil 

12
 Household packaging 

13
 Industrial packaging 



Executive Summary  

 

26 |  Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)  

Optimal transparency can be reached through different measures:  

 Ensure data availability, especially when several PROs are in competition; 

 Ensure materialsȭ traceability;  

 Develop relevant indicators and ensure comparability; 

 Precisely define data collection and reporting methods, notably: recycling rates and 

operational costs. 

Identification  of free riders and enforcement 

Despite the fact that the responsibility for identifying free riders can be shared between PROs and 

public authorities, only public authorities can ultimately enforce sanctions. In some MS, national 

governments do not entirely carry out this role. It may be due to: 

 A lack of capacity: in some MS, enforcement is lacking and unauthorised facilities are in 

operation;  

 A lack of means: more focus and resources are needed at the national level. In different 

cases, the creation of an ad-hoc independent control authority may be appropriate. 

Surveillance of treatment operat ions 

A lack of traceability appears at the treatment stage, notably for ELVs and batteries such as: 

 De-registration problems; 

 Unauthorised take-back points or collectors and/or lack of treatment plants.   

Surveillance should be reinforced notably concerning both the quantities treated, the environmental 

quality of the dismantling and recycling process and the exports of waste. This is particularly the 

case for ELVs and batteries. 

Surveillance of PROs 

Finally, there is a need for clear guidance on what a PRO is expected to do and achieve. A 

consolidated public surveillance over PROs is needed. It may be provided through (a combination 

of):  

 Regulation; 

 Recognition procedures defining obligations, targets and sanctions; 

 Frequent and random audits; 

 Enforcement mechanisms. 

 

SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLES:  

- Statement n°6: Transparency is required on the performances and costs of EPR schemes. 

- Statement n°7: Key definitions and reporting modalities should be harmonised at the 

European level. 
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- Statement n°8: Member States and obligated industry should be co-responsible for the 

monitoring and surveillance of EPR schemes, and should ensure that adequate means for 

enforcement are in place. 
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Chapter 1.   Context, objectives and approach 

1.1 Context and objectives  

The objective of this study is to describe, compare and analyse different types of EPR 

(extended producer responsibility) systems operating in the EU in order to identify guiding 

principles for their functioning.  

Two main complementary approaches were implemented: 

 A bottom -up approach, inferring key issues from:  

 a general overview of EPR schemes throughout EU Member States 

 followed by the in-depth analysis of 36 case studies, focusing on six specific 

product streams.  

 A top-down approach, allowing the inclusion of accurate and diversified expertise 

from nearly 100 stakeholders from all over Europe and covering many different  

products and waste streams. 

The main issues that determine the efficiency and effectiveness of EPR systems were identified 

and analysed (see Chapter 3. ), leading to eight recommendations on how to design efficient and 

effective EPR systems (as formulated in Chapter 4. ). These recommendations may be used by 

the European Commission to inform the revision of the Waste Framework Directive14 and ensure 

the diffusion of optimal conditions for EPR development throughout the Member States.  

The Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) concept was first defined by Thomas Lindhqvist in 

1990. According to the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), EPR 

is Ȱan environmental ÐÏÌÉÃÙ ÁÐÐÒÏÁÃÈ ÉÎ ×ÈÉÃÈ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒȭÓ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ ÆÏÒ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔ ÉÓ ÅØÔÅÎÄÅÄ ÔÏ 

the post-ÃÏÎÓÕÍÅÒ ÓÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ Á ÐÒÏÄÕÃÔȭÓ ÌÉÆÅ ÃÙÃÌÅȱ. EPR, as a principle of product policy, was 

introduced in legislative acts in the early 1990s to address the life-cycle issues of products, using 

a target-oriented approach, instead of traditional command-and-control type regulation. 

The EPR policy is thus characterised by the provision of incentives to producers to take into 

account environmental considerations when designing their products. As the OECD puts it, 

Ȱwhile other policy instruments tend to target a single point in the chain, EPR seeks to integrate 

signals related to the environmental characteristics of products and production processes 

throughout the product chainȱȢ 

Compared to the traditional solid waste management approach, EPR involves a shift in 

responsibility (administratively, financially and/or physically) from governments or municipalities 

(and thus taxpayers) to the entities that make and market the products that are destined to 

become waste. To this extent, EPR still constitutes the implementation of the polluter-pays 

ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅ ɉ000Ɋȟ ÂÕÔ ÉÎÄÕÃÅÓ Á ÃÈÁÎÇÅ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÄÅÆÉÎÉÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ȬȬÐÏÌÌÕÔÅÒȭȢ 7ÈÅÒÅÁÓ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÃÌÁÓÓÉÃÁÌ 

version of the PPP the polluter was the individual directly causing pollution (i.e. the consumer), 

                                                                    

14
 Directive 2008/98/EC 
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within the EPR framework the polluter is the economic agent who can play a decisive role in 

avoiding pollution, e.g. through eco-design efforts. 

The economic reasoning behind the EPR concept is to have producers internalise treatment and 

disposal costs so that they have an incentive to design products that last longer and are more 

easily treated after use. In practice, however: 

 the post-consumption cost does not adequately take into account the environmental 

cost of the waste treatment (recycling is then disadvantaged, which justifies the 

imposition of imposing recycling targets); 

 costs are passed on to consumers, reducing the incentive for producers to invest in 

eco-design; 

 producers often exert this responsibility collectively, through Producer Responsibility 

Organisations (PROs) (for a definition see Box 1) so that benefits gained from 

producers who improve their products are distributed to all producers who belong to 

the same PRO.  

Individual producer responsibility, i.e. the take back of used products by a single producer, is rare 

and limited to instances where one producer sells its products only to a limited number of users. 

It would be much too complex if all producers of a certain product type set up their own take back 

systems. As a consequence, collective compliance schemes15 are much more common than 

individual schemes. In collective schemes, a specific organisation (PRO) is set up to implement 

the EPR principle in the name of all the adhering companies. PROs potentially exert three main 

functions, which can be executed in different ways: 

 financing the collection and treatment of the targeted solid waste; 

 organising and supervising these activities; 

 managing the corresponding data. 

 

Box 1: A few key definitions 

EPR system or EPR scheme: Any system set up by one or several producers to implement the 

EPR principle. It can be an individual system (or individual compliance scheme) when a 

producer organises its own system, or a collective system (collective compliance scheme) 

when several producers decide to collaborate and thus transfer their responsibility to a specific 

organisation (a PRO). 

Producer Responsibility Organisation or PRO: Entity set up in collective EPR schemes to 

implement the EPR principle in the name of all the adhering companies. 

Fees: Tariff paid by a producer to have its products dealt with through a PRO. 

 

The legislative framework for the development of extended producer responsibility at the 

European Union level is composed both by general legislation on waste management, and 

specific directives framing the recovery and recycling of specific waste streams. 

                                                                    

15
 aa structure set up together by several producers to implement the EPR principle (cf. glossary). 
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The Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) sets the general framework for waste 

management in the European Union. It enables Member States to set up Extended Producer 

Responsibility schemes. Article 8 introduces EPR in the following terms:  

 In order to strengthen the re-use and the prevention, recycling and other 

recovery of waste, Member States may take legislative or non-legislative measures to 

ensure that any natural or legal person who professionally develops, manufactures, 

processes, treats, sells or imports products (producer of the product) has extended 

producer responsibility. Such measures may include an acceptance of returned products 

and of the waste that remains after those products have been used, as well as the 

subsequent management of the waste and financial responsibility for such activities. These 

measures may include the obligation to provide publicly available information as to the 

extent to which the product is re-usable and recyclable.16ȱ  

 

The current study focuses on six waste streams:  

 packaging,  

 waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE),  

 end-of-life vehicles (ELV)  

 batteries and accumulators (B&A) 

 waste oils and 

 graphic papers. 

The European Union has issued waste stream specific directives for the management of the first 

four of these waste streams. The recovery and recycling targets set in these directives are 

summarised in Box 2 below.  

Box 2: Targets set up by EU waste directives 

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (94/62/EC): 

Å 60% waste packaging recovery by 2008; and 

Å 55% waste packaging recycling (50% for metal, 60% for glass, paper/cardboard, 22.5% for 

plastics and 15% for wood) by 2008. 

The Batteries Directive (2006/66/EC): 

Å 100% recycling of collected batteries by 2009; 

Å 65% recycling for collected lead-acid batteries, 75% recycling for collected nickel-cadmium 

batteries and 50% recycling for other collected batteries by 2011; 

Å 25% collection rate by 2012; and 

Å 45% collection rate by 2016. 

                                                                    

16
 Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC), Chapter II, article 8 (http://eur-

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:EN:NOT)  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:EN:NOT
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:EN:NOT
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The ELV Directive (Directive 2000/53/EC): 

Å vehicles to be recoverable to a minimum of 95%, and reusable and/or recyclable to a 

minimum of 85% by 2005; 

Å 100% collection, 85% recovery and 80% recycling including reuse by 2006; and 

Å 100% collection, 95% recovery and 85% recycling including reuse by 2015. 

The recast WEEE Directive (2012/19/EU): 

Å From 2016 the collection target shall be 45% of EEE placed on the market (in the previous 3 

years;  

Å From 2019, the collection target shall be either 65% of EEE placed on the market (in the 

previous 3 years), or alternatively  85% of WEEE generated each year;  

Å From 13 August 2012 to 14 August 2015, the recovery target is set to 70-80%  (increasing to 

75-85% from 15 August 2015 onwards) depending on  the category of WEEE; 

Å From 13 August 2012 to 14 August 2015 the recycling/ preparation for re-use target is set to 

50-75% (increasing to 55-80% from 15 August 2015 onwards) depending on the category of 

WEEE.  

Three of these directives (B&A, ELV and WEEE) specifically require or encourage Member States 

to set up Extended Producer Responsibility for the products they cover. For packaging, although 

there is no obligation to set up an EPR scheme, most Member States have chosen this option (at 

least for household packaging, see Chapter 2. ). 

1.2 Methodological approach  

The main objective of this study is to develop guiding principles on how to design efficient and 

effective EPR schemes. In order to identify these guiding principles, a six-component approach 

was developed, as shown in Figure 7. Below is a description of each of these components. 

Figure 7: The six-component approach for the project 
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1.2.1 Panorama of EPR schemes in EU-28 

To begin with, a broad panorama of EPR schemes in the European Union was prepared with the 

aim of providing a clear and comprehensive outlook of the current state of development of 

Extended Producer Responsibility in all EU Member States. 

For each of the 28 Member States, the waste streams for which an EPR system exists at the 

national scale were identified. This included: 

 Those waste streams subject to the EPR concept via European legislation, i.e.:  

 batteries and accumulators (B&A).  

 electrical and electronic waste (WEEE),  

 end-of-life vehicles (ELV), and 

 packaging,  

 Other schemes implemented through national regulation, or voluntary schemes, 

including schemes for: tyres, waste oil, graphic papers, farm plastics, medicines and 

medical products, plastic bags, photo-chemicals and chemicals, newspapers, 

refrigerants, pesticides and herbicides, lamps, light bulbs and fittings, textiles, 

construction materials, etc.  

In agreement with the European Commission and in order to focus the study on the most 

common product streams for which EPR systems exist, key criteria, notably related to the 

historical evolution and current performance of EPR systems, were defined and investigated for 

six product categories (batteries, EEE, graphic papers, packaging, oils and vehicles,): 

 Date of creation of PROs 

 Number of PROs dealing with a specific waste stream 

 Existence of a take-back obligation 

 Territorial coverage 

 Recycling/recovery rates achieved 

 2ÁÔÅÓ ÏÆ ȬÆÒÅÅ ÒÉÄÅÒÓȭ17 

 Tariffs (fees) charged by PROs to producers  

 Private or public-led organisation 

Information related to costs and cost effectiveness was sought, especially indicators linking costs 

and achievements. Special emphasis was put on collecting data such as cost per unit/kg, cost per 

ÉÎÈÁÂÉÔÁÎÔȟ 02/Óȭ ÔÕÒÎÏÖÅÒȾÒÅÖÅÎÕÅÓȟ ÐÅÒÃÅÎÔÁÇÅ ÏÆ ÃÏÓÔÓ ÃÏÖÅÒÅÄ ÂÙ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȟ ÁÄÍÉÎÉÓÔÒÁÔÉÖÅ 

costs, and costs of information and awareness-raising activities. However in practice it was not 

possible to collect such data in a comprehensive way, mainly for the following reasons (see also 

chapter 2 for more explanations regarding the difficulties encountered):  

 When several PROs are competing, financial data is often kept confidential; 

 Such data was sÅÌÄÏÍ ÁÖÁÉÌÁÂÌÅ ÏÎÌÉÎÅ ÉÎ 02/Óȭ ÁÃÔÉÖÉÔÙ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓȠ 

                                                                    

17
 Producers obliged by an EPR system, but not contributing 



Chapter 1: Context, obje ctives and approach  

 

 Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) | 33 

 When costs were publicly available, the level of detail was often very limited. 

Data in relation to the key criteria were derived from the previous study on the use of economic 

instruments and their impacts ÏÎ -ÅÍÂÅÒ 3ÔÁÔÅÓȭ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅÓ18. 

Additional key data sources were used: 

 Eurostat databases  

 02/Óȭ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔÓ 

 EEA Topic Centre on Sustainable Production and Consumption19  

 National waste databases 

 Association of Cities and Regions for Recycling and Sustainable Resource 

Management (ACR+) EPR club20 (notably their Waste Prevention Database)  

 Technical reports on municipal waste management  

In addition, stakeholder inputs (especially from national representatives) were solicited in order 

to ensure that all waste streams subject to EPR schemes had been identified in each MS. 

Such an extensive investigation revealed that there is a severe lack of available information in 

general, and when available, the information is not easily comparable (see chapter 2 for more 

details): 

 costs of EPR schemes (though this varies by Member State ɀ for example, reports are 

more readily available for Belgium than for Germany or the UK);  

 EPR technical performance (quantities put on the market, collected quantities, 

recycling rates as Eurostat data are hardly comparable, being calculated in very 

diverse ways).  

Data collected for each of the key criteria were analysed and presented via clear tables and 

graphics (see Chapter 2 and Annex 5.1).  

1.2.2 Selection of waste streams and case studies 

Thirty-six case studies were selected upon which to perform an in-depth analysis. Six product 

streams were first chosen, then an average of six MS for each stream were selected in order to 

obtain the 36 case studies. The idea was to focus on product streams for which EPR exists in 

many MS, allowing for the selection of a wide range of MS and thus ensuring the derivation of 

meaningful and broadly applicable guidance from the analysis. 

The number of existing EPR schemes for key product streams and the amount of waste 

generated for each was taken into account in the selection process (see chapter 2). The following 

product/waste streams were selected: batteries, end-of-life vehicles, graphic paper, oils, 

packaging and waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE).  

                                                                    

18
 DG ENV (2012) http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/final_report_10042012.pdf  

19
 http://scp.eionet.europa.eu/  

20
 http://www.acrplus.org/epr_Club  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Waste_Electrical_and_Electronic_Equipment_Directive
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/final_report_10042012.pdf
http://scp.eionet.europa.eu/
http://www.acrplus.org/epr_Club
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Then, all existing national EPR schemes for these six product/waste streams were succinctly 

summarised, in order to allow the selection of 36 schemes, based on the following criteria:  

 Start date of EPR schemes: the longest-established EPR schemes were preferred, as 

these were the most likely to provide valuable experience and lessons for the analysis.  

 Performance: the schemes presenting high levels of performance (technical and/or 

cost-efficiency) were preferred.  

 Diversity of EPR organisations: the case studies were selected to obtain a sample of 

several types of organisations (e.g. one or several PROs, possibility of individual 

compliance, etc.). 

Table 5 shows the 36 EPR schemes selected for case studies by country and product/waste 

stream. 

Table 5: The 36 EPR case studies analysed 

      

Austria Austria Finland Belgium Austria Denmark 

Belgium Finland France Finland Belgium Finland 

Denmark Germany Netherlands Germany Czech Rep. France 

France Netherlands Sweden Italy France Ireland 

Netherlands Slovak Rep.  Portugal Germany Latvia 

Switzerland Sweden  Spain Netherlands Sweden 

  
  

United 
Kingdom 

United 
Kingdom 
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1.2.3 In-depth analysis of 36 case studies 

For each selected EPR scheme a case study was performed by means of preparing a factsheet. 
The 36 factsheet (each between 15-25 pages in length) were produced using a unique framework 
designed to encompass all aspects of EPR: qualitative and quantitative, descriptive and 
analytical. Box 3 shows the structure of the factsheets21.  

The 36 case studies were analysed in detail with a view to draw lessons and identify good 

practices. Relevant stakeholders were interviewed in order to complete the understanding of the 

situation.  

Box 3: Structure of the 36 case studies factsheets 

Each case study includes the following sections: 

 Legal framework and objectives 

 General legal framework 

 Targets 

 System functioning 

 Role of system actors 

 Producers 

 Retailers/distributers 

 Municipalities 

 Waste collection and 

treatment operators 

 System performance 

 Cost efficiency  

 General governance 

 Governance of producer 

responsibility organisations 

 

  Surveillance of the system 

 Verification of performance 

reporting 

Risk assessment 

Reporting and monitoring 

Data availability 

 Financial surveillance 

Free riders 

Penalties 

 Competition 

 PROs 

 Treatment operators 

 Eco-design and prevention 

 Impact on consumers 

 Advantages and success factors of the 

system 

 Disadvantages and possible challenges 

of the system 

 Best practices and potential golden 

rules  

 References 

 Annex 

This benchmark has been possible thanks to thorough data collection and stakeholder 

consultation.  

For each case study, a 2-page synthesis was prepared in order to make the essential information 

easily accessible.  

 

                                                                    

21
 The factsheets are available on the project website: http://epr.eu-smr.eu. 

http://epr.eu-smr.eu/
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Table 6: Structure of the synthetic outlook for each case study 

Indicator Description 

Collective systems 
Indication of whether collective schemes exist, to which 
producers can transfer their EPR obligation. 

Possibility for individual 
systems 

Indication of whether producers can chose to fulfil their EPR 
obligation individually. 

Performance  

(collection rate, recycling 
rate, etc.) 

Indicator customised by product stream; performance expressed 
in a percentage (e.g. of quantities put on the market). 

Cost efficiency 

Indicator normalising the costs spent in the system by relating 
them to the amount of waste treated and/or the population. 
Expressed here as cost per inhabitant, when available data 
allows for this calculation. 

Competition 
Indication of whether competition exists between PROs (e.g. 
more than one PRO with the same scope), and between 
collection and treatment operators. 

Free riders 

Amount of producers or importers who are theoretically subject 
to EPR, but who do not join a PRO or set up an individual 
scheme. Indicated in percent if possible, otherwise 
qualitative/anecdotal. 

Penalties Indication of types and level of penalties in the system. 

Reporting 
Indication of who reports to whom and indication of the 
frequency of reporting. 

PRO governance 
Indication of stakeholders involved in making decisions within 
the PROs. 

Eco-design, prevention 
& impact on consumers 

Any actions identified in relation to eco-design, prevention and 
communication/awareness raising. 

 

With these monographs, a comparative analysis based on consolidated data was then possible. 

DifferÅÎÔ ÁÓÐÅÃÔÓ ÒÅÌÁÔÅÄ ÔÏ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȭ ÆÕÎÃÔÉÏÎÉÎÇ ×ÅÒÅ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÉÇÁÔÅÄȡ ÓÈÁÒÅ ÏÆ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÉÅÓȟ 

dialogue procedures, competition conditions, transparency aspects, and reporting and 

surveillance modalities. The objective of the comparative analysis was to identify best practices 

in the different areas examined.  

Technical and financial performances were systematically compared, product stream by product 

stream: 

 In order to neutralise the density bias (i.e. the fact that costs may be lower in densely 

populated countries), not only relative indicators but also absolute values of 

quantities collected and/or recycled have been provided. 
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 Data related to technical performance were collected and re-calculated on a 

homogeneous basis (e.g. recycling rates were recalculated based on raw data, e.g. 

quantities recycled vs. quantities put on the market). 

 In each MS, data related to fees has been aggregated from all the PROs of a product 

stream. It is therefore not an estimated average fee level, but the total amount of fees 

paid by all collectively organised producers. 

This whole comparative study is included in the Annex, with a synthesis of this work presented in 

chapter 2.  

1.2.4 Exploration of four main issues related to EPR design 

and implementation 

This in-depth analytical work of 36 case studies, along with a permanent exchange with key 

stakeholders, has nurtured and structured four main issues considered for guidance on EPR, 

which are presented in chapter 3:   

1. Share of responsibilities between stakeholders   

2. Cost coverage and true cost principle 

3. Fair competition 

4. Transparency and surveillance 

Each of these main issues is addressed following a similar structure: 

 Issues under consideration: the issue at stake is briefly presented and explained in 

abstracto; 

 Empirical assessments from the sample benchmark: the elements gathered from 

the 36 case studies are analysed in order to assess how this issue applies de facto and 

what are the most relevant corresponding practices. 

 4ÁËÉÎÇ ÔÈÅ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÅØÐÅÒÔÉÓÅ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ: the contributions from the 

stakeholders are integrated to the analysis, deriving both from their position papers 

and from their active participation in the workshop. 

 Concluding remarks: a summary and conclusion from all these elements is proposed. 

 Towards possible guiding principles: suggestions for guidance are formulated, which 

will be treated in details in Chapter 4. 

Following this structure, each of the four main issues is described, and then discussed on the 

basis of stakeholder feedback and findings from case studies. Conclusions are drawn, leading to 

possible guiding principles for the design and implementation of EPR schemes.  
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1.2.5 Guiding principles 

Deriving from the empirical analysis of the general situation in the EU-28 and of the 36 case 

studies, 10 guiding principles were formulated at first. These statements were submitted to an 

online consultation of stakeholders.   

As a whole, the stakeholders mostly agreed on the broad orientations suggested:  

 Seven guiding principles were mostly consensual: 

 Statement 1 EPR definition, scope & objectives 

 Statement 2 Shared & defined responsibilities 

 Statement 7 Clearinghouse 

 Statement 8 Transparency 

 Statement 9 Definitions & reporting harmonisation 

 Statement 10 Monitoring & surveillance 

 Three guiding principles were vividly discussed by stakeholders: 

 Statement 6 Clear and stable framework for fair competition  

 Statement 3 Full costs coverage 

 Statement 5 True cost principle 

 And one statement was seriously questioned: 

 Statement 4 Reference cost  

Eventually, Statements 4 and 8 were suppressed as guiding principles per se and their content 

was re-introduced as policy options in Statements 3 and 6 respectively.  

Hence, eight Guiding Principles were finalised. For each principle, the most relevant policy 

options for the implementation of each Guiding Principle were identified and described. 

1.2.6 Stakeholder consultation 

The process of elaborating the case studies involved frequent interactions with stakeholders in 

order to gather information and key data. Key contacts for the preparation of the case studies 

were mainly PROs and national or regional authorities.  

In a further step, inputs regarding good practices and guiding principles were solicited from a 

wider range of actors, including: industry federations, waste management operators, local public 

authorities and NGOs.  

A stakeholder workshop was organised in September 2013 in Brussels in order to encourage 

discussion between stakeholders and to provide collective feedback about good practices for the 

implementation of EPR in the EU. The stakeholders were asked to react to several questions, 

related to the four main issues highlighted. They also brainstormed in small groups in order to 

identify common grounds of understanding beyond their respective individual interests. The list 

of workshop participants can be found in the annex and the minutes of the Workshop are 
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available on the project website22. 

Finally, a written  consultation was organised in November-December 2013, focusing on a set of 

ten proposed guiding principles (and one preliminary statement). The questionnaire for this 

consultation is available on the project website23. Stakeholders were invited to react to each 

statement and express their expectations in terms of guidance from the European Commission. 

Nearly 60 stakeholders submitted feedback, including:  

 23 industry representatives (or industry federations)  

 12 PROs  

 9 treatment operators  

 7 regional and local authorities  

 2 national authorities and  

 5 NGOs  

The filled questionnaires were examined in detail.  

In all cases, thÅ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÅØÐÅÒÔÉÓÅ ÁÎÄ ÃÏÎÔÒÉÂÕÔÉÏÎÓ ×ÅÒÅ ÔÁËÅÎ ÉÎÔÏ ÁÃÃÏÕÎÔ to shape 

the final proposition for EPR guiding principles, which are presented in chapter 4. The initial 

ÖÅÒÓÉÏÎ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÐÏÓÅÄ ÇÕÉÄÉÎÇ ÐÒÉÎÃÉÐÌÅÓ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÓÙÎÔÈÅÓÉÓ ÏÆ ÓÔÁËÅÈÏÌÄÅÒÓȭ ÃÏÎÔÒibutions (by 

type of actor) are to be found in the Annex. 

 

                                                                    

22
 http://epr.eu-smr.eu/documents  

23
 see above  

http://epr.eu-smr.eu/documents
http://epr.eu-smr.eu/documents
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Chapter 2.  General overview of EPR schemes in the EU 

This chapter provides a general overview of Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) in the EU-28.  

A general panorama of existing EPR schemes in Europe is provided, based on a succinct analysis of EPR 

schemes conducted at the beginning of this study, aiming at the selection of 36 case studies. A first 

comparison of the schemes performance was carried out based on data available at the European level 

(i.e. Eurostat databases). 

Taking into account data availability limitations and huge discrepancies at the EU-level, 36 case studies 

of well performing EPR schemes are identified for an in-depth analysis. A qualitative and quantitative 

benchmark is presented for 6 product streams throughout 17 countries.   

Finally, the analysis of the 36 case studies is ÂÁÌÁÎÃÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ ÖÅÒÙ ÎÏÔÉÏÎ ÏÆ ȰÐÅÒÆÏÒÍÁÎÃÅȱ ÆÏÒ %02 

schemes is discussed, taking into account pitfalls in terms of transparency and their current level of 

maturity. 

2.1 Existing EPR schemes in EU-28 

Through the last 20 years, the EPR concept has been widely implemented in the EU with a great 

variety of EPR schemes and the creation of PROs.  

For the four streams targeted by specific Directives (packaging, batteries, ELVs and WEEE), an 

EPR scheme has been systematically implemented in all Member States. Additional waste 

streams for which EPR schemes have been most commonly identified within the European Union 

are: tyres, graphic paper, oils, medical waste and agricultural films. 

In addition to the main EPR schemes, other product streams are covered by a limited number of 

EPR schemes in some Member States: old/unused medicines, textiles, furniture, mobile homes, 

fluorinated refrigerant fluids, pharmaceuticals, lubricants, infectious healthcare waste, dispersed 

hazardous waste, plant protection product packaging and unused products, fertiliser and soil 

amendment packaging, seed and plant packaging and office equipment ink cartridges.  

The tables below show a more detailed overview of existing schemes for the six product streams 

selected for this study. The following information is mentioned:  

 Start date of EPR scheme(s) 

 Whether EPR is, in practice, implemented individually or collectively (i.e. through 

PROs) by producers.  

 Number of collective schemes (PROs), which may cover different product categories, 

or the same product category (in which case they are in competition) 
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Table 7: Overview of EPR schemes in the EU for batteries 

 

 

 

  

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR scheme(s) 
Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

AT 
A voluntary system in 1990 

replaced by one obligatory but private in 
2005 

Collective 4 

BE 1996 Both 2 

BG 2009 Both 3 

CH 2001 Collective 1 

CY 2009 Collective 1 

CZ 2002    (with new rules 2009) Both 1 

DE 1998 Collective 1  

DK 2009 Both 4 

EE N/A Both N/A 

ES  2000 Collective 1 

FI 2005 Both 4 

FR Screlec 1999  Both 2 

GR 2004 Both 3 

HU 
Automotive batteries: 2002 

Portable batteries: 2005 
Both 6 

HR 2006 Collective 1 

IE 2008 Both 2 

IT 2008 Both 21 

LT 2009 Both 1 

LU 2010 Both 1 

LV 2006 Both 3 

MT 2010 Both 1 

NL 2008 Both 1 

PL 2009 Both 3 

PT 2010 Both 5 

RO N/A Both   

SE 2009 Both 3 

SI 2009 Both 3 

SK 2001 Collective 1 

UK 2009 Collective 5 
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Table 8: Overview of EPR schemes in the EU for graphic paper 

 

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR 
scheme(s) 

Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

FI 1999 Both 2 

FR 2007 Collective 1 

NL 2005 (voluntary in 2001) Both 1  

SE 1994, 1996 Both 2 

 

Table 9: Overview of EPR schemes in the EU for ELV 

 

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR 
scheme(s) 

Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

AT 2002 Individual   

BE 1999; 2004 Collective 1 

BG 2004 Collective 2 

CY N/A N/A N/A 

CZ 2009 Individual 0 

DE 
1998; amended in 2002 to 

transpose the ELV directive 
    

DK N/A Collective 1 

EE 2009 Individual 0 

ES  2002 Collective 1 

FI 2004 Collective 2 

FR 2006 Individual 0 

GR 2004 Collective 1 

HU Unknown Appears to be individual 0 

HR 2006 Individual 0 

IE 2006 Individual 0 

IT 2005 Collective 1 

LT 2005 Both N/A 

LU 2003 Both 1 

LV 2004 Both 1 

MT 2004   N/A  

NL 
1995 for voluntary (ARN); 2002 for 

legally binding (ARN); 2011 for 
scooter-specific scheme 

Collective 2 

PL 2006 Collective 1 

PT 2004 Both 1 

RO 2004 Individual 0 

SE 
1975 for Swedish system; 1998 in 

line with EU Directive 
Collective 3 

SI 2003   N/A 

SK 2001 Collective 1 

UK 2005 Collective 2 
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Table 10: Overview of EPR schemes in the EU for the oils product stream 

 

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR 
scheme(s) 

Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

BE   

Valorlub: both 
Valorfrit: both in Walloon and Brussels Region; in Flanders 
collective for household oil, no EPR for professional edible 

oil   

BG 2006 Collective 1 

DE 2002 Collective 
Around 100 'collectors' of 

waste oils have been 
authorised  

DK 2000 Collective 1 

ES  2006 Both 2 

FI    Collective  1 

GR 2004 Collective 1 

IT 1982 Collective 1 

NL N/A  N/A N/A 

PL 2001, 2002 Collective 5 

PT 2003 Collective 1 

 

 

Table 11: Overview of EPR schemes in the EU for packaging 

 

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR 
scheme(s) 

Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

AT 1993 Both 6 

BE 1994 Both 2 

BG 2004 Both 1 

CY 2006 Both 1 

CZ 2002 Both 1 

DE 1990 Both 9 

DK Government-led scheme 

EE 2004 Both 4 

ES  1996 Both 2 

FI 1997 Both N/A 

FR 1992 Both 1 

GR 2001 Both N/A 

HU Government-led scheme 

HR 2006 N/a N/A 

IE 1997 Both 1 

IT 1997 Collective 1 

LT 2002 Both 1 

LU 1995 Both 1 

LV 2000 Both N/A 

MT 2005 Both 1 
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NL 2013 Both 1 

PL 2000 Both 1 

PT 1996 Both 1 

RO 2004 Both 7 

SE N/A 
Collective deposit system;  
collective and individual 

system for other packaging 

1 + several deposit 
systems 

SI 2003 Both 4 

SK 2003 Both 11 

UK 1997 Both 22 

 

 

Table 12: Characteristics of EPR schemes for WEEE 

 

Member 
State 

Start date of EPR 
scheme(s) 

Collective or 
individual 

If collective, 
number of EPR 

schemes 

AT 2005 Collective 4 

BE 2001 and 2002 Collective 1 

BG 2006 Collective 2 

CY 2006 Collective 1 

CZ 2005 Collective 3 

DE 2005   2 

DK  N/A Collective 1 

EE 2005 Collective 3 

ES  2002, 2005 Collective 7 

FI 2000, 2004 and 2005 Collective 6 

FR 2005 Both 4 

GR 2001 and 2009 Collective 2 

HU  N/A Collective 2 

HR N/A  Collective  3 

IE 2005 Both 2 

IT 
2004, 2005, 2006, 

 2007, 2008 
Collective 16 

LT 2006 Collective 1 

LU 2004  Collective 1 

LV 2006 Collective and some individual 5 

NL N/A  Collective 9 

PL 2005 Collective 2 

PT 2006 Collective 2 

RO 2007 Collective 2 

SE 2001, 2007 Collective 2 

SI 2005 Collective 2 

SK  N/A Collective 3 

UK N/A Collective 29 

As can be seen in the tables above, most EPR schemes were introduced in the 200s, following the 

European Directives. However, several systems started earlier: 



Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU  

 

 Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) | 45 

 

For batteries, the first schemes started in the early 1990s (Austria, 

"ÅÌÇÉÕÍɊȟ ÏÔÈÅÒÓ ÆÏÌÌÏ×ÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ÌÁÔÅ ΧίίΦȭÓ ɉ'ÅÒÍÁÎÙȟ &ÒÁÎÃÅȟ 3ÐÁÉÎɊȟ 

but the majority were only ÉÍÐÌÅÍÅÎÔÅÄ ÉÎ ÔÈÅ ΨΦΦΦȭÓ. 

 

For ELVs, the first scheme was introduced in 1975 in Sweden. A few 

other recovery schemes were introduced in the late 1990s (Netherlands, 

Germany, Belgium) and the majority were put in place in the mid 2000s. 

 

For graphic papers, the first EPR schemes were set up in the 1990s 

(Sweden, Finland) and others in the 2000s. 

 

For oils, the first scheme was introduced in Italy in 1982. The other 

existing schemes were implemented from 1998 (Netherlands) to 2006. 

 

For packaging, a considerable number of schemes were implemented in 

the 1990s, in chronological order: Germany, France, Austria, Belgium, 

Luxembourg, Spain, Portugal, Hungary, Finland, Ireland, UK. Other 

schemes followed in the early 2000s. 

 

For WEEE, all EPR schemes were introduced during the 2000s with most 

following the adoption of the WEEE Directive in 2002. 

 

It should also be highlighted that, in theory, EPR is an individual obligation: each producer (or 

importer) has to take the necessary steps to ensure that its products will be conveniently 

collected and treated at the end of its life, thereby reducing the burden on local authorities. In a 

great number of cases, however, producers have decided to join and create a structure (a 

Producer Responsibility Organisation, or PRO) to execute this legal obligation. Although this 

report focusses on PROs (as these entities aggregate and publish relevant data), it should not be 

forgotten that individual schemes also exist for most waste streams and that they usually co-

exist with collective schemes (as can be seen in the tables above and in the Annex). 

2.2 Performance of EPR schemes in the EU 

The aim of this section is not to rank countries and product streams from the most efficient to 

the least. Firstly, it is impossible to compare the performance of different waste streams, as 

technical conditions for recycling and recovery are extremely different. Even for specific waste 

streams, such a performance ranking would be based on fragile data (e.g. Eurostat data lack 

counter-checking and require caution in their use) and would not accurately illustrate the 

efficiency of the implemented EPR schemes.  
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The idea here is rather to aggregate existing data for all Member States, both technical and 

economic, in order to provide an overview of the heterogeneity of the situation in the six main 

product streams selected at the EU level (those selected for the 36 case studies).  

Whereas recycling rates are publicly available, they are seldom calculated in the same way in all 

Member States. Eco-design performance, at a national level, is impossible to assess in a 

systematic way. True costs are seldom publicly available, as PROs consider that it is part of their 

competitive know-how. It is possible to rely on producer fees in order to assess the economic 

efficiency of EPR schemes. However, once again, information on fees is not always publicly 

available. Therefore, in the following pages, for each stream, one or two graphs are provided to 

illustrate the performance of EPR schemes, which refers to both:  

 technical performance: to what extent did the EPR implementation foster the 

capture of a substantial share of the waste arising and the achievement of recycling 

targets? Collection and/or recycling rates are used to illustrate this technical 

performance;  

 economic performance: how costly was it to implement the EPR principle? To 

illustrate this economic performance, information related to fees was collected, when 

enough comparable data could be identified; here the majority of the effort has been 

dedicated to collecting such data on three product categories (packaging, batteries, 

and EEE). 
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2.2.1 Batteries 

Figure 8: Collection rates for portable battery EPR systems (various sources, 2010 and 2011)24 

 

 

Figure 9: Average fees paid by producers per tonne of portable batteries (various sources)25 

 

                                                                    

24
 For Germany (DE) only the collection rate for the state-authorised system (GRS) was used; however, a lower 

collection rate (24.3%) was identified for ERP, an additional system. It should be noted that statistics on batteries have 

not yet been published by Eurostat.  

25
 For the exact sources, refer to the Annex 5.3 
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2.2.2 ELVs 

Figure 10: Recycling and re-use rate for ELV EPR systems (Eurostat, 2011)26 

 

Figure6-: Recycling, recovery and re-use rate for ELV EPR systems27 (Eurostat, 2010) 

 

                                                                    

26
 It should be noted that Croatia does not yet appear in EUROSTAT data. 

27
 )Ô ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ 'ÅÒÍÁÎÙȭÓ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ Á ÒÅÃÙÃÌÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÃÏÖÅÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÒÅ-use rate above 100% indicated the 

effect of a collection incentive (eco-premium) that triggered an important increase in the number of vehicles collected 

in 2009, and thereof an increase in number of vehicles dismantled in 2010 and 2011. 
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2.2.3 Oils 

Figure 7: Collection rate for oils EPR systems (various sources, 2010) 

 

 

Figure 8: Regeneration rate for oils EPR systems (various sources, 2010)28 

 

                                                                    

28
 Quantities collected/financed by oils EPR schemes as a percentage of quantities of oils put on the national market 
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2.2.4 Packaging 

Figure 9: Recycling and re-use rate for packaging EPR systems (Eurostat, 2010) 

 

 

Figure10: Recycling, recovery and re-use rate for packaging EPR systems29 (Eurostat, 2010) 

 

                                                                    

29
 )Ô ÓÈÏÕÌÄ ÂÅ ÎÏÔÅÄ ÔÈÁÔ $ÅÎÍÁÒËȭÓ ÁÃÈÉÅÖÅÍÅÎÔ ÏÆ Á ÒÅÃÙÃÌÉÎÇȟ ÒÅÃÏÖÅÒÙ ÁÎÄ ÒÅ-use rate above 100% appears to 

indicate the treatment of imported packaging waste. 
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Figure 11: Average fee charged to producers per tonne of household packaging put on the 

market30 

 
 
The average fee per tonne of household packaging put on the market was calculated, based on 
the EU-28 average share of paper, plastics and glass in total (household and 
industrial/commercial) packaging waste generated (Eurostat, 2011) and on the EU-28 population 
data (Eurostat population data, 2012). These fees do not necessarily reflect the real costs of the 
system. For instance, industrial packaging producers do not always contribute to the EPR 
scheme, or contribute with different fee rates. These average fees are however an attempt to 
provide a comparable indicator of the contribution of household packaging producers to the 
schemes. 
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2.2.5 WEEE 

Figure 12: Collection performance for WEEE EPR systems (Eurostat, 2010) 

 

 

Figure 13: Recycling and re-use rate for WEEE EPR systems (Eurostat, 2010) 
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Figure 11:  Normalised average fees paid by producers per piece of WEEE31  

 

As can be seen from the graphs above, important discrepancies still exist among MS for every 

waste stream considered in terms of both technical and economic performances.  

As regards technical performance, a distinction should be made between collection and 

recycling rates.  

 Collection rates (for oils, batteries and WEEE) are extremely variable from one 

country to another: from 5% (Malta) to 72% (Switzerland) for batteries; from 3% 

(Bulgaria) to 61% (Belgium) for oils; from 1.2 kg/cap. (Romania) to 17.2 kg/cap. 

(Sweden) for WEEE. At any rate, collection rates do not reach more than 80%, apart 

from the case of oils where 100% collection rates are not unusual.  

 Regarding recycling rates, the development of EPR has fostered the achievement of 

reasonably high recovery targets. 

In order to assess the economic performance, an assessment of fees level has been possible for 

packaging, batteries and WEEE. For the other product streams, economic data was almost 

impossible to obtain. Even for these three streams, the analysis of fees relies on average data, 

collected from some PROs in some EU Member States. Once again, such data are not always 

made public, partly due to reasons related to competition among PROs. Nevertheless, the data 

collected provides some insights: 

 Although a majority of PROs charge less than 1,000 EUR/tonne of portable batteries, 

the fees paid by producers to PROs can vary from 240 EUR/tonne in France to 5,400 

EUR/tonne in Belgium32.  

                                                                    

31
 This assessment has been elaborated from various sources (see Annex ÆÏÒ ÍÏÒÅ ÄÅÔÁÉÌÓɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÇÒÁÐÈ ÉÓ ȬÎÏÒÍÁÌÉÓÅÄȭȟ 

that is to say that all values are presented in a same scale (0 to 1), in order to be easily comparable. Only nine EU 

countries participating in the WEEE Forum publish the fees paid by producers per WEEE product. A great disparity was 

found in terms of the way fees were attributed, due to the fact that not all PROs classify WEEE in the same way. The 

fees are sometimes presented according to few broad equipment categories or to very detailed sub-categories. Also, 

the fees are either calculated by piece of WEEE put on the market or by weight.  
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 When comparing the fees charged to producers per tonne of packaging material put 

on the market, similar discrepancies appear: average fees charged to producers range 

from 14EUR/tonne to 200EUR/tonne, with an average of 92EUR/tonne.  

 In the case of WEEE, tariffs are not set up in the same way and important 

discrepancies appear. For example, in France, fees for televisions are divided into 

eight subcategories with prices ranging from 0.8 to 8.0 EUR/piece whereas in Greece 

producers pay a contribution of 254.2EUR/tonne of televisions put on the market. 

2.3 Focus on 36 case studies  

During the analysis of the 36 case studies, special attention was placed on neutralising as much as 

possible the biases regarding quantities and on collecting and processing detailed economic 

data. This allowed the realisation of a more robust quantitative benchmark about the cost-

effectiveness of the EPR systems presented hereafter. Please note that although the conclusions 

that can be drawn on the cost-effectiveness of the 36 case studies are more robust that those at 

EU-28 level, they nevertheless constitute only indications, as scopes and calculation modes often 

vary from one country to another.  

2.3.1 EPR systems functioning 

A detailed analysis of 36 EPR systems in the EU was prepared during this study, and their full 

description can be found in the annex. This chapter provides a synthesis of key features of EPR 

schemes, including:  

 The type of responsibility (financial or organisational) 

 The presence of competition among PROs, and among waste treatment operators 

 Transparency and surveillance features: surveillance of free-riders, waste 

management activities, surveillance of the PROs, and legal status of PROs 

A further analysis of these key features is provided in Chapter 3. , which concludes on possible 

guiding principles for the design and implementation of EPR (see Chapter 4. ).  

One table for each of the six product categories is presented below.  

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                             

32
 The fees in Belgium have decreased as of 1

st
 ÏÆ *ÁÎÕÁÒÙ ΨΦΧΪ ÔÏ ΩΨάΦΏȾÔÏÎÎÅ ÏÆ ÐÏÒÔÁÂÌÅ ÂÁÔÔÅÒÉÅÓȟ ÁÎÄ ×ÉÌÌ ÆÕÒÔÈÅÒ 

decrease due to the replacement of a fixed federal tax with an environmental fee that will reflect collection and 

treatment costs. 
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Batteries 

 

BATTERIES AT BE DK FR NL CH 

Type of PRO 
responsibility 

Partial organisational responsibility 

COMPETITION 

Is there competition  
among PROs? 

Yes, 4 PROs No, only 1 PRO Yes, 4 PROs 
Yes, 2 PROs  
+ 1 individual 

scheme 
No, only 1 PRO 

Is there competition  
among WM 
operators? 

Transport: yes 
Treatment: No 

Yes No Yes. 
Transport: Yes 
Treatment: No. 

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Surveillance 
of 

free-riding 

How 
many 
free 
riders are 
there? 

There seems 
to be no free 
rider problem  

Exact 
percentage 
unknown,  

but probably 
low 

N/A 

Which 
sanctions 
are 
provided? 

Fine of double 
the amount 

The PRO 
informs the 

regional 
government 

Fines and 
prison 

sentences 

Fines or 
criminal 

sanctions  
N/A 

Retroactive 
charge of the 

due fees 

Surveillance of 
collection and 

treatm ent operations 

The federal 
authority and 
audits by the 

PROs 

Regional  
governments 

N/A 

The National 
Authority 
verifies 

declarations 
and coherence.  
PROs audit on 

actors for 
which there 
are unusual 
variations 

N/A 

Collection 
points are 
audited by 
regional 

authorities. 
National 

authorities 
undertake 
controls of 
treatment 
activities 

Surveillance  
of PROs 

Who is in 
charge?  

A coordination  
unit 

Regional  
governments 

Ministry of 
Environment 

A consultative 
commission  

N/A 
The federal  
government 

How? 

6 % of the total 
system costs 

are monitoring 
costs  

1/3 of the 
declarations  
are audited 

yearly 

Through the 
DPA-System 

The National 
Authority 

audits 15 to 20 
producers per 

year 

N/A 

02/ȭÓ  
status  

profit -
based or 
not-for-
profit? 

3 are non-
profit.  

1 is for-profit  
Non-profit 

Elretur is non-
profit 

Others: no 
clear trend 

Non-profit 
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ELVs 

 

ELVs AT DE FI NL SK SE 

Type of PRO 
responsibility 

Financial 
responsibility 

Not an EPR 
scheme 

Financial responsibility 

COMPETITION 

Is there  
competition 

among PROs? 

No competition No PRO No, one single PRO N/A 

Is there 
competition  
among WM 
operators? 

Yes,  
competition for 
shredder plants 

Yes,  
for the treatment 

operators 

Yes,  
272 collection 
points and  4 
authorised 

operators with 
post-shredder 

technology  

Yes,   
247 dismantling 
and treatment 

operators 

Yes  

Yes,  
between 

collection and 
treatment 
operators 

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Surveill
ance on  

free-
riding 

How 
many free 
riders are 
there? 

N/A - 

It is assumed 
that some 

companies are 
not fulfilling 

their obligations 

17% N/A 

Estimated to be 
small, doesn't 
appear to be 
problematic 

Which 
sanctions 
are 
provided? 

Financial 
penalties up to 
Ώ7,720 are 
foreseen. 

- N/A 

ARN can 
suspend 

contracts but has 
no enforcement 

power 

N/A 

Surveillance on 
collection and 

treatment 
operations 

Surveillance by 
the Ministry for 
Environment  

Surveillance by the 
local waste 
authorities  

Audits are undertaken by the PRO 
on treatment operators 

Financial 
penalties 

received by the 
Recycling Fund 

N/A 

Surveill
ance on  
PROs 

Who is in 
charge?  

The Ministry of 
Environment  

- PIRELY N/A 

How? N/A  - 

PIRELY audits 
the PRO. Fines 
can be up to 
ΏΫ00,000 

N/A 

02/ȭÓ 
status  

profit -
based or 
not-for-
profit? 

Non-profit - N/A  Non-profit  N/A 
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Graphic paper 

 

GRAPHIC PAPER FI FR NL SE 

Type of PRO 
responsibility 

Partially organisational 
responsibility 

Financial responsibility through contract with 
municipalities 

Full organisational 
responsibility 

COMPETITION 

Is there competition  
among PROs? 

Yes, 2 PROs No, one single PRO 

Is there competition 
among WM operators? 

Yes, contracts with 
PROs who also provide 

collection and 
transportation services 

Yes, selection by local 
authorities 

Yes, between operator 
contracted by the PRO 

and other operators 

Yes, contracted by the 
PRO 

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Surveillance 
on  

free-riding 

How many 
free riders 
are there? 

Low (there are 
currently no fees) 

23% No estimation Low 

Which 
sanctions are 
provided? 

Financial penalties  
Before 2013: taxes 

After 2013: financial 
penalties 

Penalties range from 
fines to sentence by 

judge 
No information 

Surveillance on 
collection and  

treatment operations  

Operators must have a 
permit 

Audits are performed 
by the PRO 

Paper waste 
enterprises report to 

the PRO 

No specific procedure 
identified 

Surveillance on PROs 

The Finnish 
Competition and 

Consumer Authority is 
responsible for 

monitoring the legality 
of competition 

between the PROs 

Surveillance and 
approval by the  

Ministry of  
Environment. 
Stakeholders 

consultation through 
the agreement 

advisory committee 

The PRO is an 
emanation of the 
Dutch Ministry for 

Environment. 

Approval by public 
authorities; 

enforcement at the 
local authorities level 

02/ȭÓ 
status  

profit -based 
or  
not-for-
profit? 

 The organisation can 
be for profit and sell 
other services and 

products  

Non-profit 

Is there any multi-
stakeholder  

dialogue procedure? 

No specific dialogue 
procedure identified 

An agreement 
advisory commission 

composed of members 
of the three ministries 
and of graphic papers 

related sector 
members  

No specific dialogue procedure identified 
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Oils 

OIL BE FI DE IT PT ES 

Type of PRO 
responsibility 

Financial 
responsibility 

Financial 
responsibility 
through a tax 

- Financial responsibility 

COMPETITION 

Is there competition  
among PROs? 

No,  
only 1 PRO 

No,  
1 collective 
goverment-
run scheme  

No,  
as there is no 

PRO 

No.  
Each type of 

oil is managed 
by 1 single 

PRO  

No,  
possible  

but only 1 PRO  

Yes, 2 PRO 
with one that 

has 90% of the 
market 

Is there competition  
among WM 
operators? 

Yes,  
15 operators 

Yes,  
for treatment 

operators 

Yes,  
100 waste 

collection & 
treatment 
operators. 

Yes,  
242 collectors 
and 38 refiners 

Yes 
Yes,  

more than 100 
companies 

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Surveillance 
on  

free-riding 

How many 
free riders 
are there? 

No estimate available, but 
limited to 'niche' importers 

- No free riders N/A 

Which 
sanctions 
are 
provided? 

Administrative fines are in place - No sanction N/A 

Surveillance on 
collection and  

treatment operations  

yearly sample 
of external 

audits 
N/A BAFA N/A 

The PRO 
undertakes 
frequent 

internal audits 
+ some 

external audits 

Operators 
have to report 
to the PRO + 

annual random 
audits. 

Surveillance 
on 

PROs 

Who is in 
charge?  

Regional 
authorities are 

in charge of 
surveillance 

Not clear, L&T 
status is not 

clear 
- 

Oversight 
authority is not 

clear 

The 
Portuguese 

Environmental 
Agency  

Regional 
authorities 

How? 

The Flemish 
Waste Agency 

has 4 
inspection 

officers (for all 
wastes) 

N/A - N/A Auditers 

Regional 
authorities 

orders annual 
audits 

02/ȭÓ 
status  

Profit -
based or 
not-for-
profit? 

Non-profit For profit - For profit Non-profit 

Is there any multi-
stakeholder  

dialogue procedure? 

No dialogue procedure 

No dialogue 
procedure, but 
ÔÈÅ 02/ȭÓ 

board 
composition is 

varied. 

No dialogue procedure 
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Packaging 
 

PACKAGING AT BE CZ DE FR NL UK 

Type of PRO 
responsibility 

Full 
organisational 
responsibility 

HH: Partial 
organisationa

l 
responsibility 
C&I : simple 

financial 
responsibility 

Financial 
responsibility 

through 
reimburseme
nt contracts 

with 
municipalities 
and sorting 

plants 

Full 
organisatio

nal 
responsibili

ty 

Financial 
responsibility 

through 
reimburseme
nt contracts 

with 
municipalitie

s 

Financial 
responsibility 

through 
reimburseme
nt contracts 

with 
municipalitie
s and sorting 

plants 

Simple 
financial 

responsibility  

COMPETITION 

Is there 
competition  

among PROs? 

HH: Yes but 
low, 2 PROs 
but one for 
beverage 

packing only 
C&I: Yes, 7 

PROs 

No, 1 PRO for 
HH and 1 for 

industrial 
packaging 

No, 1 PRO for 
HH and 

industrial 
packaging 

Yes, 10 
PROs with 

one 
representin

g more 
than 50% 

of the 
market 

No, 2 PROs 
but one is 

the owner of 
the second 

No, 1 PRO 
A 

ȰÓÕÂÓÔÁÎÔÉÁÌ 
ÍÁÊÏÒÉÔÙȱ 

being 
required to 

operate 

Yes, over 30 
competing 

PROs 

Is there 
competition  
among WM 
operators? 

Yes,  
Selected by 

PROs every 3 
to 5 years 

HH: yes,  
selection by 

PRO and 
local 

authorities 
C&I: yes, 

direct 
contracts 

with waste 
generators 

HH: yes, 
selection by 

local 
authorities 

Yes, 
selection 
by PROs  

Yes, selected by local 
authorities 

yes, 152 
reprecessors 

and 162 
exporter of 

packing 
waste 

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Survei
llance 

on  
free 

riding 

How 
many 
free 
riders? 

Estimated to 
be low 

HH: 
estimated 
~7% of the 

market 
C&I: no 

estimate 

HH: 5% 
C&I: 10% 

(estimations) 

Estimated 
to be high 
(around 

25%) 

Estimated 
below 2% 

Estimated to 
around 2%  

Estimated to 
be an 

important 
issue 

Which 
sanction
s? 

Financial penalties 

Surveillance on 
collection and  

treatment 
operations 

Performed by the PROs  
through regular audits of recyclers 

No information 

A certificate 
ensures 

reliable data 
from waste 
operators.  
A PRO's 
internal 

organisation 
performs 
audits of 

municipalitie
s and waste 
operators 

A regulatory 
accreditation 
system exists 

for 
reprocessors 

and 
exporters of 
packaging 

waste 

Surveillance on 
PROs 

Regular audits 
by the Federal 

Accounting 
Office 

Authorisation 
and regular 

audits by the 
IPC 

Authorised by 
the Ministry 

of 
Environment 

No 
informatio

n 

Authorised 
by the 

Ministry for a 
6 year period 

No 
information 

Audits on 
accuracy of 

data 
provided by 
the NWPD 
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02/ȭÓ 
status  

profit -
based or 
not-for-
profit? 

No specific  
requirement 

Non-profit 

No specific 
requiremen

t. Most 
PROs are 
for profit  

Non-profit 

No specific 
requirement. 

The only 
PRO is non-
for-profit 

No specific 
requirement 

Is there any 
multi -

stakeholder  
dialogue 

procedure? 

No specific 
dialogue 

procedure 
identified 

Consultation 
by the 

Interregional 
packaging 

commission, 
through an 

ad hoc 
platform 

 
Bilateral 

consultation 
of other 

stakeholders 

No specific dialogue 
procedure identified 

Consultation 
committee, 
regrouping 
all involved 

stakeholders  
+ 2 

mandatory 
operational 
committees 
to be set up 
by the PRO 

No specific dialogue 
procedure identified 
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WEEE 

 

WEEE DK FI FR IE LV SE UK 

Type of PRO  
responsibility 

 
HH: Partial 

organisational 
responsibility 

 
C&I: Mostly  
individual 
systems33 

Full  
organisational 
responsibility 

HH: Full 
organisational 
responsibility 

C&I: 
Possibility to 
delegate it to 
the end-user 

Partialorganisational 
responsibility 

Full 
organisational 
responsibility 

Partial 
organisational responsibility 

COMPETITION 

Is there competition  
among PROs? 

Yes, 3 Pros in 
competition. 

 
Only 1 PRO for 

lamps 

Yes, between 3 
collective 
schemes 

HH: Yes, 3 
PROs in 

competition. 
Only 1 PRO 
on lamps 

 
C&I: yes, 4 
PROs in 

competition 

2 PROs in 
competition. 

 
Operation-wise, 

though, they cover 
different 

geographical areas. 

4 PROs in 
competition. 

 
Only 1 PRO 
for lamps 

Yes, 2 PROs in 
competition 

Yes, 39 
PROs 

Is there competition  
among WM 
operators? 

Yes, selected by 
PROs 

Yes, selected by 
PROs or 

individual 
compliers 

Yes, selected 
by PROs 

Yes, selected by 
PROs 

Yes, selected 
by PROs 

Yes, selected 
by PROs 

Yes, 
however the 

system of 
interaction is 

complex   

TRANSPARENCY AND SURVEILLANCE 

Surveillance 
on free-
riding 

How 
many 
free 
riders are 
there? 

Not estimated, 
but probably 

very few 
No estimation 

No 
estimation, 

probably few 
on HH EEE 

No estimation 
No 

estimation, 
but low 

No estimation 

Which 
sanctions 
are 
provided? 

Prison sentence 
up to 2 years.  
Fines up to 
ΧΩΦΦΏȢ  

Possibilities of 
fine, but no 
penalties 
applied  

 Financial 
penalties. 

 Severe penalties are 
in place, at least in 

theory 

A higher tax  
set for non-
reporting or 

non-registerd 

Financial 
sanctions 

Financial 
penalties 

Surveillance on 
collection and  

treatment operations  

Operators must 
be 

environmentally 
approved 

Facilities must 
be authorised 

PROs must 
perform 

regular  audits 

PROs perform 
regular audits 

Facilities 
must be 

authorised 
N/A 

Defra is in 
charge of 

the 
surveillance 
of operators 

Surveillance on PROs 

DPA-System 
carries out 

audits on the 
information 
provided by 
PROs and 
individual 
compliers  

Collective 
schemes must 
be approved by 

the national 
implementation 

agency 

PROs and the 
clearinghouse 

must be 
approved by 
the public 
authorities 

All producers must 
be registered by the 

clearinghouse 

Authorisation 
requirements 
include: the 

ability to fulfil 
certain tasks,  

enough 
capital 

reserves 

The 
Environmental 

Protection 
Agency is in 
charge of 

surveillance 
and performs 
regular audits 

Producer 
compliance 

schemes 
must seek 
approval 
from the 

Environment 
Agencies 

02/ȭÓ 
status  

profit -
based or 
not-for-
profit? 

No specific requirements Non-profit 
Existing PROs are 

not-for-profit 
All PROs are  

for profit 
No specific requirement  

Any multi -
stakeholder  

dialogue procedure? 

No dialogue procedure identified 

Consultation 
committee, 

regrouping all 
stakeholders  

Monitoring group 
chaired by the public 

authority.  

No dialogue 
procedure 
identified 

Bilateral 
agreements  

No dialogue 
procedure 
identified 

                                                                    

33
 HH : Household ; C&I : Commercial and Industrial 
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2.3.2 Systems performance 

All graphs below show the combination of three pieces of information: 

 Technical performance, in terms of the collection rate for batteries (quantities 

collected vs quantities put on the market)34 and the recycling rate for the other 

streams (quantities recycled vs quantities collected or quantities put on the market), 

to assess the overall performance of the scheme in capturing a substantial share of the 

waste arising and reaching targets; 

 cost, approximated by the amount of fees paid by producers, to assess how expensive 

the EPR scheme is; this approach was used to compensate the lack of data on costs, 

and has its limits, as in many cases the fees are not directly linked to costs (e.g. partial 

cost coverage); 

 an indicator of the amount of product or waste covered by EPR (represented by the 

area of the circle), in order to get a picture of the overall volume in absolute terms 

(depending on the product category and the available data, this indicator may be 

quantities put on the market or quantities collected).  

Regarding WEEE, economic information was missing for some case studies, mainly for 

confidentiality reasons. This prevented us from undertaking a thorough cost-effectiveness 

benchmark. 

 
Note: Information may not be available or comparable. Scopes and calculation modes vary from one 
country to another. Furthermore, it is impossible to compare the performance of different waste 
streams, as technical conditions are extremely different (e.g. between oils and WEEE recovery). 
  

                                                                    
34

 There is a lack of data on recycling rates for batteries: in the Netherlands and Austria, no recycling rate is available 

since waste batteries are mainly treated by different companies in neighbouring countries. The Belgian PRO for 
portable batteries was awaiting the official calculation method to be defined at European level (1 January 2014). 
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BATTERIES 

Note: Most data presented here relate to portable batteries, because EPR systems for portable 

batteries are more challenging to organise than EPR-systems on industrial and automotive batteries. 

Due to the high market value of industrial and automotive batteries, their recovery is to a large 

extent enabled by B2B agreements.  

Portable batteries  

BATTERIES AT BE DK FR NL CH 

Organisational  
costs coverage 

Full coverage 
Partial 

coverage 
Full coverage 

Technical  
performance 

(2011) 

Batteries 
collected  

1,738 t 2,406 t 1,589 t 17,397 t 3,385 t 2,375 t 

Batteries 
collected per 
inhabitant  

0.207 kg/inh 0.219 kg/inh 0.286  kg/inh 0.268  kg/inh 0.204  kg/inh 0.302  kg/inh 

Return  rate 49% 52% 47% 36% 42% 72% 

Recycling 
rate 

N/A 65% 68% N/A 

Cost 
effectiveness 

(2011) 

Total fees  
Ώ Ⱦ ÙÅÁÒ 

ΧȟίήέȟΧΫΦ Ώ ΨΧȟήΧΦȟΪΨέ Ώ Ψήή Ώ ΧΧȟΩΦΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ ΫȟΪΦΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ ΧΨȟΦΫΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ 

Amount of a 
single fee 
per battery 

ΦȢΧΨΩίΏ 
 ΦȢΦΪΏ 

+ annual fee 
ΏΧΦΦ 

N/A N/A ΨȟΫέ   Ώ Ⱦ ËÇ ΦȢΧΨΩίΏ 

Total fees / 
recycled 
tonne 

ΧȟΧΪΩ ΏȾÔ ίȟΦάΫ ΏȾÔ ΧήΧ ΏȾÔ άΫΦ ΏȾÔ ΧȟΫίΫ ΏȾÔ ΫȟΦέΪ ΏȾÔ 

Total fees / 
inhabitants  

ΦȢΨΪ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢίή ΏȾÉÎÈ ΦȢΦΫ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΦȢΧέ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΦȢΩΨ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢΫΩ ΏȾÉÎÈ 

The collection rate for portable batteries ranges from 36% (France)35 to 72% (Switzerland). All the 

EPR schemes studied thus have a higher collection rate for portable batteries than the EU target 

for 2012 (25%) and have already gone beyond or are getting close to the 2016 target (45%). 

Quantities collected in 2011 range from 0.2 (Netherlands, Austria) to nearly 0.3 kg/cap./year 

(Denmark, Switzerland). 

                                                                    

35
 Regarding the French case, it is estimated that approximately one third of the remaining batteries waste is kept 

unused by individuals and that another third is thrown away with unsorted municipal waste. 
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Figure 14: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for portable batteries in 2011 

 

!ÎÎÕÁÌ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓ ÖÁÒÙ ÇÒÅÁÔÌÙ ÆÒÏÍ ÏÎÅ ÃÏÕÎÔÒÙ ÔÏ ÁÎÏÔÈÅÒȢ 4ÈÅ %02 ÓÃÈÅÍÅ ÆÏÒ ÐÏÒÔÁÂÌÅ 

batteries producers is much more expensive in Belgium36 and in Switzerland (1.5-

2 EUR/cap./year) than in the four other countries, where the fee level is quite homogeneous (less 

than 0.5 EUR/cap./year). 

Out of the six countries studied, four have a fairly cost-efficient scheme and homogeneous 

performance for portable batteries. It must be noted that the collected quantities (in kg/cap./yr) 

are significantly higher in Denmark and France (despite a lower collection rate) than in Austria 

and the Netherlands.  

Belgium appears to have the most expensive scheme with a collection rate similar to the four 

most efficient countries. The PRO argues that this is caused by the former fixed federal tax that 

did not reflect actual collection and treatment costs. The PRO therefore invests a lot in 

communication, education and in building a dense network of collection infrastructure, which 

leads to a reasonable collection rate (52%). In 2013, the tax was replaced with an environmental 

fee, so the producer fees are expected to decrease. 

Switzerland, whose EPR scheme is also expensive, has a high collection rate (72%) and the 

volume of batteries treated is significantly larger than in Belgium (0.302 kg/cap./yr vs 0.219 

kg/cap./yr). 

                                                                    

36
 &ÒÏÍ Χ !ÐÒÉÌ ΨΦΧΪ ÔÈÅ ÆÅÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÂÁÔÔÅÒÙ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓ ÉÎ "ÅÌÇÉÕÍ ÈÁÖÅ ÄÒÏÐÐÅÄ ÆÒÏÍ ΦȟΧΨΩίΏ ÔÏ ΦȢΦέΫΏ ÐÅÒ ÂÁÔÔÅÒÙȟ Á 

reduction of 40%. Further reductions and link with type of batteries are expected in the future. 
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Industrial and automotive batteries 

The positive market value of industrial and automotive batteries ensures very high collection 

rates. All six Member States declare 100% collection rates. These recovery schemes are financed 

by revenues from recycled materials, and no financial contribution from producers is needed.  

 

END-OF-LIFE VEHICLES 

 

ELVs AT DE FI NL SK SE 

Organisational  
costs coverage 

Self-
financing 

- 
Self-

financing 

Fees cover 
costs for 
the items 

which have 
a negative 

value 

Self-financing 

Technical  
performance 

(2011) 

Vehicles 
collected 

80,000 466,160 55,075 206,150 32,796 N/A 

Vehicles 
collected per 
inhabitant  

0.010 
/inh 

0.006 /inh 0.010 /inh 0.012 /inh 0.006 /inh N/A  

Collection 
rate (on the 
basis of what 
has been put 
on the market) 

28% 13% 45% 38% 23% N/A  

Recycling rate 
(on the basis 
of what has 
been 
collected) 

84% 92% 83% 83% 88% 84% 

Recovery rate 
(on the basis 
of what has 
been 
collected) 

97% 106% 95% 95% 90% 91% 

Cost 
effectiveness 

(2011) 

4ÏÔÁÌ ÆÅÅÓ Ώ Ⱦ 
year  

142,000 
Ώ 

- ΪΫΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ ΨΩȟΩΧΧȟΪήΧΏ ίȟΪΧήȟήΧΩΏ 

N/A 

Fee / vehicle 
put on the 
market 

Ϊ Ώ - 
-ÉÎ ȡ ΩΏ 
-ÁØ ȡ ΧίΏ 

ΪΫ Ώ άά Ώ 

Total fees 
paid by 
producers / 
recycled 
vehicle  

Ψ Ώ - ή Ώ ΧΧΩ Ώ Ψήέ Ώ 

Total fees 
paid by 
producers / 
inhabitants  

0.02 - ΦȢΦή ΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢΪΦ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢέΪ ΏȾÉÎÈ 
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Regarding vehicles collected in 2011, two groups of countries can be distinguished: two schemes 

deal with only 0.006 vehicles per capita (Germany and Slovakia), whereas three schemes manage 

nearly twice the amount per capita (Austria, Finland and the Netherlands). 

 Figure 15: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for ELVs in 2011 

  

  

Note: Insufficient information was obtained from the Swedish system to include it in this 

benchmark37. 

Annual fees paid by producers (manufacturers or importers) vary greatly from one country to 

another. They range from no fee (Germany, where there is no PRO at all) or very low fees (3-4 

EUR/vehicle, Finland, Austria) to 45 EUR/vehicle (Netherlands) and even 66 EUR/vehicle 

(Slovakia). This wide gap may be due to the fact that the Dutch and Slovakian PROs actually 

cover part of the collection and treatment costs, whereas the Austrian and Finnish PROs do not. 

As a consequence, fees paid by producers (or importers) range from 0 EUR/cap. (Germany) or less 

than 0.1 EUR/cap. (Austria and Finland) to more than 1.0 EUR/capita (Netherlands and Slovakia).  

From this point of view, the Austrian, German and Finnish schemes appear much more cost 

effective than the Dutch or Slovakian ones. However, in Slovakia funds raised are partly invested 

in new treatment technologies, thereby developing the waste infrastructure in the country. 

Despite this discrepancy regarding fees, recycling rates38 are high and homogeneous: they range 

between 83% (Finland,39 Netherlands) and 92% (Germany). Recovery rates (not represented 

                                                                    

37
 Only limited information on BilRetur, the current PRO, is available online. In addition, recent organisational changes 

make it difficult to assess the current state of the system. 
38

 On the basis of what has been collected. 
39

 2010 data. 
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here) are also homogeneous: between 90% (Slovakia) and 106%.40 All the studied countries have 

therefore reached the targets set by the ELV directive.  

Differences appear when collection rates41 are considered. Collection rates are fairly low 

everywhere and never higher than 45% (Finland). This is due to ELV export practices. The 

amount of ELVs that do not go through EPR schemes seems to be large, particularly in Germany 

(collection rate of 13%), Slovakia (collection rate of 23%) and Austria (collection rate of 28%). 

Those ELVs are possibly illegally dismantled and/or exported.42 These three countries are also the 

easternmost Member States studied, which suggests perhaps that exports are towards Eastern 

European countries where the sector is less consolidated and less well monitored. The European 

#ÏÍÍÉÓÓÉÏÎȭÓ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ European second-hand car market analysis can be consulted for 

further information43.  

 
 
 
GRAPHIC PAPER 
 

GRAPHIC PAPER FI FR NL SE 

Organisational  
costs coverage 

100 % of net costs for 
transportation and 

treatment 

Partial coverage of net 
costs for collection, 
transportation and 

treatment 

Self-financing 
(operational costs  are 

covered by resale 
revenues) 

100% of net costs for 
collection, 

transportation and 
treatment 

Technical  
performance 

Graphic 
paper put on 
the market 

67 kg/cap./y 52 kg/ cap./y 83 kg/ cap./y 40 kg/ cap./y 

Recycling 
rate  

87% 43% 84% 94% 

Cost 
effectiveness 

Total fees 

Currently no fees, the 
costs of the system 
are covered by the 
valorisation waste 
paper collected.  

άέȢΧ ÍÉÌÌÉÏÎΏ 

PRO levies 
contribution in case of 
ÄÅÆÉÃÉÔ Ͻ έΦΦȟΦΦΦΏ 
every 4 years for 
administration 

Currently no fees, the 
costs of the system 
are covered by the 

valorisation of waste 
paper collected. 

Fees / paper 
put on the 
market 

Ωί ΏȾÔÏÎÎÅ  
(for contributing 

paper) 

Fees/ paper 
recycled 

ΫΨ ΏȾÔÏÎÎÅ 

Fees/y/inh Χ ΏȾÉÎÈ 

 

The volume of graphic paper put on the market in 2011 ranged from 40 kg/capita (Sweden) to 67 

kg/capita (Finland). Recycling rates vary greatly: only 43% in France but 87% in Finland and 94% 

                                                                    
40

 In Austria and in Germany, an eco-premium was introduced in 2009, which was paid to customers for replacing an 
old vehicle with a new one. This scrappage premium was intended to protect the automotive industry during the 
economic crisis. As a result, more cars became ELVs. In Germany, because of the incentive, four times more ELVs arose 
in 2011 compared to a normal year, which explains the 106% recovery rate. 
41

 Compared to the number of vehicles put on the market. 
42

 Cf. ADEME (2010) Etude de la gestion de la filière de collecte et de valorisation des véhicules hors d'usage dans certains 

ÐÁÙÓ ÄÅ Ìȭ5%. 

43
 http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/vehicles/docs/2010_2nd_hand_car_en.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/vehicles/docs/2010_2nd_hand_car_en.pdf
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in Sweden. This gap is mostly explained by the higher market value of collected waste paper in 

Scandinavian countries but also by higher collection costs in France.  

Figure 16: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on graphic paper in 2011 

 

In Finland and Sweden, there are currently no fees: the costs of the scheme are covered by the 

value of waste paper collected and resold as secondary raw material. In the Netherlands, fees are 

only levied once every four years to cover for the administrative expenses of the PRO (less than 

ΦȢΦΫΏȾÃÁÐȢ/yr). Fees for the financing of the collection scheme are paid by producers in the French 

case only(1 EUR/cap./yr in 2011).  

In the only scheme generating net costs (France), the cost coverage is partial, but could not be 

quantified.  

Due to the market value of graphic paper in Finland and Sweden, these two schemes appear 

much more cost effective than the French EPR scheme. 
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OILS 
 

OIL BE FI DE IT PT ES 

Organisational  
costs coverage 

100% 100% 

100% 
The resale 

receipts cover 
all costs. 

100% 
The PRO 

provides a cost 
compensation 

fee so that 
refiners can 

sell the 
regenerated 
oil at market 

price 

100% 

Technical 
performance 

(2011) 

Oils 
collected  

45,000 t 20,900 t 457,000 t 189,267 t 28,024 t 134,452 t 

Oils 
collected 
per 
inhabitant  

4.1 t/inh 3.9 t/inh 5.6 t/inh 3.1 t/inh 2.7 t/inh 2.9 t/inh 

Collection 
rate (on the 
basis of 
what has 
been put on 
the market) 

67% 70% 100% 44% 76% 100% 

Recycling 
rate (on the 
basis of 
what has 
been 
collected) 

87% 86% 84% 89% 82% 69% 

Cost 
effectiveness 

(2011) 

Total fees ΧȟίΦΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ N/A 0 ΪΩȟέΦΦȟΦΦΦ Ώ ΪȟάάάȟΨΩέ Ώ ΧέȟΩήΨȟΨΫά Ώ 

Total fees 
paid by 
producers / 
recycled 
tonne  

42 N/A - 231 167 129 

Total fees 
paid by 
producers / 
inhabitants  

ΦȢΧέ ΏȾÉÎÈ N/A - ΦȢέΨ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΦȢΪΪ ΏȾÉÎÈ ΦȢΩή ΏȾÉÎÈ 
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Waste oils are regulated by the Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC). According to Article 

ΩɉΩɊ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ $ÉÒÅÃÔÉÖÅȟ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÏÉÌÓ ÁÒÅ Ȱany mineral or synthetic lubrication or industrial oils, which 

have become unfit for the use for which they were originally intended, such as used combustion 

engine oils and gearbox oils, lubricating oils, oils for turbines and hydraulic oilsȢȱ Therefore, most of 

the instituted EPR schemes (except the Belgian one) cover exclusively mineral-based lubricant 

oils (industrial, non-edible), which actually are the most damaging for the environment.  

The quantities of non-edible waste oil collected vary significantly; from 2.7 kg/cap./year in 

Portugal to 5.6 kg/cap./year in Germany. Regeneration rates range between 69% (Spain) and 

91% (Belgium). 

 

Figure 17: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on non-edible oils in 2011

 

Note: In order to increase the readability of the graph, the x-axis starts at 50%. 

In Germany, no fee is required from producers: the scheme is self-financing (revenues cover the 

costs for collection and treatment). In other countries, the total amount of fees collected in 2011 

varies from less than 0.2 EUR/cap. to more than 0.7 EUR/cap. (Italy). 

In Spain, around 68% of the industrial oils processed by the main PRO (SIGAUS) are used to 

produce new base oils (an essential product in the manufacture of new oils), while the remaining 

32% are used as industrial fuel (incinerated with energy recovery). In Italy, only 11% of waste 

mineral oils are incinerated. 

The Belgian scheme seems to be the most cost effective: achieving high regeneration rates with 

a relatively low fee level. The Italian and Finnish schemes achieve fairly high regeneration rates 

but are much more expensive for producers. The Portuguese and Spanish schemes are about as 

expensive as each other and cover a similar volume of waste oils (in tonnes/cap./yr) but the 

Spanish scheme achieves a lower regeneration rate (69% compared to 82%). 
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PACKAGING 

 

PACKAGING AT BE CZ DE FR NL UK 

Costs coverage 

100% of 
collection and 
net treatment 

costs for 
separately 
collected 
packaging 
Costs for 

incineration of 
plastic 

packaging 
waste not 
separately 
collected 

Participation 
in local 
ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÉÅÓȭ 

communicatio
n 

Fund for 
promoting 

waste 
prevention 

projects 

HH: 100% of 
collection and 
net treatment 

costs for 
separately 
collected 
packaging 

Participation 
in local 
ÁÕÔÈÏÒÉÔÉÅÓȭ 

communicatio
n 

02/ȭÓ 
administrative 

and 
communicatio

n costs 
Audit of WM 
operations 

 
C&I: 

Incentives for 
separate 
collection 

Reporting by 
WM operators 

100% of net 
costs for 

collection and 
treatment of 
separately 
collected 
packaging  
Audits of 

collection and 
treatment 
operators 

Contribution 
to the 

ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ 
environmenta

l fund 

100% of net 
costs for 

collection and 
treatment of 
separately 
collected 
packaging 

Participation in 
additional 
costs for 

municipalities: 
communicatio
n, clean-up of 

collection 
spaces 

75% of net 
costs for 

collection and 
treatment of 

all HH 
packaging  

Participation 
in 

communicatio
n costs for 

municipalities 
R&D, 

ecodesign and 
prevention 

100% of net 
costs for 
collection 

and 
treatment of 
separately 
collected 
packaging 

Anti-littering 
program 

(Until 2013: 
higher 

contribution 
due to tax on 
packaging) 

HH waste: 
estimated 
to around 
10% (no 

requirement 
in terms of 

costs 
coverage) 

Technical 
performance 

Packagi
ng put 
on the 
market 

1,226,000 t 
(147 kg/cap./y) 

HH: 825,939 t 
(75 kg/inh) 

C&I: 721,517  t 
(65 kg/inh) 

866,382 t  
(88 kg/inh) 

HH : 7,350,000 
t 

(90kg/inh) 

HH : 4,774,000 
t 

(73 kg/inh) 

2,748,000 t 
(165 kg/inh) 

10,484,000 t 
(167 kg/inh) 

Recycli
ng rate  

67% 
HH: 85% 
C&I: 82% 

71% 75% 67% 72% 61% 

Recover
y rate  

92% 
HH: 88% 
C&I: 92% 

0,76 80% 80% 80% 67% 

Cost 
effectiveness 

Total 
fees 

ΧίήȢΨ -Ώ 
ɉ((ȡ ΧΫάȟΪ -Ώ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΪΧȟή-ΏɊ 

((ȡ ήάȟέ -Ώ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΧΩȟΨΫ -Ώ 

ΫΫȢέ -Ώ ((ȡ ίΪΧ -Ώ ((ȡ ΫήΪ -Ώ ΧΧΫȟά -Ώ έΧ -Ώ 

Fees / 
packagi
ng put 
on the 
market 

ΧΨί ΏȾÔ 
((ȡ ΧΧΩ ΏȾÔ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΧίΏȾÔ 

άΪ ΏȾÔ ΧΨή ΏȾÔ ΧΨΨ ΏȾÔ ΪΨΏȾÔ άȢέ ΏȾÔ 

Fees/ 
packagi
ng 
recover
ed 

ΧέΨΏȾÔ 
ɉ((ȡ ΨΪίΏȾÔ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΫΧΏȾÔɊ 

((ȡ ΧΧίΏȾÔ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΨΧΏȾÔ 

ίΧ ΏȾÔ ΧάΦ ΏȾÔ ΧΫΩ ΏȾÔ ΫΨΏȾÔ ΧΦ ΏȾÔ 

Fees/y/c
ap. 

ΨΩȟά ΏȾÉÎÈ 
(HH: 18,6 
ΏȾÉÎÈ 

#Ǫ)ȡ ΫΏȾÉÎÈɊ 

((ȡ έȢί ΏȾÉÎÈ 
#Ǫ)ȡ ΧȢΨ ΏȾÉÎÈ 

ΫȢΫ ΏȢȾÉÎÈ ΧΧȢΫ ΏȾÉÎÈ ήȟίΏȾÉÎÈ άȢί ΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢΧΏȾÉÎÈ 
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The quantities of packaging put on the market and covered by an EPR scheme vary from around 

75 kg/cap./yr (France, Belgium) to around 165 kg/cap./yr (Netherlands, UK). Most of the 

differences come from the different scopes of EPR: in France and Germany, EPR covers only 

household packaging waste, whereas in other countries it also covers commercial and industrial 

packaging. Although a clear comparison would only be possible within the same perimeter, it 

was, in most cases, not possible to distinguish the performances of household vs. commercial 

and industrial packaging (except in Belgium where the two schemes are very different).  

The recycling rate is lowest in the UK (all packaging, 61%) and highest in Belgium (household 

packaging, 85%). All the studied schemes achieve the targets set by the Packaging and 

Packaging Waste Directive. 

Figure 18: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on packaging (2010 or 2011) 

 
 

Note: In order to increase the readability of the graph, the x-axis starts at 50%. 

Fees paid by producers range from 1.1 EUR/cap. (UK, 2011) to 19.7 EUR/cap./yr (Austria,2012). 

This very wide range is primarily due to the different levels of cost coverage. In the UK, where 

producers comply by buying Packaging Recovery Notes (PRN) from recyclers, it is estimated that 

the fee covers only 10% of the total cost of the system. In most other schemes, 100% of net costs 

for the collection and treatment of separately collected waste are covered (see below; for more 

details on costs covered and levels of costs coverage, see 89 and Annex).  

Nonetheless, the range of costs remains significant even when taking into account these 

differences. 
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WASTE ELECTRICAL and ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT 

 

WEEE DK FI FR IE LV SE UK 

Organisational  
costs coverage 

HH: 100% 
transport 
and net 

treatment 
costs 

C&I: 100% 
collection 

and 
treatment 

costs  

100% of 
collection, 

transport and 
net 

treatment 
costs 

100% of 
collection, 
transport 
and net 

treatment 
costs 

HH: 100% 
transportation 

and net 
treatment 

costs 

100% of collection, 
transport  

and net treatment 
costs 

100% of net 
transportation 
and treatment 

costs 

Technical 
performance 

EEE put on 
the market  

HH: 
116,109 t 

148,157 t 

HH: 
1,370,000 t 

C&I: 229,285 
t 

96,360 t 15,289 t 216,558 t 
HH: 

1,020,509t 
C&I: 447,208 t 

WEEE 
arising 

Not evaluated 

Household: 
17 to 

24kg/cap./y 
Professional: 

not 
evaluated 

Not evaluated 

WEEE 
collected 

HH: 75,134 
t 

(12.7kg/inh) 
C&I : 1,072 

t 

50,886 t 
 

(9.5kg/cap./y) 

HH: 452,732 t 
(6.9kg/inh) 

C&I : 17,284 t 

HH: 34,958 t 
(7.6 kg/inh) 
C&I : 6,134 t 

HH: 
4,170 t 

(2kg/inh) 
C&I : 117 

t 

17,5 
kg/inh 

HH: 499,024 t 
7.9 kg/inh 

Recycling 
rate (on 
the basis of 
what has 
been 
collected) 

84% 88% HH: 80% 
Between 82% 

and 88% 
85% 84% 

No 
information Recovery 

rate (on 
the basis of 
what has 
been 
collected) 

93% 92% 
HH: 83% 
C&I : 95% 

85% 85% 92% 

Cost 
effectiveness 

Total fees 

No information available 

HH: 
ΧήΧȟΦΦΦȟΦΦΦΏ 

άȟΫάέȟΦίΨΏ 

No information available 

Fees / EEE 
put on the 
market 

((ȡ ΧΩΨΏȾÔ άή ΏȾÔ 

Fees/ EEE 
collected 

((ȡ ΩήΪΏȾÔ ΧάΦΏȾÔ 

Fees/y/cap. ((ȡ ΨȢήΏȾÉÎÈ ΧȢΪΏȾÉÎÈ 
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The recycling rates across countries are fairly homogeneous: between 80% (France) and 88% 

(Finland). The recovery rate ranges between 83% (France) and 93% (Denmark). All studied 

schemes achieve the targets set by the WEEE Directive.  

High discrepancies arise with regards to the collected quantities: they range from 2.0 

kg/cap./year (Latvia) to 17.5 kg/cap./year (Sweden).44 The new collection targets set by the recast 

Directive represent a challenge for most Member States, including in this relatively well-

performing sample.  

There is great difficulty in accessing economic information for WEEE and for 5 of the 7 countries 

in the sample, no information was provided neither by the EPR schemes nor by the national 

authorities in charge of the enforcement. Even the level of the fees paid by the producers is not 

available and the same applies for the cost and revenues incurred in the collection and treatment 

phases. The main reason put forward by the respondents is that PROs act on a very competitive 

market and therefore do not share economic information. As a result, a complete benchmark 

could not be realised, and the small amount of information identified is related to Ireland and 

France, and shows that large gaps exist: the fees paid by producers are 1.4 EUR/cap. in Ireland 

and double that in France. Fees charged for certain categories of products (fridges, monitor, TVs) 

could be obtained in some cases, and this high variability is confirmed by this approach (see 

Figure 11) 

2.4 Is there such thing as a ôbest performing õ EPR model? 

EPR in the EU-28 is an extremely broad subject related to many different products, with a great 

variety of streams, market logics and configurations combined with national and historical 

specificities. This comparative study is innovative as no such attempt to compare various EPR 

systems for different countries and different product streams has been executed previously. 

With regards to the assessment ÏÆ %02 ÓÙÓÔÅÍÓȭ performance, two main performance indicators 

were analysed with a view of establishing a quantitative benchmark of the 36 EPR schemes 

analysed:  

 Recycling or collection rate (quantities of waste recycled or collected / quantities of 

waste arising or products put on the market) 

 Cost-ÅÆÆÅÃÔÉÖÅÎÅÓÓ ÂÁÓÅÄ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÆÅÅÓ (total amount of fees collected per 

inhabitant and per year) 

In addition to these two indicators, other secondary data was compiled, when available, in order 

to allow a more precise comparison:  

 Additional product/waste flow data: 

 Quantities of products put on the market 

 Collected quantities 

 Recovered quantities 

                                                                    

44
 Some of these figures include professional WEEE, but this usually represents relatively small amounts compared to 

household WEEE, therefore the comparison remains valid.  
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 Additional cost information 

 Operational costs and revenues (when available)  

 Other costs and revenues for PROs: communication, administrative, 

surveillance, producer fees, coverage of operational costs (when available) 

However, several methodological difficulties were encountered during data collection, analysis 

and EPR system comparison. Extracting and processing comparable quantitative data from the 

36 case studies was considerably handicapped by the lack of transparency and availability of 

reliable data. In most cases, the definition of scope and quantification methodologies differ from 

one Member State to another (for more detailed analysis of transparency and reporting 

modalities, see Chapter 3).  

Comparing the performance of six different streams is  very challenging since, for instance, waste 

oils are not collected, processed or measured in the same way as packaging or end-of-life 

vehicles. In addition, even when comparing several EPR schemes for the same stream, various 

difficulties arise. The main pitfalls were the following:  

 Scope: The difficulties in defining the scope and limits of an EPR system can be illustrated by 

the packaging stream. Whereas household packaging is covered by an EPR scheme in all the 

examined countries, this is not the case for industrial and commercial packaging (the DSD 

system in Germany and Eco-Emballages in France cover only household packaging). In 

countries where commercial and industrial (C&I) packaging is covered, it might be through 

an independent scheme (e.g. Val-i-Pac in Belgium), which allows a clear distinction between 

household and C&I performance, or through a common scheme (e.g. Nedvang in the 

Netherlands). In this case, it was not always possible to clearly distinguish between 

household and C&I packaging performances. Moreover, the respective definitions of 

household and C&I packaging are not exactly the same in different countries. The same 

situation applies to batteries (portable 45/ automotive / industrial), oils (edible / non-edible), 

etc. 

 Data availability and confidentiality : when several PROs are in competition, it is much 

more difficult (sometimes even impossible) to obtain data on costs and revenues as PROs 

are reluctant to share the data.  

 Methods for data collection and reporting differ from one country to another, and there is 

an uncertainty associated with all data provided. For packaging, for example, PROs usually 

report recycling rates on the basis of the quantities their members put on the market ɀ e.g. 

Fost Plus (Belgium) and Eco-Emballages (France) annual reports ɀ whereas official reporting 

to the European Commission takes into account an estimation of the whole market, 

including the number of free-riders).  

Although enormous efforts have been made in the course of this project to ensure comparability 

of the data collected, not all data discrepancies could be overcome. Because of this, figures 

might slightly differ from those reported in other sources (e.g. recycling rates reported to 

                                                                    

45
 For example, the definition of portable batteries ȰÔÈÁÔ ÃÁÎ ÂÅ ÈÁÎÄ-ÃÁÒÒÉÅÄȱ has led to inhomogeneous definitions 

among MS (e.g. different weight thresholds) 
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Eurostat). From the figures presented in this report only the order of magnitude should be 

regarded as robust information.  

However, some clear conclusions emerge from this analysis:  

 The best performing schemes are not, in most cases, the most expensive. 

 Fees paid by the producers vary greatly for all product categories, even among a 

small sample of EPR schemes. These differences reflect a difference in scope and 

cost coverage, or in the actual net costs for collection and treatment of waste (or 

both).  

 No single EPR model emerges as the best performing and the most cost-effective 

(see Chapter 4.  for the discussion on EPR key design and implementation features). 

This last statement can be explained by two main elements:  

 Comparison between different product streams is impossible, as the quantities, types 

of waste, and therefore the organisation of collection and treatment, are not 

comparable; also within each product stream, the sample is very small (4 to 7 cases) 

and no statistically significant analysis can therefore be conducted.  

 Costs and performance are influenced by many factors, including factors external to 

the design and implementation of the EPR scheme, for example:  

 Population density (collection costs , which generally represent an 

important share of net costs, will increase with low population density; these 

collection costs generally represent the most important);  

 Historical development of the waste collection and treatment 

infrastructure; in particular, economies of scale can be achieved through the 

development of sorting and treatment capacities. The introduction of EPR 

may for example trigger this development in its first years of 

implementation, involving high investments, and therefore high costs, to 

reach economies of scale, and would then need lower contributions from 

producers once this implementation period is over;  

 Value of secondary materials on the national market; this can be influenced 

both by the demand in secondary raw materials, and through the 

development of a recycling industry providing high quality materials;  

 Awareness of citizens about the existence of separate collection schemes as 

well as their willingness to participate in collection schemes. Investing in 

communication can be a factor of success for EPR schemes;  

 Existence of other waste policy instruments (e.g. landfill and/or 

incineration taxes, pays-as-you-throw schemes, deposit-refund schemes, 

etc.), which may be complementary to EPR and increase the efficiency of the 

whole waste management system.  

Another lesson from this exercise concerns the significant lack of transparency (on key 

quantitative elements (e.g. fees paid by producers, cost coverage, impact on product sales price, 

cost structure, free riders percentage, etc.).  
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Chapter 3.  Main topics considered for guidance 

This section is organised around four main topics relating to the design and implementation of EPR 

schemes: Ȭshare of responsibilities and dialogue between stakeholdersȭ, Ȭcost coverage and true cost 

principleȭ, Ȭfair competitionȭ, and Ȭtransparency & surveillanceȭ.  

These issues were selected based on their relevance with regards to the efficiency and effectiveness of 

EPR schemes, their applicability to all product categories, and their frequency pertaining to the 

feedback received from the stakeholders during the course of the study.  

Each of these topics is initially introduced by providing definitions, a presentation of the analytical 

framework, and a discussion of the relevance for the development of guidelines. Then, the 

corresponding stakeholder feedback is summarised in the form of perceived advantages or drawbacks of 

different available options. Thirdly, an empirical assessment based on the 36 case studies is performed, 

taking into account additional information on the situation in the EU-28 as a whole. This assessment 

presents the different situations that are observed in the different Member States, and puts forward 

interesting cases or case studies.  

Finally, conclusions are drawn based on both the empirical assessment and stakeholder feedback. 

These conclusions contribute to the formulation of initial guiding principles on the design of efficient and 

effective EPR schemes. These guiding principles are then further developed in Chapter 4.  

 
NB: For the issues in which very rich stakeholder feedback was conveyed, the conclusions draw 
mainly on stakeholder feedback.  For some other issues, the feedback was not as frequent, therefore 
the conclusions draw mainly on the assessment of the 36 case studies. 
 

Box 4: When is an EPR scheme necessary? 

Å In some cases, financing the collection, recovery and recycling system is not necessary, as 

market dynamics are sufficient to reach the recycling targets, because the scheme is self-

financed (i.e. through revenues from reselling materials).  

Å For example, in Austria, the management of ELVS is self-financing and the costs for collection, 

dismantling, recycling, and treatment are covered by the revenues from the recycling 

materials. The main difference between the management of ELVs and the management of 

other waste streams is that ELVs have a comparably high value. 

Å Consequently, an option could be to leave material recovery to market forces when selling 

revenues from recovered materials are high enough to cover all operational costs. However, 

revenues from reselling materials fluctuate, as the 2008-2009 economic crisis has shown. 

Hence, how can these fluctuations be taken into account? No PRO can leave the risk open that 

self-financing streams get suddenly disrupted because selling revenues are no longer high 

enough to cover all costs and recovery consequently plummets.  

Å It must therefore be ensured that the system works in all market conditions and that it is 

flexible enough to adapt to any situation. 
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Box 5: When is an EPR collective scheme necessary? 

Å A collective compliance scheme (and therefore the setup of Producer Responsibility 

Organisations) is not systematically required to have a good EPR implementation:   

Å In some cases, an individual responsibility scheme is more relevant. These cases are those 

where:  

- The corresponding products market is highly concentrated, 

- Producers can implement a take-back system to their consumers. 

Å In Germany, for instance, the car producers have individual contracts with collection and 

dismantling facilities (individual scheme). Car producers and importers have to take back all 

the vehicles of their brand in an authorised permitted collection facility or an authorised 

dismantling facility designated by the car producer. Furthermore, the collection and 

dismantling facilities are organised in loose networks, but negotiation occurs between the 

individual car producer and the individual facility. The car owner is obliged to bring the car to 

such an authorised permitted collection facility or an authorised dismantling facility. At the 

collection or dismantling facility, the owner is given a certificate of destruction.  

 

3.1 Share of responsibilities and dialogue between 

stakeholders  

3.1.1 Issues under consideration 

3.1.1.1 Typology of producer responsibility  

Since the introduction of solid waste management policies in the 1970s, local public authorities 

have mainly been responsible for household/municipal waste management. Extended Producer 

Responsibility systems for products which result mainly in household/municipal waste either 

build upon this responsibility to finance it (partially or completely), or replace it altogether for the 

respective product/waste type. The situation is different for EPR schemes on products, which 

result in non-municipal waste. A significant part of non-municipal waste is typically managed 

through B-2-B arrangements (historically, the Ȭpolluter paysȭ principle has applied to the 

professional waste producers).  

EPR schemes are often described as being ȬÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌȭ EPR schemes when the responsibility of 

waste management is left to municipalities and the financial responsibility is left to producers. 

Contrastingly, they are described as being ȬÏÒÇÁÎÉÓÁÔÉÏÎÁÌȭ EPR schemes when the physical 

responsibility of waste management is transferred to the producers. In reality, there is a great 

variety of schemes, and the border between these two models is blurry. The pÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ 

responsibility within an EPR scheme may be defined as:  

  Ȭ3ÉÍÐÌÅȭ ÆÉÎÁÎÃÉÁÌ ÒÅÓÐÏÎÓÉÂÉÌÉÔÙ: Producers have no obligation but to finance the 

existing waste management channels (e.g. through Packaging Recovery Notes in 
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the UK). This study shows that schemes using this model have few other incentives 

to improve waste management, apart from the financial incentive (see Figure 19).  

 Financial responsibility through contracts with municipalities: Producers establish 

contracts with municipalities to collect and manage waste (e.g. packaging in 

&ÒÁÎÃÅɊȢ 4ÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ ÍÏÔÉÖÁÔÉÏÎ ÔÏ ÉÍÐÒÏÖÅ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ ÄÅÐÅÎÄÓ ÏÎ ÔÈÅ 

type of contract and on the dialogue with municipalities. The financial contribution 

of producers can be conditioned to quantitative results reached by municipalities (in 

terms of collection or recycling rate), quality check, or requirements on the type of 

collection and treatment schemes to be implemented.  

 Financial responsibility and partial organisational responsibility: Some activities 

are kept under the responsibility of municipalities (e.g. collection whether 

implemented directly by public waste collection operators or contracted to private 

companies), backed financially by producers, whereas some other activities (e.g. 

sorting, recovered materials reselling) are under the responsibility of producers (e.g. 

packaging in Belgium).  

 Financial responsibility and full organisational responsibility: The producers 

subcontract activities to professional waste collection and treatment operators (e.g. 

WEEE in France), or even own part of the collection and treatment infrastructure 

(e.g. packaging in Germany) (see Figure 20).  

In many EPR schemes, ÔÈÅ ÐÒÏÄÕÃÅÒÓȭ Òesponsibility may be handed over to producer 

responsibility organisations (PROs), which act on behalf of the producers. 

 

Figure 19: EPR scheme organisation in case of simple financial responsibility from PROs 
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