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1.0 The UK WEEE EPR System –
Characteristics and Performance
1.1 Overview of the UK WEEE EPR System
EU Directive 2012/19/EU is an “extended producer responsibility” directive, and the UK
WEEE regulations follow this principle whereby the producers of electrical and electronic
equipment (EEE) have responsibility for the environmental impact of their products
when they become waste.1 The UK Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)
Regulations were first introduced in 2006 and also subsequently replaced to reflect the
recast Directive in 20132. The Regulations are designed to ensure that the UK meets the
EU targets for addressing the environmental impact of WEEE, encouraging its separate
collection, reuse, treatment, recovery and environmentally sound disposal.
WEEE collection and treatment from Designated Collection Facilities is the responsibility
of Producer Compliance Schemes (PCSs), although not all PCSs collect. The UK has a form
of market system, whereby evidence of WEEE reprocessing can be issued by an AATF
(Approved Authorised Treatment Facility) or an AE (Approved Exporter) to a PCS (acting
on behalf of an obligated business). Some PCSs only undertake evidence trading.
WEEE evidence can be issued on:
 household WEEE (also known as business to consumer (B2C)), when it’s
separately collected for a producer compliance scheme (PCS) by a designated
collection facility (DCF), a distributor, or under a system set up to accept WEEE
from final holders
 non-household WEEE (also known as business to business (B2B)), when it’s
collected by a PCS for non-household members, or by the non-household
producer who, with agreement from their PCS, collect WEEE directly from
customers
Household and non-household WEEE collected in these ways is ‘obligated WEEE’. An
AATF or AE can’t issue evidence on ‘non-obligated WEEE’, i.e. WEEE that is not from or
on behalf of a PCS.
The system changed significantly in 2014. Instead of a ‘moving target’ market share
system as before, compliance schemes now receive a fixed target for each category. This
is based on a calculation that is made by applying the scheme members’ market share

1

Clarity (2019) The Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulations 2013 summary, accessed 8 th
July 2019, https://weee.clarity.eu.com/legislation.php
2
GOV UK (2018) Guidance - Regulations: waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), accessed 8 th
July 2019, https://www.gov.uk/guidance/regulations-waste-electrical-and-electronic-equipment
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for the EEE categories to the UK household WEEE collection target amount. The targets
are published at the end of March.
Unhindered evidence trading between schemes (via the Settlement Centre) ceased as a
result of the Compliance Fee being introduced as an effective cap on prices, however
commercial negotiations between PCSs, that either have too much evidence or too little,
still take place, with the Compliance Fee for those that cannot obtain sufficient evidence.

1.2 UK WEEE Performance
1.2.1 Collection and Recycling Targets
The WEEE Directive 2012/19/EU sets EU Member States a WEEE collection target of 45%
of WEEE arisings (based on the average weight of EEE placed on the market in the three
preceding years3) from 2016 to 2018, and this rose to 65% (or 85% of WEEE arising on
the territory of that Member State) in 2019.4 It is worth noting that the 65% collection
target concerns all WEEE, and many overseas schemes are driving greater collection of
B2B WEEE through the official PCS routes to help meet their overall target.
The recast Directive changes the classifications of WEEE from 10 categories to only six
(although the UK still uses the 14 for compliance purposes), and there are revised targets
for these categories in terms of recovery and recycling (of the separately collected
WEEE) from January 2019 onwards (Table 1-1).5,6 There is also an opening of the scope
of WEEE products from the previous categorisation. This includes the incorporation of
electrical/electronic items that are currently exempt from WEEE rules to include all
products that need an electrical current to function.

Table 1-1: Recovery and Recycling Targets for WEEE from 2019
Recycling/
Category Description
Recovery Preparing
Reuse
1

Temperature exchange equipment

3

85%

for

80%

Calculated on the basis of: - the total weight of WEEE collected; and - the average weight of EEE put on
the market in the three preceding years.
4
From 2019 onwards, the European Commission has given Member States two methods for reporting
WEEE collection rates. Member States will be able to choose which one of these two equivalent ways to
measure the target they wish to report. More information can be found here:
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351758/Target-Rates-WEEE/b92a549c-7230-47ba8525-b4eec7c78979 accessed 9th October 2018.
5
Eurostat (2015) Summary document of the Waste electrical and electronic equipment rates and targets,
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351758/Target-Rates-WEEE/b92a549c-7230-47ba8525-b4eec7c78979
6
GOV UK - The Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulations 2013, accessed 8th July 2019,
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2013/3113/schedule/11/made
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Recycling/
Recovery Preparing
Reuse

Category Description

2

Screens,
monitors
and
equipment
containing screens having a surface greater 80%
than 100 cm2

70%

3

Lamps

80%

4

Large equipment (any external dimension
85%
more than 50 cm)

80%

5

Small equipment (no external dimension
75%
more than 50 cm)

55%

6

Small IT and telecommunication equipment
75%
(no external dimension more than 50 cm)

55%

Na

for

1.2.2 UK WEEE Collection Rates and Leakage
Until recently the UK WEEE system has performed well, increasing WEEE collections
dramatically since 2008 and becoming a leading nation in terms of WEEE per inhabitant,
although also a leader in EEE consumption which results in a diminished position in terms
of the % of the placed on market (POM) that is collected.
Figure 1-1: Eurostat Data – Collected WEEE per Inhabitant
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Recent statistics for separately collected household WEEE show that the UK collected a
total of 493,323 tonnes in 20187, which falls short by over 79kt of the UK 2018 target for
household WEEE of 573,065 tonnes set by Defra.8 This is a continued trend from recent
years, and in 2017 the UK collected 522,901 tonnes of household WEEE, some 99kt below
the 622,033 tonnes household WEEE target for the year.9 The collected tonnages dropped
in 2018 compared to 2017, one explanation being less EEE by weight being placed on the
market (light-weighting and market saturation in some product categories) and consumer
hoarding of some items (notably small ICT equipment).
The WRAP/Valpak UK EEE Flow Report10 used data from ‘The Study on Collection rates of
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE)’ by the European Commission,
October 2014, to estimate that the total UK WEEE generated in 2015 was 1,528kt.11 This
number includes all WEEE arising including that discarded in the residual waste stream
(not separately collected). The study noted that reported WEEE, as received for
treatment or reuse by an authorised facility (a UK Approved Authorised Treatment
Facilities (AATF) or Approved Exported (AE)), accounted for only 44% of total WEEE
thought to be generated in 2015. A lot of reuse and recycling activity occurs outside of
the producer responsibility WEEE system and this ‘unreported’ tonnage was estimated
to be 475kt (31%) of WEEE generated, although with 139kt of that quite speculative.12
The update in 2018 concluded that:
 WEEE generated in 2017 was 1,545k tonnes; 42% of this tonnage being treated
and reported within the regulatory system; 24% lost to the residual waste stream
and 34% likely to be treated or reused in some way but not reported to the
Environment Agencies.
It is worth noting that if the 42% were applied to the reported 2018 WEEE collections of
~502 kt (for household and non-household WEEE), this would imply that the total UK
WEEE arisings would be c. 1,195kt, which would be a fall of ~23% in 3 years which seems
unlikely. POM values (as reported) have been falling in the UK but only slightly as noted
in the table below. This is not the case in all EU countries, for example Netherlands
where they are still increasing.
7

GOV UK (2017) Statistical data set- Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) in the UK, accessed
8th July 2019, https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/waste-electrical-and-electronicequipment-weee-in-the-uk
8
Environment Agency (2019) WEEE collected in the UK by PCS’s Data, accessed 8th July 2019
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/7860
12/WEEE_collected_in_the_UK.ods
9
Resource (2018) WEEE Collections fall short of 2017 Targets, accessed 8th July 2019,
https://resource.co/article/weee-collections-fall-short-2017-targets-12450
10
UK EEE Flow 2018, Valpak, 2018 (update of WRAP 2016 WEEE flows report)
11
WRAP (2016) WEEE material flows model and report
12
DG Environment, Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd, ekokonsultacijos, and ENT Environment and
Management (2017) Study on waste statistics: A comprehensive review of gaps and weaknesses and key
priority areas for improvement in the EU waste statistics, October 2017
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Table 1-2: WEEE Placed on the Market in the UK (tonnes)
Household
Non-Household

Total

2018

1,274,268

271,385

1,545,653 (-4%)

2017

1,329,481

285,122

1,614,603

The updated Valpak/WRAP EEE Flow study (as updated in 2018) noted that: “In order to
achieve a 65% of EEE sales target the UK will need to collect 1,079kt of WEEE in 2019.
However only including projected reported tonnage together with estimates of additional
tonnage in which we have a high degree of confidence, namely LDA in light iron and B2B
IT unreported treatment, will see the UK achieve a collection tonnage of 1,003kt collected
(represented by the vertical line in Figure 1-2). If there is a sufficient level of confidence
in 44% of the other unreported tonnage (76kt) to allow it to be used as substantiated
estimates, then the UK will meet its 2019 target.” This data is reflected in the figure
below.
Figure 1-2: WEEE Quantities as Treated and Remaining for Separate
Collection (2017 Data13)

In reality, Defra set an overall household WEEE collection target of 871,492 tonnes for
2019. This includes estimates of large domestic appliances (cookers, washing machines
etc.) collected with scrap metal and recycled outside the WEEE system (substantiated
13

source WRAP WEEE Flows Report March 2018, combined with EA AATF data for 2017
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estimates) and data from recyclers on other WEEE recycled on a commercial basis
outside the producer financed system (non-obligated WEEE). Removing the balance of
substantiated estimates and non-obligated WEEE from the total household target
resulted in a household WEEE collection target for the PCSs set at 550,577 tonnes for
2019, which means that the UK actually has to collect 58,000 tonnes more than was
collected in 2018 (493,323 tonnes of household WEEE).
Whilst PCSs can bridge any household target gaps using the Compliance Fee, that will not
help the UK meet its obligations. The 2019 targets are set out in Table 1-3 below,
showing a need to target more small household appliances and small mixed WEEE in
particular. A significant amount of this is hoarded or ends up in residual waste (see
Section 2.0)
Table 1-3: 2019 Defra Targets

The following actions are underway in 2019, using funds from the WEEE compliance fee,
to assist in achieving the increased target:



Support a major national communication and behavioural change campaign
encouraging householders to recycle WEEE – particularly small items that are too
easily thrown in the bin and how to do so in a way that protects personal data.
Two studies commissioned as a consequence of the UK EEE Flow 2016 report,
namely ‘Study on illegal WEEE thefts from DCFs’ and ‘Study on unreported treatment
of Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE)’ may increase the confidence of
a proportion of the unreported recycling which can help the UK achieve the 2019
target. The latter includes a study to better understand how businesses dispose of
WEEE with estimated volumes of that which is properly treated but which is

14

currently unreported, and a study to estimate the volume of equipment placed on
the UK market but subsequently exported before it becomes waste.

1.2.3 Household and Non-household WEEE
The WEEE Directive (Article 13) essentially defaults to an obligated producer take-back of
WEEE, but allows alternative B2B financing arrangements, which essentially involves
contractual opt-outs by the producers, and a stream of ‘unobligated WEEE’. As noted
above, there is no target for B2B WEEE but it can be collected to meet producer
obligations under the B2C collection targets where ‘dual use’, i.e. the overlap between
B2C and B2B products such as IT (e.g. laptops which can be either). The decision about
classification as WEEE as B2B or B2C is made at the point of collection and has to be
justified.14 It is worth remembering that the 65% collection target is for all WEEE, and
hence B2B WEEE other than dual use can be counted to the target where separately
collected.

1.3 Structure of WEEE Collection, Processing and Reporting
The UK has no central clearing house or similar body as in some other Member States
and WEEE is managed through a variety of quite complex mechanisms and bodies, some
of which has been developed to counter failings in the market-based trading system for
WEEE evidence:






Producer Compliance Schemes (PCSs) are membership bodies that ensure
retailers and producers of EEE are complying with the law for waste management
of EEE. They manage the collection of WEEE from DCFs and its movement to
AATFs. PCSs also take on the financial obligations of EEE producers. Compliance
Fees are applied to PCSs that fail to meet their household WEEE collection targets
in a given year. This funding goes into the WEEE fund (see below).
WEEE is collected through Designated Collection Facilities (DCFs), which are
generally Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRCs, sometimes called Civic
Amenity sites), retailer facilities (although see DTS below)15, as well as from some
local authority household doorstep collection schemes (e.g. on kerbside
collection rounds for small WEEE16 and bulky waste collections for large
appliances17). These doorstep collections of WEEE are also routed via DCFs. DCFs
and PCSs have responsibility to maximise the separate collection of WEEE.
The Distributor Takeback Scheme (DTS) operates to enable retailers to opt-out
of take-back obligations by joining the DTS which provides funding to support the

14

GOV UK (2015) Guidance- Business to consumer (B2C) and business to business (B2B) EEE and WEEE:
how to correctly identify, accessed 8th July 2019 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/business-to-consumer-b2cand-business-to-business-b2b-eee-and-weee-how-to-correctly-identify
15
WRAP (2017) Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Collection Guide
16
Bristol City Council (2019) Small electrical items recycling, accessed 8th July 2019
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/bins-recycling/small-electrical-items-recycling
17
Bristol City Council (2019) Bulky household item collection, accessed 8 th July 2019
https://www.bristol.gov.uk/bins-recycling/bulky-household-item-collection
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collection of WEEE at local authority HWRC sites where they do not wish to takeback in store.
Treatment: Obligated WEEE is transferred from the DCFs (under contract) to the
PCS (or their contractor including AATFs) which transports WEEE to the AATFs
which process WEEE and provide evidence of that. ATFs are not allowed to issue
evidence but do treat WEEE within their scrap metal (light iron) which counts
towards the UK EU Member State target.
The WEEE Settlement Centre is an online tool for PCSs to gather evidence of
WEEE collection against targets (issued via AATFs or AEs). Approved WEEE PCSs,
AATFs and AEs must also report the weight of WEEE they receive during a
compliance year by category. PCSs and treatment operators must assess and
report if the material is household (B2C) or non-household (B2B).
Environment Agency (EA) data tracking. PCSs report quarterly and the EA
collates data on the POM figures, collected WEEE, obligated WEEE to AATFs, and
non-obligated WEEE to AATFs. This data is published reports on a quarterly and
annual (collated) basis, so as to track progress against the UK targets.
The Producer Balancing Scheme (PBS). The PBS is a solution to meet the
statutory requests from local authorities for the clearance of WEEE from their
HWRCs, where it has not been possible to enter a contract with a specific PCS.
Importantly, it means that local authorities typically in commercially unattractive,
remote locations, are guaranteed to have their WEEE collected, with the costs
split between members of the PBS by market share. Since 2016 a voluntary
initiative was in place but this has not involved all PCSs and hence a new
mandatory national PBS has been put in place in August 2019.

PCSs have to meet the annual household WEEE collection targets to fulfil their producer
members’ financial obligations, which if they fall below they can choose to pay the WEEE
Compliance Fee, introduced in the 2013 WEEE Regulations. The compliance fee is a
mechanism for compliance schemes and obligated businesses to use if they have
insufficient recycling evidence to meet their collection targets. The compliance fee is
seen as important because of the level of pressure it puts on schemes to comply with the
Regulations and organise and obtain sufficient evidence of WEEE recycling of various
categories, although it does not directly drive physical collection. The fee was put in
place to deter PCSs from collecting too much WEEE and trading the evidence at a higher
price, which had led to concerns that the system had raised costs for businesses. The fee
is set, annually at the discretion of the Secretary of State, at a level to encourage
recycling and to effectively set a cap on trading prices. For 2017, the final fee also
included a flat £3.50 per tonne fee to reflect the variable costs involved in collecting and
processing WEEE, with a more refined approach being taken since in regards to the
particular category costs.
As noted earlier, PCSs missed their target by 16% in 2017, or around 99,000 tonnes,
which resulted in the Compliance Fee being significantly larger (£8m) than in previous
years. Where the Compliance Fee is cheaper than actual collection, the former will be
the preferred option, although the Compliance Fee is timed (relatively late in the

16

calendar year) to leave a degree of doubt and hence to try to avoid reliance on this
mechanism. Until August 2019, schemes that wanted to use the Compliance Fee
approach but were not a member of the Producer Balancing System (PBS), needed to
pay more than those that were; however membership of the PBS is now
compulsory. Where a PCS is left with surplus tonnage at the end of the year, it now has
no evidence value and the PCS is left with the costs it has incurred.
According to the Joint Trade Associations (Contracts) Ltd., which has overseen the
administration of the WEEE Fund for 2017, the accumulated Compliance Fee and DTS
money will be spent over the next three years on projects that will support higher levels
of reuse and recycling of WEEE. The £8 million fund for 2017, plus £3.3m for 2018, is
considerably larger than in previous years, reflecting a failure of PCSs to collect sufficient
WEEE. For example, in 2015 (when the UK target was far lower than since 2016) the fund
was only £45,000 and was used to fund technical research projects only. The fund is
expected to be spent on a range of activities which are to be confirmed; updates on
funding allocations can be found on the WEEE Fund website18.
Figure 1-3: EPR for WEEE in the UK

EEE produced by manufacturers
and sold by retailers (distributors)
to consumers

EEE used by consumers then
becomes Household ( B2C) or
business (B2B) WEEE

WEEE delivered by consumers to a
DCF (generally an HWRC or a retail
DCF) or can be collected from the
consumer by a waste contractor
and taken to a DCF

Producer Compliance Schemes
(PCSs) then arrange collection of
WEEE from DCFs (mostly HWRCs)
using waste contractors

PCSs/contractors deliver WEEE to
Approved Authorised Treatment
Facilities (AATF) for processing, or
it is exported via an Authorised
Exporter (AE)

PCSs get evidence notes from
AATFs / AEs (issued via the
Settlement Centre) that prove
they have properly dealt with the
obligated amount of WEEE

The Settlement Centre is a secure
website that facilitates the
evidence transfers between
authorised organisations

PCSs that fail to meet collection
obligations for the year pay a
Compliance Fee which goes into
the WEEE Fund to support
research and wider aims of
increasing collection

1.3.1 The Producer Compliance Schemes
The UK has 28 approved Producer Compliance Schemes (PCS). Their members are
manufacturers, importers and brand owners that place EEE on the UK market 19.
Electronics producers that place more than 5 tonnes of EEE on the market must join a
PCS, which represent companies to ensure full compliance of their members with the UK
WEEE Regulations. The PCS takes on their obligations to finance the collection,
treatment, recovery and environmentally sound disposal of household WEEE collected in

18

WEEE Fund website: https://www.weeefund.uk/about
GOV UK (2017) Guidance - Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) public registers, accessed
8th July 2019 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/waste-electrical-and-electronic-equipmentweee-public-registers
19
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the UK. Each PCS charges a service fee, including the costs of administration, collection
and evidence of treatment20.
Schemes with household obligations must achieve a weight-based collection target, set
by Defra which contributes to the EU Member State target. The PCS target is based on
their market share of the POM (placed on market) of the producers that they represent,
across the EEE categories. PCSs missing their weight-based household WEEE collection
targets, have the option to pay the Compliance Fee instead, to compensate for the
shortfall.
The majority of the PCSs in the UK collect the whole range of waste categories for WEEE
compliance under six streams. The majority of PCSs are for-profit organisations that deal
with all kinds of waste, but there are a few examples of not-for-profit PCSs that are both
large generalists and specialists for compliance for lights21,22, or for B2B23,24.
EEE producers that place less than the de-minimis on the UK market in a compliance
year can register directly with their environmental regulator (EA, SEPA, NRW, NIEA) as a
small producer and do not need to be a member of a PCS. Small Producers that choose
this option have a lower cost route to compliance.

1.3.2 The Distributor Take-back Scheme (DTS)
Distributors can choose from two options to fulfil their obligation to collect WEEE so that
household consumers can returned WEEE free of charge for recycling. Distributors can
either provide an in-store take-back on a one-for-one basis (1:1) when the consumer
purchases equivalent EEE that fulfils the same function or join the Distributor Take-back
Scheme (DTS). Distributors with an EEE sales area of 400m² or more must offer free instore take-back, without any equivalent purchase (1:0 as it is sometimes described), of
small WEEE (with dimensions of less than 25cm) or join the Distributor Take-back
Scheme (DTS). If more than 25% of stores meet the 400m² criteria the DTS member will
be required to pay an additional 25% of applicable DTS membership fees.25
Participating retailers pay a fee to join the DTS, and the money is made available to Local
Authorities who can bid for funding for household waste recycling centres and Civic
Amenity Sites. Membership fees are used for WEEE projects which aim to increase the

20

GOV UK (2017) Guidance - Electrical and electronic equipment (EEE): producer responsibilities, accessed
8th July 2019 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/electrical-and-electronic-equipment-eee-producerresponsibility
21
Lumicom Compliance Scheme, accessed 8th July 2019 https://lumicom.co.uk/
22
Recolight, accessed 8th July 2019 https://www.recolight.co.uk/
23
B2B Compliance, accessed 8th July 2019 https://b2bcompliance.org.uk
24
B2BWEEE-SCHEME, accessed 8th July 2019 https://b2bweee-scheme.com/

25

Valpak, Frequently Asked Questions, accessed 8th July 2019, https://dts.valpak.co.uk/DTS/FAQs
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rate of WEEE collection, reuse and recycling in the UK.26 Retailers that opt not to
participate will have to set up their own returns scheme for WEEE collection of
unwanted items directly from customers (in store). The DTS has been operating since
2007 and after initially high collection from retailers to set up the WEEE collection
facilities and is now in its fourth round of operation).

1.3.3 Retailer Take-back Schemes
Some retailers do offer in-store take-back of WEEE. Dixons Carphone, for example, do
not take part in the DTS take various approaches to this as follows:





They go beyond the mandatory requirements for non-DTS retailers in that store takeback is free 1:0 irrespective of WEEE type/size or store size, although they do not
widely publicise the in-store WEEE take-back;
They continue to charge for large WEEE collected on the delivery of new appliances
(which is perfectly legal), although they do now offer and promote a free take-back
service for small WEEE collection when delivering a large appliance; and
They trade WEEE evidence from the reprocessing of the WEEE that they take-back,
and are establishing their own AATF to deal with their own WEEE.

While Dixons don’t track the small WEEE quantities from home deliveries specifically at
present, they are aware that small WEEE collections overall (on delivery and in-store) are
up 213% in 2019 compared to the same period in 2018 and they continue to improve the
marketing and customer awareness around this27.
AO (the large online retailer) also offer paid-for appliance collection (£20 per item) which
they treat at their own recycling centre and offer free collection of WEEE when tradingin like for like against a new appliance purchase.
The private and third sector also operate schemes to encourage greater reuse of
electrical goods. Argos, one of the UK’s largest EEE retailers, operates a ‘Gadget Trade-in’
take-back scheme, which began in 2015 across nearly 800 stores. Their model for takeback allows customers to trade in their old smartphone or tablet in exchange for an
Argos gift card.28 The charity Oxfam have also developed a take-back campaign in the
UK to boost their revenue by increasing donations of small electrical items by postal and
high street donation. They have collaborated with a service provider called Fonebank
who facilitate the collection of WEEE (primarily smartphones) and offer Oxfam a
proportion of the profit when the items are resold.29 British Heart Foundation also take
26

Valpak, Welcome to the UK's WEEE Distributor Take-back Scheme (DTS) – Phase 4, accessed 8th July
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27
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REBus (2016) Argos Gadget Trade-In, accessed 8th July 2019http://www.rebus.eu.com/wpcontent/uploads/2016/12/REBus-Case-Study-Argos.pdf
29
REBus (2017) Driving better value from electrical donations, accessed 8th July 2019
http://www.rebus.eu.com/wp-content/uploads/2017/07/Oxfam-Case-Study.pdf

19

used EEE donations in most stores, the main intention being reuse. Electricians are
employed by BHF to safety test and make minor repairs to devices.

1.3.4 Evidence Trading and the Settlement Centre
Under the WEEE regulations, all WEEE, either household or business, that has been separately
collected and dealt with on behalf of a PCS has to be reported to the Settlement Centre. The
WEEE Settlement Centre is an online tool managed by the Environment Agencies (EA, SEPA,
NIEA, NRW) which is designed to coordinate evidence of WEEE treatment in the UK30, issued by
AATFs or an approved exporter (AE). WEEE treatment must be recorded through the settlement
centre every quarter, and the total amount of evidence in each category of waste is used to
determine whether PCS have met their collection targets for the year. Some PCSs can end up
with surplus WEEE evidence notes, and some can end up with a deficit.

Prior to 2014, the Settlement Centre allowed free trading between PCSs, but in an
environment where 100% of all WEEE evidence had to be owned by PCS in exactly the
right proportion according to their relative market shares, this led to ‘must-buy’
evidence being traded at inflated prices that were unregulated and uncapped. Work for
Hewlett Packard in 2011/1231 concluded that:






Whilst excessive ‘ransom’ pricing is seen as the primary cost issue, of much
greater significance for producers was the wider disconnect between the
market for ‘evidence’ compared to the actual cost of collection, treatment
and recycling of household WEEE.
Producers are paying a price for evidence that has remained relatively
consistent over the last three years despite increased collection and
treatment efficiencies and rising commodity values.
Producers generally have very little understanding of market conditions and
no visibility on market prices, either for commodity values or the costs for
creating evidence.

The situation is now reportedly far better due to constraints on trading and the
Compliance Fee offering an effective cap on prices, however the Compliance Fee offers
an easy option for PCSs that are not proactive in striving to collect and treat more WEEE
in a market where the WEEE itself is relatively scarce in relation to the set household
WEEE collection targets.

30
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2.0

Key Issues with the Current System

Recognising the problems associated with the current WEEE producer responsibility
regime in the UK, and the reasons for their arising, is a vital step so that solutions can be
developed. The major problems identified are detailed here.

2.1 WEEE Flows and Data Quality
2.1.1 Overview
WEEE data is either weight-based or estimated using protocols which are occasionally
updated. There are, however, gaps and potential inaccuracies. Firstly, there are issues
surrounding the placed on the market (POM) data. Declared POM data are estimated
based on unit weights per item which are often inaccurate (e.g. as technology moves on)
whilst free-riding, in particular related to online sales, leaves a gap in terms of
undeclared EEE POM. The OECD study32 on the subject assessed this to be around 5% to
10% across all categories, although it is thought to be far higher in some categories such
as LED lamps and e-cigarettes.
As noted earlier (Section 1.2.2), unreported WEEE (activity occurring outside of the
producer responsibility WEEE system) is almost certainly greater than 50%. The WRAP
WEEE Flows study update in 2018 estimated that WEEE generated in 2017 would be
1,545k tonnes of which 42% was treated and reported within the regulatory system
(649kt), ~24% lost to the residual waste stream and ~34% likely to be treated or reused in
some way but not reported to the environment agencies. The reality in 2018 (i.e. reported
EA data) was 502kt collected and treated at AATFs (B2C and B2B), versus a POM figure in
2018 of 1,545kt, i.e. just 32%.
Much of the unreported activity is legal activity where WEEE falls outside of the formal
obligations for companies and their PCSs and is therefore unobligated and unreported:




Household WEEE that is disposed of as scrap metal at an HWRC or collected by
informal recyclers looking for a financial return;
WEEE out of scope under the WEEE Directive (only 2.8% of the POM in 2017)33.
The WEEE recast Directive has introduced open scope which should reduce this
figure to close to zero; and
B2B WEEE that is non-obligated and not treated at an AATF.

Some non-obligated WEEE (B2B and B2C) pass through scrap metal ATFs as light iron or
via ‘Preparing for Reuse’ organisations, including third sector organisations where the
site carrying out the activity is not an AATF.34 Large Domestic Appliances (LDAs) are
32

Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) and the impact of online sales, OECD, June 2018
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34
Eunomia, ENT Environment and Management and Ekokonsultacijos report for DG Environment (2017)
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improvement in the EU waste statistics
33
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thought to make up around 11% of the light iron stream.35 In addition, large quantities
are quite legally disposed of in residual waste by households (around 24%)33, and
potentially some businesses, and hence disposed to landfill or energy from waste. There
is also a significant element of ICT equipment reuse through asset management
companies.
In addition, WEEE theft has been thought to be a significant issue (~6% of the WEEE36,
for example to recover scrap metal value from LDAs), although LARAC believe that this is
overstated in terms of thefts from HWRC DCFs, the issue being more one of data error
than actual theft37. It is known, however, that white goods, and in particular
refrigerators, are targeted by informal scrap metal recyclers, potentially collecting from
households and small retailers.
Scavenging (often by informal collectors) of refrigerators and freezers is widespread in
the EU in general and the UK is unlikely to be any different. Only 48% is reported as
collected in the EU, and although that is not to say that 52% is illegally dealt with, the
WEEE Forum has estimated that this results in unnecessary emission of approximately
8,000,000 tonnes of CO2 per year in the EU38. The problem here is that the price of
copper drives people to cut off the compressor and cooling matrix, releasing the gases in
an uncontrolled fashion.
Potential issues with treatment data include:






Potential double counting – whereby an AATF reports the quantities of WEEE it
receives, then sends this equipment to another facility which can then also log
the tonnage (although this is strictly not allowed under the WEEE Regulations);
Potential improper use of WEEE protocols used to estimate the quantities of
WEEE within mixed WEEE loads arriving on site. It has been reported that some
operators are thought to ignore the requirement to classify some mixed WEEE as
non-WEEE although this has not been substantiated.39
Potential AATF inaccuracies in estimating mass balances and hence actual levels
of recycling; and
‘substantiated estimates’ applied to ATF treated WEEE and local authority WEEE
dealt with without PCS involvement (e.g. for reuse organisations).

Finally, work carried out by Eunomia on municipal level reporting of WEEE flows in
Wales40 suggested that WEEE was one of the more challenging waste streams to track
35

B2B Compliance (2014) Assessing the amount of WEEE recycled in metal scrap, accessed 8th July 2019
https://b2bcompliance.org.uk/news/assessing-the-amount-of-weee-recycled-in-metal-scrap/
36
WRAP WEEE Flows Study
37
Personal communication from Lee Marshall at LARAC
38
WEEE Forum presentation – Bridging the Distance to Target, May 2019
39
ENDS Report (2008) Government advisors slate quality of WEEE data, accessed 8th July 2019,
https://www.endsreport.com/article/1569992
40
Eunomia (2016) Recycling Destinations Data Review, Final Report for Welsh Government

22

from the point of collection to its ‘actual end destination’. A number of the
municipalities that were interviewed as part of the project reported that it was very hard
to track WEEE beyond the first treatment facility. It was reported that extensive mixing
of WEEE with other waste streams, such as scrap metal and plastics, made it particularly
challenging to track the onward flow of municipal materials and thereby account for
subsequent material losses.41
Illegal export, allegedly for reuse to avoid the Transfrontier Shipment of Waste (TFS)
regulations, is also thought to be significant. Recent research showed that of 39 devices
fitted with trackers, five unrepairable LCDs were found to have been exported from the
UK illegally to non-OECD countries. 42 It is interesting to note that for many years there
has been no complete WEEE sent overseas for reprocessing via AEs which seems
surprising43, although a lot of WEEE derived plastics are exported.

2.1.2 B2B WEEE
In 2018 ~21% of the EEE (271kt of 1,546kt) placed on the market was non-household
(B2B) and yet only 3% (8kt) of this was obligated and taken to an AATF. Non-obligated
B2B WEEE is treated at AATFs under duty-of-care arrangements whereby businesses are
meant to ensure that treatment equivalent to that for obligated WEEE is used to deal
with their WEEE. However non-obligated WEEE treated at an AATF (including B2C and
B2B) amounted to only 61.4kt, indicating that there is a large gap between the amount
of B2B EEE being placed on the market and the B2B WEEE treated through official
routes.
From the point of view of the Household WEEE Collection Targets, only the dual-use
items (such as laptops and displays) are of interest (although the 65% collection target
applies to all WEEE placed on the market), although there is a lack of data on what
happens to much of this equipment. The asset management sector plays a very
significant role in the B2B side, often leasing ICT equipment or buying used equipment to
sell on for reuse. Similarly asset management companies and so-called ‘jobbers’ buy
returned stock from retailers.
The Anthesis study on B2B WEEE Flows from 201344 estimated that:


Overall 31% (31 kt) of B2B IT was recycled as WEEE:
 Approximately 4% (4 kt) of B2B IT was recycled at UK AATFs as obligated WEEE;
and
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 Approximately 27% (27 kt) of B2B IT was recycled as non-obligated WEEE at UK
AATFs.
24 kt of this was equipment collected, but then rejected, by reuse organisations.
3 kt of this material was directed to AATFs by businesses or local authorities directly.
Overall 56% (56 kt) of B2B IT EEE at end of use was reused.
39% (39.2 kt) was reused domestically and 17% (16.8 kt) was exported for reuse.
Approximately 13% of all B2B IT EEE was sent to landfill. It is possible that a
proportion of this tonnage was illegally exported for landfill outside of the UK.

The study noted that the collection of B2B IT for recycling or reuse exceeded the 2019
collection target of 65% of WEEE put on the market by 4% to 5%, although the problem
is that the majority of reuse and recycling is unobligated and unreported. Anthesis note,
in regard to their current data study under the WEEE Fund45, that commercial cooling is
one example of WEEE that is often believed to go under the radar in this sense, and
while being treated appropriately, is not reported as WEEE46.

2.1.3 Summary
The picture is certainly complex in terms of WEEE flows and further UK work is ongoing
under a WEEE Fund research project. These issues, plus uncertainty over the time it
takes a new item to become WEEE, results in difficulties in understanding the likely
WEEE arising in any one year, and hence problems with PCS target setting. The recent
Lancaster University work on ‘waste over time’ should help to minimise the problem47.

2.2 Structural, Market and Governance Issues
2.2.1 Background
The UK WEEE system has no central co-ordinating body but rather a market based
system, with the aim being that PCSs arranging their own collection contracts with local
authorities and treatment contracts so as to meet their household collection targets.
Competition in the right place with the right motivation can improve quality, quantity
and help minimise cost, however if done inappropriately it can have an adverse impact.
In the UK, with 28 PCSs and evidence trading one might expect a lot of positive
competition effects but this hasn’t always been the case, with no initial cap on evidence
note trading (quantity or prices) and profiteering by some PCSs prior to the 2013
Regulations. In reality quite a small proportion of the 28 schemes undertake any local
authority collection (thought to be around 8 or 9 schemes), and while some are B2B only
(hence with no need to collect from local authorities), some are considered only
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‘evidence brokers’ which take no part in the physical system and do not add value in the
sense of making the system more effective48.
The lack of collection, and perceived profiteering, resulted in the need for household
WEEE collection targets and the Compliance Fee for the missing of targets (the two key
pillars of the 2013 regulatory changes), while avoidance of collections from the least
economically attractive DCFs has resulted in the need the mandatory PBS. The former
changes have reportedly reduced profiteering and costs for the PCSs, while the PBS has
ensured that all local authorities have a collection, the changes do not guarantee that
the collection targets will be met. Since 2017 there has been an accumulation in WEEE
Fund monies in the place of actual collection, and hence a concern that the 2019 targets
will be missed.

2.2.2 Consistency and Stability in Funding of Municipal Collections
The DTS does not cover the whole overhead related to WEEE collection at an HWRC, let
alone other WEEE collection initiatives that would be desirable (for example collection
events, kerbside). There is also the question of the potential lost revenue from certain
WEEE, especially LDAs, although local authorities can retain LDA themselves and keep
the revenue while some PCSs have revenue sharing arrangements. The overall package is
offered by a PCS to a LA during tendering on a contract by contract (LA to PCS) basis.
While this can be considered as helpful in terms of regularly ‘testing the market’ and
creating innovation from PCSs to win contracts, there is a lack of certainty in the medium
to long term as contracts are often 2 years or in some cases only one year.
Cost reduction is key from the producer and hence the PCS perspective (given that they
have to tender to win producer contracts) and there is a concern from some PCSs (e.g.
Repic and Veolia) that, with short-term contracts in particular, there is little incentive to
invest in the more ambitious collection approaches. Veolia49 note that the Compliance
Fee is set at a level below the actual costs of ‘doing the job properly’ and hence PCS are
not willing to pay as much to collect as they had under the old system where profit from
evidence trading allowed them to do more. This is also a concern in terms of the
consistency for householders, who may see their WEEE collection options and
communications change every two years.

2.2.3 Efficiency and Governance
In terms of the large number of schemes, producers are paying 28 sets of overheads and
staff costs without any clear benefit of that competition. The low rate of producer
switching between schemes implies a failing market, and one that is unregulated in the
same way that the energy market is for example (i.e. via Ofgem). The lack of a central
body means that functions such as communication campaigns are carried out in an adhoc fashion with local authorities where this forms part of the contractual arrangement,

48
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although in this particular regard we are soon to have a national WEEE Communications
Campaign via the WEEE Fund.
In addition, by having individual schemes being able to contract with any DCF,
irrespective of its location, it is very unlikely that the collections are optimised from an
overall UK perspective (i.e. one PCS could have collections to arrange in Dorset and
Dundee, with another having collections in adjacent counties), and that economies of
scale are properly exploited. Having a large number of PCSs also makes regulation and
enforcement more difficult for the UK agencies, adding overall cost to producers through
PCS fees paid to the agencies.
There is concern that the low cost of entry for PCSs (zero until Jan 2019, and now
£12,500 in England), combined with a lack of obligation to undertake physical collection,
has allowed there to be too many schemes that do not add real value. It is notable that
the annual charge for battery compliance schemes is £90k50 and there are only six
schemes. It has been noted that many of the producer tenders do not require the PCS to
actually collect WEEE but rather only to discharge their legal responsibilities. Another
important consideration is the risk that competition results in PCSs that are not
sufficiently large, or that lack the necessary financial security, to make capital
investments to improve performance. There is certainly a view from many of the actors
in the system51 that having multiple PCSs, without operational plans and high related
mandatory requirements in place (e.g. in terms of supporting WEEE collections and
comms in LAs or in terms of B2B WEEE collections for example), combined with the
relatively low-cost Compliance Fee backstop, can lead to a ‘race to the bottom’ with the
bare minimum being done by each PCS to minimise costs.
The most important area for competition in cost reduction terms is not in the number of
PCSs but rather in the competition between those offering collection and treatment,
which typically accounts for around 90% to 95% of the overall EPR costs52. An oftquoted example regarding the benefits of multiple PCSs is the Austrian one whereby
costs dropped dramatically when competition was introduced. The picture is more
complicated, however in that there was initially one PCS but only one independent
fridge recycler and the Austrian authorities banned the export of fridges which led to a
processing monopoly and very high charges. This was resolved, not by introducing more
PCSs per se but by the Austrian PCS establishing a Joint Venture with a treatment
company to create competition for the existing fridge plant, resulting in prices falling to
far lower levels.
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2.2.4 Vertical Integration and Competition Issues
There are potential competition law issues when one considers vertical integration in the
UK market, where EPR schemes for WEEE are run by waste companies (e.g. Biffa, Veolia
and Recycling Lives) with their own collection infrastructure (e.g. running HWRCs and
waste haulage) and ownership of AATFs/material reprocessors. The argument here is
that there could be scenarios that are anti-competitive. If a waste management PCS
were to own a large display reprocessing plant for example, it could restrict access by
competitor PCSs (i.e. not allowing competitors to use its facilities), or inflate costs for
them (in the knowledge of limited UK capacity), and thereby attract more of the relevant
producers to its PCS. The PCS also has inside information as to the actual costs of
reprocessing via its AATF and can better understand the costs and margins related to
evidence trading. It is also worth noting that all WEEE received by an AATF or AE that is
from or on behalf of a PCS is obligated WEEE that can have evidence issued, and hence
being a waste contractor and a PCS means that all WEEE that is handled is automatically
obligated. It is suggested by some in the sector that these factors allow potential
‘gaming’, giving this type of vertically-integrated PCS an advantage.
In France the fact that there are relatively few schemes entails a specific need to avoid
PCSs 'crushing' the market of service providers downstream53. Since 1994, the French
Competition Authority has investigated several cases in this respect, which helped to
introduce best practices:



PCSs are now required to organise tenders in a way that is very similar to the
procedure of public tender.
A PCS cannot set rules on the allocation of recovered materials that would harm
competition and innovation in the downstream product market or close
downstream recycling markets to new competitors. They need to perform
regular tenders with a sufficiently small allocation of the market to that end.

While there is no clear evidence that the waste contractors that run PCSs in the UK and
own AATFs, are undertaking anti-competitive practices, this is something that has been
noted by respondents to this study as being of concern and should therefore be kept
under review.

2.3 Separate Collection of WEEE
The UK WEEE EPR system is an end of pipe system that is essentially there to organise
WEEE collection from bring sites (mostly HWRCs) and distribute costs to producers. A
fundamental problem is that the primary collection routes are through local authorities
and yet the local authorities are in no way incentivised (other than through free
collection from a DCF) to collect more WEEE to assist the UK in meetings its targets. In
other EU countries municipalities are paid per tonne and hence incentivised to collect
more.
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UK collection routes are also currently limited in number and accessibility compared to
other EU countries. While the UK has at least one HWRC in most sizeable town, most of
which are DCFs, these are mostly out of town and only accessible by car. Against the
other countries studied in the recent Eunomia DTS study54, the UK has the lowest density
of municipal collection points per inhabitant (Figure 2-1), very similar to that in Ireland, a
quarter of the number per km2 compared with Belgium (
Figure 2-2), and half the number compared to France per km2. Significantly, following the
introduction of the Irish WEEE Regulations, civic amenity site infrastructure across
Ireland was deemed to be insufficient to deliver the requisite capacity and convenience
for collection, hence the Irish EPA and WEEE Ireland, since 2015, have been collaborating
with retailers to provide additional collection and take-back provisions.

54
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Figure 2-1: Municipal Collection Sites per 100,000 Inhabitants

Figure 2-2: Municipal Collection Points per 1,000 km²
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The DTS allows an easy opt-out for most EEE retailers at low cost and free take-back
amongst larger retailers is limited to Currys PC World (other than trade in offers) and not
well advertised (although there have been recent efforts by Dixons to advertise takeback on delivery, including any additional small WEEE 1:0). There is also some cherry
picking, as indicated by the Argos Gadget Trade-In scheme (supported by WRAP under
its circular economy activities), although Argos do contribute to the DTS. It is thought
that small EEE retailers (e.g. the family-run domestic appliance sales and repair
businesses) also offer free take-back on LDAs quite often since they have to compete on
service rather than price and appreciate that these items can provide a net revenue as
scrap metal.
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Article 5 of the WEEE Directive states that derogations may only be applied in regard to
retailer take-back “provided that they ensure that returning the WEEE is not thereby
made more difficult for the final holder and that it remains free of charge for the final
holder” and where alternative existing collection schemes are likely to be at least as
effective. Such assessments shall be available to the public.”
It is not unreasonable to suggest that taking WEEE to an out of town HWRC is often less
convenient for consumers than taking WEEE to an in-town retailer, and impossible for
those without cars. Consequently they may be more likely to dispose of WEEE (and small
WEEE in particular) in their residual bin as a result. It should be noted however that
some of the funds raised through the WEEE Fund have been used to increase the variety
of take-back options, including setting up bring banks, hosting community bring events,
and running door step collections in local areas.
Furthermore, the UK Regulations do not mandate separate collection of WEEE unless
hazardous and there is nothing to prevent WEEE being disposed of in residual general
waste. A washing machine, fridge or TV cannot fit in a domestic rubbish bin easily and
the end user must therefore make a decision on how to dispose of the WEEE. Retailer
take-back and HWRC segregation for large WEEE has generally been a success, but small
WEEE is easy to dispose of through the residual waste collection system. This, in
combination with the low perceived value of much small WEEE, and a lack of take-back
options, has led to a large proportion of small WEEE being disposed of in residual waste
(WRAP estimated that this is approximately 266kt per year, 256kt of which is B2C; 1.7%
of 15 million tonnes of household residual waste).55 Anthesis confirmed that their
current data study for the WEEE Fund is suggesting WEEE levels in residual waste of ~2%
(300kt).56
Behaviour change is required to get waste electronics into the correct recycling routes.
Households being obligated is by no means a silver bullet; in Germany for example,
households are obligated by law to return all waste batteries to either a store or another
collection point for waste batteries. Despite this, the recycling rate for waste batteries in
Germany was just 45% in 2016.57
While this is true of all waste, for example in terms of there being no mandate to
separate packaging, WEEE is significantly different by its nature. The Environment
Agency has determined that small mixed WEEE (SMW) is hazardous in general while
other individual items considered to be hazardous include fluorescent tubes, laptops,
CRT and LCD based television screens and monitors and other items containing mercury
and lead, mercury and NiCd batteries that could find their way into residual waste.
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This will ultimately go into landfill (where it could affect emissions to air of volatiles or
leachate), or to incineration. There is some evidence that WEEE is being burnt in UK
waste to energy plants because of copper motor content within the residual incinerator
bottom ash (IBA) waste58. This is of concern from a pollution perspective, given the
hazardous substances in most WEEE, as well as in terms of the loss of valuable resources,
although incinerators should have appropriate pollution control equipment and
monitoring.

2.4 De-minimis Arrangements
The UK has a 5 tonne threshold for small producers which allows compliance (either via a
PCS or direct with one of the environment agencies) at a lower cost and with less
bureaucracy. One issue here is that the different product groups are treated equally and
yet 5 tonnes of LED lamps (a huge number of lamps) is very different to 5 tonnes of
LDAs, and this is reflected in terms of the normal PCS charges applied.
In addition there is concern in some quarters that companies can register as small
producers with the environment agencies and only have to submit data annually, while
the agencies have limited resources to audit the data and check for the legitimacy of
their claim or to check for growth creep in subsequent years.

2.5 B2B WEEE Capture
While the default for B2B WEEE is producer take-back via a PCS, Article 13 of the WEEE
Directive (Reg 12 in the UK 2013 WEEE Regulations) allows for alternative financial
arrangements to be made and this is common through the use of contractual ‘get-out’
clauses for suppliers of B2B WEEE, whereby they can insert a clause into the contract
made with their purchasers that states that they are not responsible for end of life
disposal. There is a lack of awareness from purchasers that by law the suppliers are (by
default) responsible for WEEE and hence they do not tend to push back on this
contractual ‘get-out’ clause, although some will be aware of it. Evidence can only be
issued on obligated B2B WEEE, i.e. that which is collected by a PCS for non-household
members, or by the B2B producer who, with agreement from their PCS, collect WEEE
direct from customers. The very small amount of obligated B2B WEEE treated at AATFs,
as a proportion of that sold, is an indication of the removal of obligation in the vast
majority of cases.
Much of the B2B WEEE that is processed in the UK, often via a waste company or asset
management company, is processed to a high standard at an AATF, but is not collected
on behalf of a producer via a PCS and hence is non-obligated WEEE. Non-obligated WEEE
treated at AATFs is recorded, but in 2018 this was only 61kt (B2C and B2B; as against
~8kt obligated B2B), there is a large gap between the amount of B2B EEE being placed on
the market (271kt) and the B2B WEEE treated through official routes, this being thought
to go for reuse in the UK and overseas.
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Greater capture of the WEEE through a PCS would be helpful to reduce reliance on
estimates and ensure that WEEE is not dealt with inappropriately and/or unrecorded.
Anthesis note that in their recent work on unreported data there are concerns about
illegal export and unrecorded reuse and recycling or commercial cooling and industrial
WEEE59. In France we understand that the law removes the ability for B2B EEE suppliers
to delegate this responsibility to the purchaser60, whilst in Belgium Recupel actively
encourages B2B end users to use their collection points free of charge61. WEEE
Netherland also aims to capture as much B2B WEEE as possible to meet the overall 65%
collection target.
Whilst the UK has produced some guidance on this, there still appears to be low
awareness of the responsibilities in this sector and limited data is available on B2B WEEE.
62,63 Where the proper process is followed, the B2B obligation can be very cumbersome
since it is often very difficult to confirm which PCS is liable, with many PCSs obligated in a
mixed load of B2B WEEE, whilst the producer/brand name may have changed/may not
be visible.

2.6 Free-riding, in Particular Relating to Online Sales
The provision of EEE into the UK market by online sellers is increasing free-riding as has
been highlighted in the recent OECD report64 which estimated that online free-riding
accounts for 5% to 10% of all EEE sales. 65 An informal study by WEEE Scheme Forum
members included a simple web-based search of a major UK online retailer for a range of
product types to assess if the top hundred or so products were registered for WEEE by
checking the producer name against the publicly available WEEE producer register. 66 The
results are shown in Table 2-1.
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Table 2-1: WEEE Forum Study of Potentially Unregistered Products
Product category

Tablets

Number

%

Power tools
(electric
screwdriver)

Number

%

Fitness watches

Number

%

Display

Number

%

LED Lamps

Number

%

Small EEE (hair
products)

Number

Total number
of products
surveyed

70

70

50

25

120

113

Available
“next day”

70

45

50

0

65

89*

No. producers

24

28

47

15

Products
potentially
unregistered

28

40%

38

54%

44 88%

3 12%

No. producers
potentially
unregistered

20

83%

24

86%

41 87%

3 20%

%

*overseas sellers only
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Number

%

120

53

91 76%

LHA (washing
machine and
dryers)

28

57

50%

9

8%

36

69%

7

25%

The level of free-riding was most marked in smaller products such as tablet PCs,
electronic screwdrivers, fitness watches, hair care appliances and LED light bulbs:
amongst such products, the proportion of products for sale that seem to be from
unregistered producers varied from 40% to 88%. In larger products (display screen
equipment and washing machines), the rate of non-compliance appeared to be far lower
at between 8% and 12%, but still significant.
It is also worth noting that there are links between free-riding and other illegal activity
around imports, notably counterfeiting, fake product standards (CE marking) and tax
evasion (import duty and VAT). While several of the online sellers are taking action
themselves to prevent challenges like counterfeiting, EPR avoidance and evasion is
receiving less attention.
The three main issues associated with free-riding are:




Not fulfilling obligations by undertaking physical take-back;
Not paying a share of the cost of WEEE management to the required standards;
and
Underestimating the number of products placed on the market, leading to a
potential over-estimation of national WEEE recycling rates.67

The increase in market share of multi-seller platforms such as Amazon and eBay is
helping to fuel this, as the online platforms currently have no obligations under EPR
(other than for their own-brand products) as they contractually place themselves as
neither sellers nor importers, only fulfilment bodies, and yet host thousands of
unregistered sellers, predominantly from overseas.
While distance sellers are required to be registered directly through their own legal
entity in the member state in question, or via an Authorised Representative (AR), this
has little effect on those that either knowingly avoid obligations (knowing that
prosecution is unlikely) or unwittingly. The WEEE Regulations only require producers
established in another member state to appoint an AR in the UK, or join a PCS in the UK
before they being to place EEE onto the UK market. In Ireland for example the rules are
far more explicit and demanding in regard to the obligations of distance sellers than in
the WEEE Regulations, for example in showing EPR registration details on web sites. 68
The UK is fully compliant with the Directive, however, and working with an e-commerce
platform to trial an approach that requires the seller to show its EPR registration details.
The UK has a further example of good practice in that the WEEE Regulations (Part 3
Producer Obligations)69 explicitly state that:
67
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“A producer who is established in the United Kingdom and who places EEE onto
the market in any Member State other than the United Kingdom by means of
distance communication will comply with their obligations under the Directive in
that Member State.”
This means that if the regulators from another Member State point out that UK online
sellers are not meeting their obligations elsewhere, there is a legal means to prosecute
them in the UK. Defra are also considering changes to the packaging EPR regime
whereby if the market operator is not a producer per se (a manufacturer, importer or
brand owner), but does facilitate the EU import / market entry, for example through
offering an online marketplace or fulfilment centre, they could pick up some form of
obligation.
It is worth noting that ‘Visible Fees’, used in France and other European countries but
not the UK, are helpful in that they highlight to the consumer the likely legitimacy of the
online seller. The absence of a visible fee, which the consumer is used to seeing, should
flag to the consumer that something is not as it should be, although of course the
diligence of the consumer in noticing this and acting on a suspicion isn’t guaranteed.
The information obligations for producers and distributors are an important issue also. A
consumer can only use the services offered for the takeback of waste products, if
informed about the existing possibilities to discard the waste free of charge. While
internet sales offer a wide range of possibilities for the distribution of information, this is
also lacking in many e-commerce sites. A study of the Catalan Waste Agency70
concerning WEEE concludes that, contrary to the national legislation, the takeback
possibilities are mentioned in only 41% of the websites analysed for LDAs and for other
(smaller) products, only around 5% of the webpages noted take-back options. 79% of the
analysed webpages didn’t mention that takeback is free of charge (by law in Catalonia)
and 83% of the webpages didn’t inform the consumer about the potential for WEEE to
be taken back on delivery of a new product at all.

2.7

Lack of Circular Economy Drivers

The UK is similar to most other Member States in that it has no eco-modulation or any
other incentives to drive circular economy (CE) aspects such as durability, reparability
and reuse, and only weak drivers of design for recyclability (in that the WEEE is treated
collectively, within a broad category, rather than under Individual Producer
Responsibility; IPR). Modulated fees (as used in France for EEE) can act as an incentive
for producers to design products that contribute to waste prevention and facilitate
recycling. Therefore, the lack of modulated fees in the UK WEEE EPR scheme results in
this significant incentive being missed. The modulated fee system in France offers the
only working example in regards to WEEE and this uses relatively simple criteria for fee
modulation (presented via a visible fee) that vary by EEE category.
Agencia de Residus de Catalunya - Diagnosi sobre la venda a distancia d’aparells elèctrics i electronics a
Catalunya
70
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2.7.1 Durability
A lack of minimum ‘eco-design’ standards at the EU and UK level (other than relating to
energy), and consumer information to guide choice relating to product quality and
reparability, has seen a shortening of product life, and a high cost of repair relative to
purchasing a new product. This can perversely encourage the purchasing of new
products, even when the product is repairable.
A recent survey work by WHICH? 71 has showed that some brands are far more reliable
than others in the ICT sector. Owners of laptops from the worst-rated manufacturer
reported that more than one in three of their devices experienced a problem within just
five years of ownership and 16% of devices developed a fault within a year.
A study commissioned by the German Federal Environment Agency, to obtain reliable
data on the lifespans and duration of use of selected electrical and electronic appliances,
analysed data for the period 2004-2014 and found that, in Germany, the average firstuse duration of white goods such as washing machines, dryers and refrigerators was 13
years in 2014, a decrease of around one year compared with 200472, but that an
increasing numbers of appliances fail within the first five years of their service life – for
example, the number of large household appliances being replaced within the first five
years of their service life due to a defect increased from 3.5 % in 2004 to 8.3 % in 2013.
According to the recently updated (2017) EU (JRC) Preparatory Study for Washing
Machines and Washer-Dryers73, the average expected product lifetime of washing
machines and washer-dryers (i.e. first useful service life of a machine replaced due to a
defect) of 12.5 years has decreased compared to the typical former value of
approximately 15 years . However, the report notes that washing machines and washerdryers are still relatively long-lasting products compared to other electric and electronic
equipment (EEE). In terms of other LDAs, a 2012 UK study concerning refrigerators, 50%
of purchases were replacing a product less than 8 years old74 and in the 2007
Preparatory Study75 for refrigerators, the UK had the lowest average replacement age
(5.1 years) and Sweden/Finland the highest at 6.8 years. In France they have introduced
a ban on ‘planned obsolescence’ where it is illegal to intentionally shorten the lifespan of
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a product with the aim of making customers replace it, whilst they are also legally
required to inform customers up-front about the lifespan of their products.76
In the German study noted above, Prakash et al. (2016) have shown, via consumer
research in Germany, that over 10 % of replaced large household appliances were still
functional, and were replaced solely due to consumers' wishes to own a better device.
WRAP work has also shown that washing machines on average do not meet consumers’
expectation of ~7 years and the average age of discarded appliances was below this (far
lower than the 12.5 years indicated by the EU Preparatory Study mentioned earlier). We
know that some brands test for long life (e.g. Miele test for a 15 or even 20-year lifespan
on its LDAs) and some brand offer 10-year warranties on certain components, generally
motors.
In WRAP survey work in the UK77 around half of all respondents said that they would be
willing to pay extra for products that last longer, but this choice is not obvious;
consumers only have cost, brand reputation and the length of the guarantee period as
proxies for durability. Consumer surveys show that there is a strong interest among
consumers to receive independent lifetime information78.

2.7.2 Reuse and Preparing for Reuse
2.7.2.1 Overview
Preparing for reuse and reuse in general of WEEE that becomes waste is at a very low
level, although Furniture Reuse Members are often AATFs (preparing for reuse and
recycling) and dealing with WEEE from various sources, the largest supply being EEE
customer returns from Dixons Carphone (FRN members take around 8% of returns79)
and John Lewis, although they have to pay for this material (e.g. £8 per appliance).
The amount of direct reuse that happens informally (e.g. between friends and relatives)
and through resale (e.g. on eBay) and donation (e.g. via Freecycle) is not clear with very
limited data. Particular examples considered by WRAP in its Benefits of Reuse study80 are
televisions and washing machines. Approximately 100,000 washing machines (6,700
tonnes) are reused in some form in the UK every year but this only represents 3% of all
washing machines reaching the end of their life each year. The remaining 97% are sent
to recycling or landfill. Current levels of reuse of washing machines avoid 2,600 tonnes
CO2e per year. According to 2018 Environment Agency data on WEEE, the reuse rate for
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obligated household WEEE is 2.5%, and for obligated non-household WEEE is less than
1%.81
Approximately 1.3 million televisions (16,000 tonnes) are reused in some form in the UK
every year but this only represents 13% of all televisions reaching the end of their life
each year by weight82. The remaining 87% are sent to recycling or landfill71. At this
present rate of re-use the UK households are saving £500 million and the CO2e
equivalent of taking 50,000 cars off the road each year – the potential being far greater
within the 87% of items that are recycled or landfilled83.
Other work by WRAP in the UK84 showed that 19% of new refrigerators, 19% of laptops,
38% of televisions and 48% of mobile phones are replacing items that are red38dog
functional. If the functional products being replaced were all re-used, it would save over
2,700 tonnes of embodied CO2e impacts each year in the UK alone. WRAP studies have
shown that around 23% of items taken to recycling collection sites (HWRCs) could be
resold immediately or viably repaired then resold.
Local authority collection arrangements are not optimised for reuse, although the UK
WEEE Regulations state that (Article 48) that “any person who collects or transports
WEEE …. will ensure that all such WEEE is collected and transported in a way that
optimises reuse and recycling of that equipment or of components of that equipment”.
Bulky waste is often collected in an RCV and gets easily damaged while a small
proportion of HWRCs have a WEEE reuse facility (such as a reuse shop) and collection for
reuse on the high street is limited to some British Heart Foundation and Sue Ryder
shops. Collection via bins can also reduce reusability because of damage and loss of
accessories.85
Consumer hoarding can also prevent WEEE reuse. Consumers can hold onto EEE items
that they perceive as having value, with the thought that they will sell them for a profit
or pass along to family or friends. Consumers can often also have worries over the
security of data stored on their WEEE devices and so do not want to, or are unsure of
how to dispose of them.86 However, such items are often high technology products
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which had the latest features when originally purchased but can very quickly become
obsolete. 87 By stockpiling WEEE in this way, the product can lose its value for re-use.
Remanufacture is effectively a form of preparing for reuse, and in the EU is already
worth €30bn in turnover and employs 190,000 people (key countries being Germany,
UK, France and Italy) and yet the ratio of remanufacturing to new manufacturing is only
1.9%. Some studies suggest that the industry could grow to €90 billion, with as many as
500,000 employees, by 203088.
From the mineral resource perspective, WEEE is a potential “urban mine” that could
provide a great amount of secondary resources for remanufacture, refurbishment and
recycling.
There is also no separate ‘preparing for reuse’ target and so there is minimal incentive
for WEEE to be reused as part of the WEEE system. WEEE preparing for reuse targets are
used in some countries including Spain and Belgium (Wallonia). There is a more general
lack of drivers of circular economy business models such as lease models, which
effectively mean an organised sequential reuse approach.
2.7.2.2 Retailer returns
While the issues associated with the formal EU WEEE producer responsibility systems
are well known, what is perhaps less well known is the ‘hidden’ flow and lost value in the
retail sector related to high rates of returns. For EEE, and in particular televisions (TVs),
the return rates can be 10 %of sales within the typical one-year warranty period and
much of this occurs within the 30 day cool-off period89. This means that around 155,000
tonnes of EEE comes back through UK retailers, worth around £2.4 billion90. To make
matters worse, return rates on electrical items are also growing due largely to:


The complexity of products (e.g. Internet TVs with a wireless soundbar
connection)



The increase in online purchases, where the ability to properly examine a
product is very limited compared to an in-store experience with advice from a
shop assistant.

In practice, over 60 % of EEE returns have no fault found, in part because people haven’t
bought what they wanted in the first instance. In one project, of 156 returned TVs to an
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asset recovery company, 66 % had no fault found, 17 % were damaged (either before
return or in the reverse logistics process), and only 17 % had technical faults91.
Where the return is unavoidable, and repair locally is not economic, the reverse logistics
process comes into play. The business decision on whether to refurbish the product is
based upon the product’s residual value and the cost of refurbishment and further
handling: low-value products are often not considered worth repairing as their value
may turn negative when repairs, transport and sales overheads are considered. Products
that are designed to be disassembled easily, or with modular components, may mitigate
this somewhat, effectively bringing down the minimum value of the product deemed
worth repairing.
Returns are often passed on to third sector operators (e.g. FRN members as noted
above), or to ‘jobbers’ (independent operators that sell product into secondary UK and
overseas markets) or sold via online platforms.

2.7.3 Recyclability
While the focus of the WEEE Regulations in the UK has been on recycling (as per the
Directive), there is a lack of drivers for easy disassembly, to assist recycling in general,
and in particular of targets around critical raw materials (CRM) recovery. WEEE harbours
CRMs such as gold, copper and rare earth metals. CRMs are financially and
environmentally very costly to extract and process, but with the low capture of WEEE,
and the difficulty of extracting these CRMs due to product design that does not facilitate
this, it means that for some CRMs, their recycling rate is as low as 1%.92 If products were
designed to facilitate the recovery of these CRMs it would bring a significant
environmental benefit.

2.8 Reprocessing Standards and Exemptions
BATRRT (Best Available Treatment Recovery and Recycling Techniques) standards are
mandated through statutory guidance for ATFs as well as AATFs. While both are
authorised and regulated, the requirements in regard to WEEE treatment are not
identical and the levels of enforcement variable. ATFs are permitted to process WEEE
but not required to monitor in the same way, and undertake mass balance approaches
for example. Whilst large domestic appliances made predominantly of metal, including
washing machines, dishwashers and de-gassed fridges and freezers, are well-suited to
this route, there is no real control on what goes through as mixed WEEE, or the ability to
properly track and record all WEEE effectively. Protocols are applied to the light iron
fraction to provide substantiated estimates.
We have not investigated the differences between BATRRT and EN 50625, developed by
CENELEC, although we understand that ICER (the Industry Council for Electronics
Recycling) are commissioning work to do just that. The Netherlands, France and Ireland
91
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have already put legislation in place that legally requires WEEE treatment facilities to
comply with the EN 50625 standards. The WEEE Forum developed the pre-cursor and
very similar WEEELABEX standards which is also specified in some countries as an
alternative option to EN5065. The WEEE Forum strongly advocates for EN 50625 being
mandatory across the EU to ensure a level playing field and minimise the risk of export
to Member States with lower standards. It is not known how much is imported into the
UK for example.
If all Member States require treatment to EN 50625 standard, or if it was mandatory EUwide, this would significantly increase the quality level in the recycling of WEEE and
would have a positive impact on the EU’s ambitious goals of a circular economy.
Research by Hoffmann Bedrijfsrecherche in the Netherlands in 2016 used GPS to track
89 washing machines and 11 cooling appliances. The devices were sold to scrap metal
dealers all over the Netherlands. After 3 to 6 months just 3 devices ended up at
WEEELABEX certified operators. The rest was shipped to Turkey, Portugal or processed
at non-WEEELABEX shredders in the Netherlands.
Clearly we do not know that this is happening in the UK, however as the UK hasn’t
adopted Weelabex or EN5065 and, despite BATRRT, there is concern expressed by some
AATF operators and PCSs93 that WEEE reprocessing, particularly at ATFs, doesn’t always
comply with the requirements, and that treatment facilities are likely to only perform
reprocessing techniques to the minimum standard required. Even at AATFs it may be
that some of the Annex VII requirements of the WEEE Directive are not strictly adhered
to. We know for example that fires have taken place in AATFs due to Lithium Ion
batteries being crushed or cut, preventing battery recovery. The WRAP Guidance94,
which builds on but does not replace BATRRT, acknowledges this in that it states that:
“For shredding, facilities may not remove these parts and substances. However,
dependent on size and technology used, remove some in advance to avoid risks and
damage to equipment, recording those items removed.”
The focus in the UK is far more on material recovery than whole product and component
reuse and CRM recovery, which represents a significant waste of resources. Manual
disassembly is a far more preferable treatment route for these reasons, however there is
currently no requirement for treatment facilities to do this, the main activity in this area
being for screens to remove hazardous components. Organisations such as Recycling
Lives, that have invested heavily in TV and other flat screen disassembly, are also able to
benefit from selling reusable items and recovered components on secondary markets.
Manual disassembly is a requirement in some countries, most notably Switzerland, to
increase the recovery of reusable components and in terms of CRM recovery.
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In addition, there are concerns (e.g. from ICER members95) over the differences between
Scotland and England in regard to the latter allowing ‘used EEE’ collections (e.g. at HWRC
sites), which are not counted as WEEE, while the former treats all WEEE as waste and
hence tracks it as such. It was noted by the Furniture Reuse Network (FRN96) that
concerns about ‘used EEE’ in England being exempt from WEEE Regulation and hence
leakage are unfounded and akin to complaining about car dealers selling second-hand
cars without a waste licence.
T11 exemptions were also discussed with FRN and others. Some in the sector see this as
allowing further ‘leakage’ whereby WEEE is not properly tracked, either in terms of
preparing for reuse or recycling. These allow any organisation (not just third sector ones)
to repair, refurbish or dismantle various types of WEEE so that the whole WEEE item or
any parts can be reused for their original purpose or recovered. This is only allowed in
relatively small quantities (up to 1,000 tonnes over any 12 month period97) and are
aimed at allowing third sector operations in particular to avoid the cost and paperwork
of becoming an AATF. Those with an exemption should still treat the WEEE using the
best available treatment, recovery and recycling techniques (BATRRT) when treating the
waste.
This does not seem to be a major issue for most FRN members which are AATFs in any
case, although it was noted by FRN, as well as ICER members and Anthesis98, that there
are many additional organisations with T11 exemptions and that these are not properly
enforced by the environment agencies in the UK as they have too little resource to do so.
There are concerns that some of these organisations, as well as not reporting all WEEE
that they handle, may treat WEEE inappropriately and may break the conditions of the
exemption, e.g. de-gas fridges, dispose of WEEE to landfill or incineration, mix hazardous
waste with other hazardous or non-hazardous waste and accept or treat fluorescent
light bulbs or tubes. None of this has been substantiated and is outside the scope of the
current study but perhaps worthy of further attention by Defra and the environment
agencies.

3.0

Ipsos Mori Consumer Attitudes Survey

The findings in this section will be published alongside the launch of the national
communications campaign led by Material Change on 17th March 2020.
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4.0

Good practice for WEEE EPR

4.1 Methodology
The study required a review of the 2018 revisions to the EU Waste Framework Directive
(Directive 2008/98/EC), the interactions with the WEEE Directive and the potential
implications for WEEE EPR schemes. The review of the current EEE/ WEEE situation (in
Section 2.0) then informed the review of the policy implications for the UK’s EPR
arrangements specifically.
Secondly, existing WEEE EPR arrangements in the 27 other EU Member States were
reviewed to find examples of good practice. Following an initial review, 7 countries were
selected for a more detailed analysis, on the basis of their relevance to the core
problems with the UK system discussed in Section 2.0 and the new requirements under
the Waste Framework Directive. Section 4.3 accordingly provides an overview of each of
the selected EPR systems and considers the potential lessons for the priority areas in the
UK. This is based on a literature review, primary research and interviews with PCSs,
Member State authorities and co-ordinating bodies where possible. Some potential
interviewees indicated that they would not be available until later in the project
timetable.

4.2 Policy Requirements for EPR from Article 8a of the
Waste Framework Directive
When Directive 2008/98/EC (the “Waste Framework Directive”) was revised in 201899,
Article 8a was added to introduce the general minimum requirements for Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR) schemes.
For most EPR schemes, a key change resulting from Article 8a is the requirement for
producers to cover the net costs of separate collections, transport and treatment.
Products covered by the WEEE Directive, however, are explicitly exempt from this clause
so there is no change to the current minimum cost coverage.
Relevant to WEEE EPR is the stipulation that costs should not exceed those that are
“necessary to provide waste management services in a cost-efficient way”. Fees are to
be set transparently and, where possible, modulated – taking into account the product’s
durability, reparability, re-usability and recyclability, as well as the presence of
hazardous substances.
Additionally, Article 8a includes a requirement for Member States to ensure “equal
treatment of producers… regardless of their origin or size” and to avoid a
“disproportionate regulatory burden”.
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There should also be adequate self-control mechanisms, supported by regular
independent audits where relevant, and publicly available information on performance
against targets, PCS ownership, scheme membership and producers’ financial
contributions. Member States are additionally required to ensure there is adequate
monitoring and enforcement, including provision for distance sales. It should be noted
too that Article 8a includes provision for regular dialogue between the relevant
stakeholders.
The potential implications of these provisions, particularly in the context of the core
problems for the current UK system, identified in Section 2.0, are discussed in more
detail below.

4.2.1 Modulated Fees
Particularly significant for EEE producers is the promotion of modulated EPR fees, based
on (according to the factors mentioned in Article 8a) durability, reparability, re-usability,
recyclability and the presence of hazardous substances. While some EPR schemes in
other European countries have already adopted modulated fees (notably France), this is
not the case in the UK so Article 8a could significantly incentivise a more circular
economy approach by helping to drive eco-design over and above minimum (EcoDesign
Directive) requirements. The extent and nature of the impact will depend on which
criteria are chosen and, of those that are selected, which are prioritised by the fee
structure.
Modulated fees may increase the importance of preventing free-riding, as it could
exacerbate existing inequities if some producers are required to pay more to cover the
additional costs associated with their products, while other producers with similar costs
are paying nothing.

4.2.2 Equal Treatment
Specifying the need for equal treatment is another potential change, depending on how
it is interpreted. At the moment, producers that place less than 5 tonnes of EEE on the
UK market are exempt from joining a PCS and are only required to register with their
environmental regulator as a small producer. While this gives some consideration to the
proportionality of the regulatory burden, as required under Article 8a, it does not
necessarily treat producers equally, as larger producers may question whether it is
equitable to for them to cover the costs of EEE placed on the market by smaller
companies.
Perhaps more significantly, the weight-based de minimis arguably does not treat
producers across the various EEE product categories equally. Compliance charges for 5
tonnes of washing machines are very different to 5 tonnes of watches for example.
Any de minimis requires careful monitoring, given that small producers’ sales could
increase and take them over the threshold so the authorities would then need to ensure
that they are fully compliant.
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The possibility of free-riding, particularly for distance sellers, is another obstacle to equal
treatment and the growing popularity of online sales, especially in the UK, means it is
increasingly important to address this.100
The UK’s multiple compliance schemes potentially also has implications for equal
treatment, as it is not clear currently if similar producers registered with different
schemes are treated equivalently. It should also be considered whether where the
producer is registered – with the Environment Agency, Natural Resources Wales, SEPA or
the Northern Ireland Environment Agency – affects how they are treated.

4.2.3 Necessary Costs
Stipulating “necessary costs” has potential implications for the structure of the EPR
landscape: some will argue that competition between PCSs will minimise costs so that
producers are only paying what is necessary; the alternative perspective is that having
one PCS allows for potential efficiency savings and economies of scale. It is also open for
discussion whether “necessary costs” include profits for PCSs. The requirement for
transparency has potential implications for the way fees are set and the extent to which
they are publicly available, which could cause problems for competing PCSs.
An added complication is that producers and PCSs may have limited control over some
of the costs, particularly if local authorities are responsible for collections.
While the UK does not currently use ‘Visible Fees’, these are used in some countries,
such as France and Ireland. Separate identification of the fee means consumers are more
aware of the costs of treating their waste products and may, potentially, give more
consideration to how they dispose of it if they feel they have pre-paid for a service. If
fees are sometimes visible but not visible on other sales (such as online sales), it could
prompt consumers to wonder why this is and whether all producers are fulfilling their
legal obligations; as free-riders are generally unlikely to display the fee if it is not
charged, this will help the authorities to identify un-registered products.
With the introduction of modulated fees, consideration would need to be given to how
much detail is included in any visible fee. For instance, the base fee could be shown as
well as any bonus or malus; showing the net fee could prompt consumers to question
why some products are more expensive than others and may provide an extra incentive
for producers to design their products so that they are eligible for a fee reduction. The
size of the fee is critical here however and the French experience is that small fees have
very little impact on consumer choice

4.2.4 Oversight
The requirement for oversight (including: the provision of publicly available information
on the attainment of targets, membership and financial contributions; Member State
monitoring and enforcement; and regular independent audits) potentially raises
particular challenges in the UK, given that there are 28 approved WEEE compliance
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schemes on the public register.101 The involvement of Defra, the Environment Agency,
the Scottish Environment Protection Agency and the Northern Ireland Environment
Agency could therefore increase as a result of Article 8a and there will, on current
evidence, be a high number of schemes to independently audit.
It also reinforces the need for reliable data, both on the volume placed on the market
and the volumes collected. Mandatory standards will provide metrics or minimum
requirements against which performances can be monitored, while the introduction of
circular economy drivers – such as preparation for reuse targets – would assist oversight
and accountability. Arrangements and practices for B2B EEE and WEEE are likely to need
particular attention to ensure they are sufficient. Publicly available information,
meanwhile, could help to address free-riding and the challenges with online sales.

4.2.5 Dialogue
Finally, the requirement to ensure regular dialogue between all stakeholders, including
producers, PCSs, local authorities, waste operators, civil society organisations and reuse/ repair networks could foster more collaborative and co-ordinated approaches. Local
authorities, waste operators and repair/ re-use networks may be particularly keen to
discuss how producers and PCSs can better support their work or, for instance, to
express their views on how recyclability and repairability are taken into account in
setting the modulated fees.
The multiple schemes in the UK potentially has implications for this dialogue, given the
high number of PCSs that would need to be involved.

4.3 WEEE EPR Schemes in other Member States
Member States implement the EPR requirements in a range of ways, most of which are
very different in a number of respects to the UK. For instance, Germany does not have
any PCSs and instead relies on a clearinghouse, established by the producers, which
allocates collections to producers. Italy’s system has 13 PCSs, which are co-ordinated
through a clearinghouse that allocates collections with the aim of maximising collection
efficiency and manages various central functions, including regulating fees and
communication campaigns. Austria similarly has several PCSs and it is understood that
competition between the schemes has reduced costs for producers, although there are
some suggestions that collection and treatment standards have reduced as a result.
Several countries, including Belgium and Ireland, have more onerous requirements for
retailer take-back than the WEEE Directive requires, with 1:1 free take-back on delivery
and 1:0 take-back of small WEEE in store irrespective of store size. Several countries
have mobile collection events that move around to smaller towns and rural locations
and some schemes make considerable efforts to target B2B WEEE to maximise the
amount passing through official channels. Austria issues guidelines on reuse and has
101
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issued standards for a “label of excellence” to indicate that the EEE has been designed to
be durable and repair-friendly.102 In Denmark, there is a voluntary agreement to
promote eco-design.
After an initial review of the 27 other Member States to short-list schemes, this section
considers the countries that have EPR characteristics that could potentially address the
challenges faced in the UK.
Additionally, although not directly connected to a Member State EPR scheme, Section
A.1.2 considers one set of voluntary standards that have proved popular with some in
the EEE industry and could help to inform possible approaches to modulated fees.

4.3.1 France
France has been collecting and recycling B2B WEEE) since 2005 and household WEEE
since 2006. Cost coverage in France is more extensive than the minimum required under
the WEEE Directive, with producers paying for collection, transport and treatment for
both B2C and B2B WEEE (the Directive-allowed contractual opt-out is not allowed under
French law, making all B2B WEEE obligated).103
While producers have the option of individual compliance, the Environment Ministry
reports that all household WEEE producers have so far opted for a collective scheme.
Table 4-1: Summary of relevant statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes
Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)
WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

4
1,595,140
721,949

WEEE collection rate (%)

45.3%

WEEE collected per inhabitant 2016 (kgs/inh)

10.84kgs

Source: Eurostat (2016)

A summary of the PCSs is included in Table 4-2. They are required to be not-for-profit
and have established a co-ordinating agency, OCAD3E.
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Table 4-2: French Producer Responsibility Organisations for WEEE
PCS

Ecologic104

Scope
All types of B2B
and B2C WEEE,
apart from
lamps

Additional Information
Collected 162,000 tonnes in 2016
1,784 members
Nearly 2,500 collection points and 141 waste
treatment providers.
In 2012, the cost per tonne for collecting and
treating all WEEE was €355

B2C WEEE
Eco105
Systemes
(now ESR merged with
Recyclum)

Collected 533,640 tonnes in 2017

Recyclum106 B2B WEEE and
(now ESR –
B2C energy
merged with saving lamps
EcoSystemes)

19,000 collection points, including retailers and
3,500 waste collection centres

PV Cycle107

Photovoltaic
solar panels

Over 4,000 members
75% of the market share
52% collection rate in 2017

Over 200 collection points

Governance, Funding and Organisation
The PCSs are authorised by the Ministries with responsibility for the Environment,
industry and local government, which provides an opportunity for a range of stakeholder
interests to be taken into account.108 PCSs are required to establish a sufficient number
of collection points and reach agreements with approved treatment plants. The PCSs are
required to submit a waste management plan. Specifications for B2C PCSs include 161
checkpoints and there are 115 checkpoints for B2B PCSs.109
A Consultative Commission has been established – comprising the Government (the
Ministry of Environment and ADEME – the Environment Agency), local authorities,
producers, the PCSs, treatment operators and NGOs – to monitor the PCS activities and
104
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consider applications for new PCSs.110 This Commission appears to support the
requirement under the Waste Framework Directive for stakeholder dialogue, and is
involved in the setting of fee modulation criteria and modulation levels, the Visible Fee,
data issues etc..111 The PCS fees, including the visible fees, are set by the PCS and
dependent on their collection and treatment costs and the modulation factors applied to
the producers in question, but approved by the public authorities, which provides an
opportunity to test whether the fees are covering the appropriate costs. 112
There are three WEEE PCSs in France, ESR being by far the largest by market share,
Ecologic second and the third for PV only. Nevertheless, the PCSs have set-up a coordinating agency, OCAD3E, which helps to ensure efficient overall operation, ensure
that each PCSs is dealing with its fair share of WEEE and record and monitor data.
OCAD3E acts as a clearinghouse, assigning to each PCS a certain proportion of WEEE to
collect from collection points, based on the market share of each organisations’
members, and manages the financial support for collection points and information
campaigns.113
ESR has around an 80% market share of household EEE, and Ecologic 20%, with Ecologic
collecting around 30% of the WEEE from local authorities and ESR collecting around 70%
of the LA WEEE and most of the retailer-collected WEEE. The third collection channel is
from social economy players. Local authorities are paid a compensation fee that is
standard per tonne and set at the national level. Retailer compensation is negotiated
bilaterally between the PCSs and the retailer in question.
Since 2006, visible fees have been mandatory for household EEE, meaning the “ecocontribution” is displayed separately on price labels at the point of sale and on
receipts.114 The fees charged (to members and in terms of the visible fee) can vary
between PCSs, but must under French law be no less than the necessary costs to cover
waste management.115 So, while the fees are visible, they can vary – a TV from LG may
have a different fee to a TV from Samsung, depending on the modulation factor applied
to that product and the particular PCS collection and treatment costs.
Data Issues
Household collection rates are tracked by OCAD3E:




57% being from LAs
17% retailers
4% social economy and

110

Deloitte (2014) Development of Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR). Final Report for
the European Commission.
111
Bipro(2017) WEEE Compliance and Promotion Exercise. Final report for the European Commission.
December 2017.
112
https://www.recylum.com/recylum/notre-organisation/
113
https://www.eco-systemes.fr/partenaires-et-professionnels/collectivites-locales/ocad3e
114
https://www.ecologic-france.com/ecologic/la-reglementation-deee/l-eco-contribution-visible-estmaintenue-jusqu-en-2020.html
115
https://www.ecologic-france.com/citoyens/a-quoi-sert-l-eco-contribution.html

49



22% other – including, from scrap metal dealers (80% of the 22%) and (20% of
the 22%), household-like (as in dual use) from B2B collections.
There is no consolidated data on collection and treatment costs available publically in
France, with these costs being confidential to the PCSs, although the ‘visible fee’ charged
to consumers (to fund the PCS activity) is of course public.
Recycling rates are calculated following sampling of each treatment facility at least
annually.116 Eco-systemes reports an average recycling rate of 81% for separately
collected WEEE, ranging from 78.9% for large domestic appliances to 85.7% for screens.
PCS data and reprocessor data is subject to audit.
France does, however, have some data gaps and WEEE ‘leakage’. A recent study
analysed the competency of systems for tracking the flow of WEEE and concluded that
few retailers have IT systems to track the flow of WEEE they collect in store or during
delivery of new EEE. The one retailer they interviewed that did use a tracking system
recorded a three-fold increase in its collection volumes following the implementation of
this tracking system. This indicates that collected WEEE could be under-reported and/ or
lost, and the study consequently estimated that poor tracking resulted in between 0.1
and 0.8kg/year/inhabitant (5,000 to 50,000 tonnes) of WEEE ‘leakage’ at retailers.117
According to the CWIT (Countering WEEE Illegal Trade) Project 2015118, the knowledge
gap in France is around 33%, so the final destination of a third of WEEE is unknown.
‘Leakage’ occurs through the informal collection of WEEE (especially large metal
appliances) and treatment through general scrap metal routes, and disposal to residual
waste by households and businesses as in other countries.
Circular Economy Drivers
France already has modulated fees, meaning a bonus/ malus approach is used to
incentivise and reward producers for eco-design characteristics.119 Reparability, recycled
plastic content, hazardous substances, the provision of technical documentation and the
availability of spare parts are taken into consideration.120 Producer fees also take into
account the type of WEEE (and hence the recycling costs), the return rate and the
recycled material prices. OCAD3E provides technical guidance on eco-design and on the
application of modulation criteria.121
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The EPR fees have further potential to support circular principles through the 1% of fees
that must be dedicated to research and development.122 The PCSs have also developed
the http://eco3e.eu/ website to provide information to producers on the WEEE
regulations and to share eco-design tools.
There are further regulatory drivers for a circular economy as the French regulations
include an obligation for producers to ensure that spare parts are available for a certain
period of time.123 PCSs are also required to have an agreement with an accredited social
enterprise to support re-use.
France’s preparation for reuse rate for household WEEE was to be 9.5% in 2014.124 This is
the rate of household used EEE and WEEE prepared for re-use as a percentage of
household WEEE collected, so excludes B2B WEEE. With a 35.6% collection rate for
household WEEE in 2014, this indicates that only a very small percentage of WEEE
generated is prepared for reuse. While there is no waste prevention and/or separate
preparation for re-use target, PCSs are obliged to participate in the general waste
reduction target of 7% of household waste by 2020 compared to 2010 and France has a
number of reuse networks.125 PCS websites provide information on reuse and repair
options and the consumer is only directed to separate collection options if they indicate
that the equipment is not fit for reuse. 126 If consumers select the option on the PCS
websites to donate their WEEE, the website provides nearby ‘Social and Solidarity’
collection points where the consumer can donate the item. 127
There are therefore designated collection points for WEEE intended for re-use and
charities are granted preferential access to municipality WEEE stocks.128 Charities and
third sector actors play a significant role and PCSs such as Eco-Systèmes contract with
such actors (e.g. Emmaüs France, Envie) in order to reuse the WEEE they collect. 129
Collections
France’s collection of small WEEE increased by 23.7% between 2010 and 2014. This was
attributed to enhanced awareness raising campaigns and the introduction of new
collection points.130 As in the UK, the main focus is on municipal recycling centres. The
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PCSs also operate mobile collection stands in communal areas and town centres,
although Ecologic note that this has high fixed costs (two staff have to run the collection
point) and that collection quantities may vary from only 600kg per event to 2 tonnes per
event. As such they are around 4 times as expensive per tonne collected as the
permanent municipal collection points.
There is also some kerbside collection of small WEEE in urban areas run by local
authorities and bulky waste collections for larger WEEE. Although no data was provided,
EcoLogic does not consider this to be a cost-effective method of collection. Ecologic note
that around 90% of the LA collected household WEEE comes from the permanent
municipal collection centres. With this wide variety and high-density of collection
options, consumers may not need to leave their local neighbourhood to deposit their
WEEE.
Aside from general municipal collection points, there are more than 24,000 collection
points for WEEE in France set up by distributors, which means that it is very convenient
for consumers to bring their WEEE to be recycled/ reused and that the options are very
visible.131 French law relating to distributors’ take-back obligations matches the
requirements of the WEEE Directive. Under the French decree, retailers also have to
take-back WEEE 1:1 free of charge on delivery.132
Retailers are provided with collection pallet boxes, and all large stores, including grocery
stores such as Carrefour, have WEEE collection points. When delivering new EEE, it is
reported that distributors will often take additional WEEE if householders present it. A
high proportion (Ecologic suggested 90%) of retailer WEEE collections by weight are
thought to be on delivery as this is mainly large heavy items.
There is a strong focus on consumer campaigns, with PCSs required to allocate 0.3% of
contributions to national information campaigns.133 Eco-systemes, however, reports that
it spent 4% on communications in 2016.134 The ‘visible fee’ too could encourage
consumers to think about the costs of processing their WEEE and alert them to recycling
efforts. Each PCS organises communication and awareness raising campaigns and
OCAD3E coordinates regular communication campaigns on household WEEE, either at
municipality level or at the national level. 135 Municipalities are also required to run
campaigns informing citizens about WEEE management and related disposal channels.
136
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B2B WEEE
Owners of B2B EEE placed on the market before 13th August 2005 are responsible for the
end of-life management, except when it is exchanged for replacement equipment.
Following a regulatory amendment to the French regulations, B2B EEE bought after that
date is the responsibility of the producer. The right to delegate waste management to
the final user of the equipment was abolished by Decree 2014-928, which transposed
Directive 2012/19/EU. In 2006, 10,000 tonnes of B2B WEEE were reported as collected,
but this had increased to 43,630 tonnes by 2015. It is notable that this included a 35%
increase between 2014 and 2015, following the Decree.
B2B EEE producers have the option of individual compliance or joining a PCS. However, if
producers opt for individual compliance, they do not need formal approval, as would be
necessary for B2C producers.137 This could potentially mean the system is vulnerable to
misuse. The proportion of B2B WEEE managed by individual producers, though, declined
from 74% in 2013 to 47% in 2014138, 139. More producers are, therefore, looking to PCSs,
particularly since the user management option was abolished.
As the B2B waste flows fluctuate significantly, service providers and PCSs have
introduced new ways to increase collection, including on-site collection on request,
adapted logistics and internet services. The PCSs support targeted information and
communication campaigns, including providing information in sales literature, in
catalogues and at trade shows.
Free-Riding and Online Sales
It is thought that the visible fee could make free-riding more difficult, as they are
intended to indicate to consumers that producers are contributing to a compliance
scheme.
In France, the 1:1 take-back obligation applies to distance sellers.140 The French
Government is set to introduce new rules in its Circular Economy Roadmap, which will
require online multi-seller platforms to ensure that the collection and recycling of EEE
marketed and sold on their websites is properly financed. 141 The new obligations,
announced in January 2019, will require online retailers to prove that businesses selling
products on their site have paid an ‘eco-contribution’ for the products. If the platform
cannot prove this, they will be held responsible.142 Any reduction in free-riding should
reduce the costs for those organisations that are complying through a PCS, bringing the
fees closer to the “necessary costs”. The new requirements should also help to increase
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the accuracy of the data regarding that placed on the market, and hence collection and
recycling rates.
It is additionally worth noting that there is no de minimis threshold, although some of
the PCSs offer small producers simplified contracts or membership through professional
bodies.
Penalties for non-compliance include:



€2,250 per non-compliant product for failing to inform consumers of the unit cost
of managing the WEEE.143
€7,500 per item in violation and/ or criminal sanctions for manufacturers and
importers who fail to fulfil their obligations.144

Mandatory Treatment Standards
French regulations mandate the use of the CENELEC standards and all French treatment
facilities are WEEELABEX certified, with PCSs conducting mandatory audits of treatment
operators. The PCSs also work with scrap dealers to include them in the system and
avoid non-compliant treatment.145

4.3.2 Italy
Italy has developed regional waste management plans, meaning that WEEE services are
organised at the regional or municipal level. There are, however, national targets and
roles and responsibilities are defined in national legislation. There are thirteen PCSs
(including ERP Italia146, Ecodom147, Ecolight148, Ecolamp149 and Remedia150).151 These are
not-for-profit; some cover both B2C and B2B WEEE, while others, such as Ecodom, are
only for B2C WEEE.152
Table 4-3: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes
Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)

143
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WEEE collection rate (%)

44.1%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (kgs/inh) (2013)

3.5

Source: Eurostat (2016), BiPCS (2017)

Governance, Funding & Organisation
Producers in Italy partially fund collection points and are responsible for the full costs of
transporting and treating the WEEE, with municipalities responsible for ensuring there
are adequate separate collection facilities. Italian law requires the PCSs to establish and
finance a single co-ordination centre.153 As well as facilitating a co-ordinated approach to
collections, this WEEE Co-Ordination Centre, CdCRAEE, assists with reporting and
allocations between the PCSs. The Centre is managed by the PCSs and supervised by the
Environment Ministry.154
CdCRAEE is responsible for ensuring there are sufficient transport services and WEEE
treatment in place; it provides a single point of contact for collection points and assigns
WEEE that is taken to collection points to the various PCSs, based on market share.155
CdCRAEE reports that collection points are assigned “fairly” to try to ensure equitable
operating conditions for all PCSs. Allocations are made on an annual basis using a
mathematical algorithm.156 CdCRAEE has a Board of Arbitrators to mediate when
disputes arise between members themselves or between members and the
Coordination Centre.157
Producers, CdCRAEE and the municipalities’ association have a National Framework
Agreement, which includes producers’ funding contribution for the collection points and
an annual €1 million budget for awareness raising initiatives, paid for by producers.158
The PCSs are required to send the Environment Ministry a provisional plan for the
forthcoming year, providing the Ministry with an opportunity to review standards and
plans for improvement.
Additionally, a Steering Committee monitors the operations and cost-effectiveness of
the WEEE management system, reporting annually to the Environment Ministry.159 A
Supervisory and Control Committee manages a national register of amounts placed on
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the market and calculates producers’ market shares.160 The control bodies are funded by
producers, with fees for this set in a Government decree.161
There are, therefore, a number of organisations in Italy to support and monitor the EPR
system provided by PCSs, and it seems likely that the need for these is at least partly due
to the high number of PCSs.
Data Issues
In Italy, producers must join the National Register to report EEE placed on the market.
CdCRAEE reports on quantities sent for processing and is supervised by the Environment
Ministry.162 The Co-ordination Centre includes a Board of Auditors, which may assist with
the reliability of data.163
According to the CWIT project, the final destinations of a relatively high proportion of
WEEE – over 40% - is unknown.164
Circular Economy Drivers
The regulations include the possibility of modulating the eco-fees (PCS fees) to reflect
eco-design, with criteria for sustainable design and manufacturing. This means there is
an option to reduce the eco-fee for more sustainable approaches, but producers would
have to request a reduction and be formally approved.165 This may increase producers’
administrative input and mean the fee reduction appears less lucrative, particularly if it is
not guaranteed. The provision for a fee reduction was introduced in August 2016, but
Ecolamp reports that it is yet to receive a request, so it is not clear how effective these
provisions are.166
Nevertheless, the regulations may promote consideration of circular design and the
regulations additionally include waste prevention measures, such as promoting
reconditioning to support reuse.167
Collections
Consumers can take WEEE to retailers on both a 1:0 and 1:1 basis, in accordance with
the requirements of the WEEE Directive.168 However, it is reported that the obligation
can be difficult to enforce with SMEs.169 PCSs such as Ecolight have installed containers
for small WEEE in stores and collects the WEEE from the retailers.170
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Ecolamp reports that municipalities receive efficiency awards to reward them for
efficient operations and high collection volumes. These payments are set out in
programme agreements and paid by PCSs, and mean municipalities have a financial
incentive to increase return volumes.171
B2B WEEE
Unlike PCSs for B2C WEEE, neither individual compliers nor schemes for B2B WEEE are
required to register with the National Coordination Centre, so it is not known if
standards for B2B WEEE are as high.172 Contributions for B2B WEEE are based on
demand, with producers funding collections and treatment when it is requested by the
customer.173 This is likely to mean that collection rates for B2B WEEE are not as high,
unless producers’ obligations are widely understood. The National Coordination Centre
does report though that it “works to guarantee the collection from… commercial,
industrial and institutional activities, similar in nature and quantity to those originating
from private households.”174
Free-riding and Online Sales
The Italian regulations, including for distributor take-back, apply to distance sellers.175
The National Register is hosted online by the Environment Ministry, so anyone can check
registered producers, producers complying individually and registered compliance
schemes, which should help with detecting free-riders.176
Fees for B2C EEE can either be included in the sales price or specified as a visible ecocontribution. This may mean that approaches vary by producers, potentially creating
confusion for consumers and meaning it is easier for free-riders to not specify the fees
that should have been paid.
There are, however, a number of checks in Italy, including audits of the PCSs by the
Coordination Centre, which involve checking the declarations of the quantities placed on
the market. There is also a Supervisory and Control Board, which prepares and updates
the national register of EEE placed on the market, calculates producers’ market share
and arranges inspections of producers who do not supply the required information.
Italy’s approach to “equal treatment” additionally has potential implications for the
opportunity to free-ride. One of the PCSs, PV Cycle, has voluntarily introduced a de
minimis threshold based on turnover and tonnage placed on the market, which would be
likely to cause complications if photovoltaic producers had the option of complying with
different schemes. If producers close to a de minimis threshold are not regularly
checked, there is a risk that sales could expand to take them over the threshold without
this being immediately obvious to either the company itself or the regulator/ compliance
schemes. Large producers, meanwhile, benefit from a discount at the end of the year,
171
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which may recognise the potential for economies of scale, particularly if there is less
administration and may be perceived as more “equitable” and could even be perceived
as rewarding producers for reporting high volumes.
Ecolamp seems to have taken steps to remove barriers to joining for small producers,
having recently decided to exempt small producers from the joining membership fee.
Ecolamp also provides administrative support to its members, including in reporting and
submitting declarations. The scheme conducts periodic checks of producers’
documentation relating to the volumes placed on the market, in addition to the
CdCRAEE’s checks; Ecolamp has appointed a member of staff to consult a range of
databases and contact any producers that could join the scheme to inform them of their
obligations. In addition to advertising campaigns targeting free-riding, an organisation
provides market surveillance and mystery shoppers specifically for online sales on
Ecolamp’s behalf.
Mandatory Treatment Standards
Legislative Decree 49/14 specifies management procedures for WEEE treatment plants,
collection, transfer and storage procedures.177 A 2016 Government decree additionally
includes measures to promote the development of new technologies for WEEE
treatment and recycling, which could help to raise standards and treatment options in
the future.178 Some of the PCSs stipulate that the WEEELABEX standards must be
followed. Recyclers must also meet certain standards in order to register with
CdCRAEE.179
As well as PCSs, treatment operators are required to register with CdCRAEE, which could
support a co-ordinated approach across the value chain and mean standards at
treatment centres are monitored. Indeed, the regulations also support cooperation
between producers and treatment plant operators. The Coordination Centre reports that
it “collaborates in the definition of the methodology for the proper treatment of WEEE
and ensures timely responses to requests for collection”.180
Italy exports 21% of its collected whole WEEE for treatment.181
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4.3.3 Finland
In Finland, producer responsibilities for B2C WEEE are transferred to the PCSs, while B2B
producers have the option of self-compliance or joining a PCS.182 There are five PCSs:
FLIP, SELT, ICT Producers’ Cooperative, SER Producer Association and ERP Finland but the
first three of these have formed a service company, Elker, to which they have delegated
their responsibilities.
Table 4-4: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes
Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)
WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

3 (including
consortium of 3)
127,260
60,216

WEEE collection rate (%)

47.3

WEEE collected per inhabitant 2016 (kgs/inh)

9.71

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding & Organisation
Going further than some countries, producers in Finland are responsible for the full costs
of collection, transport and treatment. All PCSs, and Elker, operate on a not-for-profit
basis.
As three of the five PCSs have chosen to provide all their services via Elker, there is less
competition than may initially appear to be the case in Finland. Although producers still
report to their respective PCSs, the three PCSs have transferred their obligations to
collect and recycle WEEE and Elker sets the PCS fees, so these are the same for all three
of its member organisations. As Elker runs competitive tenders for services, it is possible
that they can secure better prices if they represent a larger market share than each
individual PCS.183 In addition to the recycling fees set by Elker, the PCSs charge joining or
subscription fees. ICT has fees for three categories, depending on the value of sales.184 In
the case of SELT, these fees depend on the companies’ turnover (€250 if turnover is less
than €150,000 or €500 for higher turnovers). B2B producers pay an annual fee of
€300.185
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The PCSs co-operate with each other to provide collection points (based on market
share), which should support a more efficient approach and there is a co-operation
platform, TYNK, which facilitates dialogue between the PCSs, national authorities and
waste operators. TYNK acts as an Advisory Board for the PCSs, considers their shared
interests and legislative or operational issues, and provides joint information and
training projects.186
The Pirkanmaa Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the Environment (one
of Finland’s 15 regional authorities) registers producers and PCSs, and acts as the
National Producer Responsibility Authority.187 To formally register with the Pirkanmaa
Centre, PCSs must provide a plan with their collection network and treatment contracts,
and demonstrate that they have checked their operators’ environmental permits.188
Data Issues
PCSs (and registered producers if not members of a PCS) report annually to the
Pirkanmaa Centre with data on the volumes placed on the market in the previous
year.189 The Centre conducts inspections, based on an annual inspection plan that they
publish.
ERP Finland reports that their members' reporting for quantities placed on the market is
compared to their historical data to identify any anomalies that require an explanation.
Their membership agreement includes consent for third party audits.
Circular Economy Drivers
The Government Decree on WEEE stipulates that, for a PCS to be approved, it must
make arrangements with operators to promote reuse and the preparation of reuse. 190 It
is consequently reported that PCSs in Finland must have a contract with preparation for
reuse organisations, which should mean there are formal connections to divert EEE from
waste treatment.191
Elker has developed a ReUSE IT trademark – a quality label for second-hand devices
being sold for reuse to signify that the product has been inspected and appropriately
repaired in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.192
While fees are not modulated, they must be based on the actual waste management
costs. To make these costs more representative, there are more than 30 product
186
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categories with different fees to reflect the associated recycling costs.193 Consequently,
the fees implicitly reflect the recyclability of the EEE.
Collections
The PCSs are responsible for establishing a nationwide collection system, including the
provision of at least one collection point in every community and a minimum of 400
collection points. The system is unusual in that these collection points are entirely
separate from municipal collection centres. Mobile collections for WEEE have been
established in municipalities with a low population density, which are potentially more
convenient for consumers and could provide a visible reminder of WEEE services. Mobile
collections may only happen once or twice a year, however, which could require
householders to store their WEEE for a long time if this is their only option.
Additionally, Finland has both a 1:1 obligation for large WEEE and a 1:0 take-back
obligation for small WEEE (although specific EEE retailers with a total sales area of less
than 200 m2, or 1,000 m2 in the case of supermarkets, are exempt from the 1:0
requirement).194 Providing a 1:0 service in shops smaller than 400 m2 could well support
the collection of small WEEE however. Retailers can either take responsibility for
transporting the returned WEEE themselves, or they can join a PCS distributor network,
in which case the PCS will collect the WEEE for free. In 2014, a year after the take-back
requirements were introduced, it was estimated that 1,000 shops had chosen not to join
the register, either due to a lack of space or the low volumes of WEEE.195
Producers support a website, run by municipal waste companies, to provide information
to consumers on collection points for a range of items, including WEEE. 196 Producers
have also developed an information site for WEEE specifically.197 There is, however, little
further evidence of consumer campaigns and these websites rely on consumers actively
seeking the information.
Legislation requires a minimum of 450 permanent collection points, with at least one in
each community. Permanent collection points are mostly operated by municipalities,
although third sector and private organisations also operate a minority. Collection points
are solely for the collection of household WEEE.198 Elker has additionally launched
reception points for B2B WEEE, which are also open for private consumers with larger
amounts of WEEE. The three PCSs co-operate and provide permanent collection points
which is calculated based on market share.
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B2B WEEE
Although B2C producers must join a PCS, B2B producers have the option of individual
compliance providing they register with the Prikanmaa Centre.199 This potentially means
the Centre’s task of monitoring compliance is more complex. B2B producers are not
charged based on their volumes placed on the market, but per product returned. 200, 201
Elker has regional and national handling partners that can collect WEEE from businesses,
although Elker indicates that only lamps are collected free of charge.202 Elker has also
introduced collection points for B2B WEEE, however, the companies have to pay a
recycling fee.203
Free-Riding and Online Sales
In accordance with the WEEE Directive, distance sellers can appoint an authorised
representative to join a PCS on their behalf, with oversees producers required to inform
the importer about their nominated authorised representative.
As noted above, the Pirkanmaa Centre monitors standards and data; producers failing to
comply are given a formal notice to comply and continued non-compliance means they
can be banned from placing products on the market or fined.204 The Centre works to
identify free-riders, with the assistance of the PCSs; there are fines for failing to register
(1% of turnover); failing to report; and failing to arrange proper waste management.
As there is no de minimis in Finland, identifying free-riders is potentially slightly more
straightforward as the Centre does not have to verify whether a producer falls under the
de minimis. To make compliance easier for small producers, ERP Finland reports that it
charges a fixed fee for producers under a certain threshold.
Stakeholders have expressed a view that it will be difficult for Finland to properly tackle
free-riding in the absence of further EU regulation to provide the necessary legal tools.
Mandatory Treatment Standards
The PCSs tender for collection, sorting and treatment which provides an opportunity to
review treatment standards and potentially means treatment operators have an
incentive to improve their standards so that they are competitive during the next round
of tenders. Elker requires its processors to implement a standardised quality system such
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as ISO 14001.205 It is reported that some processors have voluntary adopted
WEEELABEX/ CENELEC standards.206

4.3.4 Ireland
There are two PCSs: WEEE Ireland, which is not-for-profit; and ERP Ireland, which is forprofit. Both schemes are reported to do well, although it should be noted that either
scheme is likely to benefit from the other scheme’s efforts to improve collection rates
and raise awareness.
Table 4-5: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes

2

Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)

88,219

WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

51,303

WEEE collection rate (%)

58.2%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (2014 kgs/inh)

8.1 kgs

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding and Organisation
Producers pay some of the collection costs (via a fixed contribution of €1.2 million a
year) and all transport and treatment costs.207 These costs are partially paid through a
visible fee (Environmental Management Charge or EMC). Visible charges are only
allowed on large appliances, fridges/ freezers, large TVs and lighting equipment, which
may limit consumer awareness with small WEEE. 40% of costs are covered by the visible
EMC, with charges set by the Government and capped at a fixed rate for seven years. As
actual costs will vary, 40% are covered by producers’ PCS membership fees, with the
accrued reserves accounting for the remaining 20% in the case of WEEE Ireland.208
Recycling costs vary according to factors including WEEE type, logistic costs, processing
plant capacities, hazard treatment and commodity values.
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WEEE Ireland (not-for-profit) has 70% of the market and the two schemes divide their
responsibilities on a county-by-county basis. Ireland’s small size and having only two
schemes means that responsibilities can be distributed bi-laterally without the need for
a clearinghouse.
With 40% of costs covered by the visible fee and set by the Government, the visible
charges are the same for both schemes, which may limit the apparent variations,
although they have more latitude with the remaining charges.
To gain authorisation, PCSs are required to submit an approval plan covering 23 points.
The Department for Communications, Climate Action and the Environment chairs a
WEEE and Battery Group for stakeholders to discuss key issues and DCCAE similarly has a
National Stakeholder Forum on waste management.
Data Issues
Producers are required to register with Producer Register Ltd (PRL), the national
producer registration body. Producers submit monthly sales data to their PCS via a
confidential online Blackbox.209
PRL informs the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) if there is any evidence of noncompliance, verifies the visible EMC and determines individual producers’ market
share.210 This will assist with data collection and compliance, combined with waste data
verification visits undertaken by the EPA.211
In terms of WEEE treatment, the PCSs check the data before submitting reports to the
EPA, which conducts annual audits, reviews evidence from recovery operators and B2B
producers and visits selected treatment facilities.212
There are, however, reports that some WEEE is collected via unlicensed scrap metal
merchants, meaning that the WEEE they receive is not officially recorded.213
It is understood that WEEE Ireland works with trade associations to provide sector wide
guidance and support on registration and reporting, especially for SMEs.
Circular Economy Drivers
The PRL has developed criteria, approved by the Department for Communications,
Climate Action and the Environment (DCCAE), to authorise preparation for re-use
organisations. Approved organisations then have a legal right of access to separately
collected B2C WEEE at PCS collection points. Ireland’s regulations seek to promote
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access to WEEE that has been appropriately stored and transported so that it is suitable
for repair and re-use.214
Ireland’s national WEEE research programme funds research into treatment techniques
and opportunities to promote re-use.215 The EPA funds research projects, but costs
covered by the vEMC include a contribution to the EPA’s research and development
programmes.216
Collections
Householders can take their WEEE free of charge to civic amenity sites and retailers have
both a free of charge 1:1 and 1:0 take-back obligation in accordance with the provisions
of the WEEE Directive.217 Distributors additionally provide free 1:1 take-back for home
deliveries.
In addition, the two PCSs provide public collection events in areas without convenient
access to the standard collection points. The events are promoted on social media, in
schools, in the press and on local radio. These could help to raise awareness and improve
convenience for consumers. In 2017, 29% of WEEE was collected from local authority
sites, 54% from retailers and 17% via special collections.218 County Dublin is piloting
kerbside collections for small WEEE (as part of regular municipal collection services), but
the results of this are not yet known.
WEEE Ireland named 2017 “The Year of Small WEEE” – a concerted campaign to increase
the collection of small WEEE. This led to 32% of small household compliances being
collected for recycling in 2017, compared to 26% the previous year. The campaign
focused on the message that “small things matter”.219
ERP Ireland, which – like WEEE Ireland – is also a battery PCS, has partnered with
Scouting Ireland to increase collection rates.220
While Ireland has a higher collection rate than many Member States, and this may in
part be linked to campaigns and concerted efforts to provide more take-back options, it
should also be noted that other policies could play a role, not least the Pay As You Throw
system, which will discourage consumers from placing heavy or bulky WEEE in their
residual bins.
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B2B WEEE
Under Ireland’s WEEE regulations, B2B producers are also obliged to either join a PCS or
individually ensure that they finance the “environmentally sound management” of their
products, unless the EEE was placed on the market before 13th August 2005 and it is not
being replaced by an equivalent product. For these older items, the consumer is
responsible for the end-of-life management. For products sold after August 2005,
distributors are legally required to provide details to the purchaser of the producer
responsible for funding the environmentally sound management of the product.221
B2B producers, or PCSs acting on their behalf, are required to prepare a WEEE waste
management plan every three years for the EPA. The EPA is responsible for enforcing
and auditing B2B compliance.222
Electrical retailers take-back 60% of B2B WEEE, with costs supported by the vEMC.223
Free-Riding and Online Sales
Distance sellers based abroad must appoint an authorised representative for B2C WEEE,
but do not have responsibility for B2B WEEE. Distance sellers based in Ireland take on
producer responsibility if they buy EEE from unregistered producers. All distance sellers
are obliged to display the vEMC, which could help identify free-riders, make provisions
for a take-back service and ensure that the consumer is informed of the possible
collection systems. To increase awareness, websites, catalogues and adverts must
display notices.224
In terms of small producers, there is no de minimis but WEEE Ireland offers large
discounts for SMEs and further discounts if they pay by direct debit, which may make
compliance easier.
The PCSs pay the EPA to investigate free-riding (via the vEMC), including checking
distance sellers’ website, and the PRL informs the EPA when they find evidence of noncompliance. There is a WEEE Enforcement Network, established by the EPA and involving
all local authorities. The Network is overseen by a WEEE Enforcement Working Group,
which provides inspection guidance and report templates to local authority enforcement
officers. WEEE Ireland also reports that it has a dedicated compliance review and audit
programme for its members.
The WEEE regulations set out the prosecution options and penalties for noncompliance.225 There are penalties for producers failing: to register with the PRL; to
display a valid registration number; or to provide the PRL with information on request.
221
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There are also penalties for distance sellers failing to display their registration number
on their website and for retailers failing to display notices informing the public of their
take-back obligations. Summary convictions lead to fines of up to €5,000 and/ or
imprisonment for up to 12 months, while convictions on indictment lead to potential
fines of €500,000 and/ or 3 years imprisonment.
It is reported that there have been at least 10 prosecutions for non-compliance.226 In
2018, the EPA contacted 90 unregistered producers (of approximately 1,400 producers
in Ireland) and, by the end of the year, only 21 were unregistered.
Fixed Penalty Notices (FPNs) are also now used by the EPA to tackle the issue of
obligated producers who are non-compliant with the WEEE Regulations. Putting FPNs
into place has enabled quicker and more efficient enforcement, without the requirement
to take non-compliant companies to Court. Non-compliance under the WEEE Regulations
in Ireland for which FPNs can be given, specifically include the following:
 Failure to register with The Producer Register Ltd (€2,000)
 The display of a registration number on an invoice, credit note or website by a
producer who is not validly registered (€1,000)
 Failure, by a distance seller, to display a valid producer registration number on a
website (€500)
 Failure by a producer to meet obligations to report to the WEEE Blackbox (placed
on market reporting) (€500)
B2C free-riders were targeted in a nationwide enforcement campaign launched in
October 2018; this focused on home security and home fire-safety sectors, as anecdotal
evidence indicated there was significant levels of free-riding in these sectors. The
campaign identified 217 companies in these sectors with potential obligations and the
EPA contacted every company on the list, providing a list of obligated producers to the
PRL and carrying-out inspections of the companies that did not respond to the initial
contact.227
The EPA additionally conducts an annual campaign to support distance seller
compliance. This involves website inspections (for Irish, EU, and non-EU sites), with
notifications of non-compliance issued to website owners or operators. 22 non-Irish
websites were inspected in 2018 and 8 of these subsequently ceased selling in Ireland,
while 2 registered with the PRL. The EPA also targets a specific sector with online sales
and recently issued letters to around 100 electric bikes and PV panel importers to detail
their obligations.
The Irish authorities also seek to co-operate with their international counter-parts;
Ireland issued complaints to five other member states about online free-riders, which
are now being investigated by the national authorities. Ireland is a member of the
European WEEE Enforcement Network (EWEN), which facilitates cross-border co226
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operation between regulatory authorities and ministries. The Network intends to look
additionally at free-riding by online platforms based outside the EU, but faces additional
enforcement challenges under the current regulatory framework.228
Mandatory Treatment Standards
The law requires producers to ensure their WEEE is treated in accordance with
WEELABEX or any equivalent EN treatment standards.229 It is, however, reported that
20% of Ireland’s WEEE is exported for treatment.230

4.3.5 Belgium
WEEE management responsibilities within Belgium fall under the authority of each of the
three regions of Flanders, Wallonia and Brussels Capital Region (BCR), with each region
operating its own regional waste management plan. As such, Belgium’s approach may be
particular relevant to the UK and the devolved administrations.
Flanders is the most advanced of the three regions in terms of the development and
implementation of its waste management plan, having transposed the WEEE 2012
Directive in 2014. BCR and Wallonia transposed the Directive in 2016 and 2017
respectively.231
Recupel is the only compliance scheme for household WEEE in Belgium, managing WEEE
collection, take-back and recycling. It works closely with distributors, municipalities,
reuse centres, regional authorities and recyclers as part of its remit to maintain an
effective supply chain for the collection and treatment of WEEE. The Recupel system is
used by the majority of producers and importers and is funded by environmental
contributions paid by consumers when purchasing new EEE (a ‘visible fee’). Recupel
states that companies that are required to register for VAT in Belgium, and that put EEE
on the market, are also required to register with Recupel.232
Self-compliance is possible, however only a limited set of producers organise the takeback of WEEE themselves (mostly for B2B equipment).233 Ten companies in 2016 opted
to organize their own individual system of collection of WEEE.234
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Table 4-6: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes

1

Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)

299,906

WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

127,680

WEEE collection rate (%)

42.6%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (kgs/inh)

10.7kgs

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding and Organisation
Producers in Belgium are responsible for the full costs of collection points, as well as
transport and treatment. Each region’s environmental agency is responsible for WEEE
management, including:
 OVAM (Flemish EPA);
 DSD (Walloon Soil and Waste Department); and
 IBGE (Brussels Institute for Environment Management).
Environmental conventions (developed in consultation with industry) ensure clarity and
consistent implementation and application of WEEE regulation across the three regions,
aligned to the requirement set out within individual regional waste management
plans.235
There are a number of potential benefits to having a non-profit monopoly system,
including:





Avoiding duplication of services;
Allowing for high investment in research and development;
Economies of scale; and
Having only one organisation to audit.

Recupel reports that it has made significant investments to improve the system.
Recupel’s 2010 Annual Report detailed forthcoming investment in: separate collection of
discarded electro-appliances as hazardous waste and no scrap; an extensive and
accessible collection network; a preference for social employment, as far as the market
allows, and others.236 The 2016 Annual Report outlined their investment in a new
website to support communications and enable Recupel to digitise more aspects of its
235
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operation to improve efficiency. They also launched 2 large-scale media campaigns and
other PR campaigns, as well as investing to increase the number of collection points.
Recupel is not-for-profit and comprised of seven management bodies to represent the
various EEE sectors:


BW-Rec – Large household appliances, professional large and small white goods
and dispensers
 Recupel AV – Household and professional audio-video equipment
 Recupel SDA – Small household appliances
 Recupel ICT - Informatics, telecommunications and office equipment,
professional ICT equipment and dispensers
 Recupel ET&G – Household and professional electric and electronic (garden)
tools
 LightRec – Lighting equipment and corona discharge bulbs
 MeLaRec – Household and professional medical appliances, laboratory
equipment, sports equipment, thermostats, testing and measuring equipment,
blood glucose metres and smoke detectors
These management bodies, together with four professional federations in the EEE
sector, formed Recupel. Importers and manufacturers are members of one or more of
these management bodies, according to the sectors in which they are active. 237
Product Charges
Collections, sorting and treatment activities are financed by the Recupel fee that is
added to the product price.238 Each year Recupel publishes the tariffs levied on specific
EEE goods placed on the market.
As shown in Table 4-7 the monopoly system has not prevented Recupel from reducing its
fees over the years. Fees have fallen due to efficiency gains, the development of new
recycling technologies and changes in material values. Recupel has also changed its
financial strategy, having initially built up a provision to finance future costs of waste
management for durable products that were put on the market today. In the last
decade, Recupel has opted for a ‘pay as you go’ where current expenditure for waste
management is paid with current PCS fees and the use of reserves has pushed the fees
down.239 In 2015, the Flemish Government introduced a 3% tax on reserves of both the
WEEE and battery EPR schemes to promote a reduction in accumulated reserves.240
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Table 4-7: Recupel Fees per unit (including VAT)
Product

2002

2016

Refrigerator

€20

€10

Washing machine

€10

€1

Iron

€1

€0.05

Laptop

€2

€0.05

TV

€11

€1

Regional Authorities
Recupel implemented the collective system in consultation with the government. The
three regional governments are responsible for overseeing this system.
The regional authorities are very closely involved in practice:


They sit (as observers) on Recupel’s Board of Directors and the Board of Directors
of the 7 sectors;
 They are involved in the awarding of contracts regarding collection and
processing, and in approving the Recupel contributions;
 They receive Recupel’s communication campaigns in advance; and
 They approve the annual budget, end-of-year accounting, new contributions, and
other major decisions.
The different regional governments work together to develop the management and
financial plans for the long term, and an implementation plan for the year ahead. They
also work together to consult on the approach towards free-riders and there are
bimonthly inter-regional consultations concerning the general operational activities of
Recupel to help to strengthen ties.241
Data Issues
Across all Belgian regions, Recupel inspects the companies that it contracts to handle
WEEE, including collectors and reuse centres. The validation process for statistical data
on WEEE treatment in Flanders involves reported data having to be verified through an
ISO 17020 audit. Recupel also conducts mass flow audits.242 Recupel’s WEEE mass
balance research is summarised in Table 4-8.243 The mass balance consists of four main
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parts: EEE placed on market (POM); registered streams; unregistered documented
streams; and unregistered undocumented streams.
Companies that are not registered members of the compliance scheme are required to
file individual waste prevention and management plans with regional governments.
Regional governments monitor the implementation of individual companies’ waste
prevention and management plans. There were ten such companies in 2016, which
accounted for 0.64% of the EEE placed on the market.
Flanders has a five year inspection plan, which includes both upwards and downwards
inspections. In case of non-compliance with the separate collection obligations, an
official report can be made by the relevant authorities including environmental
inspectors and the police.
In Wallonia, only upward inspection and monitoring currently occurs, with downward
inspection and monitoring due to be developed in the future. Waste collectors and
processors are being inspected. It is understood that there are discussions regarding the
introduction of penalties in Walloon.
Companies that are not a Recupel Approved Recycler, but are involved in the collection
and treatment of WEEE, can report via the BeWeee tool – an e-tool developed by
Recupel to enable retailers and recyclers to register and report online.244 4,740 tonnes
(1.78% of POM) of WEEE were reported via this route in 2016. In Flanders, the e-tool was
made available to the regional authorities, with Recupel paying for the hosting and IT
desk. The Public Waste Agency of Flanders (OVAM) contacted 1,250 recognised
companies in 2015, asking them to use the e-tool. As of 2017, 700 companies use this
tool and OVAM receives the data.
There is incomplete coverage of all collectors and recyclers through BeWeee, as the tool
is either not used or not used properly by all collectors and recyclers in Belgium. This is
complemented, however, by waste registers collected by regional authorities from
businesses, although these registers are not currently used by the regional authorities
for the reporting of WEEE at national level.
Table 4-8: Belgian WEEE Mass Balance 2016
Weight

Total (Tonnes)

%

EEE POM

266,210

100%

Collection Target

173,040

65%

Collected via Recupel channels

119,050

44.72%

1,700

0.64%

Individual plans

244
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Weight

Total (Tonnes)

%

BeWeee

4,740

1.78%

Waste registers

3,450

1.30%

Total registered

128.94

48.44%

Documented

52,780

19.83%

WEEE in scrap

24,130

9.06%

Export EEE

17,290

6.49%

Export WEEE

7,480

2.81%

WEEE in municipal waste

3,890

1.46%

137.27

51.56%

Total not registered

The mass balance researched indicates that a significant part of the documented stream
includes WEEE via the scrap metal management route, representing 24,130 tonnes
(9.06% of POM). Exported WEEE accounts for equipment repaired by reuse centres
destined for oversea markets. 245
Registered waste collectors and brokers manage WEEE collection via this route. These
companies are obliged to report yearly through an individual waste prevention and
waste management plan on the weight of EEE they have put on the market and the
weight of WEEE they have collected from the market246. Table 4-9 summarises the total
tonnage collected via the individual plan route.
Table 4-9: WEEE Collected Outside of Compliance Scheme; 2014 - 2016
2014

2015

2016

EEE on the market (tonnes)

4,490

4,200

4,250

WEEE collected (tonnes)

1,840

2,110

1,700

% collected

41%

50%

40%

Source: Mass balance and Market Structure in Belgium (2016)

According to The CWIT Project 2015, the knowledge gap in Belgium is around 25%,
meaning the final destinations of approximately a quarter of WEEE is unknown. 247
245
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Circular Economy Drivers
In Belgium, the defined contribution of an appliance is based on: the amount of units put
on the market, the average weight, the percentage of available products collected for
recycling and the lifecycle of a product.248 Fees vary by product type and range from
€0.01 to €10. The categories of EEE are based on the 10 main categories identified in the
European Directive 2002/96/3G. These appliances are further disaggregated into
household and professional appliances.249
B2B fees can be much lower than their household counterpart; for example the fee for a
professional ‘Small white good’ is €0.25, and for professional ICT appliances is €0.121.250
251 Fees have reduced over time due to efficiency gains, new recycling technologies and
higher material values; while this indicates they are more in line with the “necessary
costs”, it seems that the fees are not specifically intended to drive a circular approach.252
The Belgian region of Wallonia, however, has introduced a separate target for reuse. The
Walloon Government Decree requires 2% of WEEE to be prepared for re-use annually
from January 2020. The target covers six categories of waste appliances.253 254
Nationwide, preparation for re-use targets are no longer set in practice. Waste
prevention targets are usually agreed between Recupel and a particular WEEE sector.255
Reuse centres are located at a number of recycling parks. Visual inspection identifies EEE
deemed to be suitable for reuse, where it is either repaired or sold on directly. Any
equipment determined to be unsuitable for reuse enters the WEEE stream, and is
transported from site via Recupel onwards to the appropriate treatment facilities. The
criteria for reusability have been determined by Recupel and the reuse sector in a
common agreement. Reuse centres are typically operated by third sector organisations,
with financial assistance via Recupel. Recupel is required to grant access to third
sector/reuse organisations based on specific agreements it concludes with the latter.
Municipalities in Flanders must conclude an agreement with a re-use organisation, if
agreed by OVAM. 256
The rate of preparation of reuse of WEEE delivered to reuse centres was 3.4% in 2014,
calculated as a share of WEEE prepared for reuse, compared to the total tonnage of
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WEEE collected. Approximately 30 reuse centres report data to Recupel with the
remainder reporting performance via BeWeee.257
Collections
Across all regions of Belgium, WEEE is predominantly collected via four channels:
municipalities; retailers and distributors; reuse centres; and metal recyclers. Recupel
organizes the collection of WEEE through the following channels:
 Recycling parks where consumers can dispose of their WEEE (1:0 principle)
 Retailers and distributors via recycling points – 1:1 (and 1:0 for stores larger than 400
m²)
 Reuse centres, which process and repair used EEE for the second‐hand device market
(1:1 and 1:0 principle)
Table 4-10 illustrates the total number of collection points for each of the main
collection routes.
Table 4-10: Recupel Collection Points
2011
2012
2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

Recycling parks

545

547

553

558

558

558

566

Retailers/
Distribution
recycling points

3,916

4,117

4,407

4,869

5,050

6,961

7,140

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

4,834

4,686

4,982

5,449

5,630

7,541

7,728

Reuse centres
Total

Recycling parks account for 62% of the volume of WEEE collected, with retailers
accounting for 24% and other locations (mainly reuse centres) accounting for the
remaining 14% of WEEE collected. Scrap dealers cooperate with Recupel and hand over
any B2C WEEE they do not want (usually the non-LDA components).
Table 4-11 shows the proportion of returned WEEE collected by each collection system
for three product categories.258
Table 4-11: Collection System and Performance

Recycling parks
Retail

LDA

TVs

Small WEEE

29%
52%

73%
10%

70%
6%

8%

8%

9%

11%

9%

15%

Reuse centres (third sector)
Scrap dealers

Recycling parks are the most commonly used collection system for both TVs and small
WEEE; retail is the most common collection point for LDA at 52%.
257
258
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In Flanders in 2017/18, Recupel launched a 12 month kerbside collection pilot. Recupel
financed the communication campaign and branded collection bags.259 WEEE was
collected in yellow plastic bags along with books, textiles and toys. The pilot was
considered unsuccessful, with a low volume of WEEE collected. The collections were not
integrated into the existing municipal waste collection round however, so a possible retest of the pilot, which does integrate WEEE into waste collection rounds, is being
explored.260
While retailers’ responsibilities match the obligations set out in the Directive, it is
understood that supermarkets provide WEEE collection at the actual check-outs.261
Similarly prominent collection points in the UK could help to raise awareness and
increase collection rates. The retailer RecylePoints are generally well received by
consumers, with a study showing that 40% of consumers find them to be a good
supplement to a recycling park. The expansion of the RecyclePoint network correlates
with an increase in the quantity of collected small WEEE of several thousand tonnes in
2016 compared to the previous year, with the overall collection rate for small WEEE
increasing by 3.5%; this is largely attributed to these food retail collection points.262
Recupel organises the collection of WEEE from RecyclePoints in retail and distribution
stores (including supermarkets), although in some instances retailers transport WEEE
directly to treatment centres. Under the terms of the contract, retailers are required to
hand over 100% of the WEEE volumes collected. In practice, when retailers hit their
target volumes, the additional is sold to scrap dealers. Retailers receive a compensation
fee, calculated by the loss of shop floor space (m2), agreed volumes and market share,
directly from Recupel but reports suggest that there is some disquiet amongst retailers,
in regards to the lack of participation in the fee setting procedure.263 Retailers receive
€110 per tonne (in addition to the compensation fee). The WEEE collection performance
of the retailer Recycle Points from 2017- mid 2019 is shown in Table 4-12 below.264 The
collection tonnage for the first 6 months of 2017 and 2018 is given, to allow comparison
with the 2019 data. There has been a consistent increase in the collection performance
of Recycle Points since 2017.
Table 4-12: Recycle Point Collection Performance
Year

6 monthly collection figure (t)

12 monthly collection figure (t)

2017
2018

1415
1485

3115
3185

259
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Year

6 monthly collection figure (t)

12 monthly collection figure (t)

2019

1585

n/a

In 2016, work was done to raise consumers’ awareness of Recupel. The volume of
separately collected WEEE has increased significantly across all three regions of Belgium,
which is thought to be linked to the public becoming more informed about end-of-life
WEEE management.265
2016 collection figures seem to show that Recupel’s media campaigns focusing on small
WEEE have had a positive impact, with the “use your head” and “lamp ladies” campaigns
said to have had a measurable impact, supported by the expansion of recognisable
collection points for small WEEE (RecyclePoints) in retail stores. With regards to tonnage,
almost 10% more small WEEE and 5% more lamps were collected than the during the
previous year; in 2016, the quantity of small WEEE collected increased by 20% and lamps
by over 21%, compared to the previous year.266
This suggests in-store collection points can have a significant impact when
comprehensively rolled out nationwide in collaboration with media campaigns.
Expanding alternative collection routes can also make a difference; for instance, Belgium
increased its battery recovery rate – which can face similar challenges to WEEE – from
55% in 2015 to 71% 2016, partly due to holding collection events in schools. 267
An outline of some of Recupel’s collection initiatives, designed to raise awareness of
WEEE collections and collect WEEE, are detailed in Table 4-13.
Table 4-13: Recupel Collection Initiatives
Initiative

Brief outline

WEEE Tonnage collected


Recupel on
Tour

112 tonnes collected
over 38 collection
days in 2013
 159 tonnes collected
over 48 collection
days in 2014
 94 tonnes collected
over 36 collection
days in 2015268

Mobile collection
initiative in collaboration
with municipalities,
waste management and
reuse sector

265

Costs
Recupel cover
communication
costs, municipalities
cover costs of
containers. Recupel
pay municipalities
€75 per tonne of
WEEE collected
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Initiative

Café Recupel

RecycleVille269

Brief outline
Pop-up café that visits
colleges and universities
targeting student
population
Consumer campaign
where cities and
municipalities competed
to achieve the highest
collected weight of
WEEE per inhabitant

WEEE Tonnage collected

Costs

No data found

No data found

8830 tonnes of WEEE
collected across 315
communities in 2015

No data found

One third of Recupel’s budget is spent on the logistics costs involved in the collection
and processing of WEEE. In 2015, Recupel began the ‘OptiWEEE’ project designed to
allow Recupel to make use of reverse logistics. As a result of this, Recupel has reduced
logistics costs by 10% thanks to a substantial reduction in the number of kilometres
driven.270
B2B WEEE
For professional/B2B WEEE, Recupel gives companies the option of returning WEEE
when buying new appliances or contacting a Recupel certified collector. There is a grey
area that currently exists regarding the recycling of professional appliances, whereby the
environmental fee does not cover all costs, which can create tension between industry
stakeholders.271
All companies that produce business waste are obliged to keep a register of the waste
streams produced in their company, including WEEE. As well as quantities of waste
generated, the register includes information on the treatment method, the company
that collects the waste and the name of the company that treats the waste. The waste
producing companies are also obliged to report these waste registers to their respective
regional authority. Businesses provide their registers to their regional authority,
indicating there is some formal accounting of B2B WEEE.
Research by Recupel showed that each Small and Medium size Enterprise (SME) hoards
around 200 kg of WEEE; following on from this research, a digital marketplace called
Smartloop for discarded electrical appliances from businesses is soon to be launched.
This will enable companies to advertise their unwanted EEE/ WEEE and authorised
collectors to arrange a price and time of collection. Companies are only charged for the
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cost of the logistics, and Recupel pay collectors €110 / tonne. Recupel hopes to
introduce Smartloop nationwide across Belgium by the end of 2019.272
Free-riding and Online Sales
In Belgium, online sales represented approximately 24% of the value of all electrical and
electronics sales in 2015.273
A national authority can approach counterparts in other territories to ask for their
assistance in chasing non-compliant firms that are based there. However, this may not
always be their priority, and prosecution of illegal activity in a different territory is not
always possible. The only lever can therefore be the offer of reciprocal support should
that be needed. Recupel state that they are able to undertake auditing in Luxembourg
and the Netherlands for example, and that all the biggest online players are registered,
including Amazon, although some do not fulfil their take-back obligations. The Flemish
authorities work with German and Dutch counterparts who assist investigations. OVAM
(Flemish EPA) cannot shut down a website in Belgium for non-compliance but they can
impose fines on a Belgian legal entity. OVAM have recently investigated around 51
companies and sent letters setting out what actions they must take to become
compliant. However, after 6 months only 14% are now compliant, 6 have chosen to
withdraw from the Flemish market and 38 (75% of the 51) remain noncompliant. This
shows just how difficult it can be for enforcement agencies.274
According to this 2006 European Commission report275, the Flemish Government
collaborates closely with Recupel to tackle free-riders. Recupel frequently reports freeriders or suspect organisations to Ovam. If, when OVAM inspects them, they are found
to not be participating in the PCS, OVAM allows them to become regulated by
submitting an individual waste prevention and waste management plan or by
subscribing to Recupel’s PCS, and to pay back-dated contributions for the years they
have been unregulated.
Mandatory Treatment Standards
WEEELABEX / CENELEC standards are not a legal obligation but they can be a contractual
obligation. When a certain industry, such as the refrigeration industry, has set a CENELEC
norm, then all actors handling these appliances must follow these CENELEC standards.
Where there are no set CENELEC standards, the standards to follow have to be agreed
on. In the three Belgian regions, all transport and treatment facilities that have a
contract with Recupel have to work according to the WEEELABEX standard. However this
is not the case for transport and treatment facilities not working with Recupel. From
2018, all operators in Flanders must work according to the WEEELABEX standard. 276
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4.3.6 Spain
There are currently 11 PCSs in Spain, which vary between regional and national, and forprofit and non-profit.277
Spain does not have a specific WEEE management plan; however, a WEEE action plan
has been incorporated into the two main National Waste Plans (WMPs):


Section 8 of the National WMP for 2016-2022 is dedicated to WEEE, outlining the
baseline situation, main regulations, collection and treatment targets, points of
progress and challenges;
 The National Waste Prevention Programme on Waste 2014-2020 includes WEEE
prevention as a priority, as well as measures to encourage reuse, extend the
useful life of products, and reduce the impact of WEEE.
Table 4-14: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes

11

Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)

566,520

WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

249,983

WEEE collection rate (%)

44.1%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (kgs/inh)

4.3kgs

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding and Organisation
Producers in Spain are responsible for funding the full costs of collection points as well as
transport and treatment.
There is little geographic coordination between the 11 PCSs, which is believed to cause
inefficiencies and means that WEEE can go uncollected once the PCSs have reached their
minimum targets. Different PCSs use different information tools meaning it can be
difficult for the authorities to control and monitor the traceability of WEEE, which has
led to serious issues regarding compliance with targets and the reliability of the provided
data.278
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Data Issues
An estimated 10% of the electronic products on the market are believed to be noncompliant. 279
Article 40 and 41 of Law 22/2011 states that collection facilities and treatment plants
have to comply with obligations surrounding the recording and recording of data. The
regional authorities are able to establish a mechanism of inspection, control and
verification of the performance of the actors in their territory. They can verify the data
provided, and apply internal validation processes before the data is compiled and
reported to the ministry. The Royal decree 110/2015 establishes that specific treatment
plants have to fulfil targets regarding WEEE.280
The Working Group on WEEE (WGW) is the coordinating body that monitors the waste
stream at a national, regional and local level. WGW helps ensure that the operational
conditions are uniform across Spain, and also guarantees the WEEE data of facilities,
operators and PCSs. WGW uses the following coordination tools: an Electronic Platform
on WEEE (collected WEEE database) and the Allocation Office for collected WEEE. The
WGW allows authorities to have a single source of information on the collection and
management of WEEE across Spain, on both a regional and national level. It also ensures
a uniformity of data for WEEE managers and EEE producers, with relevant actors using
the WGW to fulfil their reporting obligations. Authorities can use the tool to have a fuller
understanding of the WEEE management sector and of compliance data regarding
appropriate WEEE management and separate collections targets. The Working Group
also holds discussions about EPR functions and its relation with wastes managers and
operators. 281 282 283
As stated in the 2017 European Commission and Spanish Government’s workshop on the
‘Official WEEE database in Spain’,284 The Electronic Platform aims to give:



“Single source of information on the collection and management of WEEE at the
state, regional and municipal level: Unique Official Database on WEEE collection
and management.
Availability of data of all channels and its control to the competent
administrations and fulfil the information obligations to the European
Commission.
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Administrative coordination. Improvement in efficiency for operators and
administrations. Implementing of Electronic Reporting.
Coordination with Other Official E‐Database: Waste Producers Register/Operators
Register/National Shipment Wastes Platform/Customs Database.
Homogenization of WEEE data for WEEE managers and EEE producers
organizations.
Key element of the WEEE Working Group to carry out its tasks.”

According to The CWIT Project 2015, the knowledge gap in Spain (i.e. re. what happens
to WEEE flows by weight) is around 58%, the third highest of the EU-28 plus Norway and
Switzerland, and significantly higher than other Western European countries. 285
Circular Economy drivers
The National Waste Prevention Programme promotes WEEE prevention (although there
is no waste prevention target), reuse and durability. Spain was the first European
country to require a proportion of some types of WEEE to be prepared for re-use rather
than recycled or incinerated.286 The Spanish Decree required 2% of large household
appliances and 3% of IT equipment to be prepared for re-use from 2017. The targets
rose to 3% and 4% respectively from 2018.287 The preparation rate for reuse was stated
as 0% in the 2017 European Commission WEEE Compliance and Promotion exercise
report.288
Collection facilities are expected to include preparation for reuse, and local authorities
must include designated areas for the preparation for reuse of WEEE in collection
facilities. When new EEE is purchased and delivered, the distributor must provide
information on the products potential reuse or recyclability, and when WEEE is collected
by the responsible actor, they too must provide this information. 289
Spain does not use modulated fees, however producers that comply with IEC/TR
62635:2012290 – guidelines for end-of-life information (provided by manufacturers and
recyclers and for recyclability rate calculation of electrical and electronic equipment) –
may benefit from lower fees. 291
Collections
Local authorities set up collection points, including door to door collection and recycling
centres. Distributors’ take-back obligations match the WEEE Directive requirements.
285
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PCSs also partner with schools, hospitals, universities and other public organisations, as
well as private companies, to support WEEE collections.292
B2B WEEE
Little information has been identified regarding B2B WEEE in Spain.
Free-riding and Online Sales
There are obligations for distance sellers, as every producer is required to finance the
collection and management of waste from its EEE placed on the market and sold to the
end user in Spanish territory, whatever the mode of sale. However, there have only been
a few inspections of online platforms. 293 294
Regarding distance sales from outside the EU/EEA, the Ministry of Industry oversees the
Integrated Industrial Register as a register that collects information on placing on the
market from EEE producers. Regions can also oversee the information on placing on the
market within their own territory. 295
PCSs do voluntarily check producers’ reports of volume placed on the market; PCSs that
become aware of free-riding are not under any obligation to make any adjustments in
reporting what is placed on the market when reporting their collection and recycling
performance.296
Mandatory Treatment Standards
CENELEC/WEEELABEX standards are not mandatory in Spain but Royal Decree 110/2015
outlines the plan to improve municipal collection facilities. The Decree establishes
mandatory requirements for WEEE-specific treatments, which address seven types of
WEEE and have been developed in collaboration with more modern Spanish WEEE
treatment facilities and operators.
The Ministry of Agriculture, Food and the Environment has produced a technical note on
the correct treatment of temperature exchange equipment containing CFCs, HCFCs,
HFCs or HCs gases. Whilst this is not binding, most of the permits awarded to treatment
facilities dealing with this kind of equipment are conditional on its application. The
success of this has led to similar initiatives being developed for other equipment.297

4.3.7 Luxembourg
In Luxembourg, the 2002 WEEE Directive was implemented through the Grand-Ducal
Regulation 18/01/2005 on waste electrical and electronic equipment, which was
updated by the Regulation of 31st March 2012. The 2012 WEEE Directive was transposed
292
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into national law by the Grand-Ducal Regulation of 30th July 2013 on waste electrical
and electronic equipment.298
Ecotrel is the only approved PCS in Luxembourg and is a non-profit collection and
recovery system.299
Table 4-15: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes
Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015
(tonnes)

1
11,870

WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

6,191

WEEE collection rate (%)

52.2%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (kgs/inh) (2014)

9.8 kgs

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding and Organisation
Producers in Luxembourg are again required to cover all the costs associated with WEEE
collection and treatment. Ecotrel is the only PCS in Luxembourg and works for both
household and professional WEEE. While this restricts producers’ choice, it is
questionable whether multiple schemes would be justified in a country of Luxembourg’s
size.
EEE goods are divided into ten categories and, for the purpose of setting fees, are
grouped into a number of sub-categories.300 Fees for large appliances range from €0.11
(for heating and ventilation appliances) to €10.06 (for refrigerating and freezing
equipment). Fees for small appliances, and other WEEE categories range from €0.11 to
€0.47. 301 Visible fees are mandatory in the majority of cases.
The PCS is audited annually by the environment agency, with Ecotrel submitting data,
which the agency assesses for plausibility.302 Members of Ecotrel must sign a statement
298
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affirming that their annual declarations are correct and complete. Ecotrel can also carry
out an audit, or commission an external auditor. 303
Data Issues
Currently more than 600 companies of various sizes and representing different sectors of
activity are affiliated to Ecotrel.304
All producers and importers of EEE are required to register with the Ministry of
Sustainable Development and Infrastructure.305 The environment agency (Administration
de l’environnement) is responsible for the register of producers and collecting
information on the volumes of EEE placed on the market. The agency is also responsible
for inspections, but WEEE facilities are not included in the inspection plan.
In the case of batteries, it is known that the numbers placed on the market may not fully
reflect the level of private “imports”, and this could be a similar issue with EEE, which
would affect the collection and recycling rate.306 According to The CWIT Project 2015,
however, the knowledge gap in Luxembourg is around 18%.307
Circular Economy Drivers
WEEE Management is covered by the National Waste Management Plan. It includes
future objectives on waste prevention (including awareness campaigns and product
design); improving waste collections (through an increased number of take-back
channels as well as awareness campaigns), and treatment (including through using the
best available treatment techniques and ensuring a transparent process). There is no
preparation for reuse target or WEEE prevention target and no separate data on the
preparation for reuse rate. 308
Ecotrel applies varying rates of recycling fees for different EEE. These fees are based on
the appliance category, volume of appliances put on the market, and the real logistic and
treatment costs. Fees must cover the total costs for the WEEE management, but they are
not modulated within the product categories.
Ecotrel has measures to promote the design and production of EEE with a view to reuse,
and for dismantling and recovery of WEEE. They have invested in WEEE infrastructure,
including a new manual dismantling centre for WEEE to improve material recovery.309 A
‘new generation’ dismantling centre for WEEE has been set up with the recycling
company Lamesch, where they segregate the WEEE based on size and then manually
303
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disassemble the WEEE to maximise material recovery.310 Discarded appliances are sorted
by category and sent to specific grouping centres. Where possible they will be manually
disassembled and secondary raw materials extracted. Appliances such as refrigerators
are sent to special treatment centres due to hazardous materials and gases.311
Collections
Retailers’ 1:0 and 1:1 obligations match the WEEE Directive requirements.312 Collection
points are standardised across the shopping centres. There are door-to-door collections
in participating municipalities, and an online tool informs consumers as to when these
collections are organised.313 The tool also offers details on where collection points are.
Additionally, mobile collections organised by Ecotrel and SuperDrecksKëcht take place
four times a year in all localities.314
B2B WEEE
Producers and importers must contribute financially to the collection of non-household
WEEE when they sell new EEE of a similar nature to the WEEE being replaced, and as
part of a 1:1 exchange. In this case, the producer or importer is obliged to contribute
financially for collection from the client's premises. The funding relates to professional
user collection and the treatment, recovery and non-polluting disposal of WEEE. If the
producer or importer does not provide for a specific agreement with their customer, it
will be required to finance the collection and future processing of the EEE that it sold
when it becomes waste and the customer requires its disposal.315
Free-riding and Online Sales
If Ecotrel finds inaccuracies in declarations, the producer or importer is legally bound to
pay both the defrauded recycling fees owing plus late-payment interest, and a fine equal
to twice the amount of the defrauded recycling fees. It is unclear how often Ecotrel has
commissioned an auditing process.
Distance sellers have the same obligations as retailers for the take-back of WEEE under
1:1 obligations. Ecotrel has provided a specific service to its distance seller members to
enable them to comply with this obligation.316
In certain cases companies are exempt from charging the client the recycling fee, as
detailed in Ecotrel’s Manual for Producers and Importers:317
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“Exportation: exportation refers to the act by which EEEs are physically sent out of
Luxembourg territory, provided that this act can be described as an intraCommunity delivery, or as an act of exportation in VAT terms.
 Sales with foreign VAT: this refers to an act of sale for which foreign VAT must be
paid by the intermediary or the final point-of-sale representative, but which is not
exempt from VAT in Luxembourg due to the exportation (for example distance
selling, deliveries including installation or assembly)
 Sales of equipment in a foreign country with a Luxembourg VAT rate to microenterprises working under a specific tax regime characterized by an exemption
basis of VAT (these companies do not have an intra-Community VAT number, do
not charge and recover the VAT in their country)”
Foreign companies have to pay an additional annual fixed fee.
Mandatory Treatment Standards
Ecotrel requires its subcontractors to adhere to CENELEC standards and/or RAL (German
national standards).318 Ecotrel works with approved external organisations to supervise
the collection and processing of WEEE. These organisations are selected based on the
cost-efficiency of their services and on their environmental credentials regarding the
processing of WEEE.319

4.3.8 Sweden
The Swedish EPR system, in operation since 2001, relies on cooperation between
municipalities and producers, with producers funding collections provided by
municipalities (primarily through 600 municipal recycling centres).
There are two PCSs, but El-Kretsen represents 99% of the market; it is owned by the
trade association and has more than 1,700 members. The second PCS, the Swedish
Electronics Recycling Association (EAF), is owned by 69 EEE producers. 320 In 2014 the
European Recycling Platform (ERP) signed a cooperation agreement with the EAF to
provide its full range of take-back services in the Swedish market. The ERP, which
operates in 15 countries, offers producer compliance for WEEE, batteries and packaging
materials.321
By 2016, Sweden had met the 65% collection target for 2019. Of the 163,237 tonnes of
WEEE collected in 2016, nearly half (81,510 tonnes) was large household appliances,
with ICT equipment accounting for 26,268 tonnes.322
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Table 4-16: Summary of Relevant Statistics
Key figures
Number of WEEE producer compliance schemes

2

Products put on the market - 3 year average 2013 – 2015 (tonnes)

245,828

WEEE collected (tonnes 2016)

163,237

WEEE collection rate (% 2016)

66.4%

WEEE collected per inhabitant (2016) (kgs/inh)

13.97

Source: Eurostat (2016)

Governance, Funding and Organisation
The Ordinance 2005:209 of August 2005 transposed the WEEE Directive into Swedish
Law. The Ordinance aims to promote re-use and reduce the hazardous content of EEE,
and includes provisions for collection, recovery and recycling quotas. The Swedish
regulations obligate any company that:
 Manufactures and sells EEE under their own brand;
 Rebrands EEE produced by others for onward sale; and
 Imports EEE into Sweden.
The Swedish Association of Local Authorities and Regions (Avfall Sverige) and El-Kretsen
collaborate on the "El-retur" system.323 In addition to financing the local authority
collections, producers are then responsible for the WEEE transport and treatment. Most
municipalities provide several different collection routes, including municipal recycling
centres, mobile collection systems, via retailers and at the kerbside.
EAF provides WEEE collection points in retail stores across Sweden but, as not all
municipalities have an EAF reception point, EAF pays a fee for its members’ WEEE that is
collected by El-Kretsen.324
Producers pay a fixed annual membership fee and a variable price depending on the
quantities of EEE placed on the market within the different categories.325 There is no
requirement for the fees to be visible.
Municipalities are responsible for financing and providing information to private
households. Communications encourage householders to separate their WEEE from the
residual stream, provide guidance on how to do this and information on the options for
disposing of WEEE.
323
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Data Issues
The EPA reviews data provided by producers (via the PCS) and undertakes audits of
quantities placed on the market and collected. The EPA receives a mandatory audit fee
from PCSs to fund these checks, and the regulations include financial penalties for late
submission of annual reports.326 Municipalities report on the collection results.
To assist in the reliability of data collection, El-Kretsen’s collection receptacles have ID
tags, which are scanned when picked-up. On delivery to the recycler, the WEEE is
weighed to cross-reference against recyclers’ reports on WEEE treatment. The recyclers
report to El-Kretsen with data on how much of the WEEE is recycled, how much is sold
and what is removed. El-Kretsen’s contractors report their waste flows in the WFRepTool to enable El-Kretsen to monitor recycling volumes and the final destinations.327
El-Kretsen also reports that the Swedish police are working with Interpol to prevent
illegal exports of WEEE, claiming that they are an example of best practice in the EU.328
Interestingly, the CWIT Project does not report any knowledge gap in Sweden, with
100% of WEEE either reported as collected, documented in residual waste or via noncompliant recycling.329
Circular Economy Drivers
It is understood that there is some eco-modulation, as producers’ fees depend on the
recycling costs for some specific products, with adjustment charges depending on the
level of difficulty to recycle. It appears that there is an ongoing challenge and trade-off
between a true-cost system and increased administrative burdens this brings, associated
with the gathering of waste data at specific product sub-category level.330
In 2017, the Swedish Government introduced incentives for consumers to promote
repairs, including an income tax refund for 50% of the labour costs of repairs for
household appliances.331 While not part of the EPR system, this potentially raises
reparability on consumers’ and producers’ the agenda.
Collections
The cooperation between local authorities and producers is considered to be the main
success factor for the Swedish WEEE collection system, with 3-4 collection options in
each local authority.332
In addition to the 600 municipal recycling centres, to which all categories of WEEE can be
taken, there are 2,000 smaller collection stations for small electronics, batteries, and
lighting equipment. EL-Kretsen and the municipalities have agreed on the categories of
326
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equipment that WEEE should be sorted into at municipal collection sites. The collections
categories coincide with products that require similar end-of-life treatment routes. They
are as follows:
 Large Household Appliances
 Cooling and freezing appliances
 Diverse Electronics333
 Lamps: Fluorescent Tubes
 Lamps: Compact Fluorescent bulbs and other discharge lamps
 Lamps: Light bulbs (incandescent).334
Whilst the majority of WEEE collected from households is brought to these recycling
centres, some local authorities also provide kerbside collections.335 Examples include the
municipality of Aneby in southern Sweden, with a population of 6,800 and around 2,000
households. 336 Waste is collected by Amaq, the Aneby Environment and Water
Company, which is a wholly-owned municipal company. Aneby collects a range of
household waste, including WEEE and batteries.
All houses are provided with red boxes (shown in Figure 4-1) for kerbside collections.
These have an opening and closing mechanism that is designed to be child-proof.
Batteries and light bulbs must be placed in transparent plastic bags to make emptying
the boxes easier for the driver (bags are not provided by Amaq). The red boxes are
collected at the same time as normal householder/domestic waste, for which there are
fortnightly collections.337

Figure 4-1: Kerbside collection receptacle for small WEEE
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Mobile recycling centres are fairly common in Sweden. These are manned mobile
centres that accept hazardous waste, some bulky waste and also WEEE. These mobile
centres visit a number of permanent collection points according to a schedule.
In terms of retailer take-back, requirements are similar to the WEEE Directive. The
Swedish EPA states that the obligation for retailers to accept waste is as follows:
 When supplying a new product, distributors are responsible for ensuring that similar
waste can be returned to the distributor free of charge on a 1:1 basis as long as the
equipment is of equivalent type and has fulfilled the same functions as the supplied
equipment.
 Distributors at retail shops with EEE sales areas of at least 400 m2 provide for
collection of small WEEE (with no external dimension more than 25 cm) free of charge
to end-users on a 1:0 basis.
 The WEEE collected by distributors shall be handed over to a collective scheme with
permit to collect household WEEE.
 The distributor shall inform end users of the possibility to return WEEE.
Many grocery stores also feature a ‘Samlaren’, a container designed for the collection of
electronic waste placed in stores for the public to hand in light bulbs, low-energy bulbs,
small batteries and smaller WEEE.
Monitoring and evaluation of the impact of the Samlaren collection system identified
that WEEE could be collected at a cost of 16kr/kg (£1.30/kg), with the system
subsequently being rolled out in grocery and small retail establishments across Sweden.
Trials in Gothenburg identified that the Samlaren collection system collected 4.5 tonnes
of WEEE in the first year of operation. This was compared to just over 5 tonnes of WEEE
collected across 16 WEEE collection points over the same period.338
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Figure 4-2: Samlaren Container for Collection of Light Bulbs and Small
WEEE

Source: Sweden – World leader in WEEE Collection and Treatment, Elretur

Other types of WEEE collection systems piloted in Sweden include recycling stations
which allow householders to dispose of WEEE outside of normal operational hours. To
gain access, the householder registers a valid driving licence, which is used to open the
facility electronically. This system has been piloted in Skövde, however no further details
or evaluation research has been identified during the course of the literature review.
Additionally, El-Kretsen has previously organised flea markets in cities for consumers to
return, buy or sell old EEE to encourage participation and raise awareness, the markets
included games and activities for children and families. El-Kretsen has also developed
mobile phone apps for consumers to find recycling points and opening hours etc.339
B2B WEEE
In 2013, 12% of EEE placed on the market in Sweden (by weight) was for professional
use. Of the tonnes collected, 94% was WEEE from private households and 6% came from
sources other than private households.340 With a 77% collection rate for B2C WEEE,
there is therefore a lower collection rate for B2B WEEE. WEEE disposal services are,
though, provided free of charge to businesses by El-Kretsen.341
There are approximately 400 collection points for businesses with at least one collection
point per municipality. Any business making use of the collection system must complete
339

Perchards (2017) The Collection of Waste Portable Batteries in Europe in View of the Achievability of
the Collection Targets Set by Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC. Study on behalf of the European Portable
Battery Association. August 2013, update December 2017.
340
WEEE system setup a comparison of Sweden, Norway and Denmark, IVL 2015
341
https://www.el-kretsen.se/english/collection
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paperwork to confirm that the number of units being returned corresponds with the
purchase of new equipment.342
Collection is partly organised in cooperation with municipal authorities and partly
through directly contracted waste contractors. In addition, collection services for certain
types of products, such as light sources, are provided by El-Kretsen.
Free-riding and Online Sales
Distance sellers are subject to the same regulations and obligations as companies based
in Sweden343 and El-Kretsen provides an authorised representative service for foreign
producers. Limited information to date has been identified on online traders and free
riders. The EPA is responsible for enforcing free-riders’ obligations; they state that, for
online sellers, it is inappropriate to send WEEE by mail and therefore distant sellers of
EEE are instructed to meet their obligation to accept WEEE by providing guidance to
consumers on the nearest available recycling centres, and where possible, accept
discarded WEEE at any site that the distributor possess, such as a sales office or a
storage site.
Mandatory Treatment Standards
El-Kretsen requires its contracted recyclers to be certified according to either the
CENELEC or WEEELABEX standards and contracts are terminated if the recycler fails to
obtain certification within two years. El-Kretsen conducts annual inspections of its
contractors.344
It is worth noting that Sweden has an over capacity for WEEE recycling and imports
WEEE from other Nordic countries.345
Beyond treatment standards specifically, El-Kretsen requires its partners and contractors
to follow the CECED (European Committee of Domestic Equipment Manufacturers) code
of conduct relating to employment practices. And, in terms of standards at collection
sites, these are inspected by municipalities.346

4.4 Summary of Collection Systems
What is presented below is the summary of the findings of the recent Eunomia study for the
DTS/Valpak347, and more detail, overall and in country-specific reports, can be found in that
report.

342

Differences in E-waste collection results between Sweden and the Netherlands, Association NVMP 2010
A Quick Guide to WEEE Legislation in Sweden, Valpak
344
https://www.el-kretsen.se/english/certifications
345
Bipro (2017) WEEE Compliance and Promotion Exercise. Final report for the European Commission.
December 2017.
346
Bipro (2017) WEEE Compliance and Promotion Exercise. Final report for the European Commission.
December 2017.
347
DTS 01/19: Assessment of WEEE collection systems and their effectiveness in other European countries,
October 2019
343
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4.4.1 Municipal Collection Systems and Performance
In all systems, with the exception of Ireland, the municipal collection points contribute
the majority of the WEEE collected, although the proportion varies very significantly
across the EU.
Against the other countries studied, the UK has the lowest density of municipal
collection points per inhabitant, very similar to that in Ireland, a quarter of the number
per km2 compared with Belgium, and half the number compared to France per km2.
Significantly, following the introduction of the Irish WEEE Regulations, civic amenity site
infrastructure across Ireland was deemed to be insufficient to deliver the requisite
capacity and convenience for collection, hence the Irish EPA and WEEE Ireland, since
2015, have been collaborating with retailers to provide additional collection and takeback provisions.
Figure 4-3: Municipal Collection Sites per 100,000 Inhabitants

The Netherlands delivers 43% of WEEE collection via a high density of municipal
collection points, however it also achieves a WEEE collection performance of 35% via
retail. In countries including Belgium and Switzerland, municipal collection point density
is mandated348, whereas in France, municipalities can set up a separate collection
scheme (drop-off centres) by contracting with an existing PCS.
In Sweden, every municipality is required to have 3 to 4 collection options available,
where households can discard their WEEE. The cooperation between local authorities
and producers is considered to be the main success factor for the Swedish WEEE
collection system. The majority of municipalities have several different collection
348 The minimum requirements for a municipality are that “90% of the population lives within a maximum radius of 5

kilometres from a recycling yard site that is accessible to them or there is at least one recycling yard in a municipality
with more than 10,000 residents”.
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systems for WEEE, including municipal recycling centres, retail collection points, mobile
collection systems, and kerbside collection systems. Sweden currently achieves a
collection rate of 66.4%, which represents an exceedance of the 2019 target by 1.4%.
Italy’s Ecolamp reports that municipalities receive efficiency awards to reward them for
efficient operations and high collection volumes. These payments are set out in
programme agreements and paid by PCSs, and mean municipalities have a financial
incentive to increase return volumes. In Finland the collection system is entirely separate
from the municipal system; a mandated number of collection points that have to be
provided by the PROs.
Mobile and pop-up collection systems only contribute a small proportion towards the
overall total of WEEE collected via official routes (~1% or less), with such systems
inevitably incurring higher operating costs. It is worth noting, however, that for many
communities in rural and island locations, mobile collections represent a means of
accessing recycling points, which would otherwise be much less convenient, and require
driving long distances to permanent municipal recycling points. Pop-up events, such as
on a weekend market in a town centre, whilst expensive per tonne collected, can be
helpful in terms of awareness raising and in helping residents access repair and reuse
operators. A particularly successful initiative for Recupel in Belgium is Recycle-Ville,
where cities and municipalities competed to achieve the highest collected weight of
WEEE per inhabitant. This resulted in 8830 tonnes of WEEE being collected across 315
communities in 2015.
Kerbside collection is not a mandatory requirement under the WEEE Directive, and the
research has identified limited examples of WEEE kerbside systems which are fully
integrated within existing domestic kerbside collections, other than Sweden and the UK,
and even here coverage is very sporadic. Discussion with a national UK waste
management contractor that delivers integrated WEEE kerbside collection services
provided the view that small WEEE collection via kerbside can be very cost-effective
where services are incorporated with kerbside recycling (or residual) collections.

4.4.2 Retail Collection Systems and Performance
The UK is unusual (perhaps unique) in that considerable use is made of the derogation
option under Article 5 (2) of the WEEE Directive, to allow distributors/retailers to help to
finance local authorities via the DTS to collect WEEE free of charge, primarily through the
HWRCs. None of the countries studied during the course of the research make use of the
derogation set out within Article 5 (2) of the WEEE Directive.
Article 5 states that derogations may only be applied in regard to retailer take-back …
“..provided that they ensure that returning the WEEE is not thereby made more difficult
for the final holder and that it remains free of charge for the final holder” … and where …
“ alternative existing collection schemes are likely to be at least as effective. Such
assessments shall be available to the public.”
It is not unreasonable to suggest that taking WEEE to a relatively distant (often out of
town HWRC), where the UK density is very low as noted above, is often less convenient
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for some consumers than taking WEEE to an in-town retailer, and impossible for those
without cars. Consequently they may be more likely to hoard or dispose of WEEE (and
small WEEE in particular) in their residual bin as a result.
As noted earlier, Dixons Carphone are not members of the DTS and do undertake instore take-back (1:1 and all small WEEE 1:0 in all stores irrespective of size), and also
collect small WEEE free of charge on delivery of large items to homes, although they still
charge for large appliance collections (£15, £20 or £30 depending on the type of
appliance). Dixons are an exception with most retailers being members of the DTS,
hence avoiding in-store take-back obligations, and also charging for collection of WEEE
on delivery. AO also provide a collection service for customers, but at a cost of £20 per
item.
All other EU countries we considered are implementing 1:1 WEEE take-back (like for like
on buying a new item of EEE) at all retail electrical stores and 1:0 WEEE take-back
(without a new EEE purchase) in line with the WEEE Directive requirements, and operate
a national network of in-store retail collection points. Against the countries studied, the
UK has the lowest number of official retail collection points (DCFs), both in terms of per
capita and per km², as well as the low municipal collection point density noted above.
Overall the UK has amongst the poorest collection provisions in the EU.
Figure 4-4: Retail Collection Points per 100,000 Inhabitants

LDA take-back on delivery represents a significant focus across each of the countries
studied, representing over 75% of retail collection by weight in most countries. Countries
including Belgium, France, Ireland and the Netherlands mandate 1:1 take-back of WEEE
on delivery free of charge under national legislation (charges are allowed and generally
applied in the UK), going beyond the requirements of the WEEE Directive. Countries
including Belgium and Ireland have also extended take-back on delivery to include small
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WEEE, which can be handed over to delivery drivers at the same time as 1:1 replacement
items (something Dixons also do in the UK, whilst still charging for the larger items to be
removed).
Netherlands collects approximately 35% of WEEE via the retail route, despite a high
density of municipal collection points (higher than the UK). WEEE Ireland collects 56% of
WEEE via retail, despite maintaining a similar density of municipal collection points as
the UK. The majority of those countries studied also financially compensate retailers for
providing WEEE collection services, which is typically on a cost per tonne basis, ranging
from €60 to €140 per tonne.
In-store collection systems are also commonplace, both through small WEEE collection
containers (often including lamps and integrated with battery and printer cartridge
compartments), and over-the-counter return. Belgium maintains around 600 contracts
with the Belgian retail sector, with over 3,000 retail collection points. Evidence suggests
that in-store retailer recycling points have generally been well received by consumers,
with a study showing that 40% of consumers find them to be a good supplement to a
recycling point349. In Belgium, the expansion of the retail Recycle Points in 2016
correlated with an increase in the overall collection rate for small WEEE of 3.5%
compared to the previous year. In France, distributors (including retailers) host more
than 24,000 collection points (i.e. containers) for WEEE, with 15,500 for lamps. There are
also 5,800 ‘green counters’ in stores for 1:0 take-back of WEEE over the counter. This all
means that it is very convenient for consumers to bring their WEEE to be collected and
to be able to hand it over securely.

4.4.3 B2B Collections
Many of the countries studied (Belgium, Finland, the Netherlands, Sweden and
Switzerland) offer B2B WEEE collection services, which are typically via municipal
collection points and free of charge or low cost. In the Netherlands, it is seen to be
important to encourage B2B collection in the formal system so as to gather the data and
allow more B2B WEEE to contribute to the overall 65% collection target, with municipal
collection points accepting up to seven items of B2B WEEE per trip, free of charge. As we
understand it this is not restricted to dual use WEEE, although there is a size restriction.
In Belgium, the majority of DIY stores offer designated B2B WEEE collection points for
trade services, with the Belgian PCS Recupel recently launching a new B2B WEEE
collection service, targeting SMEs across Belgium, which will be free of charge for
participating businesses other than paying a small fee towards the logistics costs.

4.4.4 Courier/Mail Take-back
Countries including Belgium and the Netherlands have piloted small WEEE collections via
courier and post-office delivery services, whereby households can hand over small WEEE
items to delivery staff at the point of delivery of new items, free of charge. Pilots have so
far proved to be challenging and not necessarily cost effective.
349

Communication with Recupel, July 2019
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While the Belgian trial was not well received by the delivery company involved, in the
Netherlands the trial showed that the postal service could accommodate small WEEE on
their delivery vans (generally only a few items per round) and had room at their depot to
bulk items for collection by the PRO, however the level of financial compensation sought
by the delivery organisations was very high - quoted as ~€2 per item by WEEE
Nederland. Feedback from WEEE Nederland suggests that collection services could be
financially sustainable where delivery partners were willing to accept a lower financial
rebate of €0.5 per item, although this remains costly on a per tonne basis.

4.4.5 Communications
High performing countries studied during the course of the research place significant
emphasis on the role of communication campaigns and activities to support WEEE
collection efforts. Evidence from WEEE Ireland’s 2017 “The Year of Small WEEE”
campaign correlated to 32% of small household compliances being collected for
recycling in 2017, compared to 26% the previous year.
Improvements in small WEEE collection across France has been largely attributed to
targeted communication campaign efforts and investment – with small WEEE increasing
18.4% between 2013 and 2014, and by 23.7% between 2010 and 2014. French PCSs
must allocate at least 0.3% of their income to national information campaigns. The PCS
Eco-systemes, however, reports that it spent 4% of its budget on communications in
2016. Every PCS organises communication and awareness raising campaigns and
OCAD3E (co-ordinating agency and Clearing House) also coordinates regular
communication campaigns on household WEEE, either at municipality level or at the
national level for larger campaigns.
The experience in Belgium suggests in-store collection points can have a significant
impact when comprehensively rolled out nationwide in collaboration with media
campaigns. PCS campaigns are also often supported by national government campaigns,
in addition to those delivered by municipalities (e.g. in France and the Netherlands).
One UK EEE retailer noted that in-store take-back works most effectively where there is
a national mandatory involvement of EEE retailers (as is the case in most EU countries)
and national communication campaigns. This means that consumers are familiar with
the possibility of returning WEEE to the retail outlets and that they know that any will
take-back WEEE, rather than just certain retailers as in the UK. To illustrate the point,
one UK EEE retailer took-back just 350 tonnes of small WEEE in store from ~330 UK
outlets350 while in another EU country they collected 3,500 tonnes of small WEEE from
~150 stores in the same year; a factor of ~23 greater. The other country in question had
mandatory take-back and related communications at the time the regulations were
changed.
Data on lamp return from Recolight also indicates the importance of consumer
awareness campaigns as well as the physical in-store infrastructure.
350

Personal communication from a confidential source.
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Table 4-17: Impact of In-store Lamp Collection and Related Comms
Proportion/no. of
Consumer
Proportion of lamp WEEE
Country
retailer CPs vs total
communications
collected from retailer CPs
no. of CPs
programme?
Germany
Holland
Finland
France

45% (4,000 of 8,900) 2% (140 tonnes)
6,605 17.4% (376 tonnes)
2,200 3% (30 tonnes)
18% (4,000 of
14% (698 tonnes)
22,000)

No
Large consumer
awareness campaigns
No
Large consumer
awareness campaigns

Source: Recolight

4.4.6 Consumer Collection Preferences
The recent IPSOS Mori poll351, supported by the WEEE Fund, indicated that 42% of
respondents said that they would use a retail WEEE collection point if available,
supermarkets being the most preferred option. Evidence from Sweden, the
Netherlands, Belgium and Switzerland also indicates that supermarket collections are
reasonably well utilised since they are somewhere that people go regularly. Having very
large and well-branded collection containers at the front of stores, and for the smallest
WEEE by checkouts (often mixed lamps, batteries and other very small WEEE), provide a
simple and convenient drop off point for consumers, particularly urban dwellers without
a car. SWICO in Switzerland, which only deals with consumer electronics (mobiles,
laptops, TVs etc.), note that 16% of their WEEE is collected via retailers, showing that it is
not just LDAs that are collected via retailers (mostly take-back on delivery in that case).
The fact that these are within the store, or at least very close to an entrance, reduces the
risk of theft and vandalism. Evidence from Sainsbury’s352 indicates that while collections
of lamps trialled in store car parks resulted in low volumes and vandalism, a concerted
effort on battery collection in store results in large collection volumes, approximately
30% of sales. This is partially put down to the promotion of collections and the use of a
‘see through’ bin which helps consumers to identify the collection point easily, and
highlights any contamination issues which can then be dealt with prior to collection.
It is also worth noting that WRAP research353, prior to the Ipsos Mori survey, also
disclosed interesting factors relating to recycling and reuse. This quantitative WRAP
research into UK household behaviours, including over 4,000 participants, showed that:
351

WEEE Fund and Ipsos MORI (2019) Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment: Public attitudes and
behaviours in the UK; Qualitative and Quantitative Findings, May 2019
352
Personal comments by James Skidmore, J Sainsbury at DTS event, 15 th July
353
Switched in to Value (2): Powering Business Change, 2017
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Over 60% of customers have items at home they no longer use.
Two thirds of consumers are concerned about personal data on devices they’ve
used, such as smartphones and computers.
Over half would be discouraged from disposing of data-bearing items, but a
further 15% have not considered personal data issues. Concerns around personal
data have discouraged 35% of households from disposing of a product.
Take-back, trade-in and service business models can provide customers with
reassurance that data will be protected and eradicated from their devices by
professionals.

It is not too surprising perhaps that people would rather hand in a data-bearing device to
a person at a retailers rather than drop it into a recycling bank or a kerbside collection
where it could potentially fall into the wrong hands. It is interesting to note that in
France (and Switzerland) the EEE retailers offer over the counter return, approximately
5,800 staffed ‘green counters’ (5000 in Switzerland, a far smaller country), as well as
simple containers for small WEEE and lamps, normally at the store entrance.

4.4.7 Cost Effectiveness
Many PCSs in the countries investigated were unwilling to divulge specific cost
information due to commercial sensitivities. For the purpose of benchmarking, PCSs
were therefore asked to indicate how WEEE collection costs for retail and other routes
compare against WEEE collection via traditional municipal collection points. The
following analysis should therefore only be considered as indicative, and highly
dependent on a range of factors, including retail collection point density, container size,
and PCS competition issues.
Stakeholders commented as follows in regard to retail collection costs:
 “Approximately 50% more expensive than HWRC – although collection via larger retail
stores (where volumes are higher) can be closer to the cost of municipal collection
points;
 “Broadly similar to costs associated with municipal collection points - with the only
real difference being treatment costs associated with the different mix of WEEE
collected via these routes”;
 “Can be cost effective, particular for larger retail establishments – although smaller
shops represent a more costly option compared with HWRC.”
The approach taken to retailer collections is extremely important. Some of the
containers used for small WEEE and lamps are small and hence can be costly in the sense
that quite regular collections of very small amounts are required. Better systems bulk
the material along with larger WEEE collected over the counter and that collected on
delivery. It is also important to note that small WEEE taken to retailers is often of
reasonably high value, e.g. gadgets and copper-rich chargers etc.
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Feedback from stakeholders on bring collection (e.g. collection events at a town market)
suggests that costs can be at least 100% more expensive (i.e. twice the cost) when
compared with municipal collection points since pop-up collection points need staffing
all day with no guaranteed quantity of WEEE. Operational costs need to be considered
alongside wider benefits, however, including awareness raising amongst citizens, with
many municipalities in Belgium delivering WEEE collection events independent of
Recupel, as this is considered to be an effective mechanism for engaging with the public.
The research has identified that where WEEE kerbside collection systems are not fully
integrated within existing domestic collections, this is essentially cost prohibitive.
However discussions with UK waste management contractors that offer integrated small
WEEE kerbside collection services within domestic recycling collections, indicate that
over the long term it is very much at a marginal cost in addition to the core collection
service. This presents a case for consideration of WEEE collection via existing kerbside
systems, and in particular, in locations where residents are poorly served by HWRC
facilities.

5.0

Gap Analysis

After identifying existing EU practices and the new requirements under Article 8a of the
Waste Framework Directive, the next step is to consider where improvements either
could be made or are needed to the UK’s EPR arrangements to either improve collection
rates and/ or the operation and fairness of the system.
The gap analysis compares existing practices in the UK to interesting features from other
EPR systems and requirements in the Waste Framework Directive. The gap analysis has
been divided into six categories and the results are provided in the six thematic tables
below. The inclusion of any given criterion does not necessarily mean that it represents
best practice, but simply that it is a feature of other systems that is, at least, worth
considering. It should also be noted that different features cannot simply be assessed in
isolation, as the success of any given feature could depend on the interaction with other
features. For example, the impact of whether or not a scheme is for profit or not will
partly depend on the associated governance arrangements.
In each table, examples of Member States have been provided or it is noted if the
measure is required under the Article 8a of the Waste Framework Directive. The UK is
then ranked according to the colour code in Table 5-1, with green indicating there is no
gap and red indicating a significant gap between the example practice and current
practice in the UK.
Table 5-1: Key for Gap Analysis Tables
Key
No evidence of this happening in the UK.
Limited application in the UK.
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UK is broadly in line, but practice is not universal.
Practice is close to universal in the UK.
M

Requirement is mandatory in example country.

V

Feature has been voluntarily introduced in example country.

C

Feature is a PCS contractual requirement.

5.1

Collections – Getting More out of the System
EU Examples

UK

Italy (M),
Spain (M),
Luxembourg
(M)

The DTS opt-out means in-store
services are limited. Notable
exceptions include Dixons Carphone
which take-back irrespective of EEE
type or size. There is also the example
of Argos offering gift cards in
exchange for old smart phones/
tablets although this is extremely
small scale according to J Sainsbury.

France (M),
Ireland (M),
Belgium (M)

Currys PC World now offers free-takeback of small WEEE on delivery of
large appliances but this is a rare
exception, and they also charge for
take-back of large appliances.

1:0 take-back where sales
area < 400m2

Finland (M)

Dixons Carphone which take-back
irrespective of EEE type or size. There
is also the example of Argos offering
gift cards in exchange for old smart
phones/ tablets although this is
extremely small scale according to J
Sainsbury.

In non-EEE retail / grocery
stores

France (V),
Belgium (V)

Very limited examples, including pilot in
Glasgow newsagents.354

Collection boxes at checkouts

There are no known examples of highBelgium (V)
profile collection points at grocery
stores.

Retailer Take-Back

In store take-back in line
with WEEE Directive

Free 1:1 collection on
delivery

354

Scottish Institute for Remanufacture (2018) Promising early results in Glasgow “WEEE” collection and
recycling trial, http://www.scot-reman.ac.uk/report/weee_collection_trial/
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EU Examples

UK

France (C)
Finland (C)

Due to the different roles of retailers
and PCSs in the UK compared to other
countries, there are not thought to be
any directly comparable
arrangements. PCSs such as Repic do,
however, offer to arrange collections
for retailers.355

France (M),
Ireland (M),
Belgium (V)

No specific UK provisions (other than
obligated via a B2B PCS)

Ireland (M),
Belgium (M)

Retailers are required to provide
written information on the take-back
services they provide, as well as more
general information regarding WEEE
disposal. This can include displaying
posters or provide leaflets; online
retailers must publish information on
their website although this is not
always the case.

Kerbside collections

France,
Spain,
Luxembourg

Some local authorities collect small
WEEE with recycling collections or
offer a bulky waste collection, but
provision is limited to a small number
of LAs.

Specific WEEE collection
boxes for kerbside

Where local authorities collect WEEE,
it is understood that no separate
Sweden,
boxes are provided for WEEE
Netherlands specifically, although some kerbside in
the UK utilises separate clear plastic
bags.

Retailer services funded/
supported by PCS (e.g.
compensation/ free
collections)

Free or low cost B2B
collections for any business

Retailers required to display
notices with information on
their take-back obligations

Municipal Collections

Mobile collections

Finland,
France,
Luxembourg,
Sweden

Some local authorities in very rural or
densely populated areas have
provided mobile collections.356 These
are not, however, thought to be as
widespread as in other countries.

PCS Collection Support
355

Repic (no date): Distributors, accessed http://www.repic.co.uk/Distributors
WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
356
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Public Collection Points

Pop-Up Collection Drives

Financial Rewards for high
return volumes
Website with information on
collection points
Partnerships with schools,
colleges etc.

EU Examples

UK

Finland (M)

There are few bring bank collection
points similar to those found in
Finland, with the focus in the UK on
HWRCs. Veolia do operate some
however and some LAs have
introduced bring banks for small
WEEE, for instance at libraries, but it
is not known what support they
receive from PCSs for these.357

Ireland (V)

There have been a few examples of
municipal collection drives, such as
the City of London’s “Give and Take
Day”, which involved a WEEE
amnesty.358

Belgium (V),
The
Netherlands
(V), Italy (V)

There is no general per tonne
incentive for LAs to collect, only the
contractual obligation to collect WEEE
for free.

Finland (V)

The RecycleNow website provides
information by postcode in terms of
retail and municipal collection points.

Some PCSs offer to work with
Belgium (V), organisations to hold amnesty days.359
Spain (V)
Such practices are not thought to be
widespread.

Regulations

357

WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
358
WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
359
WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
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PCSs fund 100% of collection
costs (full net-cost recovery),
going beyond the minimum
requirements of the WEEE
Directive. WEEE is exempt
from the WFD Article 8a cost
recovery requirements.

EU Examples

UK

France,
Belgium,
Spain,
Luxembourg,
Sweden

PCSs are only required to contribute
to a specified collection target and
provide DCF collections, not to go
beyond that. Some PCSs have done
more by adding WEEE bring banks for
example, but higher-cost collections
are not attractive given the
Compliance Fee option.

PCS contribution to comms
funding for education /
awareness

Some PCSs do invest in marketing and
awareness raising, and this can be
France (M),
part of contractual agreements with
Italy (M) LAs. However there are no regulations
requiring a minimum level of
investment.

Minimum requirements for
density/ number of
collection points

France (M),
Finland (M)

Economic incentives/
regulations to encourage
waste holders to deliver
WEEE to separate collection
systems

Municipalities required to
run campaigns informing
public on WEEE management

5.2

There are no such requirements and
provision will vary significantly across
the country.

The WEEE Regulations do not make it
mandatory for households to separate
WEEE from other residual or recycling
waste streams and there is no PAYT
Article 8a,
mechanism, as in Ireland, to deter the
Ireland
use of residual waste. Some private
companies do offer cash in exchange
for WEEE, but these are not publicly
operated/ mandated.
France

Some municipalities do this, however
there is no requirement to do so.360

Governance, Co-ordination and Efficiency
EU Examples

Efficiency & Costs

360

Such as Lewisham’s “WEEE Man”: https://www.londoncouncils.gov.uk/download/file/fid/4115
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UK

Fees set transparently on
basis of costs

France,
Finland,
Luxembourg

There is a lack of transparency /
visibility between actors, for example
in terms of local authority costs and
overall costs, including evidence costs.

Competition between
schemes

France, Italy,
Austria,
Finland,
Ireland

There are 28 PCSs in the UK for
producers to choose from (although
some are B2B only).

France, Italy,
Finland

There are no restrictions or
requirements in the UK, so some PCSs
are not-for-profit while others are forprofit.

National formula for LA
funding

France

PCSs reach bi-lateral agreements with
LAs.

Authorisation process for
new PCSs

PCSs must apply for approval from the
EA, SEPA, NRW or NIEA but the
barriers to entry are considered to be
France
lower than in other countries (e.g.
zero subsistence fee in Scotland; no
obligation to collect).

PCSs required to be not-forprofit

Co-ordination
Clearinghouse

Geographic allocation
between PCSs

Advisory Body/ Stakeholder
Dialogue

France, Italy

No clearinghouse mechanism in the
UK, although the PBS is undertaking
an element of allocation.

Ireland

There is no formal allocation system,
with PCSs that choose to support
collections tendering for individual
local authority collections.

Article 8a,
France,
Ireland

While there are informal industry
forums and discussions between
stakeholders, there is no formal crossindustry forum or advisory body.

Italy, France

There is no oversight of costeffectiveness or the contribution
made by the different PCSs.

Article 8a

The Environment Agency publishes a
list of approved PCSs, but ownership
information is not included.

Governance
Steering committee to
monitor operations and costeffectiveness and report to
Government
PCS ownership publicly
available
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Article 8a

The Compliance Fee is known, but
members’ individual contributions are
not published or the price paid for
evidence.

France, Italy,
Finland,
Ireland,
Belgium

PCSs are not required to provide
operational plans.

Fees approved by public
authorities

France,
Belgium

The Compliance Fee is set by the
Secretary of State but producers’
costs otherwise depend on the
market.

Registration with single
regulatory authority

Finland

PCSs can register with any of the 4
national regulatory authorities.

France

AATFs must keep records for 4 years,
and these include sampling records.
The information can be checked
during compliance audits. The
guidance does not, however, specify
what the records should comprise of
and it is unclear how regularly they
are audited, or if ATFs are included.361

France (V),
NL (V)

As only AATFs can issue evidence
notes, there is no reason to work with
scrap dealers and there is no
obligation to report WEEE processed
for scrap.

Italy (V)

The UK environment agencies gather
POM data and AATF data, although
there are numerous data gaps (e.g.
online POM sales that are
unrecorded) and substantiated
estimates (e.g. for WEEE collection via
scrap metal routes)

PCS members’ financial
contributions are published
PCSs required to provide
waste management plans/
annual plan

Data sampling at treatment
facilities

PCSs working with scrap
dealers to ensure WEEE is
captured

Checks on POM and
collection data by single
organisation

361

Environment Agency (2016) Guidance - Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE): evidence
and national protocols guidance, accessed 18/11/2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance/wasteelectrical-and-electronic-equipment-weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance

107

E-tool for recyclers and
retailers to register volumes

While some PCSs provide an online
data submission system for their
Belgium (V) members,362 there is no equivalent for
retailers, and no obligation for
retailers to report what they collect.

Collection receptacles tagged
to trace flows

Sweden (V)

There are no known formal tracking
processes like those in Sweden.

Sweden,
Ireland

Where retailers do take-back (rather
than join the DTS) there is no
requirement either to hand-over the
WEEE or to report it. Retailers are,
however, required to keep records of
the number of household WEEE items
returned.

Article 8a,
France,
Finland,
Luxembourg

PCSs and AATFs can be subject to
compliance audits by the regulator.
Some PCSs also offer their members
independent audits of the cost
allocation mechanism and market
share allocations.

Retailers required to handover collected WEEE to a PCS

Independent PCS Audits

5.3

Circular Economy
EU Examples

UK

Belgium
(Wallonia
region),
Spain, France

There is no separate ‘preparing for
reuse’ target or obligation to work
with UK reuse organisations, although
PfR data is gathered via AATFs

France (M)

Producers’ compliance costs do not
reflect eco-design considerations per
se, although the cost of recycling, by
product category, is reflected.

Eco-design guidance

France

Neither the regulatory authorities or
PCSs issue guidance and there are no
agreed principles for eco-design,
although WRAP has been very active
in this space.

Minimum requirements on
availability of spare parts

France

There are no such requirements in the
UK.

Reuse/ Preparation for reuse
targets/obligations

Modulated fees

362

Valpak (2019) WEEE compliance, accessed 18/11/2019 https://www.valpak.co.uk/compliance/weee;
Repic (no date), Producers, accessed 18/11/2019 http://www.repic.co.uk/Producers
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EU Examples

UK

Sweden

There are no incentives for UK
consumers regarding repair.

Product labelling to indicate
durability/ reparability

Austria

Some brands advertise that their
products have been tested or
designed for durability/ reparability
but there is no accreditation system/
labelling scheme.

Government guidelines on
reuse

AATFs are required to prioritise reuse
(although it is not clear to what extent
Austria
this happens) and advice is available
from WRAP.

Repair incentives for
consumers

Mandatory partnerships with
reuse organisations

Designated collection points
for reuse

Quality label for second-hand
devices

France,
Finland

There is no formal requirement to do
so, but there are examples of LAs,
PCSs and reuse organisations working
together, including Hammersmith and
Fulham Borough Councils.363

France

To register as a DCF, sites must
comply with a Code of Practice (there
is also WRAP guidance), which
requires minimum levels of storage to
enable re-use.364 There is not,
however, a formal network or
separate, PCS-operated, reuse sites.
Many FRN members are AATFs
accepting WEEE, and these can sell
evidence, but often have to buy the
used EEE (or retailer returns).

Finland

There is no national scheme or formal
accreditation process, but companies
such as Sony sell refurbished
products, repaired by an approved
centre and with a warranty.365

363

WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
364
WRAP (2012) Re-use and
collection systems, accessed 18/11/2019
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/12.0%20Reuse%20and%20collection%20systems.pdf
365
Centres Direct (2019) Refurbished, accessed 18/11/2019 https://centresdirect.co.uk/c-66refurbished_refurbished.aspx#pgnum=&sort=&rf=
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EU Examples
Waste holders are informed
of waste prevention
measures, centres for re-use
and collection systems

Retailers must provide information to
their customers on how they can
reuse and recycle their WEEE, but
Article 8a
consumers are not necessarily advised
of specific reuse centres or repair
options.

Fee contribution to support
R&D

5.4

UK

France,
Ireland

There is no specific provision for R&D,
although the WEEE Fund is utilising
Compliance Fee funds for this
purpose.

Online Free-Riding
EU Examples

UK

France (M),
Ireland (M),
Belgium (M),
Luxembourg
(M)

EPR charges are not displayed
separately for consumers and there
is no other labelling to guide
consumers regarding seller
legitimacy in terms of EPR (e.g.
registration number).

Article 8a

There are some aspects of the UK
legislation that is specific to distance
selling in other EU countries, but no
particular provisions to tackle
overseas online sellers

1:1 take-back obligation on
distance sellers

France, Italy

Not required

Online multi-seller
platforms required to fund
collections and recycling

France

Some sites contribute to the DTS.

France, Finland,
Ireland,
Luxembourg

Producers are warned they may face
enforcement action

Visible fee / labelling of
eco-credentials

Monitoring and
enforcement framework for
distance sellers

Criminal penalties/ fines for
non-compliance
Non-compliers can be
banned from placing
products on the market

This is possible where illegal activity
Finland is occurring in general but no specific
or simple mechanism.

Public list of registered
producers

The Environment Agency publishes a
list of registered producers and their
PCS.

Italy, Article 8a
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EU Examples
PCS checks on online sales/
producer audits

UK

There do not appear to be routine
Italy,
checks and this could be complicated
Luxembourg (V)
by the number of PCSs.

PCS fund free-riding
investigations

Ireland

Not required in the UK

Ireland

Is a requirement to display
information on websites, however if
the nature of the service provided is
limited, the information may be
similarly limited.

Sweden,
Norway

There are no such co-ordinated
enforcement activities.

EU Examples

UK

France

The 5 tonne de minimis threshold
allows small producers a simplified
compliance route.

Portugal

No – threshold only weight based

Fixed fee for producers
under a threshold

Finland

Producers of under 5 tonnes can
register directly with the regulatory
authority as a reduced cost option
(fixed fee), but they still have to
report POM data annually.

Guidance and support for
SME registration and
reporting

Ireland

Guidance is provided for small
producers via the UK Gov’t web site

Ireland

As producers under 5 tonnes are not
required to join a PCS, they can save
on PCS membership fees. Some PCSs
also offer a lower fee for small
producers.

Italy

No

Distance sellers required to
display information on
websites, catalogues and
adverts
Collaboration between
customs, tax and/or
environmental regulators

5.5

Equal Treatment

Simplified PCS membership
for SMEs
Thresholds other than
weight-based

Discounts for SMEs

Discount for large
producers
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5.6

Treatment Standards

Mandatory CENELEC/
WEELABEX standards

Measures to prevent illegal
activities (e.g. banning cash
transactions for WEEE)
PCSs audit treatment
facilities
Registration requirement for
treatment facilities

EU Examples

UK

France (M),
Ireland (M),
Belgium (C),
Luxembourg
(C), Sweden
(C)

Some facilities voluntarily follow
these but AATFs and ATFs handling
WEEE are required to follow best
available treatment, recovery and
recycling techniques (BATRRT)366
which is thought to be less
comprehensive in some ways.

France

Cash payments for metal at recycling
yards is illegal.

France, Ireland

No, although the regulators do

Italy

ATFs and AATFs are permitted. This
does not, however, guarantee high
standards at all treatment facilities.

5.7 Conclusions
In terms of collections, there are a number of substantial gaps between the UK’s current
practice and good practices in other Member States. This indicates there is significant
scope for the UK to learn from alternative collection arrangements, in terms of
mandatory retailer take-back options in particular to enhance consumer convenience,
and the approach to B2B WEEE collection.
On governance and efficiency, there is some alignment with other Member States, with
the majority having competition between PCSs (although three of the countries we
considered have a single scheme or a monopoly by WEEE stream) and some sort of PCS
approval process. There are still, however, significant gaps, with no actual collection
obligations on UK PCSs, little transparency on costs, low barriers to entry and no coordination between schemes or an incentive for local authorities to collect; all of which
are present in some or all other Member States. Compared to some other countries,
there is also limited oversight of PCSs or to ensure that all WEEE is accurately recorded
(i.e. some countries do not use substantiated estimates in the same way as the UK).
In terms of the support for the circular economy, there are a number of good practice
examples from individual countries, most notably France and Belgium, to support reuse.
366

GOV UK (2019) Guidance- Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE): reuse and treatment,
accessed 18/11/2019 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/waste-electrical-and-electronic-equipment-weeereuse-and-treat
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While a list of registered producers and their PCSs is publicly available, the examples
from other countries indicate there are a number of additional steps the UK could take
to prevent free-riding and support a level-playing field between online producers/
distributors and bricks and mortar counter-parts.
Finally on treatment standards, some facilities are achieving high standards and
voluntarily adopting CENELEC/ WEELABEX standards, however these are not adhered to
universally and the BATRRT standards are not considered to be as comprehensive. All
ATFs and AATFS are, however, have to have permits and cash transactions at recycling
yards are illegal.
As a result of these gaps, the following chapter considers options to improve the UK EPR
system, taking into account lessons from elsewhere and the views of key stakeholders.

6.0

Options for a Revised WEEE System

6.1 Introduction
In the consultations undertaken, there has been general consensus that the UK WEEE
system, whilst successful in meeting the early targets from the EU at modest cost (and
dominated overall by large appliance collection and recycling), has been too focused on
cost reduction and short term thinking and now needs to focus on creating an
environment that is more stable and predictable so as to drive longer term investment
and be properly funded so as to ensure consistent target delivery going forward. It also
needs to drive better product eco-design through a modulated fee and fulfil the other
Waste Framework Directive (WFD) Article 8a objectives around necessary costs and
equal treatment, whilst also dealing with the issue of online free-riding.
The key problem with the UK system appears to be that there is a) insufficient readilyavailable WEEE for the PCSs to collect, and b) no strong incentive, neither regulatory
mandate nor financial motivation for the PCSs (due in part to the Compliance Fee being
at a relatively low level), or the local authorities (free collection from the DCF being the
only service), to strive to reach the harder to reach material. Some of the collected WEEE
has sufficient value to drive collection for commercial reasons (for scrap metal or resale
value) but to reach the higher 65% target, Defra has rightly indicated the need to collect
far more small household appliances and small mixed WEEE. This is often the WEEE that
is plastic rich and contains Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs; notably Brominated
Flame Retardants - BFRs) which is costly to treat effectively due to the additional testing
and processing now required. This is, however, the job of EPR; to finance collection of
waste that would not otherwise be attractive to deal with commercially.
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6.2 Collection Options
More effective collection systems, that capture more of the small WEEE in particular,
reducing consumer hoarding and WEEE lost to residual waste, and to capture more of
the unobligated and WEEE leakage from the official system, is fundamental to better
performance and hence this is addressed first, before moving on to the governance and
financing of this better collection. What is presented below draws from the findings of
the recent Eunomia study for the DTS/Valpak, and more detail, overall and in countryspecific reports, can be found in that report and in earlier sections of this report.

6.2.1 Introduction
The national context of individual countries is clearly important when comparing WEEE
collection systems and performance. Often there is complementary legislation in place at
a national level which helps to support and drive bring systems. Pay-As-You-Throw
(PAYT) schemes are used by local authorities in Belgium, the Netherlands and
Switzerland, and it has also been recently introduced in Ireland, in an effort to increase
recycling and reduce residual waste collected from households.
In addition to the above cited examples whereby householders are incentivised to
handover WEEE via the official collection channels, in some countries this is mandatory;
for example, in Switzerland and (under proposed law) the Netherlands. Several
countries, including Ireland have introduced a mandatory requirement for retailers to
handover all household WEEE via the compliance route. Furthermore, many of the
studied countries have introduced policy and regulation with the objective of promoting
and increasing WEEE collected for re-use.
Table A compares both performance and collection systems observed across those
countries studied. It should be noted that several have significantly improved their
collection rates since 2016 (the latest Eurostat data year), plus it’s important to note that
the other countries studied do not use substantiated estimates, as the UK does, to take
into account recycling and reuse outside the official system. In other words, if these
countries studied were to do what the UK does, their collection rates would be
significantly higher as we know that there are similar issues with light iron and B2B being
dealt with unofficially and unrecorded.
This is a particularly important point when benchmarking UK collection performance
against its EU counterparts. Where the method of calculating WEEE collection
performance is brought in line with protocols used by other EU countries (e.g. emitting
estimates for WEEE in light iron), the UK is not doing as well as the official figures suggest.
The reality in 2018 (i.e. reported EA data) was 502kt collected and treated at AATFs (B2C
and B2B), versus a POM figure (average over 2015 to 2017) of ~1,707kt (B2C and B2B) i.e.
a reported collection rate of just 29% (excluding substantiated estimates).
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Table 5-2: Comparison of WEEE Collection Systems in Countries Studied
Belgium

Finland

France

Germany

Ireland

Netherlands

Sweden

Switzerland

UK

1

3

4

0

2

5 (2 B2C)

2

3

28

26.7

24.1

23.3

21.5

18.9

19.1

25.4

26.8367

25.9

42.6%

47.3%

45.3%

44.9%

58.2%

47.9%

66.4%

60.0%

59.7

10.7

9.7

10.8

8.6

8.1

8.3

13.9

14.8

14.6

24%

-369

17%

10%370

56%

35%

-371

16%

9%372

Use of derogation option under Article 5 (2)

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

✔

Cost information disclosed to public (visible fee)

✔

X

✔

X

✔

X

X

✔

X

Municipal collection points

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

✔

Mobile collection points

X

✔

X

X

X

X

✔

X

X

Kerbside collection

X

✔

X

X

Limited

X

Limited

X

Limited

✔ (trial)

X

X

X

X

✔ (trial)

X

X

X

Special collection events

✔

X

✔

X

✔

✔

X

X

X

Strong focus on national consumer campaigns

✔

X

✔

X

✔

✔

X

X

X

Progress with tackling free riders

✔

X

✔

✔

✔

✔

X

X

X

Number of PROs
WEEE POM (kg/inhabitant) 3-year average 2013-2015 Error!
Bookmark not defined.

WEEE collection rate (% 2016)
WEEE collected (kg/inhabitant)

2016368

% WEEE collected via retail

Courier take-back collection via postal service

367

The Global E-Waste Statistics Partnership https://globalewaste.org/countrystatistics/switzerland-2016/
Eurostat 2019 (official 2016 data)
369
Finnish retailers return collected WEEE to permanent collection points (HWRCs). PROs are unable to estimate the proportion collected via home delivery.
370
Transposition of the WEEE Directive only occurred in Germany in 2015, which saw the introduction of 1:1 and 1:0 take back in-stores.
371
In Sweden, municipalities collect from 3-4 locations in each municipality, including retail collections (rather than the PRO). The Swedish Waste Management
Association (Avfall Sverige) has been approached with a view to requesting data on retail collection performance. No data has been sourced at the time of writing.
372
EA WEEE data 2017: 91k handed over by retailers under Regulation 43 (17%) of 525k household collected and sent to an AATF – but there was also the
unobligated 119k, 269k assumed in scrap metal (some of which will have come from retailers but we don’t know how much) and 57k assumed from B2B – so 91k
out of 970k estimated – just 9.4%
368

115

In terms of distributor obligations under Article 5 of the WEEE Directive, any alternatives to
retailer take-back have to be as effective and as convenient for consumers. For some
consumers at least (e.g. someone living in an apartment in a town or city without a car or an
older person that no longer drives), an HWRC is unlikely to be as convenient as a retail
outlet in a town centre. The UK also has a very low density of HWRC DCFs compared to most
EU countries (as studied) and very few retail options (largely Dixons stores and depots).
Alternative collection routes therefore seem necessary and many of these may well be more
expensive, per tonne, than the current arrangements and it seems this is something that
may well need to be accepted to meet the higher targets. Some of the additional cost may
fall on producers, however it seems that distributors also need to take a more active role in
allowing free take-back in the spirit of the WEEE Directive and as demonstrated across those
countries studied during the course of this research.
The following are the options we believe should be considered for the UK, reflecting
features that can be reasonably cost-effective in the higher-performing countries:

6.2.2 Small Mixed WEEE Kerbside Collection
Evidence obtained during the course of the DTS research presents a good case for wider
integration of small mixed WEEE collection via existing kerbside systems, and in particular,
in locations where residents are poorly served by HWRC facilities. As noted earlier in this
report, integrating WEEE collection on a single-pass basis with refuse/recycling collections
should be very cost effective, although it may only be suitable for items that are not data
sensitive, such as lamps and small appliances.
Small WEEE collections, for selected items, should therefore be integrated into existing
domestic kerbside collections nationally. As with some current UK collections, the volumes
are not large and additional external containers can be added to an RCV or kerbside
recycling vehicle. Furthermore, local authorities should be incentivised to introduce
kerbside collection services and collect more, by being paid a compensation sum per tonne
of WEEE (by category), as is the case in many of the countries studied.

6.2.3 Increased Retailer Involvement in WEEE Collection
To compliment kerbside collections, or substitute for them where they are not deemed
possible, it seems most cost-effective to require an increased contribution from
distributors/retailers including:
 On delivery: Free 1:1 take-back of WEEE, plus free 1:0 take-back of small WEEE (including
lamps), offering consumers the greatest convenience (after kerbside) and also potentially
avoiding the loss of white goods to less-well-controlled waste routes (particularly
refrigeration equipment). A text message reminder for consumers should be used to help
maximise the impact of this approach;
 In store: Free 1:1 and 1:0 of all small WEEE in all EEE sales and DIY stores373, over the
counter in both cases, and grocery stores (using collection containers inside the store,
e.g. entrance lobbies, rather than in car parks) that sell EEE (places that people visit very
regularly). Clearly it does not make sense to have every store that sells just a few items of

373

This would require definitions
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EEE per year (such as a clothing store selling watches) to have to collect WEEE, and hence
it is suggested that a de-minimis should be applied in a similar fashion to the UK Batteries
Regulations374, e.g. in regard to the value of EEE sales or number of items per year by
store rather than weight (which could be burdensome to calculate for each store).
This approach seems to be logical in terms of fulfilling Article 5 requirements (re.
convenience vs HWRCs), consistent with battery collection. In many countries small WEEE is
collected in combined containers with batteries (Figure 6-1 illustrates one such container
observed in the Netherlands although there are many variations), in particular lamps and
data devices; the latter where people are more willing to deposit with a retailer than risk
theft from a public collection. While the tonnages may be relatively small, they will have a
disproportionate value in terms of potential reuse via resale (once data has been wiped) or
in terms of the components and precious metals they contain.
Figure 6-1: In-store WEEE containers used in NL and Belgium

Given an increase in retailer collection, it would also be helpful for all retailers to be
required to:
 Hand over WEEE to a PCS, with an appropriate compensation arrangement; or, as a
minimum
 Provide data to a central body regarding WEEE collected and passed on to AATFs or other
parties (such as secondary sellers or non-AATF reuse organisations), to minimise data
‘leakage’ from the formal system.
As in a number of EU countries, the retailer could be treated in a similar fashion to other
collectors, with a nationally agreed payment schedule. This could be set to:
 compensate for a loss of sales space where going beyond the minimum legal take-back
requirements under the WEEE Directive, i.e. taking back 1:0 when having less than 400m2
of EEE sales area; and
 compensate for the residual value of the products (e.g. scrap value or resale value),
where handing over WEEE to a PCS.
374

Distributors and retailers that sell or supply more than 32 kg of batteries a year must participate in the takeback scheme. This involves providing a free collection point for waste portable batteries at their premises and
arranging their transport to an approved battery treatment organisation (ABTO) or exporter (ABE), usually
through a battery compliance scheme (BCS).
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PCSs would contract with, or be allocated, retailer DCFs in an equivalent way to that for
local authorities now.

6.2.4 B2B WEEE Collection
All of the countries studied provide some form of provision for collecting B2B WEEE free of
charge, which is usually via municipal collection centres. Switzerland makes no distinction
between B2C and B2B in its collection and financing arrangements for example, and the
Netherlands allows a certain number of WEEE items (free of charge) per visit to an HWRC.
Opening up existing HWRCs to businesses in regard to un-obligated B2B WEEE should
significantly increase the capture of this WEEE in the official systems and reduce reliance on
substantiated estimates. Dual use B2B would count towards PCS household targets while
any other WEEE would still be counted towards the overall national target. It may be
necessary to compensate the PCS for dealing with non-obligated B2B WEEE from one of
their contracted HWRCs.
This approach should be supported via targeted local and national communications, as in
the case of Belgium, which provides information to businesses and trade services (plumbers,
electricians etc.) to increase awareness and provide guidance on collection points available
locally.
Convenient and low-cost collection options for B2B WEEE should be investigated more
broadly. Options may include pilots funded via the WEEE Fund. The ‘Smartloop’ collection
service currently being piloted in Belgium provides one example of a collection system
where businesses are only required to cover the costs of logistics.

6.2.5 Postal/Courier Take-back for Online Sales
Pilots to evaluate the effectiveness of WEEE collection via courier/postal service in Belgium
and Netherlands have been effective and practical in the sense that they allow consumers
to be notified in advance of a delivery by text message that they can hand over small WEEE
to the delivery company. There are potential confounding issues, not least associated with
people not being at home when a delivery occurs, and also the role of click and collect
centres (not included in the Belgium and NL trials).
There are also concerns about the potential quantities that may arise per round and the fact
that couriers may require waste carrier licences and driver training for the carriage of
dangerous good (e.g. equipment containing batteries and hazardous substances). In the
trials undertaken in the Netherlands, however, the quantities per delivery round were found
to be small and hence small secure containers on the outside of delivery vehicles can be
used to help a) facilitate ease of delivery (i.e. the WEEE bags not blocking access) and b)
minimise the risk associated with carriage of lithium batteries and potentially other
hazardous substances in WEEE. In Belgium bags were hung on the inside of the rear doors
of delivery vans to make it easy for the drivers.
The trials to date have, however, not been considered to be cost effective in these
countries, largely due to the postal/courier partners involved not having the appropriate
collection and reverse logistics systems in place at the point of the trial and/or wanting an
unrealistic level of financial compensation for the additional time taken to complete rounds,
store items at depots etc.
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A UK courier/Royal Mail collection pilot is, however, recommended to assess the potential
effectiveness and role in supporting WEEE collection for on online sales, given the focus on
courier delivery, with post-back as an alternative option for online sellers to be trialled for
effectiveness. We would also suggest that the DTS is only available in the future as a takeback opt-out for online sellers, given the suggested mandatory role of retailers noted above.

6.2.6 Communications
National communications campaigns are necessary to support the primary collection
options discussed above, and it is good to see a national WEEE campaign being developed
via the WEEE Fund. This does need to be centrally co-ordinated and managed under
guidance from Defra and the Devolved Administrations, rather than by single PCSs, and be
funded through the Compliance Fee or potentially via a minimum financial contribution
from the PCSs as in France. This needs to go well beyond the passive RecycleNow approach
and to target lamps and small WEEE:
 Provide practical information on where and how to recycle, and include motivating
reasons to recycle – including product category specific guidance;
 Make people aware of where the convenient collection and drop-off points are in their
local area; and
 Address data security to overcome barriers to the hoarding of data devices.
These new collection approaches need to be combined with a strong and consistent
national communication campaigns and clear in-store comms. It is worth noting that ‘Visible
Fees’, used in several Member States including Belgium and France (and until 2014 in the
Netherlands), are thought to be helpful in ensuring that consumers return WEEE into the
official systems, given that they feel that they have paid for the recycling service up-front. In
terms of eco-modulation, however, it appears (not least from the French experience) that a
‘Visible Fee’ is not helpful in driving eco-design since the consumer automatically pays the
fee rather than the producer, and the cost differential through eco-modulation is generally
too small to have any significant impact on consumer choice. It is suggested, however, that
some other form of mandatory point of sale information should be required and in a very
visible way – including messaging adjacent to electrical appliances sold in store, on sales
brochures and literature, websites and sales receipts.
Additional options for expanded communication activities, with a focus more on awareness
raising and inter-generational behaviour change rather than direct tonnage, include:
 A focus on schools – drawing on examples of school specific communications within
countries studied, options include the development of materials on the importance of
WEEE recycling, to be used as part of the national curriculum; and
 PCS-funded bring collection events (for local residents) in partnership with local authority
and re-use partners as part of an expanded programme of local communication activity,
aimed at improving awareness and encouraging reuse and repair in particular.

6.2.7 Incentives for Consumers to Present for Separate Collection
In the absence of Pay as You Throw in the UK, it would be worth considering a ban on the
disposal of WEEE to residual waste as some countries have, including Switzerland, Ireland
and Belgium, not only to help collect more WEEE to meet the targets, but also to prevent
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the risk of landfilling and incineration of hazardous materials, and the safety risk associated
with compacting lithium ion batteries in refuse collection vehicles (which is reported by
LARAC as becoming a significant issue375). This could be considered difficult to enforce,
although spot checks could be used and large fines imposed to act as a deterrent.
Finally, there is the potential for using Deposit Refund Scheme, or more accurately a
refundable tax, or other incentives to encourage return of small WEEE. A deposit/tax would
be refunded when any relevant item is returned to a retailer taking part in the scheme.
Alternatively, this could be a voucher towards a new product in that store (e.g. as per the
Argos Gadget Trade-in Scheme), although this is of course encouraging further
consumption. A DRS is being considered in the Netherlands for WEEE376 and at the EU level
for batteries to aid collection.

6.3 Eco-modulation
6.3.1 Objectives of Eco-Modulation for WEEE
Paragraph 4 of Article 8a under the Waste Framework Directive requires Member states to
take the necessary measures to ensure that the financial contributions paid by the producer
of the product to comply with its extended producer responsibility obligations:377
(b)
in the case of collective fulfilment of extended producer responsibility
obligations, are modulated, where possible, for individual products or groups of
similar products notably by taking into account their durability, reparability, reusability and recyclability and the presence of hazardous substances, thereby taking
a life-cycle approach and aligned with the requirements set by relevant Union law,
and where available, based on harmonised criteria in order to ensure a smooth
functioning of the internal market.
Eco-modulation for EEE/WEEE is aimed at both to help achieve, and reduce the costs of,
meeting recycling targets (related to separately collected WEEE). However, in addition, fee
modulation can help to address other key factors including durability, lifespan, reparability
and upgradability, which can in turn improve reuse opportunities, reduce hazardous
substance use beyond Directive 2002/95/EC Restriction of Hazardous Substances (RoHS)
restrictions and reduce end of life costs.

6.3.2 Stakeholder Perspectives on Fee Modulation Principles
There is a considerable consensus around key principles from both the PCSs (including the
WEEE Forum members378), NGOs (e.g. EEB379) and the producers380, namely:
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Personal communication from Lee Marshall at LARAC
Netherlands Joint Plan of Action for WEEE
377
Directive (EU) 2018/851 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 amending Directive
2008/98/EC on waste
378
WEEE Forum Presentation, Basel May 2019
379
Stephane Arditi – personal communication
380
Digital Europe/HP Presentation, Brussels March 2019
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Keep it reasonably simple - don’t try to cover too many criteria as this complicates
the administration and can dilute the impact (a good score in one criteria
counteracting a bad score in another);
Don’t apply to all product categories immediately – in order to learn through doing
there may be merit in introducing in a few categories to start with; a few larger and
more significant items in terms of environmental impact (such as TVs, Laptops, large
domestic appliances) to test the system and develop it gradually;
Use existing criteria where possible and those that are easy to report on by
producers, including criteria detailed in the Eco-label and EPEAT (The Green
Electronics Council’s Electronic Product Environmental Assessment Tool) 381;
Involve producers, PCSs, reuse organisations, NGOs and recyclers in determining the
way that criteria can best be operationalised;
Avoid cross-subsidy between product categories, i.e. the categories should be
defined such that ‘good’ products in a class should not be penalised to compensate
for the ‘bad’ products;
Harmonise core criteria across the EU (plus the UK) as far as possible (although not,
of course, costs, which need to vary from PCS to PCS to reflect actual costs and assist
competition effects); and
The system should be based on producer self-declaration, but with third party (e.g.
public authority) oversight. The system will self-police to an extent in regard to the
large producers reporting any dishonest practices and mistakes by competitors.

It is worth reflecting on the likelihood that the extent of the change in design brought about
through fee modulation within a specific category will depend on both:
a) The scale of the financial incentive provided by the fee modulation; and
b) The scale of implementation.
For example, if all Member States were to modulate strongly on reparability at the same
time, this would provide an emphatic and consistent signal and would be more likely to lead
to a larger scale shift in design. This suggests that an element of co-ordination would be
useful between Member States and the UK and their respective PCSs in determining the
extent and focus of modulation for specific categories.
It is also worth noting that other policy instruments should be considered if potentially more
impactful than eco-modulation; for example material taxes.
EU Guidance on EPR Minimum Requirements is being produced in spring 2020 to help
support consistency.

6.3.3 Current and Planned Legislation
In considering the context in which fee modulation will operate, it is important to note
current and planned legislation.
381

Green Electronics Council (2018) EPEAT Criteria, accessed 18/11/2019
https://greenelectronicscouncil.org/epeat-criteria/
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The WEEE Directive has a focus on end of life considerations, and Annex VII requires the
removal and selective treatment of certain materials, substances and components of
separately collected WEEE. The list in the directive includes items that are hazardous or very
environmentally damaging, such as capacitors and CFCs, and those that contain high-value
and critical raw materials (CRMs), such as printed circuit boards and screens. While not
mandatory, the CENELEC standards for WEEE treatment set out appropriate means of
achieving these Annex VII objectives.382
The other relevant instruments are the mandatory Eco-design Directive for energy related
products (ErPs) and the voluntary EU Eco-label. Until recently the Eco-design Directive has
been focused on energy efficiency, however the Commission has recently adopted 10
EcoDesign implementing regulations, setting out some requirements in respect of
reparability for several product groups:











Refrigerators
Washing machines
Dishwashers
Electronic displays (including televisions)
Light sources and separate control gears
External power suppliers
Electric motors
Refrigerators with a direct sales function (e.g. fridges in supermarkets, vending
machines for cold drinks)
Power transformers
Welding equipment

Spare parts (as defined in the Directive) have to be replaced with the use of commonly
available tools and without permanent damage to the appliance. In order to enhance the
repair market, manufacturers have to ensure the availability of repair and professional
maintenance information for professional repairers. To give one simple example for lighting,
luminaires have to have a removable light source.
In order to promote reparability, and therefore to increase the lifespan of appliances, the
availability of spare parts has to be ensured under the EcoDesign Directive, in particular
that:


spare parts are available over a long period of time after purchase, e.g.:
o 7 years minimum for refrigerating appliances (10 years for door gaskets);
o 10 years minimum for household washing-machines and household washerdryers;
o 10 years minimum for household dishwashers (7 years for some parts for
which access can be restricted to professional repairers);

moreover, during that period, the manufacturer shall ensure the delivery of the spare parts
within 15 working days.

382

CENELEC is the European Standards body for Electrotechnical Equipment
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It is expected that further product groups will be addressed in a similar fashion as
implementing regulations are refreshed or new ones developed. Ongoing work is in
progress regarding ICT products and Ecodesign/ Energy Labelling possibilities, via the ICT
Taskforce set up within the European Commission. A Preparatory Study is also soon to be
undertaken that will inform and assist the Commission in preparing the 'ecodesign and
energy labelling working plan 2020-2024', which will be the first 5-year plan to combine
formally the future priorities for the implementation of the Ecodesign Directive
2009/125/EC and Energy Labelling Regulation (EU) 2017/1369.
Accordingly, given existing and possible future regulation for reparability, modulation
according to this criteria would need to focus on product groups that are not subject to such
minimum requirements.
Finally, it should be noted that a reparability scoring and labelling system is in the process of
development under the lead of JRC (the Joint Research Centre in Seville) which could inform
any modulation criteria on reparability, ideally with modulation approaches being aligned
with the JRC’s scoring system.

6.3.4 Granularity of Fee Categories
Many of the EU WEEE systems already use a reasonably detailed sub-categorisation, based
not on the six broad categories of the recast WEEE Directive but based on the 10 original
categories and sub-categories thereof. In the UK, for example, there is a breakdown by 14
product categories and sub-categories with different levels of fees being applied according
to the net costs of collection and treatment, taking into account material values. Some
schemes have even greater sub-divisions, with Finland having over 30.
This detailed categorisation is appropriate in that the fees should reflect the ‘recyclability’ of
the broad category type – in that they will account for costs of recycling net of material
revenues - but it does not reflect the differences between products within the category in
respect of eco-design. For example, the typical cost of recycling vacuum cleaners could be
reflected through having a sub-category for vacuum cleaners within the category ‘small
domestic appliances’, but this would not help to differentiate between brands, or indeed
models, in terms of their reparability, for example, or hazardous substances content.
To drive eco-design therefore requires both a sufficiently fine-level categorisation that
minimises cross subsidy between product groups, and additional criteria within product
groups to modulate the fees, in order to further drive brand- and model-specific eco-design.
The following WEEE categories, reflecting the WEEE Directive categories and inherent
differences in regards to WEEE reprocessing to maximise value recovery, are recommended
as a minimum level of granularity for EPR fee structures to improve harmonisation across
Member States:








Temperature Exchange Equipment (using gasses and fluids other than water)
Display Equipment/Screens > 100cm2
Lamps
Large Appliances and Equipment
ICT and Consumer Electronics
Small Appliances and Equipment
Photovoltaic Panels
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WEEE that is classed as hazardous waste under the EWC
WEEE embedded in other predominant materials (in view of the open scope
possibilities)

6.3.5 Current Practice
France is the only country using an explicit fee modulation method for EEE.
The French system uses various combinations of criteria, including:
 Post-consumer recycled (PCR) plastic content;
 Ease of disassembly;
 Ease of upgrade;
 Availability of spare parts;
 Availability of technical information to facilitate professional repair;
 Lack of coatings that can inhibit recycling;
 Lack of hazardous substances (any brominated flame retardants); and
 All LED (lamps only).
Modulation in France is restricted to major EEE categories / sub categories as set out in
Table 5-3.383
Table 5-3: Products that are modulated under the French system and related
criteria
Product group

Ecodesign criteria (bonus case; opposite applies to the malus)
Refrigerant with GWP <15 and

Refrigerator/
freezer/combined

Technical documentation for electrically authorised repairers and
Availability of essential spare parts for equipment use

Washing machine

Dishwasher

Essential spare parts for equipment use for 11 years and
Incorporation of post-consumer recycled plastic (> 10%)
Provision of essential parts for equipment use for 11 years and
Incorporation of post-consumer recycled plastic (> 10%)
Absence of paint and coatings incompatible with recycling and reuse on plastic
parts >100g and

Laptop

Incorporation of post-consumer recycled plastic (> 10%) and
Product upgrade with standard tools, including memory drives, chips and cards

Tablet computers

No plastic parts > 25g containing brominated flame retardants and
Compatible software updates, essential for the basic use of the device

383

Available at https://www.ecologic-france.com/images/medias/document/14655/ecologic-household-eeeprice-list-on-20180815.pdf
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Coffee maker/
kettle/tea maker

Provision of essential parts for equipment use for 5 years and
Provision of technical documentation for electrically authorised repairers
No plastic parts > 25 grams containing brominated flame retardants and

Vacuum cleaner

Technical documentation for electrically authorised repairers and
Availability of essential spare parts for equipment use

Electric drill / screw
driver

Technical documentation for electrically authorised repairers and
Availability of essential spare parts for equipment use
Technical documentation for electrically authorised repairers and

(Portable) games
console

Availability of essential spare parts for equipment use and
No brominated flame retardants in plastic body of equipment

Mobile phone

Standardised connections (charger and other connections) and
Mutually compatible software updates, essential for the basic use of the device
Absence of paint and coatings incompatible with recycling and reuse on plastic
parts >100g and

Desktop PC

Incorporation of post-consumer recycled plastic (> 10%) and
Product upgrade with standard tools, including memory drives, chips and cards

Printer

Complete disassembly capability with commercially available standard tools and
Provision of essential parts for equipment use for 5 years

Lamps

LED sources exclusively

Source: Ecologic

The system uses (in broad terms) a -/+ 20% bonus/malus adjustment to the base fee under
the Visible Fee (recycling charge) shown at the point of sale. The product has to meet all of
the criteria in the sub-category to get the bonus, and only fail on one criteria to get the
malus. There is middle ground defining standard practice where a product is neither ‘good’
nor ‘bad’. The malus and bonus charges (ex VAT) for a sample of EEE (as charged by ESR –
the merged Eco-Systeme/Recyclum, PRO) are shown in the final column of Table 5-4.
Table 5-4: Example of ESR Bonuses/Maluses
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Source: ESR

6.3.6 Potential Criteria for Modulation
6.3.6.1 Disassembly and repair
Ease of disassembly and repair/reassembly is the most appropriate core criteria. This will
help to facilitate repair and increase the lifetime of the whole item by enabling replacement
of components (and potentially upgrading as well as repairing), while, importantly, also
making it easier to recycle at end of life and recover key components for reuse in the
process (thereby helping to reduce the need for large inventories of new spares that may
never be used). This would particularly be the case where high standards are imposed that
require actual disassembly as opposed to shredding/fragmentation, which do not
necessarily meet Annex VII requirements of the WEEE Directive or CENELEC standards for
WEEE treatment.
However, the recent EcoDesign implementing regulations cover several key consumer EEE
product groups and include a range of minimum requirements. Consequently, modulation in
regard to disassembly and repair would need to:


Cover a wider range of products than those already addressed (as described above).
Disassembly criteria should be appropriate across many products, for example
including small appliances, ICT and other types of consumer electronics.
 More explicit disassembly requirements, in particular in terms of access to key
components that can become (cannibalised) spare parts, and noting that the term
‘without permanent damage’ could be open to interpretation; and
 Upgradeability of products, physically and in terms of software.
In the medium-term, Member States would should look to base the modulation on the
repair scoring system in process of development, under the lead of JRC. Ideally a single set
of criteria would be used for modulation under EPR, and for GPP and Eco-Label.
In terms of the criteria to be used in the meantime, Eco-label where available (now
restricted to televisions) or the Green Electronics Council’s EPEAT (the Electronic Product
Environmental Assessment Tool) criteria would be appropriate.384 EPEAT is effectively a self384

https://greenelectronicscouncil.org/epeat-criteria/
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declaration eco-label used by many global manufacturers which covers computers and
displays, mobile phones, TVs, imaging equipment and network servers. While EPEAT is not
an EU-based eco-label, a wide range of large brands have chosen to use the criteria and
label their products using the scheme.
The labelling system that goes with EPEAT works as follows:



Bronze-rated products meet all of the required criteria in their category;
Silver-rated products meet all of the required criteria and at least 50% of the
optional criteria; and
 Gold-rated products meet all of the required criteria and at least 75% of the optional
criteria.
By way of example, disassembly criteria for Imaging Equipment under EPEAT (from IEEE
1680.2) are defined as follows:






External enclosures, chassis, and electronic subassemblies shall be removable with
commonly available tools or by hand. This shall include:
o Product shall utilize commonly used fasteners for joining components,
subassemblies, chassis and enclosures; an exception shall be provided for
special fasteners needed for safety and/or anti-theft reasons.
o All disassembly for recycling purposes can be done exclusively with
commonly available tools or by hand.
o Access to points of connection and clearance shall be adequate for ease of
dismantling of enclosures, chassis, and electronic subassemblies.
o Non-separable connections (e.g., glued, welded) between different materials
shall be avoided unless they are technically or legally required or utilized for
safety purposes or in an anti-theft application.
Electrical and communication wiring and cables that connect to external devices or
sources of power or data shall be removable from all products by hand or with
commonly available tools (such as a screwdriver) in such a way as to be removed
without being cut or in any way rendered unusable, unless required for technical or
safety reasons.
Whole external power supplies shall be removable with commonly available tools or
by hand but are not required to be further able to be disassembled.

6.3.6.2 Information for repairers and recyclers
Some eco-labels require freely accessible information for those repairing and treating WEEE,
however it is worth noting that Article 15 of the WEEE Directive already mandates that
Member States require that:
“… producers provide information free of charge about preparation for re-use and treatment
in respect of each type of new EEE placed for the first time on the Union market within one
year after the equipment is placed on the market. This information shall identify, as far as it
is needed by centres which prepare for re-use and treatment and recycling facilities in order
to comply with the provisions of this Directive, the different EEE components and materials,
as well as the location of dangerous substances and mixtures in EEE. It shall be made
available to centres which prepare for re-use and treatment and recycling facilities by
producers of EEE in the form of manuals or by means of electronic media (e.g. CD-ROM,
online services)”.
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6.3.6.3 Spare parts
As noted above, the recent Eco-Design implementing regulations cover several key
consumer EEE product groups and include a range of minimum requirements, including
spare parts availability. Consequently, modulation in regard to spare parts for these product
groups would need to consider:





Whether additional spare parts could be added (although the EcoDesign list is
already reasonably comprehensive);
The extent to which the price of spare parts might be considered ‘reasonable’ (of key
importance for independent repairers) – while the parts may be available, they may
not be commercially viable to use in the context of a repair outside of warranty;
Faster availability of spare parts than defined by the regulations; and
Whether digital files for 3D printing should be allowed as an alternative to the
availability of certain spare parts.

Industry sources note that the legal requirement is already strict enough when it comes to
quick delivery, especially when it comes to a part required several years after a product is
last placed on the market, and quick delivery is costly, since the part should either be readily
available stored in multiple warehouse locations across Europe or otherwise would need to
be shipped by air.385 This cost would then have to be included in the spare part price.
On spare part costs the industry also notes that keeping a large inventory of spares is costly
and judging ‘reasonable cost’ needs to be done in the context of the particular product.386
The cost of spare parts for an entry-level appliance cannot be compared to the cost of spare
parts from premium manufacturers. It is worth noting, however, that an increase in the
need to keep spares for a longer period than normal would likely drive a greater
standardisation of parts, which would in turn reduce costs, as would making available digital
files for 3D printing of certain spare parts (increasingly possible even for metal parts).
This ‘reasonable cost’ of key spares, to use as an eco-modulation criteria, could be defined
as a percentage of the original product costs, and established through market surveillance
and discussions with the repair sector and OEMs. It is worth noting, however, that once
disassembly, repair and upgrade is incentivised, this will lead to the development of a stock
of spare (albeit second hand) parts which should serve to both prevent waste that might be
associated with making spare parts just to stock) and reduce costs. In addition, the effect of
modulating by warranty period will incentivise a reduction in the need for repair, thus
further reducing the stock of spare parts that needs to be held.
6.3.6.4 Durability and warranty period
Aside from disassembly and reparability, product durability and reliability are key to circular
economy and reuse potential. On durability, fees can be modulated based on the inherent
durability of the product where this is clear. For example, in the French system LED lightning
receives a 20% discount “owing to the absence of mercury and the long lifecycle”.
Otherwise, it would be desirable to modulate according to durability within a product
category. The French system uses only the availability of spare parts and information for
385
386

Comments on draft criteria from APPLiA; Home Appliance Europe
Comments on draft criteria from APPLiA; Home Appliance Europe
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repairers in relation to durability/life extension, both of which would seem to be relatively
weak drivers for durability per se. The new implementing regulations under Eco-Design take
a similar approach, although as noted above, cost is not considered. The EU Eco-label for
computers (now withdrawn) included considerations around upgrade:
Personal computers should have facilities that enable the following: Exchangeable
and upgradeable memory and graphic cards. Expansion capability: presence of at
least four USB interfaces.
While these approaches are helpful, a more comprehensive approach would reflect the
actual tested lifespan of a product. EU legislation already requires this for LED lightbulbs, for
example, whereby 90% of any batch of LED light bulbs should last at least 6,000 hours.
In general, there is a lot of opposition from manufacturers to mandated durability testing as
it is argued that this would be extremely time consuming (even with accelerated testing)
and costly given the wide range of models on sale. The length of the free manufacturer’s
warranty period could, however, be considered a reasonable proxy for durability, and
potentially also one reflecting ease of repair. Free extended warranties are only costly if the
product is not reliable and/or easy to repair, and hence reflect the producer’s confidence in
the quality of the product. At present some brands offer long warranty periods to
differentiate for commercial advantage but often in a partial way, for example 10 years, on
a motor only, for a washing machine. Rewarding a longer free whole product warranty
period through a bonus via EPR fees would help to offset the potential extra cost for
producers of longer warranties and hence drive up product lifetimes in general.
To strengthen the effect of this approach, this use of warranty period as a proxy for
durability in eco-modulation could be combined with mandatory labelling of the warranty
(for the whole item, and potentially key components if appropriate) to a set EU standard to
avoid any ambiguity and provide a level playing field within a category. In addition it would
be helpful, as a price signal to consumers, to also indicate the cost of the appliance per year
of free warranty. For example, a product costing €200 with a 1-year warranty would be
indicated as €200 per year of warranty, while one costing €400 with a 4-year warranty,
would be indicated as €100 per year of warranty. This approach would require that
consistent market surveillance is undertaken to verify the declarations.
6.3.6.5 Battery life
Battery life is an extremely important parameter for EEE devices with an integral battery
that is not easy to replace by the user since this is a major cause of items being replaced,
creating WEEE. It has been suggested that an option here could be to define a minimum
number of charge cycles with at least 60% of the charge capacity remaining387. This is,
however, something that is perhaps better dealt with through revisions to the Batteries
Directive.
6.3.6.6 Hazardous substances
On hazardous substances, many manufacturers go well beyond RoHS requirements through
application of prohibited and restricted substance lists, and use this as a point of
differentiation. Accordingly, this could be used as a modulation criterion to drive reduced
387

Digital Europe Recommendations for the Modulated Fees Guidelines, 15 th October 2019
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use of hazardous substances to an extent greater than that required under RoHS. The
French system picks out all brominated flame retardants in its criteria, and all BFRs and
other relevant POPs could be targeted in general given how problematic they are in terms of
WEEE plastics recycling.388
Discussions with producers suggest that this is seen as a complex undertaking, although
such an approach has certainly been used before, for example in the eco-declaration labels
used for mobile phones (the Eco-rating used by O2 and Vodafone), while EPEAT also
includes reduction of hazardous substances in its criteria, for example restriction of the use
of:






beryllium;
antimony;
phthalates;
bromine and chlorine content of plastic materials; and
substances on the EU REACH Candidate List of SVHCs.

The (now withdrawn) EU Eco-label for computers had a similar requirement:
The product or any part of it does not contain substances identified as substances of
very high concern and included in the list foreseen in Article 59 of Regulation (EC) No
1272/2008 nor substances or mixtures meeting the criteria for classification in the
hazard classes or categories. Concentration limits for substances meeting criteria or
Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 should not exceed 0,1 % weight by weight.
The EU Eco-label for televisions requires that:
Plastic parts heavier than 25 g shall not contain: - flame retardant substances or
preparations that are assigned any of the following risk phrases: R45, R46, R50, R51,
R52, R53, R60, R61 as defined in Council Directive 67/548/EEC and its amendments. a list of flame retardants containing organically bound bromine, nor chloroparaffin
flame retardants with chain length 10-13 carbon atoms and chlorine content > 50%
by weight.
An approach to this could therefore consider:



the whole SVHC Candidate List under REACH; or
a short pragmatic list of hazardous substances used in EEE, based on the most
stringent current restricted substance lists of the global OEMs

In addition, going to a lower concentration for existing RoHS restricted substances could
also be helpful, although potentially difficult to track at very low concentrations, and less
impactful than adding additional chemical restrictions.
6.3.6.7 Recycled content
On recycled content, the percentage of PCR plastic could be used as a criteria for
modulation. In the French system there is a criteria requiring >10% PCR. EPEAT generally
388

While the recast POPs Regulation prohibits various chemicals, DecaBDE, for example, is exempted from
prohibition in EEE to which RoHS applies.
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requires a minimum PCR content of 5% and options for higher amounts depending on the
item and the weight of plastic used in the product. An example is given below:
Required—Minimum content of postconsumer recycled plastic




Product criterion: Any product containing plastic parts whose combined weight
exceeds 100g shall contain at least 5g of postconsumer recycled plastic.
The following may be excluded from the combined weight total: printed circuit
boards, labels, cables, connectors, electronic components, optical components, ESD
components, EMI components, and bio-based plastic material.
For products that contain less than 100g of plastic after the exclusions are removed,
the manufacturer may declare “Not applicable”.

The (withdrawn) EU Eco-label for computers includes the following:
The external plastic case of the system unit, monitor and keyboard should have a
postconsumer recycled content of not less than 10% by mass.
While recycled content is not mentioned under Article 8a of the WFD, there is a need to
drive uptake in a sector where use of secondary plastics is very low, and WEEE plastics are
often problematic to recycle and have limited markets, not least due to legacy POPs (e.g.
Brominated Flame Retardants).
Any such approach would need to be in the context of wider moves under the EU Plastics
Strategy and POPs Regulation to deal with legacy chemicals and quality issues, and to
provide the necessary volumes of materials at a reasonable price.

6.3.7 Recommendations for implementation
The criteria recommended in the sections below combine Circular Economy objectives
around durability/reliability, repair, upgrade, and end of life disassembly for recycling:








Disassembly, repair and upgrade is a key priority since it cuts across various aspects
of CE, including recyclability. Hence Member States should modulate on this aspect,
where minimum EcoDesign requirements do not already exist through Implementing
Regulations, in which case the other criteria need to take precedence.
Spare parts availability – easy availability of spare parts, that are economically viable
to use in a repair scenario, is also critical, although the need to determine a
‘reasonable’ cost in this regard is problematic. It is recommended, however, that the
availability of free digital files for 3D printable spares, is used as a criteria as this
helps to overcome the potential barrier to using spare parts outside of warranty. The
availability of physical spares, where minimum EcoDesign requirements do not
already exist through Implementing Regulations, should also be used as a criteria.
Extended warranty - this criteria combines well with that of disassembly, repair and
upgrade, and acts (as a proxy) to support the Circular Economy objective of
durability/reliability. While there is to a certain extent a commercial driver for
offering longer warranties in some case, this would increase the attractiveness of
such approaches, with a bonus helping to offset any additional cost for producers.
Removal of hazardous substance, beyond that currently mandated under RoHS and
other regulations.
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Recycled content in plastic parts - an important consideration in a circular economy
to better drive markets for waste plastics.

The last of these could be incentivised through taxation (e.g. on primary polymers in
general or on EEE items with less than 10% PCR in plastics), and this option should
explored by Member States to determine whether this would be a) possible/politically
acceptable and b) more cost-effective and impactful than incentivising through
modulation.
These criteria are explained further below:
6.3.7.1 Disassembly, repair and upgrade
For products not yet covered under the aforementioned Implementing Regulations under
Eco-Design, the following criteria should be applied:


Disassembly and reassembly for repair – namely that, to obtain a bonus the product
should:389
o Allow key spare parts (to be defined) to be replaced with the use of
commonly available tools and without permanent damage to the appliance,
by repair professionals (either authorised by the OEM /retailer or
independent).
In particular it is recommended that this criteria is applied to ICT equipment in the short
term, given the large quantities and carbon impact of such products, in the absence of
implementing regulations. These criteria could be amended as necessary following any
introduction of minimum requirements and/or reparability labelling.
In addition, it is recommended that for ICT products to obtain a bonus:




Product upgrade should be possible, including as necessary to the device memory,
and all chips and cards, with the use of commonly available tools and without
permanent damage to the appliance, by repair professionals (either authorised by
the OEM /retailer or fully independent); and
That compatible software updates, essential for the basic use of the device, should
be applied automatically and free of charge, with the consent of the user.

6.3.7.2 Spare Parts Availability and Cost
As noted above, digital files for the 3D printing of spares, where appropriate (e.g. excluding
complex multi-component items with moving parts, such as washing machine bearings),
should, to obtain a bonus, be available free of charge.
For products not yet covered under the aforementioned eco-design implementing
regulations, essential physical spares (to be defined by the MS under each product
category), should also be made available for at least five years after the final date of placing
on the market in that country.

389

Where more detailed definitions are required the use of existing and well developed and tested criteria,
such as from EPEAT (e.g. for ICT products), EU or national eco-labels, should be utilised to help simplify data
gathering and compliance for producers.
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Member States could also consider whether it is viable to give a bonus where the cost of
spare parts are deemed ‘reasonable’ in the context of the original cost of the new product
(i.e. as a percentage). However, determining what constitutes ‘reasonable’ will require
further engagement and investigation, so is not a short-term focus.
6.3.7.3 Extended warranty
A free extended warranty from the producer would help to drive more durable and reliable
products and a bonus could be applied based on:


The length of the whole product warranty offered by the producer, free of charge
with the product, and without prejudice to existing statutory rights under EU and
national consumer protection law.
 This should be an absolute minimum of 2 years, and could be varied by product
group up to 5 years.
Ideally this approach to modulation would be combined with clear mandatory labelling,
ideally at the EU level, for display clearly at the point of sale, including the length of the free
warranty and the cost of the product, divided by the length of the free warranty to give a
very tangible ‘cost per year of protected life’ for consumers.
6.3.7.4 Hazardous substance restrictions
To incentivise the elimination of hazardous substances beyond those already restricted by
RoHS, and other EU/international mandated prohibitions and restrictions, a bonus could be
applied in regard to products which (as appropriate):


Exclude (to a level of 1000 ppm in a homogenous material >25g in weight, unless
otherwise specified) a short pragmatic list of hazardous substances used in EEE,
based on the most stringent current restricted substance lists of the global OEMs,
and in particular:
o chlorine and bromine content of plastic materials;
o beryllium and compounds;
o antimony trioxide;
o arsenic (50ppm), e.g. as in display screen glass;
o phthalates on the SVHC candidate list; and
o PVC.

or, more comprehensively;


Exclude the whole SVHC Candidate List under REACH (to a level of 1000 ppm in a
homogenous material >25g in weight).

6.3.7.5 Post-consumer recycled plastic content
Driving use of PCR content is crucial in the circular economy. A bonus could be applied
where there is a minimum of 10% PCR in plastic parts over 25g, and could be potentially
increased to 20% or more for some product groups where the aesthetics of plastic parts are
less significant.
A further bonus could be applied to the use of post-consumer recycled CRMs, including rare
earths, in electronic components.
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6.3.7.6 Using the criteria in combination, by key product groups
It is recommended that criteria are used in combination and vary by product group. This
could work in a similar fashion to the French system to encourage the uptake of several
inter-related practices and hence not allowing dilution of impact (e.g. through one bonus
balancing out a malus). As an alternative, allowing greater flexibility and a slightly lower
level of attainment, two bonus levels could be applied for a combination, as illustrated
below for some key product groups:
ICT equipment (not yet covered by reparability criteria under Eco-Design):
Bonus:
 Disassembly / reparability
and
 Upgradeability (of parts/software)
and
 Spare parts availability/free 3D files
and
 Reduced hazardous substances
Or, if scoring, Bonus Level 1 = 3 out of 4 criteria met, Level 2 = 4 out of 4 criteria met
Malus: Any one of the above is missing
Or, if scoring, two or more of the above are missing
(Non-ICT) consumer electronics and displays (reparability criteria covered under Eco-Design)
Bonus:
 Upgradeability (of parts/software) and
 Free 3D printing files for spares
and
 Free extended warranty for the whole machine
and
 Hazardous substances
Or, if scoring, Bonus Level 1 = 3 out of 4 criteria met, Level 2 = 4 out of 4 criteria met
Malus: Any one of the above is missing
Or, if scoring, two or more of the above are missing
Appliances and equipment (reparability criteria covered under Eco-Design)
Where the reparability criteria are covered by the existing minimum requirements under
Eco-Design, the criteria could be used as follows:
 Free 3D printing files for spares
and
 Free extended warranty for the whole machine and
 Hazardous substances
and
 PCR content
Or, if scoring, Bonus Level 1 = 3 out of 4 criteria met, Level 2 = 4 out of 4 criteria met
Malus: Any one of the above is missing
Or, if scoring, two or more of the above are missing
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Other appliances and equipment (not yet covered by reparability criteria under Eco-Design)
Bonus:
 Disassembly / reparability
and
 Spare parts availability/free 3D files
and
 Hazardous substances
and
 PCR content
Or, if scoring, Bonus Level 1 = 3 out of 4 criteria met, Level 2 = 4 out of 4 criteria met
Malus: Any one of the above is missing
Or, if scoring, two or more of the above are missing
It should be noted that products with an eco-label award, for example the EU Eco-label for
Televisions, EPEAT (silver or gold award for computers, mobile phones, TVs, imaging
equipment and network servers) or national and regional labels (e.g. Blue Angel or Nordic
Swan) could also be considered for a bonus where meeting or exceeding the criteria
otherwise used to allow a bonus. It is worth noting that these awards should not be used as
the sole means of obtaining a bonus or determining a malus since these awards are often
quite onerous to achieve and hence not necessarily available to SMEs.
6.3.7.7 Determining the Magnitude of the Modulation
In the French modulation system, in absolute terms, the differences in the fee between
+20% and minus 20% (on the VAT added figure) is small; for example €3.60 for a fridge
freezer (which may typically cost €400 or more), and just €0.2 for a vacuum cleaner (which
may typically cost over €60), hence less than 1% difference on the actual product cost. The
mobile phone is the only product group in the French modulation system that has a 100%
malus charge for ‘poor’ eco-design. In this instance the +/- 100% is still only €0.02 due to the
very low basic compliance fee for the mobile phone category (as there is a lot of reuse),
hence the need for more than +/-20% modulation to provide any impact.
The French authorities therefore believe that this approach to modulation has very little
impact on consumer choice and, since the fee gets paid for the producer by the consumer in
their visible fee system, the current system provides very little incentive for the producers
to modify their designs.390
The ‘visible fee’, while small in terms of the difference in the product price, is seen as a
useful tool in that:
1) It makes the EPR fee transparent to all, which is good for producers in terms of being
able to see the fees charged by all PROs, although arguably bad in the sense that this
can lead to a ‘race to bottom’ in terms of competing PROs constantly trimming costs
to encourage more producers to switch schemes;
2) It indicates the legitimacy of the seller, hence helping to reduce free-riding (although
this could of course be potentially faked if the seller was aware of the obligations);
and
390

Discussion with the French Ministry of Environment, June 2019
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3) It makes a connection in the consumer’s mind with the end-of-life issue. The fact
that they know that they have paid towards the recycling process could have an
impact on their willingness to seek out a recycling option rather than place it in the
residual waste.
The visible fee can be used with an eco-modulation varying the fee for a particular producer
with a particular PRO, and in fact this happens already in France, however this is
problematic since it guarantees that consumers will pay the fee, whatever the modulation.
The experience in France is that the small amount of bonus or malus in relation to the
product cost means that, while ‘visible’, is unlikely to affect the consumers choice and hence
will have no impact on the products market share. Consequently there is no reason for the
manufacturer to change its design.
Unlike the visible fee, that comes to the PRO from the retailer, direct producer charges
appear on the producers’ bottom line and hence are far more likely to have a more
significant impact on decision making. While producers would wish to pass on this fee to the
consumers, this depends on market conditions. Margins on TVs, for example, are very tight
in the EU and the largest retailers can pressurise producers not to increase product costs,
hence making it less likely that the EPR fees are passed through to consumers.
It is therefore to be noted that:


Where fees are paid directly the modulation factors can be small (as a percentage of
the product price), since when applied to large brands across millions of items sold in
the EU, the differences will still be impactful and hence are more likely to drive
better eco-design; whilst
 Where ‘visible fees’ are used, there is the necessity to use larger modulation factors
to have an impact on consumer choices, i.e. to affect the cost of the product in a
meaningful way (e.g. at least 10%, which would be in line with minimum sales
discounting to have an impact on consumers).
The modulation amount could be calculated based on discussions with the producers /
brand owner to understand the relative cost of making the product more eco-friendly in line
with the criteria.
Finally, it should be noted that a visible fee could potentially be replaced by some sort of
green product rating to provide the functions noted above (i.e. raise consumer awareness),
and perhaps displayed on the current Energy Label (so as to avoid a further label). This could
perhaps be done using a bronze, silver, gold rating (as used by EPEAT) to reflect the ecomodulation score in a non-financial sense. As with the energy label, a qualitative label (A to
G in that case), the suggestion is that this may have more effect than indicating the actual
financial saving involved, which is generally minimal as noted above.
6.3.7.8 Compatibility with Competitive Schemes
Fee modulation according to eco-design characteristics is relatively straightforward where
there is a single scheme or clear PRO subdivisions by WEEE category. However, it is far more
complicated where there are competitive schemes working to allocated targets/amounts
that they physically need to arrange collection for so as to meet their members’ obligations.
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In this instance, the size of the fee modulation (bonus and malus) would be set in absolute
terms by a central Member State authority, and competing schemes would have to apply
these as required, but would still be free to compete on price and service. This would be
done in a bottom-up manner - each producer submitting its criteria data which would be
turned into a fee modulation factor by the central body. It should be noted also that the
market composition and hence the extent of bonus and malus factors need to be known in
advance of the modulated fees being set for that year, and hence data would need to be
provided a few months before, in an annual cycle for example.
There is concern from some PROs, that, depending on the mix of producers each PRO has,
and the eco-design features of the products in the portfolio of each producer, a modulated
fee could result in a deficit or excess of funding for a PRO compared to the no-modulation
scenario. The PRO will still, however, generally have to deal with the same mixed WEEE from
collection points, not just the WEEE of its own producers. In this case there may be a need
(on a dynamic basis) to compensate the underfunded PRO for the difference between the
fees it gets and those necessary to undertake collection and treatment of the mixed WEEE,
potentially taking this money from the PRO that has an excess. This could be achieved
through redistribution via a central authority.
With a fee modulation there is also a risk that if the net balance of modulations overall is in
favour of a ‘bonus’ (as a result perhaps of criteria that are too easy to achieve), there won’t
be enough money overall across all of the PROs to meet the necessary costs. If there is a
greater proportion of products obtaining a bonus than expected, and fewer incurring a
malus, an increased malus factor would need to be applied to those products, creating a
greater incentive to improve. Flexibility in the malus magnitude may therefore be needed to
balance the bonus effectively overall.
Conversely, but less problematic, a net balance in favour of a ‘malus’ could create a surplus
of fees, although this could be capped at a certain level (and fed into a general fund, for
example to support national communications) or factored down across all PROs to correct
the surplus effect.
Another option is a ‘malus only’ approach, whereby the surplus is distributed between the
bonus producers according to their particular eco-modulation scores.
Obligation Modulation

An entirely alternative approach, which has received considerable support from WEEE
Forum members and some producers, is instead to modulate the amount / quantity of
WEEE that each PRO needs to collect. In this instance, the resulting modulation factor would
be applied to the producer’s market share put-on-market (POM) tonnage and the individual
producer tonnages would then be aggregated to set the PRO obligation.
A PRO with ‘good’ producers i.e. with producers that have designed their products in a way
that facilitates reuse, repair, dismantling and recycling would have less to collect and hence
lower costs overall. Producers would be charged based on their reduced tonnage obligation
according to their individual modulation score.
As an example, consider only fridges and just two PROs competing in the market (with a few
producers each), with an overall POM figure of 1,000t. Producer A2 has a range of products
which overall have good eco-design features and at the beginning of a new year gets from
the authorities a “POM modulation coefficient” of 0.8. Producer B3 has some poor design
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features across its range on balance, and gets a POM modulation coefficient of 1.2. The
situation would then be as follows:


PRO A adjusted POM:
o Producer A1: POM of fridges = 100t
o Producer A2: POM of fridges = 300t x 0.8 = 240t
 PRO B adjusted POM:
o Producer B1: POM of fridges = 50t
o Producer B2: POM of fridges = 150t
o Producer B3: POM of fridges = 400t x 1.2 = 480t
 TOTAL adjusted POM of fridges = 1020t
 MARKET SHARES in fridge sector:
o PRO A = 340/1020 = 33.3%
o PRO B = 680/1020 = 66.7%
 Target quantity of WEEE (Fridges) under Member State target is (say) 50% = 500t
 Therefore the two PRO allocations are:
o PRO A = 500 x 0.333 = 167t (reduced from 200t with no-modulation)
o PRO B = 500 x 0.667 = 334t (increased from 300t with no modulation)
PRO A can reduce the fees to Producer A2 (the fees of Producer A1 do not change) and PRO
B has to increase the fees to Producer B3.
The likely scale and speed of any the shift between malus and bonus categories (post design
changes or phasing out of certain models), once the modulation is implemented, clearly
results in a very dynamic situation, however this approach is self-correcting whatever the
resulting combinations.
As a further suggestion, to drive the type of collection, modulation of the obligation could
also be partially based on the degree to which WEEE (collected on behalf of competing
PCSs) is collected directly from households rather than from a DCF. This would, however,
add further complexity to the calculation of obligations and to balancing between
competing schemes. More direct approaches, in terms of mandating or incentivising more
effective WEEE collection, have already been discussed earlier in this report and are
recommended instead of using PCS obligation modulation to help drive this.
Concerns over Balancing Mechanisms

There is concern in some industry quarters that using a balancing approach between PROs
competing on the same territory could create significant opportunities for fraud in some
member states. This is because there would be an incentive for a PRO to encourage its
members to declare more “bonus” products and fewer “malus” products, irrespective of the
real balance of products placed on the market. Consequently there would be the need to
have a high level of market surveillance and enforcement around such a system, with a
central body / clearing house having full visibility of the POM and modulation factors. It is
worth noting that schemes with a single PRO do not have any such complications.

6.4 Reuse and Preparing for Reuse
The UK WEEE Regulations state that for PCSs:
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“In respect of any WEEE for which it is responsible under these Regulations, an
operator of a scheme will ensure that systems are set up to prioritise the reuse of
whole appliances.”
So, while there is a provision in regard to reuse, this is not especially explicit in terms of the
obligations placed on the PCSs and not driven by any significant enforcement pressure or
any financial mechanisms per se.
As noted earlier, France delivered a preparation for reuse rate of 9.5% (of WEEE collected)
for household WEEE in 2014. A variety of mechanisms are used to encourage reuse,
including PCS websites detailing reuse and repair options, reuse centres that provide WEEE
donated by consumers to the PCS Eco-systèmes in return for a compensation fee, and reuse
charities being granted preferential access to municipality WEEE stocks. Charities and third
sector actors play a significant role and PCSs such as Eco-Systèmes contract with such actors
(e.g. Emmaüs France, Envie) in order to reuse the WEEE they collect, and pay those schemes
for treatment.391
The UK Furniture Reuse Network (FRN), whose members often deal with WEEE as well as
furniture and are mostly registered AATFs, note that they rely in the most part on retailer
returns (e.g. around 8% of customer EEE returns to Dixons), more-so than municipal WEEE
sources, which in some cases they have to buy (in competition with secondary sellers and
private sector refurbishers), rather than being paid for the preparing for reuse treatment
they provide, although this would be the case where WEEE (rather than use EEE) comes to
an FRN or other reuse AATF via a PCS rather than a retailer.
FRN and others would like to see stronger incentives to support preparing for reuse. The
options here include:








A mandatory requirement on PCSs to work collaboratively with FRN members and
equivalents in the UK to support reuse.
A separate Preparing for Reuse target set for each PCS or, as an alternative, re-use
evidence could be given a higher “value” for the purpose of meeting the PCS target
(e.g. 1 tonne WEEE prepared for reuse = 1.25 tonne of evidence) to help drive
preparing for reuse via the PCSs.
A mandatory requirement on local authorities to operate a triage process and offer
reusable / reparable items to the reuse sector, which can in turn be bought back by
the public sector once refurbished392.
A nationally-agreed payment schedule for WEEE preparing for reuse by FRN
members and equivalents that are AATFs.
Donated ‘Used EEE’ to remain exempt from the WEEE regime in England but for
there to be a formal reporting obligation for reuse organisations.
Reuse sector organisations to be entitled to mandated free collection of all WEEE
(that is not passed on for reuse) by a PCS – since they are a third party DCF.

391

Guidance on Extended Producer Responsibility: Case study on WEEE in France, (2015) Bio Intelligence
Service
392
The Social Value Act requires public sector procurement to consider social, economic and environmental
benefits, many of which the reuse sector can provide.
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Retailer EEE returns and trade-ins, where sent for reuse (e.g. resold), to be subject to
a nationally agreed payment via the relevant PCS (that is contracted to collect from
that retailer) or a future central body.
Lease arrangements by a producer could be considered Individual Producer
Responsibility and could drop out of the EPR compliance system, aside from
reporting obligations.

In terms of this last point it is worth noting that the WRAP Switched on to Value survey393
found that:





29% of product re-use comes from giving to friends and family
50% of customers are willing to buy quality used products from major retailers
Only 20% of customers are aware of product trade-in schemes
Customers under the age of 34 are most likely to buy a used product

Sainsbury note394, however that the Argos Gadget Trade-In scheme cannot be considered a
success in that, even at its peak with some advertising, most stores were only getting a few
gadgets traded-in per week.

6.5 Structure, Governance and Financing
6.5.1 Overview
Some PCSs note that they have increasingly had to reduce what they can offer to LAs in a
‘race to the bottom’ driven by a desire for lower costs from the producers. Veolia note for
example that they have reduced the number of WEEE bring banks (those in addition to
HWRCs) they have across several contracts from 150 to 93 and have stopped innovative
initiatives such as the scratch card incentive approach in Merseyside, over the last few
years. Some argue that this is down to the Compliance Fee having been set too low,
restricting PCs willingness to invest in its local authorities, banking on the cost of the
Compliance Fee being less than the cost of collecting the harder to reach WEEE and then
treating it. Others argue that the WEEE is simply not there to collect irrespective of the level
of Compliance Fee; although this view seems less convincing given the range of possibilities
to capture more WEEE that have been noted, and what is being achieved in Sweden,
Switzerland and Ireland for example.
There are several potential options and combinations that could be considered here but the
main approaches we believe are worth consideration are as follows:


393
394

Option 1: Development of the current approach with multiple PCSs and the
Compliance Fee, but with additional statutory obligations for the PCSs, e.g.
around physical collections from DCFs (rather than just brokering) and
stewardship plans (i.e. a roadmap to meet the targets), and a far higher
Compliance Fee with a cap on the tradeable amount of evidence relative to the
PCS collection target. This would hopefully make greater investment in collection

Switched in to Value (2): Powering Business Change, 2017
James Skidmore, Sainsbury’s at recent DTS meeting
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(and treatment) more desirable than at present whilst also preventing the
profiteering around evidence trading that was seen in the past.
While Option 1 should incentivise the PCSs to collect more, which may lead to more
proactive approaches to support collections, local authorities, retailers and other third-party
collectors could also be motivated directly through financial support to improve collection
systems and provide producers with a more direct influence over collections:


Option 2: A more complete cost-recovery system that gives the PCSs direct
collection obligations and provides incentives to increase collections (local
authority, retailer and third-party collections), e.g. paying for WEEE collected on
a per tonne basis.



Option 3: Central allocation / clearing house process to improve the efficiency of
collections and help to develop longer term relationships with local authorities.

Finally having a single producer-run PCS could, we believe, still offer cost-efficiency whilst
eliminating the inefficiencies caused by multiple schemes of limited scale and the
complexities around eco-modulation:


Option 4: A single UK PCS that is producer run, tightly governed and required to
have regular competitive and transparent procurement exercises for its
collection and treatment contracts. The 'single PCS' model is often easier to
operate for public authorities, straightforward when it comes to eco-modulation,
doesn’t require a clearing house or allocation process, allows a focus on building
consistency in collection, avoids the risk of price competition driving down
standards and provides greater certainty for investment.

The following sections address some of the related issues around these options. Some
elements of these options could potentially be shared between options in a mix-and-match
fashion.

6.5.2 Option 1 – Improving the Current System
6.5.2.1 Governance
Before getting into the specifics of governance it is worth noting that Article 8a(4) of the
WFD says the following of relevance to EPR schemes:
Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that any producer of products or
organisation implementing extended producer responsibility obligations on behalf of
producers of products:
(a) has a clearly defined geographical, product and material coverage without limiting those
areas to those where the collection and management of waste are the most profitable;
(b) provides an appropriate availability of waste collection systems within the areas referred
to in point (a)
(c) has the necessary financial means or financial and organisational means to meet its
extended producer responsibility obligations;
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(d) puts in place an adequate self-control mechanism, supported, where relevant, by regular
independent audits, to appraise:
(i) its financial management, including compliance with the requirements laid down
in points (a) and (b) of paragraph 4;
(ii) the quality of data collected and reported in accordance with point (c) of
paragraph 1 of this Article and with the requirements of Regulation (EC) No
1013/2006;
(e) makes publicly available information about the attainment of the waste management
targets referred to in point (b) of paragraph 1, and, in the case of collective fulfilment of
extended producer responsibility obligations, also information about:
(i) its ownership and membership;
(ii) the financial contributions paid by producers of products per unit sold or per
tonne of product placed on the market; and
(iii) the selection procedure for waste management operators.
Several of these requirements for PCSs are out of line with the current UK system and we
would suggest that various new requirements are put in place for better governance of PCSs
and greater stability in the system to improve the likelihood of meeting national targets.
These should potentially include the following:







Introduce a higher annual PCS subsistence charge, perhaps in line with the Batteries
Regulations, or as a minimum to standardise the England charge across the UK;
Make collection from DCFs an obligation for all B2C schemes, to avoid simple evidence
brokering;
Introduce 4 or 5 year Strategic and Operational Plans for PCSs that need approval by
national authorities, and meet a variety of minimum service requirements in relation to
the range of activities to be performed working with local authorities and retailers;
Require a set percentage of producer fees to be paid into a central fund to support
national communications, actions against free-riders and R&D – where the Compliance
Fee needs topping up;
Require longer term WEEE contracts from local authorities to allow relationship-building
with PCSs, investment in facilities, testing of new approaches and consistency in service
for consumers; and
Require PCSs to work collaboratively with and support reuse and repair organisations.

This would need oversight and we would suggest that a WEEE Advisory Board (accountable
to Ministers of the four UK nations) be established with responsibilities to include:






strategic oversight of the overall EPR system and the compliance schemes;
review PCS strategic and operational plans;
oversee national compensation payments for LAs and retailers;
oversee the protocols for modulated fees and review PCS fees in general; and
allocate funds (raised through producer fees) to each nation for communication
campaigns.
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The Advisory Board could potentially be combined with the Central Body suggested under
section 6.4, rolling in other functions, including the DTS, WEEE Fund and PBS. This would,
however, turn the body from an advisory and oversight organisation to having more of an
operational role.
Either way, the regulation aspects would still be undertaken by Defra and the environment
agencies, including PCS approval and compliance monitoring. We would suggest that the
environment agencies would also be given new powers to suspend and issue fixed penalties
to PCSs where breaches in compliance are identified. This could include notifying all PCS
members of the situation and preventing a PCS from registering new members during a
suspension period.
6.5.2.2 Transparency in costs
Given the requirements of Article 8a, we conclude that PCSs must be transparent in their
own costs (e.g. through publicly available audited annual financial statements) and
demonstrate that the costs of the services that they commission are reasonable (e.g. by
procuring those services through competitive tender). Annual reporting would also cover
items such as outcomes achieved and a breakdown of how producer fees have been spent.
They should also demonstrate that these costs are apportioned equitably across producers
(including taking eco-modulation into account).
In terms of price transparency across the system as a whole, where evidence trading
continues (with some sort of cap) we would suggest that it would be helpful if AATFs were
required to report evidence prices to an independent third party (e.g. the Central Body).
This data could be aggregated and commercially sensitive information removed before
reporting averages quarterly. There are precedents for reporting commercial pricing
information such as WRAP’s waste management facilities gate fees and materials pricing
reports and PRN price information provided through outlets such as LetsRecycle.
6.5.2.3 Efficiency and Necessary Costs
Paragraph 4 of Article 8a states the following:
Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that the financial contributions
paid by the producer of the product to comply with its extended producer responsibility
obligations: (…)
(c) do not exceed the costs that are necessary to provide waste management services in a
cost-efficient way. Such costs shall be established in a transparent way between the actors
concerned.
While the concept of producer responsibility has been established in EU law for some time,
the language of “necessary costs” (the shorthand phrase we will use to refer to the language
of this paragraph) is new, and is a corollary of the aim to ensure relevant costs are covered
without placing an undue burden on business. The other key tenant is transparency
between the actors concerned, already covered in the section above.
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A number of changes could be made to enhance the current system and make it more
efficient, without radical change to the fundamentals. Firstly, it would seem important to
operate a harmonised approach across the devolved administrations, including harmonising
PCS subsistence charges, to ensure a level playing field.
Secondly it has been noted that it cannot be efficient to have three organisations, the DTS,
PBS and WEEE Fund, operating independently under separate Defra contracts. We would
suggest that a new not-for-profit Central WEEE Body be developed, with Defra and
stakeholder oversight, which as a minimum would undertake the operational aspects to
complement the Advisory Board noted earlier:






Manage and receive finance from the Compliance Fee (if it remains) and/or other
funding from producers (e.g. a fixed percentage of producer fees as in France);
Undertake checks of the modulation self-declarations and track effectiveness;
Manage the PBS;
Manage the DTS (for smaller retailers and online sellers which do not take-back)
Manage and fund:
 central communication campaigns to increase separate collections of WEEE (e.g. by
informing B2C consumers of retailer take-back options and additional local facilities
for small WEEE (e.g. urban kerbside, reuse options) and B2B consumers of free
collection options.
 research contracts to aid further WEEE collection and treatment (i.e. the WEEE Fund
role), including new collection trials.

Given appropriate IT systems this would not need to be staff heavy, perhaps less than 10
people depending on the range of functions. This central body could potentially be
combined with the Advisory Board secretariat under a single Defra contract.
Thirdly, in terms of efficiency, the consensus is that the current number of PCSs is too high
and that, even with the Compliance Fee mechanism and PBS in place, there remain some
schemes that do not take part in collections or supporting the infrastructure and exist
largely due to being able to ‘game’ the system and profit from evidence trading, given
uncertainties around what the Compliance Fee will be later on in any given year. These extra
overheads add cost to the system overall without improving collection rates, and hence are
an efficiency (cost-effectiveness) issue.
The measures noted earlier in regard to PCS Governance are likely to reduce the number of
PCSs by requiring them to ‘add value’ and prepare strategic and operational plans that are
scrutinised. The Advisory Board would restrict licences, by reviewing PCS applications on a
four or five year cycle, to assess the added value they bring to the system relative to the
costs being set, for example in relation to meeting the required service standards and the
proposed innovation in supporting local authority or retailer collections, the standard of
treatment they will require (e.g. CENELEC or otherwise), whilst also checking their proposed
approach to contracting collection and treatment capacity to avoid any anti-competitive or
conflict of interest issues.
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Further aspects of efficiency and necessary costs are addressed below under Option 2, 3 and
4.

6.5.3 Option 2: Incentivising and Extending Collection
More effective separate collection of WEEE are key to enabling PCSs to achieve their
collection targets, and we have addressed the various approaches to better collection in
section 6.2. In Option 1 the PCSs would still contract one to one with local authority and
retailer DCFs to provide free collection, however there is no clear incentive for
municipalities or retailers to increase collections, particularly of small WEEE. While Dixons
and some other retailers have been happy to take-back some small WEEE, given the fact
that ICT devices have a net value and can be sold, the recent changes in terms of the EU
POPs Regulation395 has made many small WEEE items more costly to reprocess than before,
due to the high proportion of plastics containing brominated flame retardants. This may
mean that retailers that currently undertake small WEEE collections on delivery of new
goods may choose to stop doing this in the future.
One option to deal with this is for the producers to be given more complete collection
financing obligations, to deal with supporting primary (i.e. from the consumer directly) as
well as secondary (from a DCF) collection, in line with a more complete cost-recovery
model. While Article 8a of the WFD does not require it (there being a derogation for WEEE
EPR), 19 of the EU Member States have a full cost recovery system for WEEE, going well
beyond the minimum requirements of the WEEE Directive in terms of financing. There is
ambiguity in any case since if the current collection system is inadequate to meet the
separate collection targets, then supplementing this, for example by having additional nonmunicipal collection points for example, that should arguably be covered by producers even
within the Directive definition.
Producers consulted during this study, have noted, however, that while they have the
obligations to meet collection targets, they have very little direct influence over what and
how consumer collection takes place in the current system. While it is appreciated that
retailers and local authorities need to do more to collect, and that they may need to help
finance this, producers do not want to be in a position where they have to pay for whatever
collection arrangements local authorities or retailers choose to put in place. The system,
including any charges paid for in regard to municipal collections, have to be reasonable in
terms of the necessary costs test, i.e. achieving the separate collection targets at least cost
and so an analysis of costs can help to reduce this risk, however another option is to give
producers more direct control.
In Finland the producer schemes have established an entirely separate collection system to
the municipal one which they finance, hence having complete control. However, it would
not seem sensible, or consistent with the ‘necessary costs’ argument (under the Waste
395

A recent ICER project (via the WEEE Fund) established that POPs were present in WEEE plastics across various products
at levels higher than the permitted limit. POPs thresholds have been under scrutiny in light of the recast of the POPs
Regulation in Europe, which sets tougher controls on flame retardants such as decaBDE (decabromodiphenyl ether) which
has been commonly used in consumer EEE.
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Framework Directive), to duplicate collection systems when adapting municipal collection
systems (e.g. kerbside recycling collections) can provide the most cost-effective solutions for
some WEEE categories. The Finnish approach is not therefore a sensible approach for the
UK, although producers (via their PCSs) can gain a far greater degree of influence by a)
financially supporting municipal and retailer collections and b) establishing or financing
additional private collections in areas where other collection infrastructure is inadequate.
One mechanism would be to have the PCSs pay ‘compensation payments’ for local
authorities (not unlike the ‘access payments’ that used to be paid to local authorities for
LDAs), retailers and third-party collectors, depending on the exact nature of the services and
WEEE tonnage they provide, as done in several EU countries. As noted earlier, this payment
could allow:
 a fixed amount for loss of sales space (retail only) and labour costs;
 a ‘per tonne’ figure for any residual value of the products (e.g. scrap metal value), where
the WEEE is handed over to a PCS; and
 a profit margin for private collectors.
A bonus payment could also potentially be paid where a contractually agreed target is
exceeded by the collector, incentivising higher levels of collection, with a financial reward
for meeting that target. This approach would potentially allow PCSs to test the market to
see what can be done to deliver a certain amount of WEEE in given categories for the least
cost. This would sit well in the sense of ‘necessary costs’ but would not be transparent
across the system as a whole, given that this would be a competitive process.
As an alternative to privately contracted bilateral arrangements, a nationally-agreed
schedule of payments could be applied, based on an analysis of necessary costs and via
stakeholder discussions. This would improve transparency and remove the uncertainty for
local authorities and producers alike around costs. The problem with setting nationally
agreed compensation fees for primary collectors is that this partially limits competition
affects, although the logistics costs and treatment costs could still be variable collection. It is
worth noting that in Switzerland, for example, the contractually agreed payment per tonne
processed (by category) is index linked to the LME (London Metals Exchange) price to help
provide a fairer outcome for all.

6.5.4 Option 3: Central Allocation
While Option 1 and 2 should improve collections and some aspects of efficiency, this would
still leave potential inefficiencies in the system since each PCSs would still be picking up
contracts with LAs randomly across the country and making its own collection
arrangements. It could be that one PCS contractor is picking up WEEE from one borough
while the neighbouring borough is being serviced by another PCS contractor, the overall
collection routes and overall distances travelled, and hence costs incurred, being suboptimal.
Where there is a small number of schemes (or indeed one), this can aid efficient collections
(reducing the overall collection distances travelled) and consistency in developing longer
term relationships with local authorities. In Ireland, for example, while there is no clearing
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house per se, the schemes divide the country in two according to market share, each
working in well-defined geographical areas, sharing the more rural areas proportionately
and working consistently with the local authorities over many years to build collection rates
and innovate. The Italian and French systems work in a similar fashion but with a central
clearing house to efficiently coordinate collections from two or more PCSs. In France
EcoSysteme and EcoLogic alternate collections from the more difficult to reach regions, such
as the Alps or Pyrenees, to ensure fairness in cost terms.
A further option is therefore to take the Central Body, noted above, a step further, and have
a Central Allocation / Clearing House system, effectively extending the PBS role. This would
fundamentally change the system and was proposed previously prior to the 2013 Regulation
changes, although not selected as the preferred option at that time.
There now seems to be considerable support amongst UK producers for such a system since
they want a system that offers greater clarity on costs to inform their planning, as well a
system that guarantees efficient services that it will deliver the desired outcomes. Under
such a system, household WEEE PCSs could be allocated particular regions of the country to
improve collection efficiencies, collecting all types of WEEE from those sites irrespective of
their member’s obligations, to ensure efficiency in collection. Any net differences overall
would be balanced/compensated in some way by the Clearing House, as would any impacts
of changes in producer membership of a PCS.
While this type of system works well in several countries, this is somewhat at odds with the
sort of bi-lateral contracting between PCSs and primary collectors, that Option 1 and 2
suggests, given that the allocations are dynamic potentially. In this sort of arrangement, the
logical position is that the contracts with the collectors lie with the Clearing House, and the
PCSs would be committed to delivering a minimum level of service as set out in PCS
authorisations. Collection incentives could still be put in place, as suggested under Option 2,
but in this case it makes sense to have nationally agreed payments that guarantee collectors
a given amount irrespective of which PCS collects from the DCF.
The statutory targets would no longer lie with the PCSs, since they would no longer have so
much control over outcomes, and could potentially be passed to the Clearing House to
deliver. Evidence notes and trading would no longer be necessary, only reporting to the
Clearing House. The Compliance Fee could still be used as a fine for those that do not fulfil
their obligations under their authorisation.
The benefits of having this sort of central allocation system, backed by standardised service
levels, is that it offers far greater consistency and predictability in outcome and overall
efficiency benefits if operated effectively. On the down side it potentially reduces the areas
of cost differentiation for the PCSs (which would be limited to the administration, collection
and treatment costs), and the potential for innovation that can come from having many bilateral arrangements between PCSs and local authorities. It should be noted, however, that
this latter approach has not succeeded to date in the UK, in part due to short-term contracts
and a lack of service standards.
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6.5.5 Option 3: A Single Scheme
Taking the central clearing house approach one step further leads to a single scheme. The
lengthy list of changes suggested for the current scheme, under Option 1 and 2, do suggest
that even refinements of the current system will need various checks and balances to
eradicate the potential for unintended consequences (e.g. evidence profiteering, a ‘race to
the bottom’ on services at minimum cost, and PCS financial instability related to ecomodulation). We would say that there is an argument for having a single PCS for simplicity,
efficiency and economy of scale reasons.
On the plus side, countries with single schemes are able to co-ordinate everything centrally
and be consistent nationally in terms of collection provisions and communications, although
admittedly a Central Body/Clearing House can also do this. Governance, auditing and
enforcement by the national authorities is simpler with only one scheme and ecomodulation is straight forward in a single scheme in that it can be applied directly to
producer fees without any potential scheme in-balances in terms of PCS funding by
producers (e.g. where one PCS has a disproportionate number of ‘good’ or ‘bad‘ producers).
The expensive elements (typically over 90% of producer costs), i.e. collection and treatment,
can still be subject to competitive tendering to keep costs down and if producer-owned,
there should be an emphasis on keeping costs as low as possible whilst meeting the targets.
The Recupel (Belgium’s only PCS) OptiWEEE project in 2016, for example, reduced logistics
costs by more than 10% thanks to a significant reduction in the number of kilometres
travelled and therefore CO2 emissions. The initiative received an EU Supply Chain Award.
SWICO in Switzerland (the sole PCS on consumer electronics and ICT) also drove down its
costs considerably at the request of its producers. Forward-thinking investments in
infrastructure (collection and treatment) can also be made less risky in an environment of
certainty over availability of producer fees and where there is no risk of producers moving
to cheaper schemes.
Single scheme programs clearly may have their drawbacks: they may be flabby, they may
incur excessive costs, the salaries of employees might not be justified, and so overheads
may rise; although in a multiple PCS programme, each PCS incurs its own overheads (which
in the UK means 28 sets of overheads), and in the absence of transparent pricing, the same
problems might easily emerge, whilst oligopolistic markets might facilitate excess profit
taking. A single PCS is not a panacea and much depends on how the system is established
and how it is governed.
In terms of governance, it might not always be appropriate for the law to establish forms of
governance for a PCS itself. However, inclusion of producers on the governing Board of the
PCS would seem to be essential, and transparency of operations and finances, possibly run
on a non-profit (though appropriately incentivised) basis, are among the features that seem
likely to support efficient delivery. There are also relevant questions to be asked regarding
whether the PCS should be restricted – through legislation - in terms of its role in the
political space, for example, in respect of lobbying. PCSs have demonstrated their ability to
become powerful actors in their own right in the EU political space.
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EPR programs seek, on the one hand, to demonstrate compliance on behalf of their
members and more fundamentally, they are means to deliver outcomes which governments
set for the sector as a whole. In many respects, a single scheme is better placed to make use
of existing market mechanisms in the waste management sector in such a way that they
deliver additional performance and cost savings than are multiple PCSs. What matters more
than competition in the market for compliance is how the programme, and the scheme or
schemes delivering it, makes use of competition to deliver the best outcomes within the
relevant markets for service delivery. In many respects, the single PCS configuration is
superior from this point of view, bringing greater economies of scale, and reducing
‘feedstock supply risk’, which is a critical factor in making investment attractive to financial
organisations.
As noted earlier in this report, an oft-quoted example regarding the benefits of multiple
PCSs is the Austrian one whereby producer costs dropped dramatically when competition
was introduced. We understand, however, that the picture is more complicated, however in
that there was initially one PCS but only one independent fridge recycler and the Austrian
authorities banned the export of fridges which led to a processing monopoly and very high
charges. This was resolved, not by introducing more PCSs per se, but by the Austrian PCS
establishing a joint venture with a treatment company to create competition for the existing
fridge plant, resulting in prices falling to far lower levels.
On the down-side, single schemes, even where producer owned and not-for-profit, do
reduce producer choice. As one producer noted, even where producer owned and
operated, one producer may just be one voice in many and may not agree with the
collective or board decisions and hence will want at least one alternative option to turn to.
This could be a particular issue for smaller producers with little clout. This issue could
potentially be dealt with through proper governance, although a minimum of two schemes
seems helpful to allow producer choice, and the benefits of having a single scheme in a coordination role can still be realised through having a central body undertaking similar
functions as described earlier.

6.6 Equal Treatment
The concept of ‘equal treatment’ is included in Article 8a(a)(d) of the revised WFD as
follows:396
“…ensure equal treatment of producers of products regardless of their origin or size,
without placing a disproportionate regulatory burden on producers, including small
and medium-sized enterprises, of small quantities of products.”
The two particular elements of note for the concept of ‘equal treatment’ are:



Producers are treated equally regardless of their origin or size; and
Disproportionate burden is not placed on producers of small quantities of products.

396

OJEU (2012) Consolidated Version of The Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, Official Journal
of the European Union, 26th October 2012, available at http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legalcontent/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:12012E/TXT&from=EN
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The UK already has a 5 tonne de-minimis threshold, below which the producer becomes a
small producer and has reduced fees and reporting requirements.
In other countries de-minimis approaches vary in approach, including tonnage thresholds,
unit thresholds and turnover thresholds, or combinations of these (e.g. as in the UK
packaging EPR system).
The nature of the reductions in burden applied in each instance varies significantly. It is
possible to map out the options on a matrix as shown in Table 5-5. The options are:


Fees
 No Fee: No fee is charged to producers under the De Minimis threshold.
 Flat Fee: A single, flat-rate fee is applied to all producers under the De Minimis
threshold regardless of how far under the threshold they fall.
 Reduced Fee: A reduced rate is applied to producers falling under the threshold, but
this is still applied in proportion to the amount placed on to the market.
 Full Fee: The full fee is still applied to producers falling under the De Minimis
threshold (always associated with reduced reporting requirements)



Reporting
 No Report: There is no requirement for a report from an organisation falling under
the De Minimis threshold. This often leads to concerns over free-riding among
stakeholders.
 Simple Report: The requirements for information provided to a PCS are reduced for
producers falling under the De Minimis threshold.
 Full Report: There are no reductions in reporting standards for organisations falling
under the De Minimis threshold.
Table 5-5 below shows the result from a recent Eunomia survey for DG Environment:

Table 5-5: Combinations of Reporting and Fees from Surveyed Schemes
No Fee

No Report
B, P

Simple Report
E, P

Full Report
P

Flat Fee

✗

B, E, P

B, E, P

Reduced Fee

B

B, E, P

✗

Full Fee

✗

E, P

✗

Key: B = Batteries schemes; E = EEE schemes; P = Packaging schemes
In consultations at the EU-level most respondents agreed that a fair system is one where
SMEs still contribute, but have a reduced administrative burden. Reporting for smaller
producers should not, however, compromise market data integrity or facilitate free-riding.
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It seems sensible, in line with reduced administrative burden, that a flat rate fee is charged
for all below the threshold and that this is a similar fee per item on average to larger
producers. Whilst a rarity, in a couple of instances PCSs operate a reduced fee rate for
producers placing larger amounts onto the market. This is a source of divergence from
‘equal treatment’, as it reduces the payments made for end-of-life costs, contradicting the
‘polluter pays’ principle. End of life cost recovery should be the basis for fees, not the
administrative burden or lack of, due to the producer’s size.
In terms of the de-minimis type, a tonnage threshold is somewhat complicated as it requires
a calculation based on unit product weights. In addition it does not seem fair to have a
single weight based threshold since, for example, the cost of compliance for 5 tonnes of LED
lamps (25,000 items at 200g each) is very different to the cost of compliance for 5 tonnes of
LDAs (250 items at 20kg), hence a small producer of one type of product may be
disadvantaged compared to another.
Units are usually known and therefore easier to report as is turnover, hence ideally the
thresholds would be based on one or both of these rather than tonnage. Consequently we
would suggest that a ‘number of units’ alternative to the 5 tonne de-minimis threshold is
introduced, potentially combined with a turnover threshold (in a similar fashion to the
combined thresholds under the UK Packaging Regulations) or that, as a minimum, the
weight based threshold is varied by category, e.g. a far lower tonnage threshold for certain
categories such as lamps (Cat 13; 0.5 tonnes has been suggested).
In terms of growth creep concerns, and hence potential for free-riding, it is suggested that a
small producer audit system be established to verify, through spot checks, that small
producers are below the thresholds.

6.7 Free Riding and Online Sellers
While there has always been free-riding in regard to EPR schemes, recent studies have
shown the increasing importance of online sellers that are non-compliant. The 2018 OECD
study estimated that this is around 5% to 10% of all EEE sales, although Amazon themselves
state397 that the amount of non-compliance across all their EU sellers of EEE is at least 5% of
platform sales by weight398, although the proportions are far higher by number of units. In
many cases next day delivery is available, showing that the items in question are already in
an EU fulfilment centre and that there is a physical entity in the EU. Recent work has shown
that in some cases over 70% of sellers of certain products, such as LED lamps and fitness
watches (largely from lesser-known or hard-to-identify brands), can be non-compliant, while
there is far less of a problem for large items such as domestic appliances, which mostly
come from large well-respected brands.399
Perhaps the most significant steps taken to tackle free riding in the WEEE compliance
system is found in France, when in 2019, it announced new obligations for online platforms,

397

Amazon representative at DG Env meeting in Brussels, 16th October 2019
It should be noted that Amazon are thought to be compliant in terms of their own-brand items
399
Recolight / WEEE Scheme Forum investigations in the UK
398
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as part of the French Circular Economy Roadmap.400 These obligations require online multiseller platforms, such as Amazon and Alibaba, to ensure that the collection and recycling of
WEEE arising from products marketed and sold on such websites is properly financed. The
online platforms will, by default, be held responsible if they cannot prove that a business
that sells a product on their site makes an ‘eco-contribution’.401
There are many options that could be considered to help reduce the impact of free-riding in
regard to EPR. The OECD work 402 and subsequent reviews by the WEEE Scheme Forum403
suggests that the main problem is with online sellers and in particular multi-seller platforms
and this is the focus that we believe should be pursued, particularly since the UK has less of
an issue with physical cross border trade than some EU countries (e.g. Belgium with its close
proximity to neighbouring countries with cheaper goods).
Since the publication of the OECD report, and through consultations undertaken for this
study, the following options are highlighted, as being the most practical and cost-effective
to pursue.

6.7.1 Recommended online seller obligations
Obligations could be at one of several levels:
1) Sign up to an e-commerce codes of practice – a standard for e-commerce web sites
(single and multi-seller) that includes the showing of Producer Responsibility
Organisation registration details for each seller (as required in Ireland) selling into
the Member State in question, the legal entity address and contact information, and
potentially a logo. This could build on the SafeShops.be model and similar ecommerce quality labels. This would provide a mechanism for enforcement
authorities and informed consumers to check, but would still require a lot of work
for the authorities in verifying the validity of registration details.
2) A requirement on e-commerce platforms to:
a. Facilitate notification of free-riding by enforcement authorities, e.g. by
operating a reporting portal or specific e-mail address;
b. Proactively check seller EPR registrations, in line with sales activity by
country; and either
c. Prohibit access to those that cannot show appropriate EPR documentation
for the products they sell; or
d. Take on the EPR obligations of their sellers (potentially as an AR or producer
– see below) where the platform:
i. facilitates import (via fulfilment of delivery) and the seller is not EPR
registered (with a PRO/AR); and/or
ii. the seller falls below a de minimis that excludes them from
obligations.

400

https://www.ecologique-solidaire.gouv.fr/sites/default/files/FREC%20anglais.pdf
https://resource.co/article/france-force-online-retailers-tackle-compliance-free-riding-13061
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“Extended Producer Responsibility and the Impact of Online Sales”, OECD, 2018.
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Personal communication from Nigel Harvey at Recolight
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e. Provide seller quantity (and ideally weight) data in EPR product categories to
PROs and regulators, in the receiving country, to allow auditing of declared
quantities under EPR registrations.
Approach 2 is strongly recommended as the mandatory requirement that is most likely to
have a certain impact and allows the regulators a far easier task than other options in that
the onus is on a relatively small number of platforms, acting in a similar fashion to (if not as)
ARs for the sellers on their sites. Approach 1 could still be utilised as a complimentary
measure to help better inform consumers around seller legitimacy.
It should be noted that there is a difference between multi-seller platforms, such as
Amazon, that are digital systems experts and will therefore be able to automate the process
to minimise additional cost to themselves and their sellers, and auction sites, such as e-bay,
that do not have comprehensive digital data on their sellers and do not undertake any
fulfilment.
It is worth noting in this context that the EU ‘Blue Guide’, as it applies to multi-seller online
platforms, notes that:
“where fulfilment service providers provide services … which go beyond those of
parcel service providers, they should be considered as distributors and should fulfil
the corresponding legal responsibilities. Taking into account the variety of fulfilment
houses and the services they provide, the analysis of the economic model of some
operators may conclude that they are importers.”
This would mean that it is legitimate to require fulfilment service providers to be obligated
as distributors (e.g. in regards to take back) and potentially producers, but less legitimate to
require auction sites, such as e-bay, to take-back goods or on act as an AR for producer
responsibilities, although 2 a), b) and c) would still be relevant.
It is to be noted that the EU Blue Guide also states that:
“Following Article 15 of the E-commerce Directive, Member States cannot impose
either a general obligation on these providers to monitor the content or a general
obligation to actively seek facts or circumstances indicating illegal activity. This
means that national authorities cannot establish a general obligation for
intermediaries to actively monitor their entire internet traffic and seek elements
indicating illegal activities such as unsafe products. The ban on requesting general
monitoring, however, does not limit public authorities in establishing specific
monitoring requirements, although the scope of such arrangements have to be
targeted.”
Requiring monitoring of EPR free-riding can be considered targeted activity.
One of the larger platforms has proposed that all its EEE sellers are charged a flat rate fee
per kg of product placed on the market; an average figure based on the overall obligation of
all sellers across all EEE product groups. Whilst an interesting proposition, it should be noted
that such an approach is flawed in several ways:


Some sellers will already be registered and may therefore pay two sets of fees, once
accurately through their own registration and once as an approximation through a
flat rate platform charge;
153





The flat rate charge will result in cross-subsidy between categories and no proper
representation of eco-modulation factors;
It doesn’t allow for a Visible Fee to be shown for EEE; and
It does nothing towards take back, unless part of the flat fee helps to subsidise
municipality collection or bricks and mortar take back.

All online sellers would also be obligated to join the DTS where they do not wish to
participate in physical take-back. In the Netherlands online-only sellers are required to offer
a downloadable postage paid label so as to allow goods to be returned free of charge as an
alternative to WEEE take-back in store (where no stores exist). In addition (as noted earlier
in the section on collections) collections by postal services and couriers have been trialled in
Belgium and the Netherlands and shown to be workable as a potentially more convenient
way (than downloading, printing and attaching a label to an envelope as noted above) for
consumers to return small WEEE to a collection point on delivery of a new item by a courier
or postal service.

6.7.2 Courier Obligations
Notwithstanding the current Blue Guide test (“where fulfilment service providers provide
services … which go beyond those of parcel service providers”) noted above, in some cases
it would seem reasonable to place obligations on couriers and parcel services, where the
seller (online or otherwise) does not have a bricks and mortar establishment in the country
in question, i.e. are distance sellers without any other potential representative (such as a
multi-seller platform or AR).
This might be done potentially only for those over a certain size (i.e. the large multinationals), to take on the obligations (potentially as an AR) of distance sellers where the
latter are not registered with a PRO or AR and the item is being delivered directly to the
purchaser (i.e. the courier facilitates import). Larger courier and logistics companies, such as
UPS, DHL, FedEx have delivery contracts with overseas e-commerce sellers and would
therefore be motivated to ensure that:
a) the sellers are registered where possible with a PRO/AR; or
b) that any costs incurred by the courier company in fulfilling obligations are passed on
contractually.
These obligations would only need to be financial in support of collection (where the courier
does not want to be involved in physical take back, which has been shown in Belgium and
the Netherlands to be problematic and not cost-effective) and treatment.404 There may be
a commercial benefit to companies in providing both logistics/courier and environmental
compliance services bundled together across the EU and beyond.
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“Extended Producer Responsibility and the Impact of Online Sales”, OECD, 2018.
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6.7.3 Harmonisation of EPR Regulations and Electronic Registration
Policymakers should consider making batteries, packaging and WEEE regulation for EPR as
harmonised as possible in the sense of definitions for producer and distributor, the use of de
minimis approaches and how distance sellers are dealt with. In regard to the last of these,
legislation obligating the ‘facilitation of import’ could be used to capture couriers, multiseller platforms and fulfilment houses.
Steps should also be taken to ensure that all producer and distributor registers are
electronic, public and as standardised (e.g. in product code terms) for each product group as
far as possible and with other Member States as far as possible (following EU guidelines).
The trading name of the web site should be required for registration, as well as the legal
entity name. The European Commission has implemented a common format for reporting in
2018, but further work is needed to extend to a fully harmonised producer registration
system across the EU.
Further harmonisation, across product groups and Member States, will minimise confusion
and cost for producers and facilitate information exchange and checking for free-riders by
PROs and enforcement authorities.

6.7.4 Co-ordination within and between Member States
Producer responsibility organisations, enforcement agencies, customs authorities, trading
standards authorities and tax authorities should pro-actively share information in a
structured manner to identify and counter free-riding. Cross checking customs data in
regard to imports vs products that are declared under EPR registration is one example, and
is already happening in some Member States.
EPR and VAT registration could also be linked (as in some parts of the USA) - a VAT
registration for a seller of EEE, batteries or packaging requiring an EPR registration and vice
versa. Customs authorities could also require an EPR registration and PRO contract
whenever they detect the importation of a product covered by EPR legislation. This type of
interlinking and cross-checking of obligations is already done automatically where there are
relevant databases; e.g. for vehicle MOT, insurance and road tax in the UK.
At the EU level, the enforcement agencies of all Member States should be encouraged to be
represented on the European WEEE Enforcement Network in order to optimise seamless cooperation across Europe. Similar networks could be established for batteries and packaging.

6.7.5 More Explicit and Fast-acting Regulatory Powers
Explicitly build into national/territory legislation the ability to prosecute a company for
illegal action in another country/territory to facilitate enforcement as per the UK example.
Although, within the EU, this appears to be already technically possible through the
principles of enforcement of judgements, enforcement agencies that were consulted saw all
forms of prosecution as slow and costly given current approaches.
Member States should consider introducing additional enforcement powers, and enabling
private actions, to prevent illegal online selling. In Ireland, for example, on-the-spot fines
can be used to penalise non-compliant web sites rather than having to go through court
procedures which can be slow and costly. In Germany, under the “Gesetz gegen den
unlauteren Wettbewerb – UWG” law, a competitor can issue a “warning” (effectively a
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cease-and-desist letter) and demand compensation from a non-compliant producer, stop
the producer from selling non-registered EEE (injunction), and request disclosure of sales
and their recipients. The Federal Environment Agency can also request the “absorption” of
profit gained through unfair competition.

6.7.6 Awareness Raising
Visible fees at point of sale (currently for WEEE only) can help signal the legitimacy of the
seller in the eyes of the consumer. Visible fees potentially present problems in relation to
the effectiveness of eco-modulated fees since the fees are paid by the consumer rather than
the producer, and often too small a variation to affect consumer choice. Alternative product
labelling could be used to inform consumers (on a Bronze Silver Gold or A to G basis) of the
products eco-modulation score which would have a similar effect, raising consumer
awareness of the products ‘green’ credentials whilst flagging the legitimacy of the seller.
Credit card companies could also be potentially involved in sharing responsibility, the
principle being, for example, that a consumer cannot use their credit card to purchase goods
from a company that should be EPR registered but is not. This would require some form of
digital systems approach.
In terms of awareness raising among overseas sellers, PROs (and Authorised
Representatives under the EU WEEE Directive) should be obligated to undertake
promotional and awareness raising work overseas, and particularly in the Far East. This
could be done through professional networks and trade associations for example.

6.8 Treatment Standards
Treatment standards are set out under statutory BATRRT guidance, although this is believed
to set lower overall standards in some areas than CENELEC / Weelabex. We understand that
ICER is conducting a review of standards in this regard in the near future. We would suggest
that this review is used to consider whether:



BATRRT is updated to a standard that is closer to EN 50625 (CENELEC / Weelabex)
Further action is required to ensure that ATFs operate to the same standards as AATFs if
they want to treat WEEE.

Further consideration should also be given to the role that T11 exemptions play and the
overall potential to improve data capture and drive investment in better AATF treatment
capacity.
Some countries (e.g. Switzerland) have stricter requirements around disassembly prior to
shredding/fragmentation which can help to improve the purity of recovered waste streams
and to recover more CRMs. Indeed, component and CRM targets could be added to the
overall recycling targets by stream.
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7.0

Summary of Recommendations

In the consultations undertaken for this study, there has been general consensus that the
UK WEEE system, whilst successful in meeting the earlier targets from the EU at modest cost
(and dominated overall by large appliance collection and recycling), has been too focused on
cost reduction and short term thinking and now needs to focus on creating an environment
that is more stable and predictable so as to drive longer term investment and be properly
funded so as to ensure consistent target delivery going forward. It also needs to drive better
product eco-design support circular economy principles, where possible through a
modulated fee, and fulfil the other Waste Framework Directive (WFD) Article 8a objectives
around necessary costs and equal treatment, whilst also dealing with the issue of online
free-riding.
We believe that a revised UK WEEE EPR system should endeavour to fulfil the following
principles:









Close to full net cost-recovery, to go beyond the requirements of the WEEE Directive
and be more in line with the spirit of the WFD and pure EPR principles in funding all
collection and treatment;
Closer governance of compliance schemes by the national authorities, with high
standards applied and a system where all actors, including online sellers, ‘add value’ in
terms of the system aims, i.e. contribute to physical collection and recycling;
Competition in terms of open tendering of collection and treatment contracts, but not
necessarily through multiple PCSs, so as to minimise producer costs without risking
collection and treatment standards;
Give producers greater influence and control in meeting the UK targets;
Provide greater stability and consistency across the UK, allowing greater predictability
and investment in collection and treatment;
Be more efficient and equitable in terms of the allocation of collections;
Drive EEE eco-design and circular economy activity, including ‘preparing for reuse’; and
Provide consistently high standards for collection and treatment and incentivises greater
component and CRM recovery.

And consequently, we would suggest that there is:



A WEEE Advisory Board (accountable to Ministers of the four UK nations), to provide
strategic oversight of the overall EPR system and the compliance schemes;
A more detailed assessment of four major options for reform of the structure of the
compliance scheme system:
 Option 1: Development of the current approach with multiple PCSs and the
Compliance Fee, but with additional statutory obligations for the PCSs, e.g. around
physical collections from DCFs (rather than just brokering) and stewardship plans
(i.e. a roadmap to meet the targets), and a far higher Compliance Fee with a cap on
the tradeable amount of evidence relative to the PCS collection target. This would
hopefully make greater investment in collection (and treatment) more desirable
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than at present whilst also preventing the profiteering around evidence trading that
was seen in the past.
 Option 2: A more complete cost-recovery system that gives the PCSs direct
collection obligations and provides incentives to increase collections (local authority,
retailer and third-party collections), e.g. paying for WEEE collected on a per tonne
basis.
 Option 3: Central allocation / clearing house process to improve the efficiency of
collections and help to develop longer term relationships with local authorities.
 Option 4: A single UK PCS that is producer run, tightly governed and required to have
regular competitive and transparent procurement exercises for its collection and
treatment contracts. The 'single PCS' model is often easier to operate for public
authorities, straightforward when it comes to eco-modulation, doesn’t require a
clearing house or allocation process, allows a focus on building consistency in
collection, avoids the risk of price competition driving down standards and provides
greater certainty for investment.












A requirement for the PCSs to ‘add value’ through organising collections and supporting
the funding of collection infrastructure;
The creation of a new Central Body, that would replace the DTS, WEEE Fund and PBS
and potentially to act as a Clearing House, allocating collections to improve efficiency;
Improvements to WEEE collection systems, most notably:
 An introduction of kerbside collection for small WEEE, integrated with existing
kerbside recycling collections;
 Greater obligations placed on retailers (both of EEE and in the wider DIY and grocery
sectors) to more actively participate in free take-back of WEEE, and in particular
small WEEE;
New obligations for online sellers and in-particular multi-seller platforms to reduce freeriding, and new powers for enforcement authorities, for example to impose spot fines
on non-compliant online sellers;
Eco-modulation to drive eco-design and incentives to drive ‘preparing for reuse’;
New labelling requirements around display of product warranties and eco-modulation
scores, ideally in a colour-coded system;
A revised approach to the de-minimis for WEEE, using units and/or turnover instead of
tonnage;
Potential upgrading of BATTRT, to align better with the CENELEC / WEELABEX standards,
with as much emphasis on disassembly and component and CRM recovery as possible;
and
Tighter regulation of WEEE treatment at ATFs, T11 exemptions, and related data
reporting.
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A.1.0 Additional Information
A.1.1WEEE fund
UK retailers can either offer direct take-back for electricals, or pay into the Distributor
Takeback Scheme (DTS) to fulfil their Extended Producer Responsibility obligations. In
addition, the WEEE Compliance Fund allows other non-retail producers to pay a compliance
fee if they have been unable to collect sufficient WEEE to meet UK targets. These funds
make up the UK WEEE Fund, which is intended to provide financial support to innovative
projects which promote the reuse and recycling of WEEE across the UK.405
The combined money collected through the DTS and WEEE Producer Compliance Fee,
provided over £1.4m of private sector funding to local authorities (LAs) in 2015, intended to
fund projects to boost levels of WEEE collections, reuse and recycling, based on applications
for specific projects. Participating LAs were required to submit an evaluation form on
completion of their project, to report on progress.406 Project funding is conditional on
applicants providing suitable feedback to verify the results achieved and help to improve
knowledge on collections in the future. Project selection is carried out by an independent
selection panel consisting of Defra, WRAP, British Retail Consortium (BRC), National
Association of Waste Disposal Officers (NAWDO) and a representative of Local Authorities in
the Devolved Administrations.407
Funded Projects
Under the WEEE Fund, local authorities and partner organisations are invited to bid with
proposals for their projects which will improve collections and recycling of WEEE. For
example, Oxford County Council in partnership with Community Action Groups in
Oxfordshire have received £25,000 from the Fund to broaden their work across the county,
which involves running collection, repair and reuse events which focus on increasing the
rate of repair of electrical items. The initiative also hopes to increase building repair skills in
communities across Oxfordshire, to promote the idea of reuse, so fixable items do not go to
waste.408 Another scheme funded by the WEEE fund included one ran by the PCS Transform,
which worked in the borough councils of Woking, Surry Heath and Swale to collect 135.24
tonnes of small household waste and 7.65 tonnes of waste batteries.409
WEEE Funds are available for projects including those carried out by Local Authorities, in
accordance with the Defra Guidance to support higher levels of collection, recycling and reuse for household WEEE, and for initiatives designed to assist the UK to meet its obligations
under the WEEE Directive. It is also used for other projects that support the strategic aims of
the WEEE Directive. An assessment of 30 projects carried out in 2015 found just over
405

WEEE Fund (2019) https://www.weeefund.uk/
WEEE Fund/JTaC (2018) Evaluation of Compliance Fee and Distributor Takeback Scheme funded WEEE
projects) https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/9aad6c_3742cce57f8f4dcb80ef5a589465ad02.pdf
407
Valpak, Phase 4 Fees, accessed 8th July 2019 https://dts.valpak.co.uk/DTS/Fees
408
The CAG Project: Community Action Groups (2017) Innovative Community Action Groups are taking on
electronic waste, accessed 8th July 2019 http://cagoxfordshire.org.uk/innovative-community-action-groupstaking-electronic-waste/
409
Resource (2013) Biffa collects 135 tonnes of WEEE from kerbside, accessed 8 th July 2019
https://resource.co/materials/article/biffa%E2%80%99s-collects-135-tonnes-weee-kerbside
406
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£1,000,000 was spent (~ 75% of the DTS and compliance fee fund) from the year.410 This was
distributed between projects in payments on average of £35,041 for Local Authorities to
carry out projects which included combinations of collection events, collection points,
kerbside collection and publicity for WEEE reuse and recycling. These projects showed
variable success in terms of improving WEEE reuse and recycling, with some projects far
exceeding expected increases in WEEE recycling, with others falling short.

A.1.2

EPEAT

Managed by the Green Electronics Council, EPEAT (the Electronic Product Environmental
Assessment Tool) is a global, voluntary ecolabel for the IT sector that provides an online
register to support sustainable procurement of EEE.411 The EPEAT Criteria offer sustainability
standards to assess different product categories (PCs & displays; imaging equipment; TVs;
servers; and mobile phones). While EPEAT is not a Member State WEEE EPR scheme,
producers have chosen to sign up to the scheme and adopt the criteria, so these could
provide another practical example that could be applied to modulated fees. EPEAT also
claims to offer a transparent approach, which is again required under the Waste Framework
Directive.
The EPEAT system recognises three levels of environmental performance:



Bronze – the product meets all the required criteria;
Silver – the product meets all the required criteria and 50% of the optional criteria;
and
 Gold – the product meets all the required criteria plus 75% of optional criteria.412
Each product category accordingly has a number of required and optional criteria, which are
divided into the following categories: 413












Substance management/ reduction of hazardous substances
Materials selection (i.e. recycled content)
Design for end of life (i.e. identification of components requiring selective treatment)
Design for repair, reuse, and recycling
Product longevity/ lifecycle extensions (the provision of support services; spare
parts; use of long-life rechargeable batteries and removal of lithium ion batteries;
upgradeability).
Energy conservation
End of life management (take-back services, processing)
Packaging
Life cycle assessment and carbon footprint
Corporate environmental performance
Corporate social responsibility

410

WEEE Fund/JTaC (2018) Evaluation of Compliance Fee and Distributor Takeback Scheme funded WEEE
projects) https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/9aad6c_3742cce57f8f4dcb80ef5a589465ad02.pdf
411
https://greenelectronicscouncil.org/epeat-criteria/
412
Green Electronics Council (2018) EPEAT Criteria, accessed 18/11/2019
https://greenelectronicscouncil.org/epeat-criteria/
413
Green Electronics Council (2018) EPEAT: List of Criteria, accessed 18/11/2019
https://greenelectronicscouncil.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/List-of-Criteria-2018-v2.pdf
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Indoor air quality (for imaging equipment specifically)
Supply chain management of materials (for mobile phones specifically)
Energy use requirements

It is possible that an approach to modulation not only rewards producers with a lower fee
but also allows producers to highlight a rating (gold/ silver/ bronze, out of five stars or
building on the EU Energy Labels) to their customers provides an extra incentive to develop
more sustainable products. This could also potentially deter some free-riding by giving a
commercial reason as well as a legal obligation to comply. Alternatively, it could make it
easier to identify free-riders, providing it was difficult to invent a false rating.
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