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Civic amenity site
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A civic amenity sitéor household waste recycling centre) is a
facility where the public can dispose sbrtedhousehold waste.
Civic amenity sites argenerallyrun by the local authoriesin a
givenmunicipality.

Third-party central agency or corporation acting as a regulator
for a competitive market

Commerial and Industrial (waste)

Recovery systerthat requires the collection of a monetary
AAPTI OEO 11T A POT AOAOGO DPAAE,
the point of sale. The deposit is refunded to the purchaser whi
they return the ontainer to an authosed redemption centre.
Non-recovered deposits may be used to finance waste collecti

and disposal facilities.
European Commission

Any production process thaakesinto account environmental
considerationge.g. rawmaterial use, recyclability, endf-life
waste management requirements) at the product design stage

Electrical and Electronic Equipment
Endof-Life Vehicle(s)

Extended producer responsibility, i.en environmental policy
approach inwhich® OT AOAAO8 O OAOPI T OE
extended to thepostA T T OO1I AO OOACA 1 £ |
Any system or scheme set up by one or several producers to
implement the EPR principle.

Synonymscompliance scheme

Price paid by aneducer to have its products dealt with through
PRO

Producers who do not contribute financially to any compliance
scheme, but still benefit from their existence and action

General rule to be followed in order to move towdamore
efficient, accountable and harmonised practices for EPR
schemes

Household (waste)

bion/p
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Local authorities / Local public Elected and norelected agents who manage a city or local

authorities (LPAS)

MS
MSW
Polluter Pays Principle (PPP)

PRO

Producers

Recovery

Recycling

Regeneration of waste 0il3

Reuse

bion/hk
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community.
Synonym:Municipalities
Member Statds)
Municipal solid waste

The polluterpays principle is a guiding principle atrBpean and
international levels, which stipulates thalhe waste producer anc
the waste holder shoultiear the costs of waste managemeint
a way that guarantees a high level of protection of the
environment and human health.

Producer Responsibility Organisation, iacollective entity set
up by producers or through legislation, which becomes
responsible for meeting the recovery anecycling obligations of
the individual producers.

Product makers; they are expected to assume extended
responsibility for the products they put on the marké.
practice, he extended responsibility fsequently assumed by
other actors, i.e importers, marketers, retailers, distributors.

Any operation the principal result of which is waste serving a
useful purpose by replacing other materials which would
otherwise have been usdd fulfil a particular functior{or waste
being premred to fulfil that function) (definition from Waste
Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, Article 3)

Any recovery operation by which waste materials are
reprocessed into products, materials or substances whether fc
the original or other purposes.

It includes the reprocessing of organic materfait does not
include energy recovery and the reprocessing into matsrihat
are to be used as fuels or for backfilling operations. (Definition
from Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC, Article 3.)

Any recycling operation whereby base oils can be produced b
refining waste oils, in particular by removing the contaminants
the oxidation products and the additives contained in such oils
(definition from Waste Framework Direc&v2008/98/EC, Article
3).

Any operation by which products or components that are not
waste are used again for the same purpose for which they we
conceived(definition from Waste Framework Directive
2008/98/EC, Article 3).

Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 7
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Stakeholders All actorsinvolved in the value chaiof a product producers
retailers, consumergitizens, local authorities, public and privat
waste management operators.

Stream Activity chain related to the recovery and recycling of a specifi
type of waste material or praatt.

Synonym:Product stream
SWM Solid waste management

Takeback obligation / system Obligations for producers atistributors to take backheir

DOl AGAOO &O1T i AT A OOAOO AO «
WEEE WasteElectrical and Electronic Equinent
WM Waste management

bion/p
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END-OFLIFE VEHICLES

OILS

PACKAGING

WASTE ELECTRIC AND ELECTRONIC
EQUIPMENT

Sg
B
o

T
=

bion/hk

by Deloitte. Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 9



Executive Summary

Executive Summary

I xEAAT U OOAA AT OGEOIT 11 AT OAl bBI1EAURh ADPDI EAAA
According to the OECDdefinition, %@ OAT AAA 001 AOAAO A é&@irbriméniAE]I EQU
bil EAU APPOI AAE ET xEEAE A DPOI AOAAOG @ontuh®dDi T OEA
OO0ACA 1T £ A B0 pkabtiRed BPA imipliesBiatquiiderd falde over the responsibility for
collectingor taking back used goods arfdr sorting andtreating for their eventualrecycling. Such a
responsibility may be merely financial organisationalas well. The policy first appeared in the early

1980s m a few European Member Statesspecially for packaging wastand 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 amunt environmental considerations along the products' life, from the
design phase to their endf-life. As such, EPR is to be considered asor instrument in support

of the implementation of the European Waste Hierarchy and thereforefor the increaseof, by
priority: prevention, reuse and recycling Along with other key economic instruments, EPR can
encourage a change in behaviour of all actors involved inptioeluct value chain: produemakers,
retailers, consumergitizens, local authorities, puldiand private waste management operators
recyclersand social economy actor€PR is also identified as a key instrument in link with resource
efficiency and raw materials strategies promoted at EU lesath asthe flagship initiative for a

resource -efficient 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 palmproach the ELVDirective 2000/53/ECthe

new WEEE Directive 2012/19/B0d the Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC . EPRis also widely used in
support of the implementation of the Packaging and Packaging Waste Direc(i94/62/EC)
although the Directive teelf does not mpose the principle. In addition, article 8 of the Waste
Framework Directive 2008/98 sets some principles regarding the implementation of EPR by the
EuropeanMember States.

It must however be reminded that, beyond these types of wastesome countriesExtended
Producer Responsibility schemes can coadditional products, notably used oils, used tyres,
graphic paperand textile, as well as many other kind of producsch asmedicines fluorinated
refrigerant fluids, agricultural fihs, mobile homesfurniture, etc. The following table describes the
current use of EPR in the 28 MS.

'oECD (2001gxtended Producer Responsibility: A Guidance Manual for Govern@ie@i3, March, Paris, 164p

bion/p
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Table 1: Overview of all existing EPR schemes in the E28 in 2013

Medical

MS | Batteries waste, Agrlt':ultural
old/unused film
medicines

AT X X X X X X X X

i 8 X X X X X X X X Disposable plastic kitchenware; photo-chemical

BG X X X X X

Y X X X X X X X

cz X X X X

DK X X A X X X

EE X X X o X o

FI X X X X X X X X

Fluorinated refrigerant fluids; pharmaceuticals;
lubricants; textiles; infectious healthcare waste;
furniture; dispersed hazardous waste; plant
FR X X X X X X X X protection product packaging and unused produc
fertiliser and soil amendment packaging; seed ar
plant packaging; mobile homes; office equipmer
ink cartridges

DE X X X o X X

GR X X X X

HU X X k X 3

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

Packaging of medical waste, old medicines;

PT X X X X X X X packaging of phytopharmaceuticals

RO X X X o

SE X X X X X X X X

SK X X X X X X

Waste from hazardous pesticides; graveside canc

SI X X X X X X X

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 EPRscheme o Takeback obligation but no PRO A Product fee legislation / Governmental fund

It is important to note that European waste legislationrrently gives a global framework for the
implementation of EPR in Europelhe Member States and their respective legislation are
responsible for the implementation of EPR, includimgulating the operational aspects of EPRhe
present study showsthat EPR plicies have been designed and implemented anvery
heterogeneous manner across Europe.

Despite EPR beingin theory, an individual obligatignin practice producers often exert this
responsibility collectivelyln collective schemes,Rroducer Responkility Organisation(PRQ is set
up to implement theEPR principl®n behalfof all the adhering companieghe obligated industry)

PROs potentially exert three main functions:

B financing the collection and treatment of theroduct at the end of its lifetgrgeted waste
stream)by collecting fees and redistributing the corresponding financial amounts

" managing the corresponding data;
B organising andbr supervising these activities.

Although this reportmainlyfocusses on PROs, individual scherdesxist formostwaste streans.

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

B whereas the initial fees paid by produceepresentedonly a partial contribution to solid
waste management coststhe operational costs coverage by producers fees has
gradually increased sometimes reaching 100%;

B whereas the PROs were initially created as entities whose role was merely to aggregate
the producers financial contributiontheir role has been drifting towards more
operational interventions and a broader sope of action (data management,
organising operations, launching bids, communication campaigns, etc.).

Such evolutions have accompanied undenialil@provements in waste recycling and recovery
performances in all MS. Neverthele$arge differences in perfamancesdo 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 tloughout the
EU

The main objective of this study vere 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 consultatiotevelop guiling principles on how to design efficient and
effective EPR schemes. In order to identify these guiding principles-eosionent approach was
developed, as shown iRigure7.

Figure 1. The sixcomponent approach for the project

Selection

Panorama In-depth ]
of EPR zzrvg:rsri analysis of E)érf)lcr:qrgitrl]on Guiding
schemes in and case 36 case —— principles

EU-28 studies

studies

Stakeholders consultation

For the 28 Member States, the following waste streams where chosen for consideration:
B Those waste streamsovered byEuropeandirectivesi.e.:

batteries and accumulators (B&A);

electrical and electronic waste (EEE);

end-of-life vehicles (ELV);

packaging;

O o o o

B Two additional streams were included:

bion/hk
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B Graphic papers, taking into account tit@rge number of EPR schemes in place
throughout the EU for this stream and the fact that itdemposed primarily of
municipal waste

0 Qils, taking into accounthe high quantity of waste generatedithin this waste
stream.

Comparisonacross the EUand access to quality data

As a preliminary and transversal remavkhich applies for all phases of this study, it should be noted
that, even afer extensive investigationthere is asevere lack ofcomparableinformation available
for the following:

B EPR economigerformance there is a lack of transparency regarding the financial
aspects(fees and costsdf EPR schemef&osts are not always agggated at a national
scalg, the link between the fees paid by thoducers and the costs they are supposed
to cover, or general access to the financial informatiand flows

EPR technicalperformance data regarding quantities put on the market, waste
generated and collection and treatmerdre hardly comparable, being calculated in very
diverse wayswith somequality issues

The benchmark carried out as part of the first phase of the sfodyhe 28 Member Statefs
thus limited to the accessible datayhich makes the comparison difficult between Member
States and across sectors.

Great discrepancies in performance indicators at th&€U-28 levef
Collection rates vary from 5% (MT) to 72% (CH).

Averagefeespaid by producersary from (240 (FR) to(b,400 (BE)per
E tonne of batteries put on the marketthe unit usedn order to make
different kinds of tariffs comparabléfees areset by product unitin
some MS and according to weight in others)
ﬁ

%No data is reported on Eurostat for graphic paper

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

No aggregated fees dataould be obtained for all MS

Collection rates vary fron3% BG to 61% BE) Regeneration rates
also show great contrasts and the information was not alwi
available.

No aggregated data concerning feesuld be obtained foall MS

bion/p

by Deloitte Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 13



Executive Summary

Recycling ratsvary from 29% (MT) to 84% (DK).

Average fea charged to producers per tonne of packagiigpusehold
ony)OAOU EOT i 1 AOGO OEAT QWo |5+

Collection rates vary froml.2 kg/cap.(BG) to 17.Rg/cap (BE), the
average being.6kg/cap

Fees vary according to the type of equipment considered (frid¢
iTTEOI OOh 4608 AT A AAT AAOEI
another. Information regarding the fees paid by the produceris
particularly difficult to obtain ér the WEEE sector.

An in-depth analysisof thirty -six case studies

In order to overcome the inconsistency av¥ailablequantitative indicators(notably published by
Eurostat) to get a more precise view of fees paid by producers smdnderstand theinner EPR
system functioning, thirtysix case studies were selectéat an indepth analysis (cfTable2 ) with
the objective of having a good representativeness of the different situations prevailing in Europe.

Table 2: The 36EPRcase studiesanalysed

=y

N &

i @ =

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 United

Kingdom Kingdom

The 36 case studies were analysed in detail with a viedréav lessons and identify good practices.
Relevant stakehalers were interviewed in order to complete the understanding of the situation in
each country.The 36 factsheets (105 pages each)produced usingthe same framework of
analysisare available on the project websitettp://epr.eu-smr.eu

A quantitative benchmark was performed, comparing systematically technical and financial
performances, product stream by product stream:

bion/p
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" Not only relative indicators but alsabsolute valus of quantities collected and/or
recycledwere provided.

® Data related tothe technical performance was collected and recalculated on a
homogeneoudasis.

B In eachMS, dhta related tofeeswas aggregated from all the PRQGxxisting fora product
stream.

The result of this quantitative benchmark analy is presented below

@Figurez Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for portable batteries in 2011

2,50
Belgium _
0.219 kg/cap./yy Switzerland
0.302 kg/cap.lyr

_ 2,00
>
o
©
2 150
a ,
w
)
(&)
3

1,00
g Netherlands
- 0.204 kg/cap./yr
o)
o
‘S 0,50
% France Austria
Q : :
fﬁ 0.268 kg/cap./lyr 0.207 kglcap Jyr

0,00

Denmark
0.286 kg/cap./yr
'0,50 T T T T T T T T 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Collection rate (collected quantities vs quantities put on the market)

The collection ratdor portable batteries ranges from 36% (France) to 72% (Switzerland). All the EPR
schemes studied thuavea higher collection rate for portable batteries than tigJtarget for 2012

(25%). Quantities collected in 2011 range from 0.2 (Netherlands, Austria) to neaky/6ap/year

(Denmark, Switzerland).

'T1T OAl DOT AOAAOOSG AEAAO O A0ther. The APROschgme/&D portablé T A Al
batteries producers is much more expensive in Beldiamd in Switzerland (1-2 EURtap/year)

than in the four other countriedess than 0..kURcap.year).

®From 1 April 2014 the fees for battery producers in Belgium have dropped from @12891 ®8 ®¢ YQ DAO AAOOAOL
of 40%. Further reductions and links with type of batteries are expected in the future.

bion/p
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Out of the sixcountries studied, four have &airly costefficient 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. THERBBschemes ardinanced by evenues
from recycled materials, and no financial contribution from producers is needed.

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

2,50

Slovakia
0,006 vehicle/caplyr
Netherlands

2,00 p—
( ) 0,012 vehicle/caplyr
1,50

N

O

1,00

Finland
0,010 vehicle/caplyr

Austria
Germany 0,010 vehicle/cap/yr

0,006 vehicle/caplyr

Y2
NN

0,50

Fees paid by producer§Qcap/yr)

O

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Collection rate (collected quantities vs quantities put on the market)

Regarding vehicles collected in 2011, two groups of countries can bagiished: 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 (manufactuger importers) vary gatly from oneMSto another.

They range from no fee (Germanwhere there is no PRO at)adir very low fees (8 EUR/vehicle,
Finland, Austria) to 45 EUR/vehicle (Netherlands) and even 66 EUR/vehicle (Slovakia). This wide gap
is due to the fact thasome PROs actually cover part of the collection and treatment costs, whereas
other PROs do not. From this point of view, the Austri&@ermanand Finnish schemes appear much
more cost effective than the Dutch or Slovakian ones. However, in Slovakia funésl rais partly
invested in new treatment technologies.

Despite this discrepancy regarding fees, recycling rat® high and homogeneous: they range
between 83% (FinlandNetherlands) and 92% (Germany). All the studied countries have therefore
reached thetargets set by the ELV directive.

4 On the basis of what has been collected

bion/h
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Figure4: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemédsr graphic paper in 2011

2¢€
— France
\2 52 kg/cap./yr
©
é m
o
3 Sweden Finland
g_ 40 kg/cap.lyr 67 kg/cap./yr
>
B ey
- Oe
2 \
n
@
47)
LL
_1 E T T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%

Recycling rate(recycled quantities vs quantities put on the market)

Recycling rates vary greatlyrom 43% (Francg to 87% (Finland and 94%(Sweder). This gap is
mostly explained by the lgher market value of collected waspaper 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 Nettigedees are

only levied once every four years to cover for the administrative expenses of the PRO (less than
® 8 oY ). Ade®Br the financing of the collection scheme are paid by producers in the French
caseonly (1 EURcap/yr in 2011).

®2010 data.

bion/p
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Figure5: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes ailsin 2011

0,90
080 Finland —_ Italy
’ 3,9 kg/cap/ ]\ \ 3,1 kglcaply
= 0,70
o
g 0,60
8 Portugal
§ 0.50 Spain 2,7 kg/caply
B8 040 \ ) 2,9Kkg/caply
Z 030 N -
= 0.20 Belgium (noredible)
T 4,1 kg/caply
8‘ 0,10 /\ 71—
3 0.00 / \ Belgium (edible)
: \ / 2,59 kg/caply
.0.10 Germany a
' 5,6 kg/caply e’
-0,20 T T T T T T )
65% 70% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95% 100%
Regeneration ratgbased on quantities collected)

Most of the instituted EPR schemes (except the Belgian one) cover exclusiiebralbased
lubricant oils (industrial norredible). The quantities of noredible waste oilcollected vary
significantly: from 2.7 kg/cap./yeafPortugal) to 5.6kg/cap./year(Germany. Regeneration rates
range between 69% (Spain) and 91% (Belgium).

In Germany, no fee is required from producers: the scheme isfisalicdng (revenues cover the
costsfor collection and treatment) In other countries, the total amount of fees collected in 2011
varies from less than 0RUR/cap(Belgium)to more than 0.7 EURap. (Italy).

The Belgian scheme seems to be the most cost effective: achieving high regemerates with a
relatively low fee level. The ltalian and Finnish schemes acHiivlg high regeneration rates but
are much more expensive for producers. The Portuguese and Spagisémes are aboubs
expensiveas each other and cover a similar volunfen@ste oils (in tonnes/cap./yr) but the Spanish
scheme achieves a lower regengom rate (69% compared to 82%), 82% of the industrial oils are
incinerated with energy recovery

bion/p
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&

Figure 6: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemdasr packaging (2010or 2011)
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The quantities covered by an EPR schewsy from around 75 kg/cap./yr (France, Belgium) to
around 165 kg/cap./yr (Netherlands, UK). Most of the differences come from the diffecepiesof
EPR: insome MSEPR covers only hoakold packaging waste, whereas other countriesit also
covers commercial and industrial packaging.

The recycling rate is lowest in the UK (all packagi6$%) and highest in Belgium (household
packaging, 85%). All the studied schemes achieve the target by thecorrespondingDirective

Fees paid by producers range from EWR/cap. (UK, 2011) to 19.7 Et#R//yr (Austria2012). This

very widerange isnotably due to the different levels of cost coverage. In the UK, it is estimated that
the fee coves only 10% of the total cost of the system, whereas in most other schemes, 100% of net
costs are covereB0 % in France)

The WEEErecycling rates across countriesre fairly homogeneous. All the studied
schemes achieve the targets set by tMéEEE Diretive. High discrepancies ariseith
regardsto the collected quantities: they range from 2.0 kg/cap./yr (Latvia) to 17.5
kg/cap./lyear (Sweden)'he new collection targets set by threcastDirective represent

a challenge for most Member States, includimgtiis relatively wetperforming sample.

It was not possible to obtain any financiaformation for the WEEEschemes. 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 toshare economic informationeven aggregatedAs a resultand

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

Several methodological difficulties were encounteredduring data collection, analysis anBPR
system comparison. Extracting and processing comparable quantitative data from tBé case
studies was considerablyandicappedoy thelack of transparency and availability of reliable dta,
especially in the WEEE sector

Comparing the performance of six different streamsiis itself difficult. However even when
comparing several EPR schemestlog same steam, various pitfalls arise:

B Scope It isnot always possible to clearly distjnish between household antbmmercial
and industrialvasteaccountability.

® Data availability and confidentiality: when several PROs are in competition, it is much
more difficult(andsometimes impossible) to obtain data dees,costs and revenues.

B Costcoverage, market structure, historical organisation of waste management (see
below)

B Methods for data collection and reportingdiffer from one country to another, and there
is an uncertainty associated with all data provided.

The best performing schemesre not the most expensive
Besides thelack of transparencyon key quantitative elements, some clear conclusions emerge
from this analysis:

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

B Fees paid by the producers vary greatly faall 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 cesifective.

Thislaststatement can be explained by two main elements:

B Comparison between different product streams is impossible, as the quantities, types of
waste, and therefore the organisation afperations are not comparable; also within
each product stream, th sampleis too small to conduct any statisticaly significant
analysis even if italreadyshows wide spreadingcross the sample

B  Costs and performance are influenced by many factors, inclutiiotprs external to the
design and implementation of theERscheme, for example:

Population densityand country geography

Historical development of the wast®managementinfrastructure;
Value of secondary materials on the national market;
Awareness and willingness of citizens to participate;

O o o o O

Existence of complementary waste policy instrumentsespecially economic
instrumentslike payasyou-throw schemes and landfill taxes
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Four main issues considered for guidance through a consultative process

This inrdepth analyti@l work of 36 case studies hafed four main issuesonsidered for guidance on
EPR, snong 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 organisatioredponsibility.

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

xEAO APOAT O AT AO A POl AOAAOGO reElifekdstd &fA |
its products?
Fair competition: How is economic competition oamised within EPR schemes, in

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

management operations?

Transparency andcontrol: which are the reporting requirements for each actor? Who
monitorsthe different aspects of anfER scheme and how?

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

Inputs regarding good practices and guiding principles were soliciteiom a wide range of actors
including industry federationsand producers PROs,waste management operatorspational,
regional andlocal public authoritiesand NGOs. A stakeholderO &vorkshop was organised in
September 2013 in Brussels in orderetacourage discussion betweestakeholders ando provide
collective feedback about good practices for timeplementation of EPR ithe EU Finally, an online
consultation was launched in bvember 2013, focusing anset of ten proposed guiding principles.

Presentation of theissue under consideration
Findings from the case studiedenchmark
4AEET ¢ OEA OOAEAETIT AAOO
Towards possible guiding principes

AgPpAOOEOA ET OI

Qu

1. Impreciseresponsibilities andinsufficient formal dialogue

Thefollowing different types of PRO responsibilitwere investigated:

As can be seeim the tablebelow summarisng the types of responsibility shiang observed for the

36

O3EiIi P11 A8 #Z£ET AT AEAI OAODBI T OEAEI EOU
Financial respondbility through contracts with municipalities
Financial responsibility anpartial organisational responsibility

Financial responsibility anfiill organisational responsibility

EPR schemes

ELVs and waste oilsre mostly managed through FET AT AEAT %0248 N

® Waste batteries and EEEs are mostly managed through (partially or faliganisational

%0 2 8 N

B Sijtuations are more diversa the packaging and graphic peer sectors

bion/k

by Deloitte Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 21

>\

p2

(@}

—_)



Executive Summary

Tabledd, 4UDPAO T £ PO AOAAOOSE OAODPI T OEAEI EOEAO EI

Main system

Financial responsibility

Financial responsibility
through contractng with BE® FR FR
municipalities

Financial Responsibility
with partial organisational BEZ hh Fl
responsibility

Financial Responsibility DE AT

with full organisational DE SE
responsibility

The study also illustrates the importance of maintaining a dialogue between the different
stakeholders that participate in EPR schemEl®wever,only few specificdialoguestructures are in

place:

® |n most cases, ndormal dialogue initiative was identified, which can sometimes cause

contentious relationships between stakeholders

® The absence of a specific structure doeg mean that there iso dialogueat allbetween

the stakeholdersdialogue between the stakeholders usually exists informally

B Several initiatives foster cooperation between EPR actfesy. the set up of a formal

consultation committee involving representatives of various stakeholders)

® Non-edible oils
 Automotive batteries
® Edible oils

® Portable batteries
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SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLES:

- Statement n°1: The definition and objectivesof EPR shouldbe clarified

- Statement n°2: The responsibilities and roles ofeachactor should beclearly defined along the

whole product life cycle

2001 AOAAOOSG A A OtrubhdnagémientcodisEl AAO OEA

The extent to which net operational costre assumed by ROs (and therefore covered by

D OT A OA Aierybly vasAble@itil dependsnotably on the share of organisational and financial
responsibilities of the various stakeholderas well as on the national framework for ERFr

example, for packaging, thefcOO AT OAOACA AU DOT AOGAAOOGS AAAO OAT
(AT, BE, CZ, DE, Nbj 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 witin the direct functioning costs of the PROs, some EPR systems: teference
costto estimate the amountgo be covered

Although sound waste management and recycling have geneiialigroved, notably through the
implementation of EPRthere is noclear evidence of astrong positive impact of EPRon the eco-
design of the products:
B Few or no targets or indicatongegardingeco-design have been developed
B The development of collective schemes, which mutualise responsibilities of many
different individual pralucers, invoveA OEOE 1T £ OAOAOACET ¢6 OEA AT O
thereby deincentivising individual efforts for ecdesign

However some schememmclude mechanismsthat lower the feesfor eco-desigred products(or
penalizing the least sustainable prodsand that ensure thatproducer fees reflect recyclabilitiy
order to favour industrial ecalesign approaches.

There seems to be a consensus on the fact BBR systems should cover theollection, sorting
and treatment costs of separately collected wake management minus the revenues from
recovered material salegthus thefull net cost).

O0&AT DOOSE OEAT OAGEAAIT T U ETAI OAA j ET AAAEOGEIT O1 (
B Collection, transport and treatment costs for naeparately collected waste (waste

covered by EPR but not entering the separate collection channel, e.g. waste collected
together with mixed municipal waste);

= #1 000 A O DPOAITEA ET £ Oi AGETT AT A AxAOAT AOO
communication initiatives), to ensure participation obresumers with in the scheme
(i.e. through separate collection);

B Costs related to waste prevention actions;

B Costs for litter prevention and management;

B Costs related to the enforcement and surveillance of the EPR system (including,
auditing, measureggainst 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
coverage of the full net costs related to the separate collection and treatment of the endf-life
products.

- Statement n°4: The feespaid by a producer to a collective scheme should reflect the true e

of-life management costs of itsspecificproducts.

3. Fair ompetition should beensured

The question of competitiolfin EPR schemes may arise at different levels:
® Organisation of theOUOOAT O1 A&OI £EI O Hddmpaitvh AnddAgA O O
PRO's)
B Collection and sorting of waste

Qu
>

® Recovery and secondary raw materials supply
B Consulting and expertisée.g. for local authorities)

In the past few years, European and national conp@t and antitrust authorities haveeen led to
take several courfudgements, in order tocorrectunfair situations

As shown inrable4 below for each of the six product streams considered, there is no clear tendency
per wastestream regarding competition among PROs. What can be ndtedxampleis that:

B WEEE are always managed by several competing PROs, whereas
B ELVs are never managed by several competing PROs.

Table 4: Existence of competition among Poducer Responsibility Organisations

 LYTEr-

o  Nocollective DE DE
o % scheme
ZzZ o €
g FI FI CZz FR NL
o Centralised NL |T FR NL CH
&7 i DPAOEOETT 6 ET OEEO OOOAU AT AO 110 EiPIi U OEA AAOAT AA 1 &

only the existence of several competitors in one market.
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organisation SK PT NL SE BE
SE
Several 12
AT
PROS, not AT BE" BE R
competing
DK (3)
_ Severa! FI (3)
S competing AT (7% AT (4) FR(3)
g PROs ES(@ DE(0) FI(2 DK@ IE(Q
£ (number of UK (>30) LV (4)
G competing SE (2)
PROs) UK (39)

Centralised systems are frequent, as well as cases with several competing PROhefads no
evidence thata centralised organisation is preferable to the introduction of competition among
PROsor vice-versa

yT AT TAI OOGEITh All OGkhdHB-ETI 1 AA0DI AOBPRRAEOERD
the most important aspect is to ensure a leygaying 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 stabl

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

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

4. Insufficient transparency andneed forsurveillance

There is a need @ high level oftransparency:
B Onfees,costs, revenuesandwaste management performances

¥ For producers,PROsand potentially for other actors (e.g. local authorities managing
waste)

The present study is additional proof thdata collection and reportingegarding EPRand waste
managementneed to be improved and harmonizedt present, a considerable part of the data
published can be regarded as questionable. Better data is ne@dedder to improve performance
monitoring and for strategic decisiemaking.

"Different scope: edible and needible oil
2Household packaging

3ndustrial packaging
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Optimal trangarency can be reached througlifferent measures
B Ensure data availability, especially when several PROs are in competition;
®  Ensure material@raceability;
B Develop relevant indicators and ensure comparability;
|

Precisely éfine data collection and repting methods, notably: recycling ratesand
operationalcosts.

Identification of free ridersand enforcement

Despite the fact that the responsibility fodentifying free riders can be shared between PROs and
public authorities, onlypublic authoritiescan ultimately enforce sanctions.nl some MS, national
governmentsdo not entirely carry outhis role. It may be due to:

B A lack ofcapacily: in some MS, enforcement is lacking and unauthorised facilities are in
operation;

B A lack of means: more focus and resces are needed at the national levhdl. different
cases, e creation of an athoc independentontrol authority may be appropriate

Surveillanceof treatment operations
Alack of traceability appears at the treatment stagmtably for ELVs and battegssuch as

®  De-registration problems

¥ Unauthorised takeback pointsor collectorsand/for lack of treatment plants.
Surveillanceshould be reinforceahotably concerning both the quantities treatedhe environmental

quality of the dismantling and recyclinprocessand the exports of wasteThis is particularly the
case for ELVs and batteries.

Surveillance ofPROs

Finally, tere is aneed for clear guidance on what a PRO is expected to do and achieve.
consolidated publicsurveillanceover PROs is neededt. may be provided througlfa combination

of):
B Regulation
B Recognition proceduredefining obligations, targets and sanctions
¥ Frequent and random audits
®  Enforcement mechaisms

SUGGESTED GUIDING PRINCIPLES:

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

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

European level.
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- Statement n°8: Member States and obligated industry should be c@esponsible for theg

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

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 tdescribe, compare and analyse different types of EPR
(extended producerresponsibility) systems operating in the EU in order to identify guiding
principles for their functioning.

Two main complementargpproaches were implemented
®  Abottom -up approach inferring key issues from:
B ageneral overview of EPR schemes throughdutNember States

o followed by the indepth analysis 086 case studiedocusing on six specific
product streams.

® A top-down approach allowing the inclusion o&ccurate and diversifie@éxpertise
from nearly 100stakeholdersfrom all over Europe and covegnmany different
products and waste streams.

The mainissuesthat determine the efficiency and effectiveness of EPR systems were identified
and analysedseeChapter 3), leading toeight recommendationson how to design effient and
effective EPR system@sformulated in Chapter 4.). These recommendations malye used by
the EuropeanCommission tanform the revision of the Wast&rameworkDirective'* and ensure

the diffusion of optimal conditions for EPR developmenthroughout the Member States.

The Extended Producer Responsibility (ER®Ncept was firstlefined by Thomas Lindhqvisin

1990 According to the Organisation for Economic ©peration and Development (OECEPR

isGn envionmentabi | EAU APDPOI AAE E1 xEEAE A POI AOAAOBO O
the postAT T OOT AO OOACA | & ERR, &Qipdn€iledd roductEpatidy, was A1 A
introduced in égislative actsn the early 1990s to address the lifgcle isues of products, using

a targetoriented approach, instead afaditional commandand-control type regulation.

The EPR policy is thus characterised by the provision of incentives to producers to take into
account environmental considerations when designpitheir products. As the OECD puts it
Qvhile 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 chaind

Compared to thetraditional solid waste management approactEPR involves a shift in

responsibility (administratively, financiallgnd/or physically) from governments or municipalities

(and thustaxpayerg to the entities that make and market the produs that are destined to

become waste. To this extent, EPR still constitutebie implementation of the polluterpays

PDOET AEPI A joooqh AOO ETI AOAAO A AEAT CA ET OEA AA
version of the PPP thpolluterwas theindividualdirectly causing pollution (i.e. the consumer),

4 Directive 2008/98/EC
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within the EPR framework th@olluteris the economic agent who can play a decisive role in
avoiding pollution, e.g. througleco-design efforts.

The economic reasoning behind the EPR concept isaee producers internalise treatment and
disposal costso that they have an incentive to design produthsit last longer and are more
easily treated after usdn practice, however:

B the postconsumption cost does na@dequately take into accourthe envronmental
cost of the waste treatment(recycling is then disadvantaged, which justifidse
impostion ofimposing recycling targets);

B costs are passed on to consumers, reducing the incentive for producers to invest in
eco-design;

B producers often exert tis responsibility collectivelythrough Producer Responsibility
Organisations (PROs)(for a definition seeBox 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 produsenf a certain product type set up their own take back
systems.As a consequence, collective compliance schefhase much more common than
individual stiemes. In collective schemes, a specifiganisation PRQ is set up to implement

the EPR principle ithe name of all the adhering companies. PROs potentially exert three main
functions, which can be executéal different ways

® financing the collection and treatment of the targeted solid waste;
¥ organisingand supervisinghese activities;
¥  managing the coresponding data.

Box 1. Afew key definitions

EPR systemor EPR schemeAny system set up by one or several producers to implement
EPR principle. It can be an individual system (or individual compliance scheme) wi
producer or@nises its own system, or a collective system (collective compliance sch
when several producers decide to collaborate and thus transfer their responsibility to a sp
organisation (a PRO).

Producer Responsibility Organisationor PRO. Entity set upin collective EPR schemes {
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 respmlityi at the
European Union level is composed both by general legislation on waste management, and
specific directives framing the recovery and recycling of spewifistestreams.

%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 waste
management in the European Union. It enables Member States to set up Extended Producer
ResponsibilityschemesArticle 8 introduces EPR in the following terms:

In order to strengthen the reise and the prevention, recycling and other
recovery of wake, Member States may take legislative or ntegislative 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 responsitity. 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 irlade the obligation to provide publicly available information as to the
extent to which the product is resable and recyclab¥6

The current study focuses on six waste streams:
B packaging,
waste electrial and electronic equipment (WEEE),
end-of-life vehicles (ELV)
batteriesand accumulators (B&A)
waste oilsand

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 recycliaigyets set in these dactives are
summarised irBox 2 below.

Box 2: Targets set up by EU waste directives

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (94/62/EC):
60% waste packaging recovery by 2008; and
55% waste packaging recycling (50% for metal, 60%gfass, paper/cardboard, 22.5% for
plastics and 15% for wood) by 2008.
The Batteries Directive (2006/66/EC):
100% recycling of collected batteries by 2009;

65% recycling for collected leaakid batteries, 75% recycling for collected nickaimium
batteries and 50% recycling for other collected batteries by 2011;

25% collection rate by 2012; and
45% collection rate by 2016.

®\Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EChapter |1, article &i(tp://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32008L0098:EN:NOT
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The ELV Directive (Directive 2000/53/EC):
vehicles to be recoverable to a minimum of 95%, and reusable and/or recyclable to a
minimum of 85% by 2005;
100% collection, 85% recovery and 80% recycling including reuse by 2006; and
100% collection, 95% recovery and 85% recycling including reuse by 2015.

The recast WEEE Directive (2012/19/EU):
From 2016 the collection target shall be 45% BEplaced on the market (in the previou
years;
From 2019, the collection target shall be either 65% of EEE placed on the market (in {
previous 3 years), or alternatively 85% of WEEE generated each year;
From 13 August 2012 to 14 August 2015, tleevery target is set to 780% (increasing td
7585% from 15 August 2015 onwards) depending on the category of WEEE;
From 13 August 2012 to 14 August 2015 the recycling/ preparation-tereréarget is set ta
50-75% (increasing to 580% from 15 Augus2015 onwards) depending on the category
WEEE.

Three of these directive&(B&A, ELVand WEEE) specifically require or encourage Member States
to set up Extended Produc&esponsibility for the products they cover. For packaging, although
there is no ohfation to set up an EPR scheme, most Member States have chosen this option (at
least for household packaging, s&hapter 2).

1.2 Methodological approach

The main objective of this study is to develop guiding principles on toodesign efficient and
effective EPR schemes. In order to identify these guiding principles,-eosimponent approach
wasdeveloped as shown ifrigure 7. Below is a description of each of these components.

Figure 7: The sixcomponent approach for the project

Selection

Panorama In-depth

of EPR Z{rvev:rs;: analysis of E;(fp:,rorrr?:i(r)] n Guiding
schemes in and case 36 case ISSUeS principles
EU-28 studies

studies

Stakeholders consultation
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1.2.1 Panorama of EPR schemes in ERB

To begin with, a broad panorama of EPR schemes in the European Uniopregesed with the
aim of providing a clear and comprehensive outlook of the currentesta 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 his included:
B Those waste streams subject to the ERRR@ept via European legislatione.:
batteries and accumulators (B&A).
electricaland electronic waste (WEEE),
end-of-life vehicles (ELVand
packaging,

O o o O

B Other schemes implemented through national regulation, or voluntary schemes,
including schemedor: tyres, waste oil, graphic papers, farm plastics, medicines and
medical products, plastic bags, phoetthemicals 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 exigty criteria, notably related to the
historical evolution and current performance of EPR systems, were defined aedtigated for

six product categoriesd@tteries, EEE, graphic paperackaging, oils angehicles):

B Date of creation of PROs

Number of PROs dealing with a specific waste stream
Existence of a takdack obligation

Territorial coverage

Recycling/recoveryates achieved

2 A0ABOABETOEAADOOG

Tariffs (fees) charged by PROs to producers

Private or publided organisation

Information related to costs and cost effectivenesassought, especially indicators linking costs
and achievementsSpecial emphasis wamit on collecting data such as cost per unit/kg, cost per
ET EAAEOAT Oh 02/ 06 OOOT 1T OAOTOAOAT OAOh DPAOAAT OACA
costs, and costs of information and awarengsssing activities. However in practice it was not

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

chapter 2for more explanations regarding the difficulties encountered):
B When several PROs are competing, financial datdten kept confidential;

® SuchdatavassAl AT I AOAEI AAT A TTITETA ET 02/ 08 AAOEOEO!

Yproducers obliged by an EPR system, but not contributing
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®  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 impactsi 1 -AT AAO 30A0A0E xAOOA™ I Al ACA
Additional key data sources were used:

®  Eurostat databases
02/ 06 AT 1 OAl OADBPI 000
EEA Topic Centre on Sustainable Production and Consumftion

National waste databases

Association of Cities and Regions foredycling and Sustainable Resource
Management (ACR+) EPR cflinotably their Waste Prevention Database)

B 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 iM&ch

Such an extensive investigation revealed that there #sewgere lack ofavailable information in
general, and when available, theinformation is not easily comparable(seechapter 2for more
details):
B costs of EPR scheméthough this varies by Member Statgfor example,reports are
more readily available for Belgium than for Germany or thg;UK

E EPR technicalperformance (quantities put on the market,collected quantities
recycling ratesas Eurostat data are hardly comparable, being calculated in very
diverse way¥

Data collected for each of the key criteria were analysed and presented via clear tables and
graphics(see Chapter 2 and Annéxd).

1.2.2 Selection of waste streams and case studies

Thirty-six case studies were selected upon which to perform adejoth analysis Sx product
streamswere first chosen, then an average of six MS for each stream were selected in order to
obtain the 36 ca® studies. The idea was todus on product streamfor which EPRexists in

many MS allowing for the selection ofa wide range oMS andthus ensuiing the derivation of
meaningful and broadly applicable guidance from the analysis.

The number of existing PR schemes for key product streams and the amount of waste
generated for each wataken into account in theelection proces¢see chapter 2)The following
productwaste streams were selectedbatteries, end-of-life vehicles, graphic paper, oils,
packaging andwaste electrical and electronic equipmen{WEEB.

¥pG ENV (2012)ttp://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/final_report 10042012.pdf

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

20http://wwvv.acrplus.orq/epr Club
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Chapter 1: Context, objectives and approach

Then, all existingnational EPR schemes for these six produaste streams were succinctly
summarised in order to allow the selection of 36 schemes, based on the following criteria:

B Start date of EPR schemeghe longestestablishedEPR schemes were preferred, as
these were the most likely to providealuable experience and lessons for the analysis

B Performance: the schemes presenting high levels of performance (technical and/or
cost-efficiency) were preferred

= Diversity of EPR organisationsthe case studies were selectéal obtain a sample of
several types of organisations (e.g. one or several PRIOssibility of individual
compliance, etc.)

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

Table5: The 36EPRcase studiesanalysed

& M P @ =

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 United

Kingdom 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 3&actsheet (each betweeh525 pagesn length) were poduced using a unique framework
designed to encompass all aspects of EPR: qualitative and quantitative, descriptive and
analytical.Box3shows the structure of the factsheéfs

The 36 case studies were analysed in detail withviaw 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 studiedactsheets

Each case study includes the follimg sections: " Surveillanceof the system
O Verification of performance
" Legal framework and objectives reporting
o General legal framework Risk assessment
5 Targets Reporting and monitoring
0 System functioning Data availability
" Role of system actors O Financiakurveillance
B Producers Free riders
H Retailers/distributers Penalties
& Municipalities ®  Competition
O Waste  collection and 0 PROs

treatment operators O Treatmentoperators

System performance B Ecodesign and prevention

Cost efficienc
y E  Impact on consumers

General govemance B Advantages and success factors of the

Governance of producer system
responsibility organisations

B Disadvantages and possible challenge
of the system

B Best practices and potential golden
rules

B References

B Annex

This benchmark has beemossible thanks tothorough data collection and stakeholder
consultation.

For each case study, agage synthesis was prepared in order to make the essential information
easilyaccessible

I The factsheetsare available on the project websitettp://epr.et-smr.eu
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Table 6: Structure of the synthetic outlook for each casestudy

Indication ofwhether collective schemes exisio which

SNSRI producers can transfer their EPR obligation.

Possibility for individual  Indication of whether producers can chose to fulfil their EPR
systems obligation individually.

Performance

(collection rate, recycling
rate, etc.)

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

Indicator normalising the costs spent in the systéy 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.

Cost efficiency

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

Amount of producers or importensho are theoretically subject
to EPR, but who do not join a PRO or set up an individual

PR 225 scheme Indicated in percent if possible, otherwise
gualitative/anecdotal.
Penalties Indication of types and level of penalties in the system.
: Indication of who reports to whom and indication of the
Reporting

frequency of reporting.

Indication of stakeholders involved in making decisions wathi

PRO governance the PRO:s.

Ecodesign, prevention  Any actions identified in relation to eedesign, prevention and
& impact on consumers communication/awareness raising.

With these monographs, a comparative analysis basedcomsolidated datavas then possible.

DifferAT O AOPAAOO OAI AGAA O1 OEA OUOOAI 686 &EO1 AOGEITTE
dialogue procedures, competition conditions, transparency aspects, and reporting and
surveillancemodalities. The objective of the comparative analysis was tontiiy best practices

in the different areas examined.

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

In order toneutralise the densitybias (i.e. the fact that costs may be lower in densely
populated countries), not only relative indicators but alsabsolute valus of
guantities collected and/or recycledhave been provided.
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B Data related totechnical performance were collected and realculated on a
homogeneousbasis (e.g. recycling rates were recaltath based on raw data, e.g.
quantities recycled vs. quantities put on the market).

® In eachMS, data related tofees has been aggregated from all the PROs of a product
stream. It is therefore not an estimated average fee level, buttttal amount of fees
paid by all collectively organised producers.

Thiswhole comparative study is includedtine Annex with asynthesis of this work presented in
chapter 2.

1.2.4 Exploration of four main issues relatedo EPR design
and implementation

This indepth analyti@l work of 36 case studiesalong with a permanent exchange with key
stakeholders,has nurtured and structured four main issuesnsidered for guidance on EPR
which are presented in chapter 3:

1. Share of responsibilities between stakeholders
2. Cost coverage ahtrue cost principle

3. Fair competition

4. Transparency andurveillance

Each of these main issuesaddressed following similarstructure:

B |ssues under considerationthe issue astake is briefly presented and explainad
abstracto

B Empirical assessmentdrom the sample benchmark the elements gathered from
the 36 case studies are analysed in order to assess how this issue agpliastoand
what are the most relevant corresponding practices

" 4AEET C OEA OOAEAET I AACGOKe cdh@tmidnd GaOke ET O AA/
stakeholders are integrated to the analysis, deriving both from their position papers
and from their active participation in the workshop.

B Concluding remarks asummary and conclusioftfom all these elements is proposed

B Towards possible guiling principles: suggestions for guidance are formulated, which
will be treated in details in Chapter 4.

Following this structure, each of the four main issueslescribed, and then discussed on the
basis of stakeholder feedback and findings from caseligs. 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 the2BUand of the 36 case
studies, 10 guiding jomciples 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:
B Seven guiding principles were mostly consensual:
Statement 1 EPR definition, scope & objectives
Statement 2 Shared & defined responsibilities
Statement 7  Clearinghouse
Statement8  Transparency
Statement 9  Definitions & reportingharmonisation

O o o o o o

Statement 10 Monitoring &surveillance
B Three guiding principles were vividiijscussed by stakeholders:
0 Statement 6 Clear and stable framework for fair competition
O Statement 3  Full costs coverage
B0 Statement5 True cost principle
E  And one statement was seriously questioned:
O Statement4 Reference cost

Eventually, Statements 4 and 8ere suppressea@s guiding principleper seand ther content
was reintroducedas policy optionis Statements 3 and 6 respectively.

Hence, eight Guiding Principles were finalised For each principlethe most relevant policy
optionsfor the implementaton of each Guiding Principieere identified and described.

1.2.6 Stakeholder consultation

The process of elaborating the case studies involfredquent interactions with stakeholders in
order to gather information and key data. Key contacts for the preparatbnhe case studies
were mainly PROs and national or regional authorities.

In a further stepinputs regarding good practices and guiding principles were soliciteffom a
wider range of actorsincluding industry federations, waste management operatoiscal public
authoritiesandNGOs.

A stakeholder workshopwas organised in September 2013 in Brussels in ordemtmurage
discussion betweestakeholders ando provide collective feedback about good practices for the
implementation of EPR ithe EU The stakeholders were asked to react to several questions,
related to the four main issues highlighted. They also brainsed in small groups in order to
identify common grounds of understanding beyond their respeciivaividualinterests. The list

of workshop participants can be found ithe annex and the minutes of the Workshop are
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available on the project websité

Finally, a written consultation wasorganisedin NovemberDecember2013, focusing oa set of
ten proposed guiding principles (and one pnallary statement). The questionnaire for this
consultation is available on the project websiteStakeholderswere invitedto react to each
statement and express their expectations in terms of guidafroen the European Commission.
Nearly60 stakeholdersubmitted feedback, including:

B 23 industry representatives (or industry federations)
12 PROs

9 treatment operators

7 regional and local authorities

2 national authorities and

5 NGOs

Thefilled questionnaires were examined in detail.

In all casesthA OOAEAET 1 AROOS ABPAOOEOA AT A AR OEAOOE
the final proposition for EPR guiding principles, which are presented in chapter 4. The initial
OAOOGETT 1T &£ OEA POI BPi OAA COEAET C PDOBERbutbisfhy AO AT A
type of actor) are to be found the Annex

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

B seeabove

bion/k

by Deloitte Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 39


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

Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

Chapter 2. General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

This chapter provides a general overview of Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR2& the EU

A general panorama of existing EPR schemes in Eupopeided 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. Evostat databass).

Taking into account data availability limitations and huge discrepancies at-teéecE36 case studies
of well performing EPR schemes are identified for-depih analysis. A qualitative and quantitative
benchmark is presented fop®duct streams throughout 17 countries.

Finally, theanalysisof the 36 case studiesAsA 1 AT AAAh AT A OEA OAOU 11 O0EII
schemes is discussed, taking into account pitfalls in terms of transparency and their current level of
maturity.

2.1 Existing EPR schemes in EU28

Through the lasR0years, the EPR concept has been widely implemented irBevith a great
variety of EPR schemes atfie creation of PRQs

For the four streams targeted by specific Directives (packaging, batteriegsEind WEEE), an
EPR scheme has been systematically implemented in all Member States. Additional waste
streams for whictEPRschemes have been most commonly identified within the European Union
are: tyres, graphic paper, oils, medical waste and agricultiiiras.

In addition to the main EPR schemes, other product streams are covered by a limited number of
EPR schemes in some Member Statekl/unused medicines, textiles, furniture, mobile homes,
fluorinated refrigerant fluids, pharmaceuticals, lubricanisfectious healthcare waste, dispersed
hazardous waste, plant protection product packaging and unused products, fertiliser and soil
amendment packaging, seed and plant packagargloffice equipment ink cartridges

The tables below show a more detailedenview of existing schemes for the six product streams
selected for this studyThe following information is mentioned:
B Start date of EPR scheme(s)

B Whether EPR is, in practice, implemented individually or collectively (i.e. through
PROs) by producers.

E  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 scheme# the EUfor batteries

4

I
Start date of EPR scheme(s] ~._ .. . number of EPR
individual
schemes

bion/k

by Deloitte. Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (E| 41



Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

E a Table 8: Overview of EPR scheme the EUfor graphic paper
Member Start date of EPR Collective or JEelisEn s
S number of EPR
State scheme(s) individual

SEIYES

Fl 1999 Both 2

FR 2007 Collective 1

NL 2005 yoluntaryin 2001) Both 1

SE 1994, 1996 Both 2

m Table 9: Overview of EPR schemes the EUfor ELV

. If collective,
Member Start date of EPR Collective or
T number of EPR
SEINES) individual
schemes

AT 2002 Individual

BE 1999; 2004 Collective 1

BG 2004 Collective 2

cY N/A N/A N/A

Ccz 2009 Individual 0

1998; amended in 2002 to

DE transpose the ELV directive
DK N/A Collective 1
EE 2009 Individual 0
ES 2002 Collective 1
Fl 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 Collecive 1
LT 2005 Both N/A
LU 2003 Both 1
LV 2004 Both 1
MT 2004 N/A
1995 for voluntary (ARN); 2002 fc
NL legally binding (ARN); 2011 for Collective 2
scooterspecific scheme
PL 2006 Collective 1
PT 2004 Both 1
RO 2004 Individual 0
SE MODISWELSSEISE cotane ;
Sl 2003 N/A
SK 2001 Collective 1
UK 2005 Collective 2
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Table 10: Overview of EPRschemesin the EUfor the oils product stream

D

If collective,
number of EPR
O EINES

Start date of EPR Collective or
scheme(s) individual

Member
State

Valorlub: both
Valorfrit: both in Walloon and Brussels Region; in Flanc
collective for householail, no EPR for professional edib
oil

2006 Collective 1
Around 100 ‘collectors' of
2002 Collective waste oils have been
authorised
2000 Collective 1
2006 Both 2
Collective 1
2004 Collective 1
1982 Collective 1
N/A N/A N/A
2001, 2002 Collective 5
2003 Collective 1

Table 11: Overviewof EPR scheme the EUfor packaging

If collective,

Start date of EPR Collective or number of EPR

Member

State SEINES) individual
schemes
Both 6
Both 2
Both 1
Both 1
Both 1
Both 9
Governmentled scheme

2004 Both 4

1996 Both 2

1997 Both N/A

1992 Both 1

2001 Both N/A

Governmentled scheme

2006 N/a N/A

1997 Both

1997 Collective

2002 Both 1

1995 Both 1

2000 Both N/A

2005 Both 1

[T & AT
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NL 2013 Both 1
PL 2000 Both 1
PT 1996 Both 1
RO 2004 Both 7
SE N/A iﬂ:i‘ﬁ.ﬂiﬁ?ﬁl&ff.iﬂ? 1 +Ses‘;zrtzﬁssposit
system for other packaging
SI 2003 Both 4
SK 2003 Both 1
UK 1997 Both 22

Table 12: Characteristics of EPR schemes for WEEE

Member Start date of EPR Collective or If collective,
State scheme(s) individual (Bl 75
schemes

AT 2005 Collective 4

BE 2001 and 2002 Collective 1

BG 2006 Collective 2

CY 2006 Collective 1

(o4 2005 Collective 3

DE 2005 2

DK N/A Collective 1

EE 2005 Collective 3

ES 2002, 2005 Collective 7

Fl 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 200;65;)’ 025038 08, Collective 16

LT 2006 Collective 1

LU 2004 Collective 1

LV 2006 Collective and some individue 5

NL N/A Collective 9

PL 2005 Colective 2

PT 2006 Collective 2

RO 2007 Collective 2

SE 2001, 2007 Collective 2

Sli 2005 Collective 2

SK N/A Collective 3

UK N/A Collective 29

As can be seen in the tables aboveashEPR schemes were introduced in the 200s, following the
European Diectives. However, several systems started earlier:
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For batteries the first schemes started in thearly1990s (Austria,
"Al CEOIi gqh T OEAOO & 111 xAA ET OEF
but the majoritywere onlyE | D1 AT AT OAA. ET OEA

ForELVs, the first scheme was introduced in 1975 in Sweden. A few
other recovery schemes were introduced in the late 1990s (Netherlar
Germany, Belgium) and the majorityere put in place in the mid 2000s.

For graphic papers, the first EPR schemes wetaup 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 2001

For packaging, a considerable number of schemesavigiplemented in
the 1990s, in chronological order: Germany, France, Austria, Belgiun
Luxembourg, Spain, Portugal, Hungary, Finland, Ireland, UK. Other
schemes followed in the early 2000s.

For WEEE, all EPR schemesre introduced during the 20@Qvith most
following the adoption of the WEEE Directive in 2002.

It should also be highlighted that, in theorigPRis 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 dfs life, thereby reducing thdédurden onlocal authorities. In a

great number of cases, however, producers have decided to join and createucture (a
Producer Responsibility Organisation, or PRO) to execute this legagatian. Although this

report focusses on PROs (as these entities aggregate and publish relevant data), it should not be
forgotten that individual schemesilso exist for most waste streans and that they usually co

exist with collective schemes (as candeen inthe tables above and ithe Annex).

2.2 Performance of EPR schemes inthe EU

The aim of this sectiolis not to rank countries and product streams from the most efficient to
the least. Firsty, it is impossible to compare the performance of differenbige streams, as
technical conditiongor recycling and recovergire 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 cautioin their us¢ and would not accurately illustrate the
efficiency of the implementePRschemes.
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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 situaitiothe six main
product steams selected at the EU level (those selected for the 36 case studies).

Whereas recycling rates are publicly available, they are seldom calculated in the samie alhy
Member States Ecodesign performance, at a national leyels impossible to assess in a
systematic way.True costs are seldom publjcavailable as PROsonsiderthat it is part of their
competitive knowhow. It is possible to rely on producer fees in order to assess the economic
efficiency of EPRschemes However, once againjnformation on feesis not always publity
available Therefore, h the following pages, for each stream, one wrotgraphs are provided to
illustrate the performance of EPR schemes, which refers to both:

® technical performance to what exent did the EPR implementation foster the
capture of a substantial share of the waste arising #mel achievement ofecycling
targets? Collection and/or recycling rates are used to illustrate this technical
performance;

B economic performance how costlywas it to implement the EPPRprinciple? To
illustrate this economic performance, information related to fees was collected, when
enough comparable data could be identified; here thejanay of the effort has been
dedicated to collecting such data on thrgeoduct categories (packaging, batteries,
and EEE)
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2.2.1 Batteries

Figure8: Collection ratesfor portable battery EPR systems (various sources, 2010 and 2041)
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Figure9: Average fees paid by producers peonne of portable batteries (various sourceg’
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* For Germany (DE) only the collection rate for the statgthorised system{GRSwas 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 yetbeenpublished by Hrostat

B Eor the exact sources, refes the Annexs.3
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222 ELvs Lol

Figure 10: Recycling and reuse rate for ELV EPR systen{&urostat, 2011)*°
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Figure6-: Recycling, recovery and rause rate for ELV EPR systerAS(Eurostat, 2010)
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%It should be noted that Croatia does not yet appear in EUROSTAT data.
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effect of acollection incentive (ecgoremium) 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 OQils

Figure 7: Collection rate for oils EPRystems(various sources, 2010)
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B Quantities collected or financed by EPR schemes over quantities put on the mark

Figure 8: Regenerationrate for oils EPRsystems (various sources, 201)3°
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2 Quantities collected/financed by oiEPR schemes as a percagé of quantities obils put on the national market
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e

2.2.4 Packaging "g

Figure9: Recycling and reuse rate for packaging EPR systems (Eurostat, 2010)
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FigurelO: Recycling,recovery and reuse rate for packaging EPR systerA$(Eurostat, 2010)
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indicate the treatment of imported packaging waste.
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Figurell: Average fee charged to produceper tonne of household packaging put on the
market®
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Theaverage fee per tonne dfouseholdpackaging put on the mrket was calculated, based on
the EU28 average share of paper, plastics and glass in total (household and
industrial/commercialpackaging waste generated (Eurostat, 2011) and on the2Bopulation

data (Eurostat population data, 2012)hese fees doat 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 f@eshoweveran attempt to
provide a comparable indicatoof the contribution of household packaging producers to the
schemes.

30
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2.25 WEEE

Figure 12 Collection performancefor WEEEEPR systemgEurostat, 2010)
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Figure 13 Recycling and reuse rate for WEEEEPR sytems (Eurostat, 2010)
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Figure11: Normalised averagefees paid by producers per piece of WEEE
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As can be seen from the graphs aboiraportant discrepanciesstill exist among MS for every
waste stream considered in terms lobth technical and econorniperformances

As regardstechnical 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% (Switzerlarfdr 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.

® Regardingrecycling rates the development oEPRhas fostered the achievement of
reasonably high recovery targets.

In order to assess theconomic performance an assessment of fees level has been possible for
packaging, batteries and WEEE. For the oth@pduct streams, economic data was almost
impossible to obtain. Even for these three streams, the analysis of fees relies on average data,
collected fromsomePROs insomeEU Member States. Once again, such data are not always
made public, partly due toeasons related to competition among PROs. Nevertheless, the data
collected provides some insights:

B Although amajority of PROs charge less than 1,0Rtonne of portable batteries,
the fees paid by producers to PROs can vary from 240 EUR/tonne in RoaBe&0
EUR/tonne in Belgiuf.

*1This assessment has been elaborafesm various sources (senex&l O | T OA AAOAEI 68 4EA COAD
that is to say that all values are presented in a same scale (0 to 1), in order to be easily compaigbiecGU

countries participating in the WEHB®Brum publish the feepaid by producers per WEEE product. A great disparity was

found in termsof the way fees were attributedjue to the fact that not all PROs classify WEEE in the saaye The

fees aresometimespresentedaccording to few broad equipment categories or tayeletailed subcategories Also,

the fees are either calculated by piece of WEEE put on the market or by weight.
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B  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 REbhne.

B In the case of WEEE, tariffs are not set up in the samay and important
discrepancies appear. For example, in France, feestelevisionsare divided into
eight subcategories with prices ranging from 0.8 to &#0Rpiece whereas in Greece
producers pay a contribution of 2822EURfonne of televisios put on the market.

2.3 Focus on 36 case studies

During the analysis of the 36 case studigisecial attention waplacedon neutralisingas much as
possible the biases regarding quantities and on caifec and processing detailed economic
data. This allowed the realisation of raore robust quantitative benchmark about the cest
effectivenessof the EPR systempresented hereafter. Please note that although the conclusions
that can be drawn on theost-effectiveness of the 36ase studies are more robust that those at
EU-28 level, they nevertheless constitute only indicatipasscopesand calculation modes often
vary from one country to another.

2.3.1 EPR systems functioning

A detailed analysis of 36 EPR ®yst in the EU was prepared during this study, and their full
description can be found ithe annex. This chapter provides a synthesis of key features of EPR
schemes, including:

B The type of responsibility (financial or organisational)

B The presence of compigion among PROsand among waste treatment operators

B Transparency and surveillance features: surveillance of freeriders, waste
management activitiessurveillanceof the PROs, and legal status of PROs

A further analysis of these key features is providedChapter 3. which concludes on possible
guiding principles for the design and implementation of EB&Chapter 4).

One table for each of the sixgduct categories is presented below.

*The fees in Belgium have decreased as’tf ¥E * AT OAOU woxi O qwaoQrOiiT A 1T &£ DI OOA,
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

Type of PRO
responsibility

Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

Partial organisational responsibility

COMPETITION

Is there competition
among PROs?

Is there competition
among WM
operators?

Transport: yes
Treatment: No

How
many
free
riders are
there?

Which
sanctions
are
provided?

There seems
to be no free

Surveillance rider problem

of
free-riding
Fine of double
the amount

The federal
authority and
audits by the

PROs

Surveillance of
collection and
treatm ent operations

Who is in A coordination

charge? unit
Surveillance
of PROs
6 % of the total
How? system. co;ts
aremonitoring
costs
S 3 are non
| based or .
profit.

status

profit? 1 is forprofit
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Yes

Exact
percentage
unknown,
but probably
low

The PRO
informs the
regional
government

Regional
governments

Regional
governments

1/3 of the
declarations
are audited

yearly

Non-profit

Yes, 4 PROs No, only 1 PRC Yes, 4 PROs

No

Fines and
prison
sentences

N/A

Ministry of
Environment

Through the
DPASystem

Elretur is non
profit
Others: no
clear trend

Yes, 2 PROs
+ 1 individual
scheme

Yes.

N/A

Fines or
criminal
sanctions

TheNational
Authority
verifies
declarations
and coherence
PROs audit on
actors for
which there
are unusual
variations

A consultative
commission

The National
Authority
audits 15 to 20
producers per
year

No, only 1 PRO

Transport: Yes
Treatment: No.

N/A

N/A

N/A

Non-profit

N/A

TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE

Retroactive
charge of the
due fees

Collection
points are
audited by
regional
authorities.
National
authorities
undertake
controls of
treatment
activities

The federal
government
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o™'@®
SE

-

Type of PRO Financial Not an EPR
responsibility responsibility scheme

COMPETITION

Is there
competition No mmpetition
among PROs?

Financial responsibility

No, one single PRO

Yes,
Is there 272 collection Yes Yes,
competition e ey pointsand 4,7 emantling SR
competition for ~ for the treatment authorised and treatment Yes collection and
among WM shredder plants operators operators with operators treatment
operators? post-shredder P operators
technology
TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE
How Ittﬁailiil:nmeed Estimated to be
many free . small, doesn't
. id N/A - companies are 17% N/A
SN R not fufling robiemaic
anceon : their obligatiors P
f.:je.e— Which Financial ':Es’::r?crl]
riain i i
-1 | sanctions pe'na|t|es up to - N/A contracts but has N/A
are >,720 are
. no enforcement
provided? foreseen.
power
Surveillanceon Enanti
. . inancial
collection and Surveillancdy - Surveillancdy the s a0 undertaken by the PRC  penalties
treatment the Ministry for local waste on treatment operators received by the NIA
Environment authorities .
operations Recycling Fund
Who |s;n The Mmstry of ) PIRELY N/A
S| charge? Environment
anceon PIRELY aUFIitS
PROs M N/A ) the PRO. Fines N/A
can be up to
‘Q §0,000
profit -
21 basedor Non-profit - N/A Non-profit N/A

not-for-
profit?

status
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Graphic paper

Type of PRO Partially organisationa  Financial responsibility through contract with
responsibility responsibility municipalities

COMPETITION

Is there competition
among PROs?

Full organisational
responsibility

Yes, 2 PR® No, one single PRO

- Yes, contracts with
Is there competition PROs who also provid Yes,selection by local

among WM operators? collection and authorities
transportation services

TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE

How many

Yes, between operatol
contracted by the PRC
and other operators

Yes, contractedy the
PRO

Low (there are

free riders currently no fees) 23% No estimation Low
SIVCIIEGE are there? y
Olj . Which Before 2013: taxes  Penalties range from
(R sanctions are  Financial penalties  After 2013: financial ~ fines to sentence by No information
provided? penalties judge
Surveillanceon
collection and Operators must havea  Audits are performed ente':aﬁggvftg o No specific procedure
, permit by the PRO ph PROp identified
treatment operations Al
The Einnish Surveillanceand
Competition and CRTEl 57
o Ministry of The PRO is an Approval by public
Consumer Authority is . . S
Surveillanceon PROs responsible for Environment. emanation of the authorities;
S . Stakeholders Dutch Ministry for enforcement at the
monitoring the legality . . .
" consultation through Environment. local authaities level
of competition the agreement
between the ROs 1€ ag :
advisorycommittee
.~ | profit-based  The organiation can
{ or be for profit and sell )
not-for- other services and Non-profit
profit? products
An agreement
. advisory commission
Is there any mult- No specific dialoque COMPosed of members
stakeholder P . 9 of the three ministries No specific dialogue procedure identified
. procedure identified .
dialogue procedure? and of graphic papers
related sector
members
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FI

Financial

Oils

Type of PRO Financial

e oo responsibiity - Financial responsibility
responsibility responsibility g a tax
COMPETITION
No.
No, Yes, 2 PRO
Is there competition No, 1 collective No, =2 e No, with one that

as there is no oil is managed possible

0,
among PROs? only 1 PRO  goverment PRO by 1single butonly 1 PRC has 90% of the
run scheme market
PRO
o Yes,
Is there competition Yes Yes, 100 waste Yes, Yes,
among WM : for treatment  collection & 242 collectors Yes more than 100
15 operators . .
operators? operators treatment and 38 refiners companies
operators.
TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE
How many . .
free riders NO. est|mrf:1t(_-z av:a!lable, o - No free riders N/A
S ENIS are there? limited to 'niche' importers
f Of‘d, Which
ree-riain i
9 Z?:ctlons Administrative fines are in plac - No sanction N/A
provided?
The PRO
i undertakes SRS
Surveillanceon yearly sample F— have to report
collection and of external N/A BAFA N/A _Trequent 4, the PRO +
i dits [eEiesdes annual random
treatment operations el SO J
. audits.
external audits
Regional . The
Who isin  authorities are Not clegr, ey Ove_r5|ght Portuguese Regional
. statusis not - authority is not . .
charge? in charge of Environmental  authorities
; surveillance ELEl = Agency
Surveillance ;
on The Flemish
PRO Waste Agency Regional
S o
_has4 N/A - N/A Auditers ~_authorities
inspection orders annual
officers (for al audits
wasteg
Non-profit For profit - For profit Non-profit
status P P P P
profit?
No dialogue
Is there any multi P’%’?%e- %Utz
stakeholder No dialogue procedure board No dialogue procedure
dialogue procedure? composition is
varied.
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o
ND

=

Financial Financial

HH: Partial ~ responsibility re's:;)r:)ir:i:ll)ziillity responsibility
organisationa  through Full through through
Type of PRO Full | reimburseme organisatio reimburseme reimbursene Simple
o organisational responsibility nt contracts nal nt contracts financial
(CENETBIINAS (osponsibilty  C&I : simple with responsibili ™ coqtr:acts with responsibility
financial municipalities ty mun\?::lipalitie municipalitie
responsiblity  and sorting S s and sorting
plants plants
COMPETITION
HH: Yes but Yes, 10 No, 1 PRO
low, 2 PROs . g with A
Is there but one for ’;I_ﬁ_'i L PdR](_)f N NOH}_'PRS N i ’\LO'tZ PROS 560A0¢C Yes, over 30
competition beverage Hand1for ~ HHan representin ut one is [ ABT © competing
. industrial industrial g more  the owner of .
among PROs? pack!ng @il packaging packaging  than50% the second el HReS
C&l: Yes, 7 of the required to
PROs operate
market
HH: yes,
selection by
PRO and yes, 152
Is there Yes, local HH: yes, v reprecessors
competition Selected by  authorities ~ selection by sele?:?i’on Yes, selected by local and 162
among WM PROs every 3  C&l: yes, local by PROS authorities exporter of
operators? to 5 years direct authorities packing
contracts waste
with waste
generators
TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE
HH:
How estimated HH: 5% Estimated Estimated to
Szl many Estimated to ~7% of the c &I'. 10% to be high  Estimated Estimated to be an
llance free be low market (estim.ations) (around below 2% around 2%  important
riders? Cé&l: no 25%) issue
fon estimate
.(;‘.ee Which
riding sanction Financial penalties
s?
A certificate
ensures
reliable data A regulatory
from waste accreditation
Surveillanceon operators.  system exists
collection and Performed by the PROS N6 informa APROS for
treatment through regular audits of recyclers 0 Information orglgr;r?;%on repr:cr:]((ajssors
operations performs  exporters of
audits of packaging
municipalitie waste
s and waste
operators
Regular audits Authorisation Authorised by Authorised NS E f
STUAETIEQIENel N by the Federal and regular  the Ministry ¢ e i by the No acc:r?cy 0
PROs Accounting  audits by the of n orrrPa 0 Ministry for a information proviZ:d by
Office IPC Environment 6 year period the NWPD
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profit -
based or
status fuses

profit?

No specific
requirement

Is there any
multi - No specific
dialogue
sta.keholder procedure
dialogue identified

procedure?

60| Development of Guidance on Extended Producer RespaiitsilfE PR)

Non-profit

Consultation
by the
Interregional
packaging
commission,
through an
ad hoc
platform

Bilateral
consultation
of other
stakeholders

No specific
requiremen
t. Most
PROs are
for profit

No specific dialogue
procedure identified

No specific
) [eaUifemEnt: No specific
Non-profit The only requirement
PRO is non
for-profit
Corsultation
committee,
regrouping
all involved
stakeholders o
+2 No speCIflq dlalggue
procedure identified
mandatory
operational
committees
to be set up
by the PRO
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WEEE
S
HH: Partial e
C organisational
B EEE Ful responsibility Full
Type of PRO responsibility o ponsi Partialorganisational o Partial
ibili I cal: responsibility LY organisational responsibility
responsibility . responsibility  Possibility to P responsibility 9 P
C&l: Mostly .
S delegateit to
individual
3 the enduser
systems
COMPETITION
HH: Yes, 3
PROs in 2 PROs in
Yes, 3 Pros in competition. competition. 4 PROs in
Ao competition.  Yes, between3 Only 1 PRO competition. .
Is there competltl?on collective on lamps Operation-wise, Y::ﬁzeiiﬁc?ns | \;656339
among PROs? Only 1 PRO for schemes though, they cover  Only 1 PRO P
lamps C&l: yes, 4 different for lamps
PROs in geographical areas.
competition
- Yes, selected by Yes,
Is there competition es, selected by however the
amona WM Yes, selected by PROs or Yes, selected  Yes, selected by Yes, selected Yes, selected system of
9 PROs individual by PROs PROs by PROs by PROs intgraction is
OI:)eratOrS’7 Comp"ers
complex
TRANSPARENCY ANBURVEILLANCE
How No
many Not edimated, estimation No
. free but probably ~ No estimation robabl fe;/v No estimation estimation, No estimation
SIUWENIETE riders are very few pon HHyEEE but low
on free- PUECH
ridin Which Prison sentence Possibilities of . A higher tax
g . " . . Severe penalties ar . . . .
sanctions  up to 2 years. fine, but no Financial - . set for non Financial Financial
- ] in place, at least in . . ;
are Fines up to penalties penalties. theo reporting or sanctions penalties
provided? XQddQ: applied Y non-registerd
i Operators must EEIEAS
Surveillanceon P b it PROs must i Facilities charge of
collection and D€ FEEIERUE perform FNOR FEIIY must be N/A the
. environmentally be authorised | dit regular audits thorised il
treatment operations approved regular audits authorise! surveillance
of operators
DPA-System Authorisation The Producer
carries out Collective PROs and the requirements Environmental compliance
audits onthe ~ schemes must clearinghouse include: the Protection schemes
Surveillance on PROs information be approved by  must be er’;rc;g?eﬁzgsénuti ability to fulfii  Agencyis in must seek
provided by the national approved by cIe%rin hous); certain tasks,  charge of approval
PROs and implementation  the public 9 enough surveillance from the
individual agency authorities capital and performs Environment
compliers reserves regular audits ~ Agencies

Existing PROs are All PROs are

status not-for- No specific requirements Non-profit not-for-profit for profit No specific requirement
profit?
Any multi- CoEn Monitoringgroup  No dialogue i | No dialogue
stakeholder No dialogue procedure identified commlFtee, chaired by thepublic ~ procedure Bilatera procedure
: regrouping all authori identified ~ 29"®€MeNtS  Gqentified
dialogue procedure? stakeholders Iy

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

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

B Technical performance in terms of the collection rate for batteries (quantities
collected vs quantities put on the mark&band the recycling rate for the other
streams (quarities recycled vs quantities collectext quantities put on the market),
to assess theverall performance of the scheme in capturing a substantial sbathe
waste arising and reaching targets;

B cost, approximated bythe amount of fees paid by producets, assess how expensive
the EPRscheme isthis 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)

B an indicator of theamount of product or waste covered by EPRrepresented by the
area of thecircle), 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 bected).

Regarding WEEEgconomic information was missing for some case studiesainly for
confidentiality reasons This preventedus from undertaking a thorough costeffectiveness
benchmark.

Note: Informationmaynot be available or comparabBeopesand calculation modes vary from one
country to anotherFurthermore it is impossible to compare the performance of differaste
streams, as technical conditions are extremely differenb@ween oils and WEEE recovery).

*There is a lack of data orcycling ratedor batteries:in the Netherlands and Austria, no recycling rate is available
sincewaste batteries are mainly treatelly different companies in neighbouring countries. The Belgian PRO for
portable batterieswasawaiting the official calculation methodo bedefined at European level (hnuary 2Q4).

bion/p

62| Development of Guidance on Extended Producer RespolitgifEPR) by Deloitte



Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

BATTERIES

Note: Most dat presented here relate to portable batteries, becausesyERIRnsfor portable
batteries are more challenging to organise thandgB&Rms on industrial and automotive batteries.
Due to thehigh market value dhdustrial andautomotive batteries, therecovery is to a large
extent enabled by2B agreements.

Portable batteries

Organisational Partial
Full coverage Full coverage
costs coverage coverage
RS 1,738t 2,406 t 1,589t 17,397 t 3,385t 2,375t

collected

Technical  JEaisiEs _ _ _ _ _ _
performance collected per 0.207 kg/inh  0.219 kg/inh  0.286 kg/inh 0.268 kg/inh 0.204 kg/inh  0.302 kg/inh

inhabitant
(2011)
Return rate 49% 52% 47% 36% 42% 72%
Recycling
rate

Total fees
Q T UA

N/A 65% 68% N/A
Xhinéh YXhAXo YAaR € XXhQood Yhi odoh XWhoVo

Amount of a ®8 &l ¢
single fee ®8 XWQ +annual fee N/A N/A WhYe P8 XWYQ
per battery QX b

Cost

ENENOEINESY  Total fees /
(2011) recycled XhXT Q {hoaV XAX Q@ aY® Q XhYiVvY VYhosi
tonne

Total fees /

et e8Wl ¢ X8in € ®8dY € d8Xe ( d8QW (€ X8YQ (

The collection ratdor portable batteries ranges from 36% (Frantéd 72% (Switzerland). All the

EPR schemes studied thhiavea higher collection ra for portable batteries than th&Utarget

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 nearligglc8p/year
(Denmark, Switzerland).

35Regarding the French case, it is estimated that approximately one third of the remaining batteries waste is kept
unused by individuals and that another third isdlam awaywith unsorted municipal waste
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Figure 14: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes for portable batteries in 2011
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batteries producers is much more expensive in Belgfurand in Svitzerland (1.5
2 EURCtap/year) than in the four other countries, where the fee level is quite homogeneous (less
than 0.5EURCcap.kear).

Out of the sixcountries studied, four have fairly costefficient scheme and homogeneous
performance for portable &tteries. It must be noted thathe collected quantities (in kg/cap./yr)
are significantly higher in Denmark and Frangespite a lower collection ratdhan in Austria
and the Netherlands.

Belgium appears to have the most expensive scheme with a calecate similar to the four
most efficient countries. The PRO argues that thic@&ised by the former fixed federal tax that
did not reflect actual collection and treatment costs. The PRO therefoneeds a lot in
communication, education and in buildina dense network of collection infrastructure, which
leads to areasonablecollection rate (52%)ln 2013, the tax was replaced with an environmental
fee, so the producer fees are expected to decrease.

Switzerland, whose EPR schemeailso expensive, hasa high collection rate (72%) and the
volume of batteries treated isignificantly larger than in Belgium (0.30&/cap./yr vs 0.219
kag/cap./yr).

g 0TI X 1 DPOEI woxi OEA EAAROG A O AAOGOAOU POI AGAAOO ET " Al CEC
reduction of 40%. Further reductions and link with type of batteries are expected in the future.
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Industrial and automotive batteries
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The positive market value of industrial and automotive batteries ensurey tgh collection
rates. All six Member States declare 100% collection rates. These recovery schenfiearced
by revenues from recycled materials, and no financial contribution from producers is needed.

END-OFLIFE VEHICLES

Organisational Self
costs coverage financing

Technical
performance
(2011)

Cost
effectiveness
(2011)
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Vehicles

collected et
Vehicles 0.010
collected per finh
inhabitant

Collection

rate (on the

basis of what 28%
has been put

on the market)
Recycling rate

(on the basis

of what has 84%
been

collected)

Recoveryrate

(on the basis

of what has 97%
been

collected)

41 OA1 A 142,000
year Q
Fee / vehicle

put on the I Q
market

Total fees

paid by

producers / Y Q
recycled
vehicle
Total fees
paid by
producers /
inhabitants

0.02

financing which have

Fees cover
costs for
the items

a negative
value

206,150 32,796

0.006 /inh 0.010 /inh 0.012 /inh 0.006 /inh

38% 23%
83% 88%
95% 90%

I YOhdwQhQX:.i h1 Xn

(
q

0  XXQ wn ¢

X8l © X8¢1

Selffinancing

N/A

N/A

N/A

84%

91%

N/A
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Regarding vehicles collected in 2011, two groups of countries can be distinguished: two schemes
deal with only0.006 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

2,50

Slovakia
0,006 vehicle/caplyr
Netherlands

2’00 g
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N

Austria Finland
Germany  0.010 vehicle/cap/yr 0,010 vehicle/capl/yr
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=
[
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Fees paid by producergQcap/yr)

—/

O
O

-0,50

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Collection rate (collected quantities vs quantities put on the market)

Note: Insufficient information wasbtained fromthe Swedish system to include it in this
benchmarK.

Annual fees paid by producers (manufactugasr importers) vary greatly from one country to
another. They range from no fee (Germanwhere there is no PRO at)atir very low fees (3
EUR/vehicle, Finland, Austria) to 45 EUR/vehicle (Netherlands) and even 66 EUR/vehicle
(Slovakia). This wide gamay bedue to the fact that the Dutch and Slovakian PROs actually
cover part of the collection and treatment costs, wbas the Austrian and Finnish PROs do not.

As a consequencéees paid by producers (or importers) range frorkUR/cap. (Germany) l@ss

than 0.1 EUR/cagAustria and Finlandp more than 1.0 EUR/capita (Netherlands and Slovakia).

From this point of iew, the Austrian Germanand 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 ritase high and homogeneous: they range
between 83% (Finlan®, Netherlands) and 92% (Germany). Recovery rates (not represented

37OnIyIimited 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.

% 0n the basis of what has been collected

92010 data.
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here) arealso homogeneousbetween 90% (Slovakia) and 10694l the stulied countries have
therefore reached theargets set by the ELV directive.

Differences appear when collection rafésare considered. Collection rates afairly low
everywhere and never higher than 45% (Finland). Thidue to ELV exporpractices. The
amount of ELVs that do not gilnrough EPR schemes seems to be Iagrparticularly in Germany
(collection rate of 13%), Slovakia (collection rate of 23%) and Austria (colleaiernof 28%).
Those ELVs aregssiblyillegally dismantled and/or exportetf. These three countries are also the
easterrmost Member States studiedwhich suggestperhaps thatexports are towards Eastern
European countries where the sector is less consolidated and Yesémonitored. The European
#1 11 EOOET 1 6 O Eudohdah éx@nhdhirid cad sakke analysis can be consulted for
further information®,

GRAPHIC PAPER E E

. 100 % of net costs fol Partial coverage of ne Selffinancing 100% of net costs for
Organlsatlonal transportation and costs for collection, (operational costs are collection,
costs coverage tr?aatment transportation and covered by resale  transportation and

treatment revenues) treatment
Graphic
. aper put on 67 kgtap/ 52 kglcap. 83 kglcap. 40 kg/cap/
Technical ?hepmar:ket gcaply glcap.l glcap.l g/icaply
performance ;
2‘::"‘3"“9 87% 43% 84% 94%
Total fees ae¢8x I EI
Fees/ pr?per Currently no fees, the ¢ . 527 =0 PRO levies Currently no fees, the
Cost 2L ﬁn E costs of the system (for cortributing contribution in case ol  costs of the system
frecti LG are covered by the EEE) ARZEEAEO O arecovered by the
effectiveness [FERET] paper  valorisation waste . ___ ... every4dyearsfor valorisationof waste
recycled paper collected. Yv oroli administration paper collected.
Feeslylinh X QFTEIE

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 &i#taind and 94%

“%1n Austriaand in Germany, an eco-premiumwas introduced in 2009which was paid to customers for replacing an
old vehiclewith a newone. This scrappage@remium was intended toprotect the automotive industryduring the
economic crisis. As a resphore cars became ELVIs@ Germany, lecause of the incentive, four times more ElAfsse

in 2011 compared to a normal year, which explains the 106% recovery rate.

41Oompared to the numbe of vehicles put on the market.

“2Cf. ADEME (201@tude de la gestion de la filiere de colletctie valorisation des véhicules hors d'usage dans certains
PAUO AA 16865%

“3http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/transport/vehicles/docs/2010_2nd_hand cardén.p
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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 gmnaphic paper in 2011
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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 Nethereessre

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

® 8 © Y Wi).KeeHfer the financing of the collection scheme are paid by producers in the French
caseonly(1 EURcap/yr in 2011).

In the only scheme generating net costs (France), the coger@ge 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 ERfReme
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Waste oils are regulated e Waste FrameworkDirective (2008/98/E(. According to Article

Qj Qq 1T £ OEA $E OAN Gbddeh dr symthet Qubricatids lordndustiaRoilsOwhich
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 hydr&ibb@iefore, most of

the instituted EPR schemes (except the Belgian one) cover exclusiiaralbased lubricant

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

The quantities of noredible waste oilcollected vary significantly; from 2.7 kg/cap./year in
Portugal to 5.&kg/cap./year in Germany. Regeneration rates range between 69% (Spain) and
91% (Belgium).

Figure 17: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on naadible oilsin 2011
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Note: In order to increase the readability of the graph,-#vascstarts at 50%.

In Germany, no fee is required from producers: the scheme idiralidng (revenues cover the
costs for collection and treatment)n other countries, the total amount of fees collected in 2011
varies from less than 0RUR/cap. to more than 0.7 EIdRp. (Italy).

In Spain, around 68% of the industrial oils processed by the main PRO (SIGAUS) dr® use
produce new base oilsuf essential product in the manufacture of new oils), while the remaining
32% are used as industrial fuel (incinerated with energy recovéryitaly, only 11% of waste
mineral oils are incinerated.

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

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

but are much more expensive for producers. The Portuguese and Spseligmes are abouds
expensiveas 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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The quantities of packaging put on the market and covered by an EPR schemérom around

75 kgl/cap./lyr (France, Belgium) to around 165 kg/cap./yr (Netherlands, UK). Most of the
differences come from the differenscopesof EPR: in France and Germany, EPR covers only
household packaging waste, whereasother countriest also covers commercial and industrial
packaging. Although a clear comparison would only be possible within the sarimgter, it

was, in most cases, not possible to distinguish the performances of houselotthmmercial

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

The recycling rate is lowest in the UK (all packagibitfe) awl highest in Belgium (household
packaging, 85%). All the studied schemes achieve the targets set byP#mkaging and
Packaging Wast®irective

Figure 18: Cost effectiveness of EPR schemes on packagi(@010 or 2011)
25 .
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Note: Inorder to increase the readability of the graph, tagix starts at 50%.

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

This very wideange is primarily due tthe different levels of cost coverage. In th&kUwhere
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 systémmost other schemes, 100% of net costs

for the collection and treatment of separately colled wasteare covered(see below; ér more
details on cosdcovered and levels of costs coveragee89 and Anney.

Nonetheless the range of costs remains significaeiven when taking into account these
differences.
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The recycling rate across countrieare fairlyhomogeneous: between 80% (France) and 88%
(Finland). The recovery rate ranges between 83% (Fraao€) 93% (Denmark). All studied
schemes achieve the targets set by tAEEEDirective

High discrepancies arisavith regards to the collected quantities: they range from 2.0
kg/cap./year (Latvia) to 17.5 kg/cap./year (SwedéfiThe new collection targetses by therecast
Directive represent a challenge for most Member States, including in this relatively well
performing sample.

There is great difficulty in accdsg economicinformation for WEEEand for 5 of the 7 countries

in the sample, no information as provided neither by the EPR schemes nor by the national
authorities in charge of the enforcementvén the levebf the fees paid by the producelis 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 FiRIDs act on a very competitive
market and therefore do not share economic informatioks a resulta complete benchmark
could not be realisedand tie small amount ofinformation identified is related to Ireland and
France, andshows that large gaps exist: the fees paid by producers are 1.4 EUR/cap. in Ireland
and double that in Francé&ees charged for certain categories of products (fridges, monitor, TVS)
could be obtained in some cases, arust high variability is confirmed by this approach (see
Figurell)

2.4 Isthere such thingas a @est performing GEPR model?

EPR in the EA28 is arextremely broad subject related to many different products, with a great
variety of steams market logics and configurationsombined with national and historical
specificities. This comparative study is innovative as no such attempt topeoe various EPR
systems for different countrieanddifferent product streams has beerxecutedpreviously.

With regards tathe assessment /£ %0 2 geiibOr@arcd t@dmain performance indicators
were analysedwith a viewof establishing a quantitative benchmark of th&6 EPR schemes
analysed:

B Recycling or collection rate(quantities of waste recyetl or collected / quantities of
waste arising or products put on the market)

= CostAEEAAOEOAT AOGO A AOA Aftothl BmonEdh feed Collebiélhd 005 A£EAAO
inhabitant and per year)
In addition to these two indicators, other secondary datascompiled, when available, in order
to allow a more precise comparison:
B Additional product/waste flow data
O Quantities of products put on the market
B Collected quantities
0 Recovered quantities

4 Some of these figures include professional WEEE thigusually represents relatively small amounts compared to
household WEEE, therefore the comparison remains valid.

bion/p

74| Development of Guidance on Extended Producer RespolitgifEPR) by Deloitte



Chapter 2: General overview of EPR schemes in the EU

®  Additional cost information
O Operational costs and revenuestien availald)

O  Other costs and revenues foPRGs: communication, administrative,
surveillance producer fees, coverage of operational costhién available

However, several methodological difficultiegere encounteredduring data collection, analysis
and EPR systentomparison.Extracting and processing comparable quantitative data from the
36 case studies was consideraldyandicappedby the lack of transparency and availability of
reliable dataln most caseshe definition of scopeand quantification methoddogiesdiffer from
one Member State to another (for more detadl analysis of transparency and regimg
modalities, seeChapter 3.

Comparing the performance of six different streamsvisry challengingsince for instance, waste
oils are not collected, procesd or measuredin the same way as packaging or eafilife
vehicles. In addition, even when comparing several EPR schemébef@ame stream, various
difficulties arise. The main pitfalls were the following:

B Scope Thedifficultiesin defining the scopeand limits of an EPR systeoan be illustrated by
the packagingstream Whereas household packaging is covered by an EPR schem¢hia all
examinedcountries, this is not the case for industrial and commercial packaging (the DSD
system in Germany and Ed®mballages in France cover only household packaging). In
countries where commercial and industrial (C&l) packaging is covered, it might be through
an independent scheme (e.g. ViaPac in Belgium), which allows a clear distinction between
household and Cé&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&l packaging performances. Moreover, the respective definitions of
household and C&l packaginare not exactly the same in different countries. The same
situation applies tdatteries (portable®/ automotive / industrial)oils (edible / noredible),
etc.

B Data availability and confidentiality: when several PROs are in competition, it is much
more difficult (sometimes even impossible) to obtain data on costs and revemseBROs
are reluctant to share the data.

B Methods for data collection and reportingdiffer from one country to another, and there is
an uncertainty associated with all data providdebr packaging, for example, PROs usually
report recycling rates on the basis of the quantities their members put on the markead.
Fost PlugBelgium)and EceEmballageqFrance)annual reportg whereas official reporting
to the Eiropean Commission takes into account an estimation of the whole market,
includingthe number offree-riders).

Although enormousefforts have been made the course of this projedcdb ensure comparability
of the data collected, not all data discrepancies could be overcoBecause of this, figures
might slightly differ from those reported in other sources (e.g. recycling rates reported to

among MS (e.g. different weight thresholds)
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Eurostat). From the figurespresented in this reporbnly the order of magnitudeshould be
regarded as robust informatian

However, somelear 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 categpegen among a
small sample of EPR schemes. These differences refleiifference 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 mostetfesitive
(seeChapter 4.for the discus®n on EPR key design and implementation features).

Thislaststatement can be explained by two main elements:

B Comparison between different product streams is impossible, as the quantities, types
of waste, and therefore the organisation of collection amekatment, are not
comparable; also within each product stream, the sample is very small (4 to 7 cases)
and no statisticdy significantanalysis can therefore be conducted.

Costs and performance are influenced by many factors, incluthctprs external to

the design and implementation of the ERRheme, for example:

O

Population density (collection costs, which generally represent an
important share of net costsyill increasewith low population densitythese
collection costs generally represent the stdmportant);

Historical development of the waste collection and treatment
infrastructure; in particular, economies of scale can be achieved through the
development of sorting and treatment capacitie$he introduction of EPR
may for example trigger tis development in its first years of
implementation, involving high investments, and therefore high codts,
reach economies of scaland would then need lower contributions from
producers once this implementation period is over;

Value of secondary materls on the national marketthis 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 citizensabout the existence of separate collection schesas
well as their illingness to participate in collection schemekvesting in
communication can be a factor of success for EPR schemes;

Existence of other waste policy instruments (e.g. landfill andor
incineration taxes, payssyou-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 significtadk of transparency (on key
gquantitative elements (e.g. fees pally producers, cost coverage, impact product sales price,
cost structurefree riders percentagestc.).
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Chapter 3. Maintopicsconsidered for guidance

This section is organised around four main topicsnigtat the design and implementation of EPR
schemes@hare of responsibilities and dialogue between stakehdl@est coverage and true cost
principlé @ir competitiod and@ansparency surveillancé

These issues were selected based on their relevidincegard to the efficiency and effectivesg of
EPR schemegheir applicability to all product categoriesd their frequency pertaining to the
feedback received from the stakeholders during the course of the study.

Each of these topics iigtially introducedby providingdefinitions,a presemation of the analytical
framework and a discussion of theelevance for the development of guidelines. Tliea
correspondingtakeholder feedbackdammarisedn the form of perceived advantages or drawbacks of
different available options. Thirdgn empirical assessment based on the 36 case studies is performed
taking into account additional informatiam the situation in the EBB as awhole. This assessment
presents the different situations that are observetiendifferentMember States, and tsiforward
interesting cases or case studies.

Finally, conclusions are drawn basedboth the empirical assessment and stakeholder feedback
These conclusiorentribute to thdormulation ofinitial guiding principlesn the design of efficient and
effective EPR schemes. These guiding prinei@ésenfurther developed i@hapter 4

NB: Fotheissuesn whichvery rich stakeholder feedback was convapedconclusions draw
mainly onstakeholder feedbaclkor some other issuéise feedback was n@s frequenttherefore
the conclusions draw mainly on the assessment of the 36 case studies

Box 4: When is an EPR scheme necessary?

In some cases, financing thecollection, recoveryand recyclingsystem is not necessary as
market dynamicsare sufficient to reach the recycling targets, because the scheme is self
financed {.e.throughrevenues from resellingnaterials).

For example,ni Austria, the management of ELVS is siitiancing and the costs for collection,
dismantling, regycling, and treatment are covered by the revenuesrh the recycling
materials. The main difference between the management of ELVs and the management o
other waste streams is that ELVs have a comparably high value.

Consequentlyan option couldbe to leave material recovery to market forceswhenselling
revenuesrom recovered materials are high enough to cover all operational costs. Howeve
revenues from resellingaterialsfluctuate, as the 20082009 economic crisis has shown.
Hence, how can these flugations be taken into account? No PRO can leidreeriskopenthat
selffinancing streams get suddenly disrupted because selling revenues are no longer hig
enough to cover all costs and recovery consequently plummets.

It must therefore be ensured that ¢hsystem workin all market conditions anthat it is
flexible enough to adapt to any situation.
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Box 5: When is an EPR collective scheme necessary?
A collective compliance schemdand therefore the setup of Producer Responsibility
Organisations) is not systematically required to have a good EPR implementation:

In some cases, an individual responsibility scheme is more releVhase cases are those
where:

- The corresponding products market is highly concentrated
- Producers can irplement a takeback systento their consumers.
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
the vehicles of their brad 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 thq
individual ca producer and the individual facility. The car owner is obliged to bring the ca
such an authorised permitted collection facility or an authorised dismantling facility. At thg
collection or dismantling facility, the owner is given a certificate of desion.

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 respaible for household/municipal waste managemekgixtended Producer
Responsibility systems for products which result mainly in household/municipal weitter

build upon this responsibility to finance it (partially or completely), or replace it altogdihrethe
respective product/waste typeThe situation is different foEPR schemes on products, which
result innon-municipal waste A significant part of noamunicipal waste is typically managed
through B2-B arrangements (historically, thépolluter pay$ principle has applied to the
professional waste producers).

EPR schemes are often describedtming O £E | APRAdehemdmhen the responsibility of
waste management is left to municipalitieend the financial responsibility is left foroducers
Contrastingly, they are describeds beingO1T OC AT EEPR GéhénedHerdthe physical
responsibility of waste management is transferred ttte producers. In reality, there is a great
variety of schemes, and the border between these two models is bluFhe pOT AOAAOOG
responsibiliy within an EPR schemmay be defined as
= O3EI DI A8 EET Al: Rré&dAders e ®® dblig&tiEnAbEtito=fi@drce the
existing waste management channels (e.g. through Packaging Recovery Notes in
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the UK). This study show$at schemes using this model have few other incentives
to improve waste management, apart from the financial incentfgeeFigurel9).

¥ Financial responsibility through contracts with municipalities Producers esablish
contracts with municipalities to collect and manage waste (e.g. packaging in
&OAT ARQqs 4EA DPOT AOGAARAOOS 11 OEOCAOETT O EIDBOTC
type of contract and on the dialogue with municipalities. The financial contribution
of produers can be conditioned to quantitative results reached by municipalities (in
terms of collection or recycling rate), qualigheck orrequirementson the type of
collection and treatment schemes to be implemented

®  Financial responsibility angartial 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 producerghereassome other activities (e.g.
sorting, recovered materials reselling) are under theponsibilityof producers (e.g.
packaging in Belgium)

B Financial responsibility andull organisational responsibility: The producers
subcontract activities to professi@i waste collection and treatment operators (e.qg.
WEEE in France), or even own part of the collection and treatment infrastructure
(e.g. packaging in GermanyeeFigure20).

In many EPR schemeDEA DOIT dspbAshityd thay ®e handed over to producer
responsibility organisations (PROs), which act on behalf of the producers.

Figure19: EPR scheme organisation in case of simple financial responsibility from PROs

SIMPLE FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

PRODUCERS/IMPORTERS

WASTE HOLDERS CONTRAGT WASTE MANAGEMENT €
H OPERATORS
HH:local authorities ] INDUSTRY
Collection ‘ .
C&l: professional waste Waste - — econaary
generators Sorting/ Treatment materials
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