eunomia

Extended Producer
Responsibility
Adminisirative
Burden and One-
Stop Shops !

A Study for ECcommerce
Europe

I Final Report | Prepared April 2025

Open here!

i




Report For

Ecommerce Europe

Project Team
Daniel Stunell
Chris Sherrington
Jessica Fairbrother
Lucie Long
Hannah Gillie

Beth Preston
Adam Noonan

Maya White

Approved By

iy

Daniel Stunell

(Project Director)

Acknowledgements

Our thanks to the individuals and organisations
that engaged with us as part of this research.
Your time and input were vital in providing
valuable information. A list of participants is
included in the appendix, though some opted
for anonymity.

Front page image: Photo by SONY, ILCE-7RM3,
from Unsplash

Eunomia Research & Consulting Ltd
37 Queen Square

Bristol

BS1 4QS

United Kingdom

Tel +44 (0)117 9172250
Fax +44 (0)8717 142942
Web www.eunomia.eco

Eunomia has prepared this report with due care and thoroughness, and in accordance with industry best practice. In preparing this report, Eunomia may have relied upon,
and presumed accurate, information provided by the client and other sources. Except as otherwise stated in the report, Eunomia does not verify the accuracy or
completeness of any such information. If the information is determined, following publication, to be obsolete, false, inaccurate orincomplete then it is possible that our
observations and conclusions, as expressed in this report, may change. To avoid any doubt, Eunomia makes no warranty or guarantee (further to this disclaimer statement),

whether expressed or implied, as to the content of this report, to the extent permitted by law.



Executive Summary

The aim of this study is to provide areview
of administrative burdens caused by
fragmented approaches to extended
producer responsibility (EPR) in the EU.
This  fragmentation represents a
significant complexity for firms,
particularly for small and medium sized,
seeking to comply with EPR requirements
in multiple EU Member States. The report
also examines the potential for ‘one-stop
shop’ tools to help minimise the
challenges posed by divergence in
national EPR processes across both
different Member States and different
product groups.

EPR is a policy tool which seeks to apply the
‘polluter pays’ principle. At present in the EU,
mandatory producer responsibility covers a
select range of products but Member States
have a relatively high degree of discretion over
how EPR schemes are established and managed.
As a result, EPR requirements are inconsistent
between both Member States and product
stfreams. For businesses operating across the
Single Market, this fragmentation can make
understanding and complying with EPR complex
and fime consuming. In the case of EPR, the
principle of a one-stop shop tool would be to
provide a single platform assimilating information,
registration, reporting and payment requirements
across all Member States; thereby, practically
harmonising EPR requirements for producers and
reducing administrative burden.

Approach

To investigate the nature, scale and impact of
EPR administrative burdens, and whether a ‘one-
stop shop’ model could reduce burden, our
research focused on:

[) Three business-to-consumer  product
sfreams  subject to EPR, namely
packaging, batteries and waste electrical
and electronic equipment (WEEE);

) Inseven key markets: France, Germany,
Spain, Italy, Netherlands, Belgium, and
Luxembourg.
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The evidence presented in this report was drawn
from four sources:

[)  Areview of industry position papers;

ll) Identification of existing one-stop-shop
examples in diverse policy areas

lll) A scan of regulatory and PRO requirements
for existing EPR schemes; and

IV) Stakeholder engagement via qualitative
interviews and a survey.

This report presents the research findings. It
considers the extent to which fragmented EPR
requirements across Member States and
products is impacting businesses in Europe and
reflects on key characteristics and success
criteria for a one-stop shop for EPR in the EU.

Key Findings

EPR obligations are fragmented both beiween
Member States and between product streams
within  Member States. This is causing
administrative burdens for producers at four key
stages of EPR compliance. These are summarised
as follows:

I) Understanding obligations: Difficulties
include understanding and keeping up to
date with legislative requirements across
Member States and products and the lack of
one clear place with accessible information
on EPR obligations.

I} Registration: needs to be repeated for every
country and product stream but the places
and authorities with whom producers must
register vary, as in some cases, does the
economic actor that needs to do so. Some
data requirements are more onerous than
others.

) Reporting: formats, granularity of data,
product categorisation and  reporting
frequencies and deadlines all vary between
product streams between and within
Member States.

IV) Payment: different PROs wuse varying
approaches to calculating producer fees,
which may require producers to provide
different information. Multiple invoices from
different PROs and in different countries can
be difficult to keep track of.



Differences in requirements accumulate for
producers selling mulfiple product streams in
multiple Member States. While individual
requirements may make sense in context, the
producer experience is of a complex system of
obligations which can be difficult fo understand
and tfime consuming to navigate and fulfil.

Stakeholders emphasised that significant staff
time, cost and resourcing are required to
manage and understand EPR obligations. In some
cases, producers are avoiding or stopping sales
in certain markets due to EPR administrative
complexity.

Interviews and survey responses provided some
quantitative indications of impacts to businesses.
Concrete estimations of time required to fulfil
overall administrative obligations are few, with
some interview and survey respondents for this
project also struggling to quantify their fime.
However, multiplied across products, schemes,
and Member States, the administrative burden
can be high. One survey respondent estimated
compliance took 4,000 hours per year. However,
even a couple of hours per product, per member
state, for an item that required action under
multiple EPR schemes can add up quickly, and
be a significant burden for an SME.

Significant costs can be attributed to paying staff
to oversee complex EPR compliance, paying for
external support, registration fees with relevant
authorities and more. Existing estimations of cost
impacts on producers are lacking. In our survey,
one micro-enterprise estimated costs as 260 EUR
— a small amount on the face of if, but which
would still scale up significantly in calculating
administrative burden across the EU. One large
company suggested costs in the region of
400,000 EUR.

SMEs struggle with fragmented EPR and the
impacts of those, particularly with cost.
Interviewees and survey respondents further
pointed out that EPR obligations are causing
businesses fo stop selling or not expand to
specific Member States, with consequences for
consumer choice and general competitiveness
of EU companies.

A one-stop shop EPR platform could help reduce
administrative burden for producers, but cannot
be expected to solve every issue encountered in
EPR compliance.
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This study focuses on the potential for an EU level
one-stop shop that would facilitate compliance
across all Member States and all products with
EPR requirements. This one-stop shop should
contain: clear information on users’ obligations
on its website; all operations within a single
platform; and  administrative  procedures
reduced to a single process for users.

Existing examples suggest it is possible to have alll
three key elements in one-stop shops, and EU
institutions have already established successful
one-stop shops in other policy areas (e.g., EU VAT
one-stop shop).

With regards to an EPR-specific one-stop shop,
interviewees generally agreed that it would help
to reduce administrative burdens. Interviewees
also reported desirable traits to include, such as:

¢ holding all information in one place and in alll
necessary languages;

e asingle registration place; and

e asingle reporting format.

Yet, challenges for implementing a one-stop
shop for EPR also emerged, including software
gaps, ensuring legal and fair collection and
distribution of payments, and lack of
harmonisation in  the underlying national
requirements, not simply in the compliance
process itself. These challenges highlight two
potential directions for the tool:

An online platform where only information on
EPR obligations was provided versus doing
anything more than that (such as providing
registration, reporting or payment functions).

2. A tool requiring more software, that provides

information but also allows registration,
reporting and payment to be fulfiled in one
place, through as few processes as possible.
For instance, actively utilising Al to prefill
registration forms and other repetitive tasks
automatically.

In either scenario, administrative burdens would
be reduced, though to different degrees (more in
the second opfion).

The challenges also highlight a key feature of the
EPR landscape - one-stop shops cannot be
expected to solve every issue encountered in EPR
compliance. Lack of harmonisation would
remain a key obstacle to reducing administrative
burdens in both scenarios.
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Glossary

Term

Definition

Authorised
representative

A legal individual or entity based within the EU who has a mandate from a producer
located outside the EU to represent and act on behalf of the producer with regards to
the latter’s legislative, i.e. extended producer responsibility (EPR), obligations.

Distance sales

The sale of goods and services where the customer and supplier are not physically
together. This applies to goods sold online, over television and over telephone. In the
context of EPR, the term is used to identify foreign sellers, i.e. those without a physical
presence in the country in which they are placing products on the market.

Economic A person who, in the course of their business, is involved in activities covered by the EU

operator customs legislation i.e. bringing goods into, or taking goods out of, the EU territory. This
can include manufacturers, suppliers, importers, distributors, authorised
representatives and fulfilment service providers.

Eco- Where financial contributions paid by the producer under an EPR scheme are

modulation modulated for individual or groups of products based on certain environmental criteria,

such as durability, recyclability and reusability to incentivise improved environmental
performance.

E-commerce

Electronic (i.e. online) frade.

EPR scheme A set of measures taken by Member States to ensure producers of products bear
financial and/or organisational responsibility for the product when it becomes waste.
Free riding In the context of EPR, producers which free ride do not comply with regulatory

obligations buf still benefit from the provision of waste management services.

One-stop shop

Tool helping to improve regulatory delivery to citizens and businesses, and reduce the
administrative burden of actors needing to fulfil several administrative processes. It is
typically online and aims to be user friendly.

Placed on the

market

Placing on the market (POM) is when a product, e.g. packaging, is first made
available on the European Union market.

Producer

For the purpose of this report, we use this word to refer to the economic operator
obligated under EPR. This may vary by product legislation, and may include any
manufacturers, importers or distributers, irrespective of selling technique, typically
when they make a product available for the first fime within a given Member State.

Producer fees

The payments made by producers fo an EPR scheme in order to cover the costs of
waste management for the products they place on the market.

PRO

A producer responsibility organisation (PRO) is a legal entity which organises the
fulfilment of EPR obligations, financially and/or operationally, for several producers.
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1.0 Infroduction and Approach

mma

Extended producer responsibility (EPR) is a policy tool which seeks to apply the ‘polluter

pays’ principle. EPR extends a producer's responsibility to the post-consumer stage of a
product’s life cycle which, in practice, involves producers taking either financial or operational
responsibility for collecting and sorting end-of-life products before final freatment. One of the
aims of EPR is to incentivise producers to consider environmental impacts when designing their
products, as well to increase recycling rates.

At present in the EU, mandatory producer responsibility imposed through EU directives covers
a select range of products, including WEEE, packaging, batteries and accumulators, end-
of-life vehicles and certain single-use plastic items. The revised Waste Framework Directive
(WFD) further commits tfo EPR for textiles in the future. Member States are required to establish
producer responsibility measures for these items but have discretion over exactly how EPR
schemes are established and whether to implement EPR for other products.

As aresult, Member States are using a variety of systems and rules for EPR schemes, including
for different products within the same jurisdiction. This inconsistency varies in degree, with
some aspects of EPR more aligned than others. Nevertheless, for businesses operating

across the Single Market and selling multiple types of products, this fragmentation can make
navigating EPR requirements difficult and time consuming, particularly for small and medium-
sized enterprises (SMEs).

Ecommerce Europe recognises this challenge and commissioned Eunomia Research and
Consulting (‘Eunomia’) to research the administrative burden of fragmented EPR approaches
and to examine the potential for ‘one-stop shop’ tools to help overcome EPR complexity.
Throughout this report we refer to ‘producers’ as being subject to EPR. The legal definition of
a producer varies a little between products and countries, but in practice, EPR obligations
typically apply to organisations placing a product onto the market for the first time — very
often the business-to-consumer seller.

Unsplash-Daniele Franchi



1.1 Project Objectives and Scope

The core aims of this study were to:

] provide evidence highlighting the nature, scale and impact of administrative burdens caused
by fragmented EPR obligations across Member States; and

1) understand one-stop shop approaches to reducing administrative burdens that have been
developed in the context of EPR, and similar obligations, from which lessons might be learned.

The research examined three product streams currently subject to EPR across the EU - packaging, batteries
and WEEE - with a focus on business-to-consumer (B2C) product streams. Seven key markets were
investigated in detail, namely France, Germany, Spain, Italy and Benelux (Belgium, the Netherlands and
Luxembourg), with some reference to other EU markefts by interviewees and survey respondents. This report
presents the findings from the research and reflections on these findings.

1.2 Approach

The evidence presented and analysed in this report was drawn from four research steps, followed by
analysis and reporting, as shown in Figure 1-1. Each of these steps is described in more detail below.

Figure 1-1. Key sources of evidence and research steps

[e1) (&

02. Review of 03. Regulatory 05. Analysis and
One-Stop Shops Scan Reporting
Desk-based research Desk-based research Desk-based research Interviews with key Analysis of results
on industry position to identify and on EPR regulation for industry stakeholders and d.roﬁ and final
papers relevant to EPR analyse relevant one- WEEE, packaging and a targeted reporting.
administrative burden. stop shop tools. and batteries in survey.
k ) seven EU markets. k J

1.2.1 Review of Industry Position Papers

To understand industry views on EPR administrative burden, a longlist of 26 relevant industry associations
was created (see Appendix A.2.1). This list focused on industry representatives for WEEE, packaging and
batteries. Using the longlist, Eunomia collated industry group position papers/statements and public
consultation responses relevant to EPR and which referenced administrative burden. From the initial web-
search, 20 pieces of literature were found which acknowledged administrative burden of which seven
provided relevant detail. The literature was reviewed and analysed in a matrix grid.
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1.2.2 Review of One-Stop Shops

Eunomia used desk-based research to generate a definition of one-stop shops and to determine key
‘success criteria’ by which to assess each one-stop-shop. Eunomia then used online research to identify
one-stop shops within a European context. Tools that did not match Eunomia’s definition of a one-stop
shop were discarded, while those that fit the definition were evaluated against the success criteria. Lastly,
the one-stop shops identified were compared and key frends/learnings highlighted. A list of the one-stop
shops and a summary of their evaluation can be found in Appendix A.2.2.

1.2.3 EPR Regulation and Requirement Scan

Eunomia conducted a desk-based review of EPR legislation and requirements for WEEE, packaging and
batteries in the seven priority markets to identify existing misalignment between and within countries. The
registration, reporting and payment processes with select producer responsibility organisations (PRO) were
also examined to understand the procedures which economic operators have to go through in practice.
These data were compiled in Excel and compared across the seven markets and product streams fo
highlight where alignment exists and where there are key differences. It is important to note that PRO
requirements were not always publicly available as the detail of registration and reporting processes were
only accessible by members/in membership areas of a PRO’'s website, though this in itself is a useful
reminder of the potential experience for producers investigating a new market.

1.2.4 Stakeholder Interviews and Survey

To support the desk-based research, Eunomia conducted a two-fold stakeholder engagement process
involving industry interviews and a targeted survey. Stakeholders for interview were shortlisted and agreed
with Ecommerce Europe in order to ensure a representative selection across product streams and key
industry groups. A total of 29 stakeholders were contacted and 13 were interviewed, including from one-
stop shops, PROs, SME representatives, online marketplaces and an industry association (see Appendix
A.1.0).

A targeted survey was sent to eight membership-based trade organisations engaged primarily in e-
commerce, who circulated the survey to their members. This survey provides more views on administrative
burdens, the impacts of those, and thoughts on one-stop shops directly from EPR obligated companies.
However, the survey response was relatively limited with only 122 responses, many of whom did not answer
all questions, and who tended to be from larger businesses (65 %). This lack of engagement, and
respondents inability or unwillingness to answer questions seeking fo quantify costs highlight how difficult it
is for many businesses, perhaps especially SMEs, to navigate EPR requirements. The responses are
considered to support the insight gained from the other research stages. More information on the survey is
in Appendix A.1.3

1.3 Report Structure

This report is structured as follows:

e Section 2.0 examines the nature, scale and impact of administrative burdens caused by EU EPR
requirements on producers; and

e Section 3.0 examines whether a one-stop shop could reduce administrative burdens.
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2.0 Are Fragmented EPR Obligations causing
Administrative Burden for Producers ?

Summary

Eunomia identified numerous administrative burdens caused by fragmented EPR. From the outset,
understanding multiple national regulations, keeping track of regulatory changes and identifying
specific obligations is challenging for firms. EPR registration is currently repeated for every country
and product stream, with different approaches to where and with which authority producers
need to register and the information they must provide.

Different reporting requirements for data submission were most frequently cited as burdensome by
interviewees. Particularly challenging are:

e varied units and granularity for reporting volumes placed on the market;
o different submission deadlines; and

* inconsistent approaches to categorising products between countries.

The impacts of these administrative burdens are significant. Producers require time and

financial resources to understand and manage EPR compliance, imposing costs, and making
unintentional non-compliance more likely. This may also discourage producers from reaching
out to new markets, or encourage them to leave existing ones, reducing consumer choice and
competitiveness of companies.

Challenges may be especially acute for SMEs. Any fixed costs are proportionally higher for this
group, and they have less capacity to focus on this issue. They may be more likely to submit poor
on noncompliant data by accident, or even as deliberate freeriding, as a result. The burden may
also make deliberate free-riding more likely.

Unsplash




2.1 What Types of Administrative Burden are
Caused by Fragmented EPR Policy?

This study focuses on ‘administrative
burdens’ as issues with  process .
requirements resulting from lack of compliance
harmonisation, such as different reporting
formats. It does not consider impacts of the
underlying requirement on a business,
because provision of regulatory data will
always require fime and the aim of this
research is to identify additional burden
created by varying EPR requirements. These Understanding Registration
burdens were identified through a obligations requirements
regulatory scan, a scan of PRO
requirements and stakeholder interviews. Payment Reporting

requirements requirements

Figure 2-1. Four key stages of EPR

Eunomia identified a number of
administrative burdens which producers
may face when complying with EPR
obligations. These can be split into four key
stages of EPR compliance, as shown in
Figure 2-1.

Administrative burdens associated with each of these phases are discussed in the following
sections. Importantly, the burdens discussed stem from two types of variation:

l) Fragmentation between Member State approaches to EPR; and

) Variation between product streams within individual Member States.
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2.1.1 Administrative Burdens for Producers When
Trying to Understand EPR Obligations

Given the fragmentation of EPR approaches across EU Member States, it is not surprising that
those interviewed felt that simply understanding obligations for one's company in the first
instance is an obstacle to fulfilling EPR requirements. The administrative burdens highlighted by
interviewees include three overarching points.

@ It is difficult to understand what the regulation and EPR obligations are when entering a
market, or when regulations are infroduced or updated across markets.

Obligations stem from numerous national regulations, there are changes in regulation to keep
track of and information on obligations is not always available in one clear place, even on a
national level. There can also be language barriers to understanding those obligations.

@ It is difficult fo understand how their own company fits info each regulatory framework,
and therefore which specific obligations apply to their operations.

It is difficult to understand what regulation is relevant to a specific company and its products
and specific questions are particularly confusing, such as, whether a company is deemed a
producer or not and which products are in scope (e.g., B2B or B2C).!

@ There is a highly confusing landscape of actors and roles to engage with, and thus it
can be hard to understand how to comply, even once regulations are understood.

There are numerous PROs and national registers to engage with, and they may not always be
equivalent between Member States. For example, looking at the seven markets in more
depth: for packaging EPR, two markets offer competing PROs; for EEE, three markets offer
competing schemes; and for batteries, four markets offer competing battery schemes. Where
there are competing schemes, (e.g., in Germany with 10 packaging PROs), producers are likely
to struggle to select the most appropriate PRO for their needs. Interviewees also noted that
the potential role and obligations related to authorised representatives were confusing. In
some markets, non-national producers may be required to enlist an authorised representative,
based within the natfional market, to legally represent and act on behalf of the producer.
Again, requirements around authorised representatives are not consistent

These interview observations are further supported by the current state of the compliance
market, in which EPR compliance service providers exist. Their sole purpose is to help businesses
comply with their EPR obligations in exchange for payment and to offer an understanding of
existing and upcoming obligations as part of their service.

2.1.2 Administrative Burdens for Producers When
Registering with PROs and National Registers

To comply with EPR obligations, some form of producer registration is required in all seven
selected countries and for all three product streams reviewed. However, how and with which
authority producers must register varies. For producers selling multiple product streams in
multiple EU countries, fragmented registration presents a key administrative challenge. For five
aspects of registration, Figure 2-2 uses heat maps to indicate the level of alignment between
EPR schemes for packaging, WEEE and batteries within each of the seven countries reviewed.
The elements identified cover both procedural aspects of registration and the actual
information required from producers.

! Interview with representative from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.
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Figure 2-2. Alignment of EPR registration within seven EU

[countries

\em 4

A producer selling an electronic product with a battery in packaging
(‘ltem A’), will be subject to three EPR schemes. The heat maps
illustrate the degree of administrative burden for registering ltem A in
the 7 focus countries (rated relative to each other).

> £

®. /f' 7 & 4 )
Method of joining official registers are not well aligned Selling technique is an inconsistant requirement across
between product groups. This could mean up to three product groups:; it is required for WEEE and not for
different EPR registration sites and processes for Iltem A in batteries for the majority of countries. Packaging is mixed
multiple countries. and in places unknown.

) 5 ) - )
Recording the brand at registration is @ mixed picture: Thresholds for registering WEEE, packaging and batteries
itis a consistent request across EPR product groups in do not exist in most countries reviewed.

some markets and is inconsistent in other markets.

¥ NB: thresholds for reporting exist for packaging in
Belgium and Spain.

Key

High inconsistancy in requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - greatest potential
burden

Moderately consistent requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - moderate burden

Greatest consistancy in requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - lower potential
burden

B Vah &

Type of business indentification required is highly
consistant for WEEE, packaging and battery EPR schemes
within individual countries.
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For the same aspects of registration, plus product categorisation, Table 2-1 below indicates
the level of alignment within each product group, compared across the seven counfries.

The heat maps and table collate analysis of national legislation, national registers and a high-
level examination of PRO requirements. Understanding PRO registration requirements was
important because they can have additional specificities to the national legislation, which
add to the complexity of the administrative burdens and may not be apparent if only looking
at legislation.

Moreover, the diagrams summarise elements where information was found; there remain
certain ‘unknowns' as some PRO requirements were only accessible to current or prospective
PRO members. It is also worth noting that the focus of this exercise was B2C items placed on
the market, rather than B2B. If producers place household and professional/commercial/
industrial products on the market, they may have additional burdens due to differing
approaches than shown in this table.

The disparities shown in the heat maps and table will contribute fo administrative burdens on
producers. These are discussed in more detail in the following sections.
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Table 2-1. Alignment of EPR registration requirements between seven EU countries

Registration
Requirements in BE,

FR, DE, IT, LU, ES, NL

Method of joining
official register

Threshold for
registrafion

Type of business
idenfification
required

Must register brand
of product POM

Must record selling
techniquei.e.
distance selling

Product
categorisation

iJ-

B2C Packaging

Some form of EPR registration is always required,
but the procedures and sites for registration are
not aligned. Notably, some countries have a
central national register while in others,
producers register with or through a PRO.

Registration thresholds are not evident in most

countries. Reporting thresholds exist in Belgium

and the Netherlands but it is unclear whether
these also apply to registration.

Higher level of alignment where known.
Common requirements include EU or national tax
number and VAT number. Some country specific
identifiers are required for domestic producers in

France and Spain.

Moderate alignment. Only evident in Germany,
but unknown for three of the countries.

Low level of alignment. Required in France and
Italy, unknown for Spain and Luxembourg.

Unknown for the majority of countries, with low
alignment where known.
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B2C (W)EEE

Some form of EPR registration is always required,
but the procedures and sites for registration are
not aligned. Notably, some countries have a
central national register while in others,
producers register with or through a PRO.

Higher level of alignment. There are no
registration thresholds.

Higher level of alignment. Common requirements
include EU or national tax number and VAT
number. Some country specific codes are
required for domestic producersin France.

Moderately aligned. Brand of EEE is required in
four countries and unknown for one.

Moderate level of alignment. Selling technique is
required in the majority of countries.

Moderate level of alignment. Countries have
between 6-10 categories (with sub-categories).

B L]

B2C Batteries & Accumulators

Some form of EPR registration is always required,
but the procedures and sites for registration are
not aligned. Notably, some countries have a
central national register while in others,
producers register with or through a PRO.

Higher level of alignment. There are no
registration thresholds.

Higher level of alignment. Common requirements

include EU or national tax number and VAT
number. Some country specific codes are
required for domestic producers in France.

Moderately aligned. Brand only required in
Germany and Spain,

Highly aligned. Only required in Spain.

Higher level of alignment. There are three main
categories consistent across all countries.

Level of alignment
between the 7
select countries

Low level of
alignment

Moderate level of
alignment

High level of
alignment



2.1.2.1 Key Areas of Registration Fragmentation Which
Cause Administrative Burdens

EPR Registration Organisations

Which organisation or national authority producers are required to register with varies, both
between the Member States reviewed and by product category, creating complexity for
producers. In some Member States, producers (or their authorised representatives) must
register directly with a national register from which they receive a mandatory registration
number, in addifion to joining a PRO. In others, producers can join a PRO which fulfils national
registration on their behalf. And finally, in some countries, there is no requirement to join a
national register, and producers are required to just register with a PRO.

For instance, in Germany producers placing packaging filled with goods on the German
market must register with the Central Packaging Register (ZSVR) through the LUCID portal, as
well as registering with a PRO. Similarly in Spain, there are separate national producer registers
for packaging, EEE and batteries. By confrast in France, producers must join a PRO through
which they are registered with the national authority and receive a unique identifier (IDU).2

Information Requirements

Basic information is required from producers for all EPR registrations, such as firm name,
headquarter address, contact details etc. These data requirements are reasonably well-
alighed across the seven couniries and three product streams. There are however some
differences, and while individually these may seem small, when multiplied across product
streams, countries and even different PROs, these can create significant administrative
burdens.

Interviewees highlighted four areas where inconsistency caused particular problems, and
these are highlighted in Figure 2-3 and detailed below.

Figure 2-3. Areas of inconsistency highlighted by interviewees

Inconsistent categories Specific signature
for the same product requirements

Different types of business
characterisation/ID
required

Requests for historical
data and forecasts

2 Ademe Syderep, ‘List of Questions by Sector’, No date, https://syderep.ademe.fr/public/fagfiliere=EEE.
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Product categories required at registration were difficult to compare, primarily
because this stage of registration was often behind a membership-wall on PRO
websites and not publicly available. From the interviews it would appear that category
differences are typically much more of an administrative burden in terms of data
reporting than for registration alone, though challenges for firms may sfill arrive at this
earlier stage, such as simply understanding their individual obligations. This element of
requirements was less transparent to the research team for the reasons highlighted
above - and we note this issue of transparency is not simply a restriction on a
researcher, but would also be encountered by a producer considering entering a
market for the first time.

Where product category information was known, there was relatively good alignment
across the seven Member States for batteries and similarities in alignment for EEE, as
both tended to follow product lists set out in the Annexes of relevant EU Directives.

More variation exists for packaging categories, with some Member State registers/PRO
registrations distinguishing reusables, single-use plastic packaging and beverage
containers within a deposit return scheme (DRS). For example, France explicitly groups
household packaging and graphic papers together; in Germany, packaging is first
distinguished by inclusion or exclusion from the ‘dual-system’ and Spanish legislation
makes the distinction between domestic, industrial, commercial, single-use and
reusable packaging.

@ Regarding signatures, interviewees brought to light specific requirements which
differed across Member States and which they found to be especially tedious. This
included registration sometimes requiring signed documents, specifically in blue ink
(e.g.. Germany), or specifically witnessed by notaries for wet signatures, or agreements
with Authorised Representatives specifically hand signed and witnessed by notaries

(e.g.. Austria). 845

Although business information requirements are well aligned across the seven Member
@ States and product streams (e.g., company name, address, contact, type of
organisation), there is some Member State specificity around identification methods,
proof of financial security and distance sellers. For packaging producers for instance,
a CNAE activity code is required from all producers in Spain, which was provided as an
example of an administrative burden during several interviews.6 One interviewee
explicitly stated they employed an external advisor to obtain the code for them.” An
ASIRET or APE number is required from domestic producers when registering with CITEO
in France. Producers registering with CITEO are also required fo provide the number of
employees in the entity and information on share capital (type and amount).8

3 Interview with representative from confidential company, 19 September 2024.

4 Interview with representative from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.
5 Interview with representatives from Avask Group, 4 November 2024.

¢ Interview with representatives from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

7 Interview with representatives from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.

8 CITEQ, '3 Etapes Pour Réussir Mon Adhésion’, No date,
https://cdn.citeo.com/papier/3_etapes_pour_reussir_mon_adhesion.pdf.
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Some elements of registration are completely country or product specific:

@

©

In Germany, producers are required fo provide an insolvency guarantee af registration
for EEE. Under the ElectroG law, manufacturers/authorised representatives of B2C EEE
must prove an 'insolvency safe guarantee' to finance the take-back and disposal of
equipment. This must be provided aft registration and must be renewed every calendar
year.?

Historical data and forecasts for amounts of a given product placed on the market
are required aft registration in Spain. On registering with Ecoembes, a company must
provide a forecast for the packaging that they expect to be placed on the market in
the year and within 30 days provide a packaging declaration for the current year and
previous four years. This depends on companies having collected this information
historically and the information being available and in the correct format.

Survey Findings - Understanding The Impact

The survey data highlights that this multiplication of requirements is far from a theoretical
concern. When asked about which types of EPR obligations the respondent’s company has to
comply with:

Over half (61%) of respondents to this question said they were obliged to inferact with
all three EPR categories and associated schemes (packaging, EEE and baftteries). 10

46% of respondents to this question are also subject to additional EPR product
requirements beyond these three product groups (e.g., toys, textiles etc). The number
of additional obligations ranged from one to 12, indicating that some producers could
have to register for up to 15 EPR schemes.

Over half (52%) of respondents to the question sell to five or more EU countries, and
thus could be obligated under 15 different EPR schemes. This does not just present an
administrative burden - it may discourage participation in a market altogether.

Key Takeaway:

Overdll, regisiration processes are inconsistent between each couniry and product category
examined. The process of registration can also be repeated should producers be selling in
multiple Member States or should they be required to register with both PROs and national
registers in the same country for the same product category. This duplication of registration
effort and variation in process was pointed to by interviewees as creating administrative
burden.

¢ Stifftung Ear, ‘Guarantee’, No date, hitps://www.stiffung-ear.de/en/topics/elekirog/producers-ar/guarantee.

10 46 respondents answered this question and 78 respondents did not provide any data. Eunomia survey completed
by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

" Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.
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2.1.3 Administrative Burdens for Producers When
Reporting Under EPR Schemes

Of the four types of administrative burden, varied reporting requirements were most frequently
noted as burdensome by inferviewees. Eight key aspects of reporting emerged from the policy
research as nofable points of inconsistency between countries and product streams (see

Figure 2-4).
Figure 2-4. Eight key aspects of reporting

3. Reporting method;

2. Reporting deadline;
5

5. Reporting exemptions;

)

7. Data reporting on products placed on
the market; and
[

8. Eco-modulation by sustainability

J

The eight key aspects shown cover both
procedural aspects of reporting and
information required.

For 1-6 in the list, Figure 2-5, uses heat maps
to indicate the level of alignment between
these aspects of EPR schemes for
packaging, WEEE and batteries within
each of the seven countries reviewed. For
1-8 in the list above, Table 2-2 below
indicates the level of alignment within
each product group, compared aAcross
the seven countries. The maps and table
collate analysis of national legislation,
national registers and a high-level
examination of PRO requirements. There
remain certain ‘unknowns’, and the focus
of this exercise was B2C items placed on
the market, rather than B2B. The disparities
shown will confribute to administrative
burdens on producers. These are discussed
in more detail in the following sections.

At a Glance: What do the heat maps and table show?

and thresholds have lowest alignment. Exemptions have highest alignment

g “ Looking within the individual markets assessed, reporting frequencies, deadlines
5

(reporting exemptions do not tend to exist). While reporting method and data
required have a medium level of alignment, this was felt to create the greatest

burden by interviewees.

Comparing product streams across the seven markets, packaging shows lowest
é% ] alignment for reporting requirements, while WEEE has greatest alignment.

—_—

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Regulation (PPWR) was recently published

A

and will enter into force in February 2025 and apply from April 2026. National
packaging EPR reporting is likely to become more detailed in the future to reflect
this legislation. For instance, in the Netherlands, starting in 2025 plastic packaging

reporting will be divided into 13 subcategories including factors such as the

presence of recycled content.
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—Figure 2-5. Alignment of EPR reporting within 7 EU countries

A producer selling an electronic product with a battery in packaging
(‘ltem A’), will be subject to three EPR schemes. The heat maps
illustrate the degree of variation when reporting for ltem A in the
seven focus countries (relative to each other).

Reporting deadlines are not well aligned between
product groups in most markets. This could mean up
to three different reporting deadlines for Item A in one
country.

Reporting frequencies are not well aligned between
product groups in most markets. This could mean up to
three different reporting periods for ltem A in one country.

Thresholds for simplified reporting are not well aligned
between product groups in most markets.

Reporting methods are moderately aligned within
countries but could differ significantly between
countries. NB: data required in different formats, layouts
etc was the reporting burden most emphasised by

interviewees.

Reporting exemptions do not tend to exist for batteries
and WEEE but do exist for packaging in four of the
markets reviewed.

Key

High inconsistancy in requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - greatest potential
burden

Moderately consistent requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - moderate burden

Greatest consistancy in requirements for WEEE,
packaging and batteries - lower potential
burden

. Lack of data




Table 2-2. Summary of level of alignment for EPR reporting requirements between B2C packaging, WEEE and batteries between
seven EU countries. Lower levels of alignment will impose a higher administrative burden.

. -| 1 I_n1 =

Reporting (@ | N Level of ali t
Requirementsin BE, e n m D R e;:h:e:':g':ren;n
LIS RS B2C Packaging B2C (W)EEE B2C Batferies & Accumulators select countries

A q q b
. . . Medium level of alignment with categories
Z:;)tgugtrisa ion Low level of alignment between countries with sel’;‘;ﬂg@fﬁ:’g le'ig Tmmerumfthhf:z;?fet Z?ies generally distinguished by use and chemistry. Low level of
9 varying types of packaging categories. Y gning g Belgium and France align with the categories alignment

aLilliee [y ile WSS Dlieeile (201 2710 EU: outlined in the EU regulation No. 2023-1542

Moderate level of
alignment

¢

High level of
alignment

- ¢ ¢

Eco-modulation by Eco-modulation is in place across the majority of Advanced modulation is not in place for the Eco-modulation isin place across the majority of
sustainability criteria markets, however criteria vary significantly majority of markets. markets, however criteria for modulation vary
creating significant administrative burden. across markets.
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Continued

Reporting
Requirementsin
BE, FR, DE, IT, LU, ES,
NL

Reporiting deadline

Reporting method

Thresholds for
simplified reporting

Reporling
exempfions

if-

B2C Packaging

Low level of alignment with reporting
deadlines varying across the selected
countries.

Medium level of alignment with reporting
typically taking place via a online portal
with some variation in Spain.

Where there is information available there is
a low level of alignment with thresholds
varying between the selected countries.

Some exemptions exist in Belgium, Germany,
Italy and the Netherlands.
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B2C (W)EEE

Low level of alignment with reporting
deadline varying between countries

Medium level of alignment with reporting
typically taking place via an online portal
with some variation in Luxembourg, France
and possibly [taly.

Medium level of alignment as simplified
reporting does not appear to a common
option for producers placing EEE on the
market in the selected countries.

Some exemptions exist in Luxembourg.

H(]

B2C Batteries & Accumulators

Low level of alignment with reporfing
deadline varying between countries

Low level of alignment with reporting
method varying across countries.

Medium level of alignment as simplified
reporting does not appear to a common
option for producers placing batteries on

the market in the selected countries.

Some exemptions exist in Luxembourg.



2.1.3.1 Key Areas of Reporting Fragmentation Which Cause
Administrative Burdens

Data Requirements and Reporting Methods

@

@

©

Different data format requirements were the reporting burden most emphasised by
interviewees. When reporting volumes placed on the markeft, required formats vary in
granularity (how information is broken down and the level of detail required within that
breakdown) and unit (weight, product count etc). For example, plastics may be
classified in multiple ways: size, weight, product type and more. One interviewee stated
that despite their company developing a comprehensive database for their
packaging placed on the market, they still have to adjust the data they exiract to
provide additional detail required by different EPR schemes.1?

Providing data forecasts was an additional requirement in two of the selected
countries. For instance, in Germany, when reporting to LUCID, packaging producers
are required to report the volume they plan to place on the market during that year,
as well as actual volumes placed on the market.’® Legislation in Belgium's Walloon
region imposes a similar requirement for battery and EEE producers.' This is particularly
difficult for SMEs selling only small amounts info a market, which may be subject to
significant uncertainty.

Other disparities which emerged from the interviews related to how reporting is done,
rather than what is reported. Different reporting layouts for instance require more time
to fill in. For plastic packaging in Spain, the form is coded rather than spelling out in
language what information is required.!s Submission methods and formats also differ,
for example requiring an excel spreadsheet be submitted in some cases, and an online
portal completed for others. Interviewees also highlighted that producers must
manage multiple usernames and passwords across different portals.’¢

It is worth noting that not all data reporting challenges identified by interviewees can be
resolved by streamlining through a one-stop shop. Data management and retention for
instance, would remain a requirement. For example, Verpact in the Netherlands requires
records to be kept for seven years and to be available fo review, and there may be good
audit and compliance related reasons for this.

12 Interview with representatives from Metro group, on 29 October 2024

13 Lizenzero, ‘Packaging Act: This Is How Your License Year Looks Like’, Lizenzero Packaging Licensing, 2024,
https://www lizenzero.de/en/blog/packaging-act-this-is-now-your-license-year-looks-like/.

4 Walloon Government, ‘Order of the Walloon Government Establishing an Obligation to Take Back Certain Waste’,
2010, http://environnement.wallonie.be/legis/dechets/decat027.htm.

15 Interview with representatives from confidential company, on 19 September 2024

16 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.
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Product Categorisation

Inconsistent categories for reporting the same type of product exist between Member
@ States. Interviewees felt that varied product categorisation during reporting was
particularly problematic. This is most notably the case for packaging. Fost Plus in
Belgium, for instance, requires producers to report against 31 distinct packaging
categories,’” while Luxembourg and Germany require reporting against 15 and 8
packaging categories respectively. Differences in terminology add further complexity.
For example, in Spain “cardboard for food and drink” is an independent category,'8
while France a similar category is referred to as “Tetrapak,”1” and in Germany as
“composite carton”.20 In comparison, categories for EEE and batteries are more
aligned (as noted in section 2.1.2.1 on registration). Examples of category variation are
provided in Figure 2-6 and are explored in more detail in turn below.

Interviewees highlighted that inconsistent product categories and terminology require
producers to adjust their reporting for each Member State. Plastic for instance, can be
splitintfo colour or variety, 2! and Greece has 63 WEEE categories.?2 We note that some
of the selected countries used terminology and groupings used in the WEEE Directive
(2012/19/EV) for EEE and EU regulation No. 2023-1542 for batteries — allowing producers
to use the same reporting categories. It is important to note that the issue here is less
the total number of categories in a given market (which may be useful to national
regulators and enable more accurate fee differenfiation), and more the diversity in
practice across marketfs. It is the latter which we identify as process-based
administrative burden in the current study.

Figure 2-6. Examples of variation in product categories for batteries, packaging
and WEEE compliance schemes

OB

Prod Uc' @ e @
category
Belgium France Germany ltaly Luxembourg Spain The Netherlands
. Distinguished by
Distinguished by I::f‘:;edgu?:r: portable,
portable, p industrial and

5 categories
which are further
subcategorised.

5 categories
which are further
subcategorised.

industrial and
automotive (3),
then chemistry
and type.

placing batteries
on the market in
Italy are required
to report against

12 categories.

8 categories

automotive (3),
then chemistry-
nickel cadmium,
lead acid and

are unclear. other.
Fost plus: 5 CITEC: 7 CONAI: 7
categories witha categories witha  Griiner Punkt: 8 categories witha VALORLUX: 18 Ecoembes: 11 Verpact: 10
total of 31 sub- total of 20 sub-  categoeries. total of 18 sub- categories. categories. categories.
categories. categories. categories.
. 4 main . .
6 main . . . 6 main 6 main
. 8 main categories which . . q
categories, the q o categeries, the 10 categories, . 9 categories, the
number of sub- SEICERIES, are BRIz e number of sub- and 42 sub- 4 cc1egor|es_ Wil number of sub-
= broken by down  into 17 sub- Al 3 sub-categories. el
categories is . . categories is categories. categories is
equipment type.  categories.
unknewn. unknown. unknown.

17 Fost Plus, ‘The Green Dot Rates’, No date, https://www.fostplus.be/en/members/green-dot-rates.
18 Ecoembes, ‘Packaging’, The Green Dot rates, No date, https://ecoembesempresas.com/en/#packaging.
19 CITEO, ‘Why Join Citeo?’, No date, https://www.citeo.com/pourquoi-adherer-citeo.
20 PRO Europe, ‘Participation Costs Overview 2024’, 2024, https://www.pro-e.org/files/PRO-Europe-Participation-
Costs-Overview-2024.pdf.
21 Interview with representatives from confidential company, on 19 September 2024
22 Interview with representatives from Landbell Group, on 30 October 2024
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A Note on Eco-Modulation

Eco-modulation differs from more basic fees based on weight and material type
(and occasionally form, such as bottles vs trays) where fees are differentiated to
cover variable collection, sorting, recycling and disposal costs. Eco-modulation is
infended to deliver additionally improved environmental performance and meet
policy objectives by modulating fees based on criteria such as durability,
recyclability and reusability. For example, lower financial conftributions may be
required on packaging that is straight forward to recycle and higher conftributions
on packaging that has characteristics disruptive to recycling.

Eco-modulation practices vary across Member States, with different
environmental criteria used to modulate fees for the same product streams. Our
review found eco-modulation systems to incentivise packaging environmental
performance across dimensions such as recyclability or the use of recycled
content in six of the seven reviewed markefts. In confrast, four markets have
implemented eco-modulation for batteries and one for EEE. There is significant
scope to expand eco-modulation in these product categories by incentivising
environmental performance using criteria such as battery chemistry, removable
batteries, durability and repairability.

The European Commission is moving towards greater eco-modulation and
granularity in producer fees as part of efforts to drive an EU circular economy.
Thus, the general trend is fowards greater detail being required to calculate
producer fees. While individual approaches to eco-modulation may not be
overly burdensome, and have the potential to deliver desired policy outcomes,
divergent approaches across Member States and PROs will significantly increase
the purely administrative burden placed on producers.

Thresholds for Simplified vs Detailed Reporting

@

Thresholds for simplified and more detailed reporting vary in occurrence and criteria.
Simplified reporting in the context of EPR reporting requirements refers to a process
designed to reduce the administrative burden on producers, especially SMEs, while sfill
ensuring compliance with EPR regulations. This approach typically applies to producers
that meet certain criteria, such as lower production volumes. For packaging, thresholds
were found in six out of the seven countries reviewed. Simplified reporting was found
to be less common for batteries and EEE with only three countries having the option for
simplified reporting for batteries, and three for batteries. These thresholds are based on
the size of the producer, typically determined by criteria such as volume (kg or units)
of a product placed on the market, or the amount in fees paid.

Crucidlly, the levels of these thresholds varies between Member States and product
streams. A given producer of the same product sfream may be obliged to meet EPR
reporting requirements in one country, but not, or to a differing degree, in a second
country. Packaging EPR is particularly varied. In Spain, producers who place on the
market less than 15 tonnes of packaging per year qualify for simplified reporting,23

2 Transatlantic Law International, ‘Spain Update: Q&A - Royal Decree 1055/2022 on Packaging and Packaging
Waste’, Transatlantic Law International, 2023, https://www.transatlanticlaw.com/content/spain-update-ga-royal-
decree-1055-2022-on-packaging-and-packaging-waste/.
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whereas for CITEO in France, producers who placed on the market less than 500,000
units of household packaging per year provide a simplified declaration. In Germany,
there are three different thresholds according to packaging material.

@ Some countries also have exemptions in place for reporting, meaning that although a
producer may be required to register, they are not required to report any data. For
example, in CONAI in Italy states that producers with a previous year's turnover of up
to €200,000 are exempt from full reporting, and those paying less than €300 in EPR the
previous year are exempt from simplified reporting.24

Figure 2-7 summarises the number of different reporting categories and varying
thresholds for packaging reporting across the seven focus markefts.

Figure 2-7. Reporting categories and thresholds for packaging

(Germany \
Verpact:10 categories. From 2025,
i plastics will have 13 subcategories. Griine Punkt: 8 categories
Belgium
. Producgm POM <50,009ka Producer’s are exempt from submitting a
Fost Plus: 5 categories with 31 sub- packaging are not obliged to declaration if they POM:
categories. file a declaration/pay EPR fees. «  glass packaging <80,000kg:
*  Threshold does not apply fo +  paper/card/carton <50,0000kg:
«  Producers POM >300 kg per year single-use plastic packaging «  other materials <30,000kg.
have take-back and reporting or deposit packaging such as No declarations are required for:
obligations. cans and bottles. ¢ reusable packaging
+ Detailed, sectoral and simplified ¢ beverage containers subject to
declaration options depending on deposits
activity, sector and number of units « sales packaging of goods containing
\ POM. \ harmful substances )
= v
®
o ¥
~— o
y o \‘: C\hs;
of J S
g ¢ )
& { =
e \! 2\'
Luxembourg ,,/‘§ p
>4 La
— 4
VALORLUX:18 ~
categories
Simplified, detailed \
and automatic & =
reporting options 2,\
depending on sector o 8 » +
of activity, the size of L4
company and the
type of packaging.

Spain

Italy
Ecoembes: 11 categories France CONAL 7 categories with 18
o . subcategories
Simplified reporting for CITEO: 7 cat ries with 20 subcat
producers POM <15 tonnes of ) o «  Producers with an annual turnover of
packaging per year. * Detailed contribution for producers up to €200,000 are exempt from full
POM >500,000 units household reporting
packaging per year. Subject to eco- -

Producers paying <€300 in EPR fees
the are exempt from simplified
reporting.

modulation and bonus/mailus system.
+ Simplified contribution for producers
POM <500,000 units per year.
*  Flat-rate producer fee (€80) for
producers POM <10,000 units per
year.

24 CONAI, '‘Guide to CONAI Membership and EPR Fee Application 2024’, 2024,
https://www.conai.org/download/guide-to-conai-membership-and-epr-fee-application/2tmstv=17311647%4.
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Reporting Frequency and Deadlines

The number of reporting submissions required for packaging, EEE and batteries vary
@ widely within the countries reviewed and between the product categories (see Table
2-3). For instance, for batteries and EEE, in Belgium, Bebat requires producers selling
more than 10,000 baftteries a year to report monthly and those under the threshold to
report annually.2> EEE and battery PROs in Luxembourg require either quarterly or
annual submissions according to the size of fee paid by the producer. For Ecotrel for
example, producers of EEE paying annual fees = €500 must report quarterly, and those
below this threshold report annually.2¢27 For packaging, six of the seven countries
require annual submissions. In Italy, the frequency of reporting to CONAI may be
annual, quarterly or monthly depending on the fees from the previous year.22 Only the
Netherlands mandates annual reporting for all three material streams.

Table 2-3. Reporting frequencies by product category and country

()]

Product
category

e a5

Belgium ltaly Luxembourg Spain The Netherlands
Annual or
quarterly
depending on
Annual or amount of
monthly annual
depending on Quarterly Annual Annual contribution. Annual Annual
the amount PoM Annual reporting
each year is allowed if the
feeisless than
€250 (excluding
VAT).
Varies
Annual Annual Annual ?heepsdelfr;%on Annual Annual Annual
declared
Quarterly or
Araueli Monthly or annually
legislation annually depending on
r?gv\s/gvgr ! depending on the size of the
. whether the EEE fee the producer  Quarterly or
Riglr{rpe?ll rzﬂzwes is sold B2B or B2C Queriiily pays. Annual annually. (e
gnnuctl Y and whetherit's reporting is
declarations indirectly allowed if the fee
: exported. is less than €500

(excluding VAT).

Reporting deadlines also vary significantly, both in and of themselves, and as a
consequence of the different number of reporting submissions. Where known or
publicly available, deadlines for all material sfreams across the seven countries tend
to fallin the first or second quarter of the year (January-May) although the exact date
and months vary. For producers, this fragmentation means fracking and managing
multiple reporting schedules simultaneously, which could increase cost if dedicated
personnel, external consultants or specialised fracking tools are required to ensure
compliance. Moreover, missed submissions or errors could lead fo fines or other
penalties.

25 Bebat,

‘Declaration’, No date, https://www.bebat.be/en/b2b/declaration.

26 Ecotrel, ‘Declaration’, No date, https://www.ecotrel.lu/en/professional/declaration.
27 Ecobatterien, ‘Declaration’, No date, https://www.ecobatterien.lu/en/professional/declaration.

28 CONAI
contribut

25 | E

, ‘Declaration and Payment’, No date, https://www.conai.org/en/businesses/environmental-
ion/declaration-and-payment/.
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For packaging for instance, annual reporting deadlines between Germany, Italy and the
Netherlands are 15t May, 20t January and 21st March respectively. Comparing across
products within a country and taking the Netherlands as an example, the 2023 deadlines set
in legislation for reporting were 31st March for packaging;2? 1st July for EEE;30 and 1st August for
batteries.3! Interviewees agreed that varied submission deadlines created additional burdens
and added that some deadlines were very tight; for example, a quarterly deadline on the 10t
of the month when the quarter ended 10 days previously requires a short furnaround.32

Key Takeaway:

Information and reporting requirements are currently fragmented. This fragmentation
imposes an administrative burden on producers, over and above the ask required by
regulation. Ultimately, as the European Commission continues to amend and iniroduce
policy to drive a circular economy, reduce waste and improve product sustainability, there
will be an increasing demand for information from product producers. Whether for EPR or
digital product passports, the future is one of greater transparency over the products placed
on the market in Europe and how they are managed at end-of-life. The level of detail
required by EPR schemes is therefore likely to increase in future. Without action however, this
will both increase the potential for, and impact of, fragmentation in approaches between
products and Member States.

2.1.4 Administrative Burdens for Producers When
Paying EPR Membership and Producer Fees

Most producers join a producer responsibility organisation (PRO) to meet their EPR obligations.
The PRO navigates and fulfils EPR compliance on behalf of its members, who register, report
and pay fees to the PRO. Producer fees cover waste management and recycling costs for the
quantity and type of material they place on the market, as well as membership/admin
charges.

Reviewing the administrative burden of EPR payment requirements was challenging, as
information on EPR payment structures and fees is often restricted to membership sites and
therefore not publicly accessible. As a result, the findings in this section were gathered from
targeted desk research of illustrative examples alongside stakeholder insights from the
interviews. This challenge for the research team is in itself a useful observation — exactly the
same challenge would be encountered by business seeking to explore this issue for themselves,
and if that business is an SME, it is likely that this kind of investigation will not be the primary role
of the individual concerned.

The review revealed three key disparities related to EPR payment requirements which are likely
to lead to administrative burden for producers (see Figure 2-8).

These are discussed in turn below.

2 Verpact, ‘Packaging Administration in 2024', No date, https://www.verpact.nl/en/packaging-administration-2024.
30 Ministry of the Interior and Kingdom Relations, ‘Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment Regulations’,
ministeriele-regeling, 2020, https://wetten.overheid.nl/BWBR0034782/2020-12-10.

31 Netherlands Enterprise Agency RVO, ‘Collecting Batteries and Accumulators’, business.gov.nl, No date,
https://business.gov.nl/regulation/collecting-batteries-accumulators/.

32 Interview with representatives from confidential company, 19 September 2024
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Figure 2-8. The three key disparities related to EPR payment requirements
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calculating PRO
membership
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2.1.4.1 Key Areas of Payment Fragmentation Which Cause
Administrative Burdens

Approaches to Calculating Producer Fees

Approaches to calculating PRO membership charges and fees are not standardised across
Member States, PROs or product categories. Methods include flat fees as well as calculations
based on turnover or materials placed on market.

For instance Ecoembes charges producers placing packaging on the market a flat
membership fee of €300 or €600 depending on producer turnover. More complex fee
calculations include CONAI in Italy which charges a flat fee along with a variable portion of
up fo €100,000, with three different membership types and a range of producer data.s33
German packaging PROs compete with each other on price and therefore use non-
fransparent systems with producers purchasing annual licenses per packaging category
based on weight placed on the market. Such variation poses a significant upfront economic
and administrative burden for producers, increasing the complexity and uncertainty of
entering a new market.

Payment Processes and Timelines

Payment processes and timelines differ between PROs, based on volumes of products a
producer places on the market within a Member State and subsequent eco-fee contribution.
Producers are therefore required to meet different deadlines across Member States.

In Spain for instance, Ecoembes manages payments through an online portal and issue four
quarterly invoices, with a fifth 'settlement' invoice to account for any differences between
initial payments calculated and payments actually required.34 In France, CITEO issues an

33 CONAI ‘Guide to the Membership and Application of the Environmental Contribution: Summary Version’, 2014,
https://www.conai.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/CONAI_GUIDE_english_version.pdf.

34 Ecoembes, ‘'FAQ Member Companies’, No date, https://www.ecoembes.com/sites/default/files/inline-
files/empresas/fags-guide.pdf.
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annual invoice in December where contributions are below €5,000 per year, with four quarterly
invoices and an adjustment payment where confributions are above €5,000 per year.35> CONAI
in Italy has a different system again, with annual payments where annual conftributions are
below €3,000, quarterly payments where annual conftributions are below €31,000 and monthly
payments where annual contributions are above €31,000.36

Multiple payment schedules and timelines, and those that do not meet a producer’s own
business processes increase the complexity of managing and tracking payments, require
additional work to manage cashflow and increase the risk of errors and non-compliance. One
interviewee added that simply keeping track of different invoices constfituted a burden.3”

Financial Guarantees

A financial guarantee is required by some PROs for some product streams. Financial guarantee
approaches vary, include prefinancing, inclusion in collective payments and insolvency
guarantees.

This is specified in regulation for packaging producers in Spain, and EEE producers in Spain,
Italy and some Belgian territories and is required by some PROs to ensure payment and
manage risk. Yet, how this works in practice differs:

¢ In Germany, manufacturers and authorised representatives of B2C EEE producers must
prove an 'insolvency safe guarantee' to finance the take-back and disposal of equipment.
This must be provided af registration and must be renewed every calendar year.38

e In Spain, producers are required to confribute to a financial guarantee for the whole
collective system, in proportion to the packaging they place on the market.

¢ Inthe Netherlands, PRO Verpact requires that costs are ‘prefinanced’ based on estimated
packaging that will be placed on the market in the upcoming year.3?

These types of requirements place considerable administrative burden on producers requiring
them to estimate packaging placed on the market, plan and manage their cashflow, and
reconcile their upfront payments against the actual material they place on the market.
Differing guarantee requirements across Member States and product categories increase
administrative burden by increasing the complexity of managing different product categories
and operating across markets.

Key Takeaway:

Overall, different levels for producer fees are unavoidable, as waste management costs vary in
different Member States. Varying the frequency of payment by fee level can also be
proportionate in terms of system cashflow and burden for smaller businesses. However, where the
approach to sefting and calculating fees sees significant variation across markets and products,
the cumulative effect can be a complex administrative burden, especially for producers selling
products in multiple EU countries. Simply keeping track of different invoices further constitutes a

burden, which may include language barriers between markets.

35 CITEO, 'Joining Citeo (EPR for Household Packaging)’. No date, https://www.citeo.com/fag-joining-citeo-epr-
household-packaging.

3¢ CONAI, ‘Guide to CONAI Membership and EPR Fee Application 2024’.

37 Interview with representatives from a confidential company, on 10 October 2024

38 Stiftung Ear, ‘Guarantee’.

¥ Verpact, ‘We Are Verpact’, No date, https://www.verpact.nl/en/node/2.
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2.2 What are the Impacts of EPR Administrative
Burdens?

Eunomia also explored the impacts on businesses caused by administrative burdens. We take
‘impacts’ o mean the consequences of administrative complexities between markets (e.g.,
extra staff to deal with the diversity of requirements) rather than factors resulting simply from
doing business in a different market (e.g., language barriers), though these are sometimes hard
to separate.

Stakeholders often provided qualitative examples of administrative burdens of EPR obligations
and resulting impacts on businesses. However, stakeholders had rarely undergone exercises to
quantifively measure the extent of fime, cost, or other impacts experienced, and nor were
they able to point Eunomia to infernal or external studies that had. Where possible, this section
pulls out indicative numbers from interviews and survey responses to inform thinking.

2.2.1 Time Management

Most interviewees wished to point out the time-consuming aspect of administrative burdens;
significant staff time and resourcing is required to manage EPR obligations. According to
severadl interviewees, some businesses have a whole team of people dedicated to it. One of
the service providers helping companies with their EPR compliance must employ eight people
to monitor EPR obligations across the globe, and that is limited to understanding the
obligations, not inclusive of seeking to be compliant. Other businesses (and this is most likely
but not limited to SMEs) ask people to take on EPR-related tasks in addition to other aspects of
their role, and in some cases, non-EPR expert staff (e.g., finance) must take on such fasks,
requiring even more time to get to grips with obligations.40 This may also explain why few
businesses were able to answer Eunomia’s survey: lack of appropriate resources and time fo
do so.

Particularly time-consuming tasks include understanding obligations that are applicable to a
company. 22 survey respondents attempted to estimate average staff hours required to
familiarising oneself with EPR obligation related to a single EPR scheme in a single Member
State, and responses ranged from 1 staff hour to 120 staff hours (the equivalent of three working
weeks).4! Keeping up to date with changes to obligations can also be difficult, especially
across multiple markets.42 The time required to register a company was reported as particularly
froublesome.#3 Answers from 20 survey respondents to a specific question on average staff
hours required to register with a PRO, ranged from 1 staff hour to 50 staff hours. The same range
was found when asked about time required to register with national EPR registers.44 As
highlighted previously, in some cases companies are required to do both.

Reporting products placed on the market to a PRO is also time-consuming, notably in the
development of data tools to produce the right figures to declare, and keeping that master
data tool up to date or pulling the data together when necessary.45464748 An interviewee
stated that keeping such records up to date is parficularly difficult for e-commerce actors

4 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

41 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
42 |Interview with representative from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.

43 |Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

44 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
45 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.

4 Interview with representatives from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.

47 Interview with representatives from BeVH, 16 October 2024.

48 Interview with representatives from Metro Group, 29 October.
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(likely due to more diverse and variable selling routes) .4 Ecommerce Europe have previously
conducted a campaign on EPR policies that work for SMEs, and estimated that, foday, an SME
infending fo sell 1 mobile phone unit in each of the current 28 EU markets could have to submit
up to 300 reports every year, which represents 40 working days per year to comply with e-
waste, batteries and packaging rules.s0 In practice, a single sales unit might fall below reporting
thresholds in some of those markets, but the potential multiplication of requirements across
product streams and markets is very real and is frequently experienced by interviewees and
survey respondents participating in the current research. Answers from 20 survey respondents
to a specific question on average staff hours required to complete reporting obligations for a
single type of EPR obligation in one country (e.g., reporting for batteries in Germany), ranged
from 1 staff hour to 100 staff hours (equivalent to 12.5 working days).>!

Lastly, payment is also a lengthy process. According to 19 respondents to Eunomia’s survey,
between 1 and 200 staff hours are needed to ensure all payments have been made fo the
appropriate entities, including registration and reporting fees, across all products and EU
countries, on a yearly basis. No estimations were obtained for payments for a single EPR
scheme in a single Member State.

Figure 2-9. Key administrative tasks with time estimations for a business for a
single EPR scheme in a single Member State

Key

- High time costs

. Medium time costs
Unknown quantifiable
time costs

*According to Eunomia’s survey

Understanding obligations

“ Between 1 and 120 staff hours*

“ Between 1 and 50 staff hours*

“ Between 1 and 50 staff hours*

Reporting

“ Between 1 and 100 staff hours*

4 Interview with representatives from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.

50 Ecommerce Europe, ‘Extended Producer Responsibility Policies That Work for SMEs in Europe’, 9 July 2020,
https://ecommerce-europe.eu/press-item/extended-producer-responsibility-policies-that-work-for-smes-in-europe/.
511000 hours is also put forward, but this is likely a mistake, as it is more than 10 fimes the next highest average.
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Concrete estimations of time required to fulfil overall administrative obligations are few.
Answers from 19 survey respondents on average staff hours required to comply with EPR
obligations across products and countries on a yearly basis, ranged from 1 staff hour to 4,000
staff hours (the equivalent of 500 workdays). We note that staff hours provided in this answer
are generally high; four respondents answer over 1,000 hours (125 workdays) and 13 answer
over 100 hours (12.5 workdays) .52 This may reflect the fact survey respondents tended to be
larger businesses, but it is easy to see how even a smaller business selling products covered
by multiple EPR schemes in multiple markets could approach the 100 hours, especially if the
staff doing the work are new to the task, or internal systems are not optimised to facilitate if.

Eunomia has tested this with other survey responses outlined in Figure 2-9; Eunomia assumed
the minimum fime estimates for a business fo comply with a single EPR scheme in a single
Member State and added them together to gain an understanding of total fime required.
Assumptions taken from Figure 2-9 are:

e that understanding their obligations takes 1 hour minimum;
o that registration with a PRO or national register takes 1 hour minimum; and
e that reporting products placed on the market takes 1 hour minimum.

Figure 2-10 reveals that, if a producer was placing on a single EU market an item that required
compliance with three EPR schemes — for example a computer that had a battery and
packaging - this would take approximately 9 hours: 3 hours to understand their obligations, 3
hours to register, and 3 hours to report the products placed on the market.5354 If the producer
were placing this computer on the market in five EU counfries, it would take 45 hours. If the
producer were placing this computer on the marketin 27 EU countries, it would fake 243 hours.
It should be noted that there are additional unquantifiable time costs for monitoring their
obligations, managing payments, and these estimates only account for the time to complete
the registration data requests with a PRO, whereas registration with a national register may be
required also. These fime estimates may therefore be opftimistic due fo missing time costs.
Furthermore, these time estimates account for a producer only placing computers on the
market, and would logically increase for producers with additional products falling under more
product streams (e.g., if a producer sold computers, lights and textiles).

52 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
53 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.

54 Verpackungsgesetz, ‘How To: Registration at the German Packaging Register’, No date,
https://www.verpackungsgesetz.com/en/topics/howto-registration/.
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Figure 2-10. Total imagined time required to understand obligations, register
with a PRO and report products placed on the market for a computer in
different country scenarios

| |
--

. VAN VAN J

2.2.2 Cost

Significant costs can be atiributed to paying staff to oversee complex EPR compliance.
Answers from 20 survey respondents on Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) dedicated to EPR, ranged
from O to 3 FTEs, and costs to business will include salaries, overneads, and the opportunity cost
of that worker not doing something else for the business. Further answers from 16 survey
respondents on staff resources costs for EPR compliance across all Member States on a yearly
basis, ranged from 200 EUR to 400,000 EUR.35 This seems to correlate with the cost of 0 to 3 FTE,
and we imagine varies according to complexity of products sold and number of countries sold
fo.

Interviewees often complained of costs over and above staff time associated with
administrative burdens, some of which are outlined below.

Compliance may require additional services. Even in terms of the registration with a
PRO, in some cases, producers must employ notaries to gain ‘wet’ signatures to obtain
registration.>¢ Authorised Representatives are sometimes required, at an exira cost to
the business.

In addition, producers may feel the need to pay for external support; service providers
@ (two of whom were interviewed as part of this research) are available to ease some of
these burdens.s” Of 22 answers from survey respondents on whether they had
engaged with a service provider to help them undertake registration and/or reporting
requirements in any Member State, over three quarters replied ‘yes’. And when
responding to costs of obtaining that support, responses ranged from 500 EUR to

55 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
¢ Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.
57 Interview with representatives from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.
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100,000 EUR. Some survey respondents pointed out specific markets and product
stfreams they employ service providers for (e.g., “Sweden, EEE"), whilst some obtain
support for all or many markets and product streams (e.g., “Most EU markets and for all
applicable EPR schemes”).58

Additionally and perhaps more significantly from a commercial perspective, if

@ producers are not permitted to sell until they are officially registered with a national
register, and that registration takes a long time, waiting for registration can hinder
sales.>? According to Eunomia’s survey (and 19 respondents), there can be between 0
and 90 days between beginning registration and obtaining registration with a national
register.s0lf sales are prohibited during that fime, commercial consequences may be
severe. Producer sales are also affected if they choose to not expand into new markets
and forego potential new sales because the administrative burden is perceived as too
high (see 2.2.4 on the occurrence).

There is also the cost attributed to being members of different PROs, as a fee must be

@ paid for each PRO. ¢1 Estimates from 17 survey respondents to a specific question on
EPR compliance costs in terms of registration and annual membership fees on a yearly
basis, ranged from 0 EUR to 25,000.62 This can be seen as an inherent feature of EPR —
the national systems need to cover their costs — but as the number of registrations rises,
especially if producers do not fully understand national requirements, the risks of
mistakes also increase. Should a mistake be made by producers, they not only risk
financial sanctions, but equally the bad press from being unaware, with possible
associated financial impacts.s3.¢4

Existing estimations of total cost impacts of complex and diverging administrative burdens on
producers are lacking. Nonetheless, one interviewee — a refurbishment e-commerce actor of
small to medium size, selling to 15 Member States - estimated they paid 6,000 euros per year
for Authorised Representatives, in addition to part of the salaries of two staff memlbers which
could not be estimated.ss When combining answers from 16 survey respondents to specific
questions around the annual cost of EPR compliance across all Member States, related to
registration and membership fees, and staff resources, totals range between 260 EUR (for a
micro-enterprise) to 400,000 EUR for a large company.éé

2.2.3 Disproportionate Impacts on SMEs

Although not all interviewees had examples of where SMEs could struggle with fragmented
EPR and the impacts of those, it was clear that they empathised with SMEs and that SMEs share
many of the administrative burdens as larger businesses on paper, but may find them even
more challenging to meet. SMEs have less time, resources and financial capacity to adhere
to obligations. This may also explain why few SMEs answered Eunomia’s survey: lack of
resources and time to do so.

Regarding cost, Ecommerce Europe’s estimated that a small and medium sized enterprise
infending fo sell one type of mobile phone across all EU Member Stafes could face
administrative costs equivalent to 140,000 EUR.¢7 In the responses to Eunomia’s survey, one

58 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

57 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

60 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

1 Interview with representatives from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.

62 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

83 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

84 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

85 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 10 October 2024.

66 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

7 hitps://ecommerce-europe.eu/press-item/extended-producer-responsibility-policies-that-work-for-smes-in-europe/
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answer from a micro-enterprise stands out regarding obtaining help from service providers: “I
fried to, but it's so expensive | can’t pay the fees."¢8

Notwithstanding this, our interviews indicated that SMEs are highly represented among the
clients of service providers, though one EPR compliance service provider interviewed clarified
that SMEs typically opt for a lower level of service (e.g., gaining support to help understand
their obligations but not asking for support to become compliant): they are simultaneously
more affected by obligations, and less able to pay for support to handle them. Nor are SMEs a
homogenous group — at the top end of the scale, businesses will have far more resource to
allocate to both comply with, and streamline internal systems to meetf, administrative
requirements.

It is common in smaller companies for a finance or general compliance employee to
undertake the role of overseeing the whole process, in addition to their job role.¢? Complex
reporting of products placed on the market by SMEs can therefore be inaccurate as the
internal staff members are not fully informed on EPR compliance.’9”! WEEE Ireland also
suggested that SMEs might be more likely to freeride due to burdensome obligations.

At a Glance: How do de minimis thresholds impact SMEs?

De minimis thresholds for material placed on the market enable producers and
EPR scheme administrators to avoid disproportionate administrative burdens

& when materials placed on the market are below the threshold. However,
producers under the threshold can still be obligated for some elements of
complex, duplicated and fragmented requirements:

e Joining an official register is sfill a requirement across most Member States and
product categories including for producers under the de minimis threshold. While
official registration can make sense from a regulatory point of view, it is the
multiplication and diversity of requirements that is likely to deter SMEs.

¢ De minimis thresholds can be inconsistent between markets, products, and material
types. For example, in the Netherlands producers who placed on the market 50,000
kg or less of packaging per year are exempt from paying a waste management
contribution to the producer organisation. This exemption does not apply fo
producers of single-use plastic packaging; producers who offer 50,000kg or less of
these products must also pay a waste management conftribution. There are reasons
for such differences, but they make the landscape difficult to navigate, especially
for firms operating across mulfiple schemes and markets.

We note that one of the interviewed PROs invested money into trying fo make obligations with
them easier for SMEs: it takes 20 minutes to register with the PRO on their website, and a contact
phone number and email address is provided to help SMEs with their enquiries.”273

2.2.4 Other Impacts

Some research participants suggested specific countries currently posed more administrative
burdens than others. Germany was put forward as a particularly challenging market several
times in interviews, specifically related to registration with appropriate authorities. One
interviewer revealed that, in a worst-case scenario, registration with the national register could

68 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

¢ Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

70 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

71 Interview with representatives from Metro Group, 29 October 2024.

72 Bebat, '9 Simple Steps to Join Bebat’, accessed 25 November 2024, https://www.bebat.be/en/blog/9-simple-
steps-to-join-bebat.

73 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 20 September 2024.
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take up to five months. It is not legal for companies to sell — or even market — products in
Germany without prior registration.’4 Producers must also clarify which brands they will be
selling upon registering; and they cannot deviate from those brands (e.g., a producer who
registered to sell Apple products can sell Apple products only until they register to sell other
items too). Finally, the penalty for not complying could be up to €100,000. 75 Spain is also
referred to several times, with regards to the complexity of needing to hold a Spanish VAT
number to complete registration.

The purpose of this study is not fo pinpoint challenges with specific national schemes, but rather
to pinpoint administrative burdens specifically caused by fragmentation between schemes
and markets, and the impacts it generates. However, in some cases, research participants
suggested that specific markets are being avoided due to administrative burdens and
complexities: one confidential interviewee knew of producers choosing not fo sell in Spain due
to complicated requirements.”¢ Some producers are actively stopping sales in specific
markets; an EPR compliance service provider saw 200 clients decide fo stop selling to Germany
in 2023 due to new EPR requirements for electronics.”? Another interviewee proposed that
producers might hesitate to expand to new markets, because they are already investing time
and resources into their existing markets, and may lack the confidence to extend.?® Eunomia
received 21 survey responses to the question on whether there have been instances where
EPR obligations are so difficult that the business stops selling or actively decides not to sell in a
specific Member State: over a third responded ‘yes’. This should not be seen as representative
of the proportion of businesses reaching this conclusion — unhappy businesses were perhaps
more likely to respond to the survey — but it is indicative that real barriers are perceived by
businesses and are impacting decisions. One answer specifically referenced Germany, adding
that “we decided not to sell EEE due to the complexity of reporting”. 7% And, according to
BevH, new markets need to be particularly economically promising to be worth the additional
work.80

Such decisions negatively affect the EU Single Market, consumer choice, as well as job
creation, tax revenue, and overall competitiveness for EU companies. Streamlining
compliance is an easy step in making it more appealing for businesses to enter new markets.
This might extend to non-EU businesses. One of the interviewed service providers is also
targeting sellers based in the US, who may need EPR compliance help in Europe; according
to them, EPR obligations have become a considerable pain point for those sellers, who do not
experience the same red tape when expanding to other non-EU countries.8!

Inaccurate data may result from varied and demanding obligations, through both honest
mistakes, and wilful non-compliance. Mistakes can arise in multiple ways. Obligations require
knowledge and skillsets that many producers do not possess, potentially leading them to make
mistakes.82 Wholesalers who are deemed producers must rely on data from their suppliers that
can be inaccurate.8The tight turnarounds for EPR reporting can also lead to errors.84 E-
commerce actors with complex selling routes may find it particularly difficult to anticipate and
frack where their products will ultimately be purchased, and may make more mistakes.85

74 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

75 Interview with representative from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.
76 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

7 Interview with representative from Avask Group, 4 November 2024.

78 Interview with representative from Avask Group, 4 November 2024.

79 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
80 Interview with representatives from BeVH, 16 October 2024.

81 Interview with representative from Avask Group, 4 November 2024.

82 Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

83 Interview with representatives from Metro Group, 29 October 2024.

84 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

85 Interview with representatives from PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), 20 September 2024.
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WEEE Ireland specifically believed that burdensome obligations led to free riding in some
cases. For example, they have had cases of companies asking for information who are never
heard of again — presumably they have either declined to enter the market, or have decided
to evade EPR requirements. Either outcome is bad for business. And where free riding occurs,
non-free riding companies are being undercut.8¢ Some comments in the survey data
supported this, where respondents pointed out that unfair competition from non-compliant
competitors could be considered another cost administrative burden.8”

WEEE Ireland went so far as to suggest that EPR obligations may be putting companies off
circular economy initiatives outside of EPR.88 Avask Group reinforced this point; they stressed
that EPR obligations no longer felt like an environmental contribution, but rather an additional
and burdensome tax and had consequently lost much of their essence.8? Whilst some of these
criticisms may be inevitable — effective EPR requires significant amounts of information — the
complex and fragmented way in which compliance is delivered across markets does not help
make the case for stfrong regulation, even if the actual issue are the processes rather than the
underlying ask. Streamlining compliance might also mean that the time that is spent by
producers is focused on factors, such as delivery of accurate information, that fruly benefits
the regulatory regime.

8¢ Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

87 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
88 Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

87 Interview with representative from Avask Group, 4 November 2024.
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PO

3.0 Could a One-Stop Shop EPR Tool
Reduce the Adminisirative Burden for
Producers?

Summary

Eunomia considers a successful one-stop shop that reduces administrative burdens to contain:

1. clear information on users’ obligations on its website;
2. to be contained within a single platform; and

3. administrative processes can be reduced to a single process.

Existing one-stop shops suggest that it is possible to have all three key elements and EU
institutions have already established successful one-stop shops (e.g., EU VAT One-stop shop).

With regards to an EPR-specific one-stop shop -i.e. a single platform assimilating information,
registration, reporfing and payment across all Member States in one place - interviewees
generally agreed that it would help to reduce administrative burdens for producers. Some
stakeholders identified desirable features for a tool.

Potential challenges for implementing a one-stop shop for EPR also emerged in the source

of the research, including software gaps, ensuring legal and fair collection and distribution

of payments and lack of harmonisation. However, even if such challenges might limit or
constrain the abilities of a future one-stop shop, there is still potential for this solution to reduce
administrative burdens for producers.
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3.1 What is a One-Stop Shop?

Eunomia has adapted the OECD'’s key traits of one-stop shops to be applicable to EPR. These
are presented in Table 3-1. The OECD describes the common traits of one-stop shop tools,
although some of these seem inappropriate or superfluous to EPR (e.g., that they should be
based on ‘life events’ for citizens or for business lifecycles). The OECD also implies some traits
when they should be explicit (e.g., that they exist to facilitate several ‘processes’ being done).

Table 3-1. Key traits of one-stop shops applicable to EPR
Key trait Description Source

7& Related to regulation Aid to improve regulatory delivery. OECD

Related to administrative Reducing burdens of administrative tasks, OECD
burdens such as “for licences, permits.” *!

Reduces burdens by Purpose to “make service delivery more
. : - . : ; OECD
improving service delivery streamlined and user focused." 72

I Reduce transaction costs Purpose to reduce direct and indirect costs of

== fulfiling administrative obligations. Fich
Reduce several processes Help to reduce the burden of several e
administrative processes.
@g User-friendly Aim to be user-friendly. OECD

The above factors appear to promise a lot, but it is important to highlight that one-stop shops
cannot do everything in practice. The OECD concedes that one-stop shops ‘do not offer a
single solution but are part of an overall network’.?0 We might also add that they cannot
remove the necessary requirements of compliance — data is sfill required, payments sfill need
to be made, no matter how seamless the process is made. Simply put, one-stop shops cannot
solve everything or help everyone - but, done well, they can ease friction in the system. In the
case of EPR, a one-stop shop would funnel EPR administrative requirements into a single digital
gateway and reduce repetitive administrative processes where possible, making EPR
compliance easier for producers.

90 QECD, for Citizens and Business.
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To understand how successful existing one-stop shops are, Eunomia identified key features in
successful existing one-stop solutions. Key features are shown in Table 3-2 (and more
information on methodology to finding them can be found in A.2.2.1):

Table 3-2. key features in successful existing one-stop solutions
Informative Website Clear information on all obligations for the user and context.

All steps necessary to the administrative process(es) can be
Single Platform done on that same platform without having to look or being
redirected elsewhere.

All steps necessary to the administrative process(es) can be
Single Process done on that same platform without having to look or being
redirected elsewhere.

Eunomia then identified and evaluated existing one-stop shops according to these key
features.

3.2 How Successful Are Existing One-Stop
Shops and What Lessons Can Be Learnt?

Eunomia applied the lessons on what makes a one-stop shop successful to existing one-stop
shops. This included both solutions outside the realm of EPR, and solutions that already exist to
help businesses with EPR compliance. This analysis suggests that one-stop shops can work at
the EU level, and that current EPR one-stop solutions are likely to be meeting success criteria,
but, as private sector services, are not universally available.

3.2.1 Non-EPR Related One-Stop Shops

Eunomia identified seven non-EPR related one-stop shops to evaluate. The appendices
provide more detail on our findings (A.2.2.2) and analysis (A.2.2.3) when reviewing non-EPR
related one-stop shops. However, key takeaways include:

o All three success elements were met several times, which suggests that effective one-stop
shops are attainable at EU level.

¢ ‘Informative website’ is the most frequently met key feature. This suggests that making a
one-stop shop an informative website, providing clear information on all obligations for the
user, is a key and easy element to have.

e The ‘single process’ feature - to avoid the repefition of processes — is also recurring,
suggesting that ensuring a single process is both important and achievable.

e Contfaining a one-stop shop within a single platform is the least met success element, This

lack of a ‘single platform’ may stem from the challenge of enabling all relevant Member
State authorities to receive information from the one-stop shop.
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3.2.2 Existing EPR One-Stop Shops

Eunomia identified eight EPR-related one-stop shops to evaluate. However, Eunomia was
unable to find sufficient online information to measure them against the success criteria. This is
because existing EPR-related one-stop shops are owned by private service providers and key
elements of their offer and levels of clients satisfaction are commercially confidential.

However, Eunomia did directly interview three of the identified one-stop shops. Based on the
interviews, all three had the key elements required for a successful one-stop shop. We posit
that, because these tools target EPR complexities, and have to satisfy paying clients, they are
very likely to try to meet the success criteria (which were in part based how to reduce the
impacts of EPR complexities for businesses). However, as commercial services, cost and access
will be a challenge for many businesses.

Based on the above, it would appear that all key elements to a successful one-stop shop
pinpointed by Eunomia are achievable and considered important in practice when it comes
to EPR, though this is not publicly verifiable.

3.3 How Do Stakeholders React to a Potential,
Single, EPR-focused One-Stop Shop?

Eunomia sought key stakeholders’ reactions to a potential, single, EU-wide EPR-focused one-
stop shop. During interviews, the notfion of a one-stop shop was briefly described to
stakeholders as a theoretical single platform assimilating information, registration, reporting
and payment across all Member States in one place, to give them a clear and common idea
of the topic at hand. Eunomia had ‘Project SEED’(Simplify Eco-modulated EPR Delivery) in-
mind as an example when we did this, reflecting Ecommerce Europe’s ask for this work. Project
SEED was originally proposed and championed by Amazon, as an ideal vision of a cross-EU
EPR one-stop shop, and is now being carried forward through a multi-stakeholder coalition,
with an expectation that any resulting system will be independent or multi-stakeholder in
delivery. However, SEED was not the explicit focus of the interviews, as interviewees were not
assumed to be familiar with this specific proposal.

This question was also asked in the online survey. However, survey responses in relation to a
potential future system should be interpreted more carefully, as only limited information could
be shared online regarding what was meant by a ‘one-stop shop'. It is possible the idea was
interpreted differently by different participants and it is likely that the idea will have been a
novel concept for respondents, meaning that any views expressed may not yet be deeply
considered or held.

These exercises have provided a good idea of general attitudes to such a tool, specific fraits
for an effective EPR tool (going beyond the generic success criteria in Table 3-2) and also some
potential challenges to realisation.

3.3.1 General Attitudes

Interviewees generally agreed that a one-stop shop as described by Eunomia would be
beneficial to producers. The service providers, who perceive themselves as private ‘one-stop
shop’ also agree with the notion that a one-stop shop is beneficial, though one clarified that
they would not be in favour of a single one-stop shop at an EU level (we presume because it
might undermine their service offer fo the market, though they may also have doubted the
technical and political challenges could be overcome in an open-source tool). Some
interviewees clarified what kinds of services the one-stop shop should urgently provide in their
view.
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However, some interviewees were sceptical about the extent of services a one-stop shop
could or should provide, believing that it could not solve all problems or that it was only part of
the puzzle. Others went so far as to state that it would only exist in an ideal world.

Respondents to Eunomia’s survey give a little more detail regarding attitudes to one-stop
shops. When asked how much time they could save if they could use a Cross-EU online
platform with their desired characteristics, 16 respondents stated between 20% and 90% and
only one did not believe it would save them any time. When asked what this might equate to
in savings on a yearly basis, answers ranged from 0 EUR to 200,000 EUR.?! We cannot rely on
these figures too much, as they will largely depend on how the respondent imagined a one-
stop shop to operate and how well they can assess potential savings. Nonetheless, it still stands
that with one exception, all respondents believed fime and cost savings would be achieved
by a one-stop shop.

3.3.2 Desired One-Stop Shop Traits

Table 3-3 describes key traits of a potential one-stop shop suggested by the interviewees.

Table 3-3. Desired one-stop shop traits by interviewees

Phase of EPR obligations Desired one-stop shop traits Frequency
mentioned*

Overall It should be easy to use 1

Understanding obligations Information should be in all necessary languages 3

Holding all information in one place 1

One point of contact for producers to ask questions 1

Registration A single place to register 3

One contract if possible 2

A single process to register 1

Reporting products placed on the A single format (e.g., same files, types and sulbmission style) 3

market

A single process to do all the reporting 2

Harmonisation of data requested (e.g., same units of 1

measurement)

?1 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
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Phase of EPR obligations Desired one-stop shop traits Frequency

mentioned*

A single place to do the reporting 1

Payment Collecting all payment that is then redistributed locally 1

Obtaining one invoice for all payments 1

*13 interviews were held in total.

Eunomia’s survey also asked respondents which characteristics would be helpful if a cross-EU
online platform were created to centralise and facilitate EPR compliance across all countries
and products (and provided opftions fo select).

This survey question only received 10 responses. This may reflect audience unfamiliarity with
the concept, or the positioning of the question towards the end of the survey. In order of
processes to become EPR compliant: almost all wished for all information on EPR obligations
on the online platform; almost all wished for a single registration process for all EPR obligations
and countries on the platform; all wished for a single reporting process for all products and
countries; almost all wished for a single payment process for registration fees; and almost alll
wished for a single payments process for all ERP fees. Four respondents selected ‘other’
characteristic too, asking for:

e ‘“Unigue point of contact for the company (helpdesk or account manager)”

¢ "Homogenicity on packaging types definitions etc”

e “A harmonized approach to scope-setting, so that the selection criteria are the same
for all markets."2

When compared with the interviews, these suggest slightly different priorities in terms of
desired traits. However, the interviews carry slightly more weight, as interviewees were given
more explanation regarding one-stop shops, and were not prompted with options for
characteristics.

Overall, across both interviews and survey responses, there was clear support for the idea of
an EPR one-stop shop as a potentially effective way to reduce administrative burden.

92 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.
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3.3.3 Challenges for One-Stop Shops in Practice

Overall, while stakeholder interviews showed a favourable attitude towards a theoretical one-
stop shop, some concerns were raised about how, and how well, it might achieve its objectives
in practice.

Avask noted that a key obstacle to setting up any kind of one-stop shop would be ‘software
gaps’, which could make sending the data back to relevant authorities, and in a convenient
format, very difficult. Not all countries have the same software capabilities. A lot of them
operate on simple excel spreadsheets. A connected one-stop shop (using API, a software
intfermediary that allows two applications to talk fo each other), sending information back to
them, may be too difficult to establish.?3 On the other hand, Eunomia notes that software gaps
and frusted collection and distribution of payments may be surmountable based on the
existence of the EU VAT one-stop shop. The latter permits taxable entities to submit one VAT
return and payment for all Member States. The information and payments are split and sent to
relevant Member States.? Ebay also pointed out that similar interfaces already exist, implying
that these could be turned info one-stop shops (e.g., the SYDEREP portal is organised by the
Environment Agency in France, and PROs must already report to the portal.)?

Even with a single EU one-stop shop tool in place, some stakeholders believed that such a tool
is only “part of the puzzle” and that more harmonisation of underlying national requirements
would still be necessary. For example, registration and reporting requirements would benefit
hugely from harmonisation across Member States; even if producers only had to register or
report products placed on the market once, obtaining the necessary information, data and
documents for each country and product category fo do so would remain very time-
consuming.?s Metro Group also wished for more harmonisation of producer definitions (though
they favoured a one-stop shop regardless) so that entities knew more easily whether they are
deemed producers in the relevant countries they operate in, rather than having to understand
this through a one-stop shop.?” Survey responses to a question around desired fraits for one-
stop shops also point to harmonisation of product scope and definitions.?8 It is worth noting that
one of the most sceptical interviewees was in fact a PRO that had tried to harmonise its own
requirements with a neighbouring country but was unsuccessful.??

Lastly, an interviewee suggested that it could be difficult to ensure the collection and
redistribution of payments of EPR fees in a legal and trusted way.1%

93 Interview with representatives from Avask Group, 11 November 2024

24 European Commission, ‘Declare and Pay in OSS’, No date, https://vat-one-stop-shop.ec.europa.eu/one-stop-
shop/declare-and-pay-0ss_en.

95 Interview with representatives from ebay, 29 November 2024

% Interview with representatives from Avask Group, 11 November 2024

97 Interview with representatives from Metro Group, 29 October 2024

%8 Eunomia survey completed by companies with EPR obligations in EU Member States, March 2025.

9 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 19 September 2024.

100 Interview with representative from a confidential company, 14 October 2024.
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Key Takeaway

Interviewees showed a favourable attitude towards a theoretical one- stop shop, but these
challenges highlight two potential directions for the tool:

@ An online platform where only information on EPR obligations was provided (versus doing
anything more than that, such as providing registration, reporting or payment functions).

@ A tool requiring more software, that provides information but also allows regisiration,
reporting and payment to be fulfilled in one place, through as few processes as possible.

In either scenario, adminisirative burdens would be reduced, though to different degrees.

The challenges also highlight a key feature of the EPR landscape - one-stop shops cannot be
expected to solve every issue encountered in EPR compliance. Some administrative burdens are
a result of underlying differences in national and product requirements, not simply the fact that
information must be entered in multiple places and formats. Lack of harmonisation would still
remain a key obstacle to reducing administrative burdens in both scenarios. As currently
proposed, even if fully realised, the one-stop shop will only tackle those elements of
administrative burden that are generated by having multiple points of registration, reporting, and
payment. Harmonisation of underlying requirements, or design choices in national systems that
might reduce administrative costs would require policy action, and is out of scope for the one-
stop shop itself. Though a one-stop shop would certainly encourage harmonisation, by
highlighting administrative burdens caused by EPR, and providing a digitalised platform already
carrying out any harmonised adminisirative requests.

The aims of this study were to review the administrative burdens caused by fragmented
approaches to EPR in the EU and to examine the potential for ‘one-stop shop’ tools to help
minimise challenges posed. We have provided much detail on the adminisirative burdens
caused, and their impacts on businesses, in particular SMEs. We now also argue that a one-stop
shop has potential to reduce those administrative burdens, but that the extent to which is does so
will depend on the level of ambition of the tool.
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Appendix



A.1.0 Stakeholder Engagement

A.1.1 Stakeholder Interviews

Table A 1 outlines the 13 stakeholders who were interviewed, including the type and name of
organisation (where not confidential), the date of interview and description of the organisation.

Table A 1. Interviews held with stakeholders

Type of organisation

Interview date

Organisation

Description

Industry association 12.09.2024 Confidential Representing and supporting
packaging industry in Europe
20.09.2024 The European Small Representing small businesses
Business Alliance (ESBA) and self-employed professionals
across Europe
16.10.2024 Bundesverband E- Representing retail companies
commerce und using e-commerce in Germany
Versandhandel
Deutschland (BeVH)
Service providers 19.09.2024 Confidential Supporting businesses to comply
with all EPR obligafions across
Europe
04.11.2024 Avask Group Supporting e-commerce
organisations with compliance
solutions.
30.10.2024 Landbell Group Supporting companies globally
with compliance solutions.
20.09.2024 PRONEXA AG (former Supporting businesses fo comply

WEEE Europe)

with EEE EPR requirements across

Europe
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Type of organisation Interview date

Organisation

Description

PRO 19.09.2024 WEEE Ireland WEEE PRO: Providing WEEE
collection, sorting and recycling
services in Ireland

20.09.2024 Confidential Battery PRO providing battery
collection, sorting and recycling
services in a Member State

Retailer 10.10.2024 Confidential E-Refurbishing business

14.10.2024 Confidential Multinational retailer, operating
food stores, supermarkets and
more

28.10.2024 METRO International wholesaler.

29.11.2024 ebay Online marketplace
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A.1.2 Longlist of Adminisirative Burdens

Table A 2 contains a list of administrative burdens identified by interviews, caused by fragmentation of
EPR obligations between Member States, and ranked by number of times stated by interviewees. The
data provides a good indication of the extent of administrative burdens faced by producers on a regular

basis.

Table A 2. Administrative burdens identified by interviewees and ranked in order of
frequency mentioned

Phase of

obligations

Administrative burden

Frequency

mentioned

Understanding obligations

Too many PRO’s and national registers to engage with. Difficult to know

which registers to engage with generally, and for the different products

Differences between Member States regarding whether a company is a

producer

Different regulation in each country

Difficulty understanding one’s ‘place’ within EPR obligations/ how

regulation is relevant to you

Lack of accessible information on EPR obligations in one clear place

Horizon scanning of upcoming or potential legislative changes.

Difficulty understanding which products are in scope and for which
obligations (e.g., B2B or B2C, between electrical and household electrical

items).

Authorised representative definition and role unclear

Language barriers across Member States.

Comple
x and

Lenathy

Difficult country specific requirements (e.g., VAT numbers required, blue ink

to signed documentation, wet signatures)
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Reporting formats too complex (e.g., Spanish plastic form which is coded)

Phase of Adminisirative burden Frequency
obligations mentioned

Registration in each country where one sells to, meaning duplication 2
Long wait for confirmation for registration (e.g., Germany) 2
Different aspects that need completing for registration 1
Requirement to have Authorised Representative that is then checked by 1
the Authorities
Different data requirements across Member States: different levels of 6
granularity, different units.

0

~

g Different reporting formats across Member States. 4

]

=

5 Categorisation of products between Member States differs. 5

o

o

—g_ Different and fight submission deadlines for different categories. 4

(%]

£

g Complex data requirements 3

g

©

o Different report submission methods. 3

5

Qo

o

oz

Difficulty managing multiple logins and passwords for different portals

Payment of
fees

Multiple payments to the same organisations related to product fees

Multiple invoices to keep frack of in different places
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A.1.3 Targeted Survey

A targeted survey was sent to eight key stakeholders in October 2024, listed in Table A 3. Member
organisations and seller platforms then shared the survey with a selection of their current users/businesses.
This means that the reach of the survey and thus the response rate is not known. Responses should
therefore be treated as indicative rather than representative, and have been triangulated against other
sources throughout the analysis.

Table A 3. Long-list of contacts for the survey

Type of organisation Name of organisation
Industry Association BeVH
ESBA
Service Provider Confidentfial
Confidential

Landbell Group

METRO

o110

Industry Association Ecommerce Europe

Retailer Confidential

Confidential

Confidential

Survey Response Rate

Survey response was low, despite actors including two online platforms sharing it with their sellers. We
received only 122 respondents to the survey, with few answering all questions (52% completion rate), and
most respondents were large companies (64%) which is not representative of companies selling to the EU
(many more SMEs). Eunomia tfried to obtain more responses; reminders were sent to survey contacts (who
in furn reminded their members); a shorter survey was circulated in January, in case the original survey
was too difficult, but no responses were received for that second version.
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Consequently, survey results are used carefully in the report, mostly to provide examples (as interviewee
answers would) rather than a comprehensive representation of companies’ experiences with EPR. We
have steered away from using quantitative averages to inform the report, as this would be misleading.
We also avoid drawing notable differences between what large, medium, small and micro companies
believe, as too few of each category answer questions (in particular medium, small and micro
enterprises).

We also note that, the fact that so few answers were received is interesting in and of itself. It suggests
that EPR is not that well understood by companies generally. It is also possible that several people hold
the answers in a single company (leading to situations where the person receiving the survey cannot
answer all the questions).

A.1.4 Survey Questions

The following questions were asked in the survey:
1. Whatis the size of your company?

2. Which types of EPR obligations does your company have to comply with2 Please select all that
apply.

3. Roughly how many different product types do you sell where the above EPR obligations apply?
(For example, how many different models of laptop do you sell?)

4. Roughly how many of those product types require reporting under several EPR obligations? (For
example, how many models of laptops are you selling that have EEE and battery EPR
obligations?)If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

5. Which EU countries do you sell o where you have EPR obligations? Please select all that apply.

6. Do you have mandatory obligations to use Authorised Representatives for some products or
counfries?

7. On average, how many staff hours are required to familiarise yourself with your EPR obligations
related to a single EPR scheme (e.g., packaging, EEE or batteries) in a single Member State? If
you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

8. On average, how many staff hours does registration with a Producer Responsibility Organisation
(PRO) in a Member State require? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

9. On average, how many days are there between beginning registration and obtaining registration
with a PRO? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

10. On average, how many staff hours does registration with a national EPR scheme register in a
Member State require? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

11. On average, how many days are there between beginning registration and obtaining registration
with a natfional EPR scheme register? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

12. On average, how many staff hours are needed to complete reporting obligations for a type of
EPR obligations in one EU country (e.g., reporting for batteries in Germany)2If you are unsure,
please indicate an approximate number.

13. On average, how many staff hours are needed to comply with EPR obligations across products

and countries in total, on a yearly basis? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate
number.
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14. On average, how many staff hours are needed to ensure all payments have been made fo the
appropriate entities, including registration and reporting fees, across all products and EU
countries, on a yearly basis? If you are unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

15. How many staff in Full Time Equivalent (FTE) are dedicated to EPR?2 FTE refers to the number of
hours considered full-time. For example, if a company considers 40 hours full time, and there are
two employees working 20 hours per week, those two employees would be 1.0 FTE. If you are
unsure, please indicate an approximate number.

16. On average, how much does EPR compliance cost you across all the Member States you sell to in
total and on a yearly basis? Please provide your answer in EUR if you are able to. If not, please
indicate the currency.

17. Which Member State has the most administratively burdensome obligations in your view and in
what way?¢

18. Which product type has the most administratively burdensome obligations in your view and in
what way? (e.g., packaging, EEE, batteries, efc)

19. Have there been instances where EPR obligations are so difficult that you stop selling or actively
decide not to sell in a specific Member State?

20. And if you responded YES to the question above, for which Member States and for what specific
issuese

21. Are there any other impacts arising from the administrative burden of meeting your EPR
obligations that have not been mentioned above but you wish to add?(e.g., restrictions on
products, unfair competition from non-compliant competitors, improved environmental
performance, improved reputational benefits, etc)

22. Have you engaged a service provider to help you undertake the registration and/or reporting
requirements on your behalf in any Member State?

23. If you responded YES to the question above, for which countries and types (e.g., packaging, EEE,
batteries, others)

24. If you responded YES to the question above, how much does that cost roughly annually?2 Please
provide your answer in EUR if you are able to. If not, please indicate the currency.

25. If a cross-EU online platform were created, to centralise and facilitate EPR compliance across all
EU countries and products, which characteristics would be helpful in your view? Please select all
that apply, and provide additional characteristics in the 'other' box if you feel the options below
to not incorporate key characteristics:

26. What percentage of time do you think you would save if you could use the cross-EU online
platform as you have selected above?

27. How much cost saving (EUR) do you think this would equate to on yearly basise (For example,
considering savings on staff paid to fulfil EPR obligations)
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A.2.0 Desk-Based Review

A.2.1 Longlist of Industry Associations for Position
Paper Review

Table A 4 below provides the longlist of 26 industry associations which were searched online for position
papers relevant fo EPR administrative burden. Organisation name, type and product/service are

recorded.

Table A 4. Longlist of industry associations

Organisation Organisation type Product/service
APEAL Association of European Producers of Steel for Packaging
Packaging
BusinessEurope Confederation of European Business- represents all Various
sized enterprises in the EU
Digital Europe Industry association for digital technologies EEE

Ecommerce Europe

European online retail association

Various- online

retailers
EIPA European Industrial Packaging Association Packaging
EPBA Europe European Portable Battery Associatfion Batteries

Eucobat Association of national collection schemes for Waste battery
batteries collection
Euratex European Textiles Association Textiles
EuRIC European Recycling Association Various, including
textiles
EUROBAT Association for European automotive and industrial Batteries
battery manufacturers
Eurocoton European Federation of Cotton and Allied Texfiles Textiles

Industries
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Organisation

Organisation type

Product/service

European paper Association representing food and foodservice Packaging

packaging alliance packaging companies

(EPPA)

Europen Organisation representing the packaging industry Packaging
value chain.

Fefco European Federation of Corrugated Board Packaging

Manufacturers

Flexible packaging
Europe

Association representing the European Flexible
Packaging Industry

Plastic packaging

Landbell

Service provider of take-back and recycling
obligations for companies

Packaging, WEEE

Lighting Europe

European trade association

WEEE

Metal Packaging
Europe (MPE)

European association for the metal packaging
industry

Packaging

Plastics Recyclers
Europe

Representative of European plastic recyclers

Various- plastics

Recharge Batteries European association for advanced rechargeable Batteries
and lithium battery manufacturers
Rreuse Second-hand industry association textiles
Recupel Collects WEEE WEEE
The Online European online Retail association Various- online

Marketplace Codlition

retailers

The European

European Retail association

Various- online

Consumer Electronics retailers
Retail Council

Toy Industries of Represents toy manufacturers in the EU Toys
Europe (TIE)

WEEE Forum Not-for-profit association for 36 WEEE PROs WEEE
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A.2.2 One-Stop Shop Research and Findings

A.2.2.1 Key Elements to Successful One-Stop Shops

To understand how successful existing one-stop shops are, Eunomia identified key features in successful
existing one-stop solutions. Resulting success criteria are included in Table A 5. These features were derived

from consideration of the following:

¢ Administrative issues and complexities caused by lack of harmonisation, the concrete impacts these
had on businesses including SMEs (based on prior Eunomia reports) and aspects of a one-stop shop

that would be necessary to address those specific impacts;

e Advantages of one-stop shops highlighted by the OECD; 10!

o Key aspects of one-stop shops pointed out by interviewees.

In practical terms, three key features appear to be common success criteria, though they may nof, in

themselves, guarantee success.

Table A 5. Key elements and success criteria for one-stop shops

Key elements

Success criteria

Informative

website

Clear information on all obligations for the user and context for the one-

stop shop.

Single platform

All steps necessary to the administrative process(es) can be done on that

same platform without having to look or being redirected elsewhere.

Single process

Users complete a single process once, rather than duplicating identical

processes to overcome their administrative burden.

A.2.2.2 Summary of One-Stop Shop Research and Findings

Table A 6 contains a summary of our evaluation of currently existing one-stop shops. We note that, despite
a wide search of one-stop shops, only 15 fit the constructed definition above, and are currently active at
EU level, and only these were evaluated, and not all information sought was readily available. As previously
identified by the OECD, the one-stop shops analysed here were also varied in purpose, the extent of
services provided, whether the tool is their own website or as part of a wider website, and many other

elements.

100 OECD, for Citizens and Business.
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Table A 6. Summary of one-stop shop research and findings

Basic infformation

Key elements to a successful one-stop shop

Name Provider EPR related? | Informative Single platform?2  Single processg*
website?
Avask Avask Yes Yes Yes Yes
Deutsche Recycling Deutsche Recycling Service Gmbh Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear
European e-Justice Portal European Union No Yes No NA
European Recycling Platform (ERP) Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear
Landbell Group (owns both the European Recycling
Platform and the Landbell group platform)
Landbell Group Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear
European Union Intellectual Property Office  European Union Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO)  No Yes Yes Yes
(EUIPO)
EU VAT one-stop shop European Commission No Yes Yes Yes
Proposed directive on European cross- European Commission No Unclear Unclear Unclear
border associations
PV Cycle PV Cycle Yes Unclear Yes Yes
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Basic information Key elements to a successful one-stop shop

Name Provider EPR related? | Informative Single platform?  Single processe*
website?

Single Digital Gateway European Commission No Yes No NA

The EU Single Window Environment for European Commission No Yes Yes Yes

Customs

TRACES European Commission No Unclear Yes Yes

Valpak Valpak and Reconomy Yes Yes Yes Yes

PRONEXA AG (former WEEE PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe) Yes Yes Yes Yes

Europe)

Weeelogic Weeelogic Yes Unclear Unclear Unclear

* We have marked NA when the key element to success does not apply to this platform (i.e., the platform does not relate to administrative
processes that are identical and could be reduced to a single process).
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A.2.2.3 Evaluation of Non-EPR Related One-Stop Shops

Eunomia identified seven non-EPR related one-stop shops to evaluate. Of the seven non-EPR related one-
stop shops, four stand out as the most successful. The EU VAT One-stop shop, the EU Single Window
Environment for Customs, and the EU Intellectual Property Office (EUIPO) have all the key elements to be
a successful one-stop shop. The fourth tool, Traces, also appears to be successful on two elements and
very possibly the third, but Eunomia does not have sufficient visibility of the tool to determine how it
measures versus the last element. These four tools were initiated and managed by European Institutions,
suggesting that a centralised platform managed by EU-institutions is possible, even advantageous. That all
three success elements were met several times, suggests that effective one-stop shops are attainable at
EU level.

Of the key elements to a successful one-stop shop, ‘informative website’ is the most frequently met: five of
seven one-stop shops display sufficiently clear information on all obligations for the user and the context
for the tfool, whilst the ofther two one-stop shops lack clear publicly available information online to
determine whether they meet the success criteria. This suggests that making a one-stop shop an
informative website, that provides clear information on all obligations for the user, is a key and easy
element to have.

The ‘single process’ element - to avoid the repetition of processes - is another recurring feature. The EU VAT
one-stop shop, The EU Single Window Environment for Customs, European Union Intellectual Property Office
(EUIPO) and Traces allow economic actors to fill in a form once (per business requirement) which then
applies across the entire EU or can be viewed by different actors across the EU who need to see the same
documents. Where this element is not met, it is either non-applicable (e.g. the one-stop shop is used for
processes that are typically individual, such as applying for a driving license) or remains unclear due to
lack of online information. This suggests that ensuring a single process is both an important and achievable
trait for one-stop shops.

Containing a one-stop shop within a single platform is the least met success element, with a couple of
definitive ‘no’s. In the case of the Single Digital Gateway and the European e-Justice Portal, users are
redirected, with the right information, and the right forms to fill in, to appropriate Member State authorities.
This lack of a ‘single platform’ may stem from the challenge of enabling all relevant Member State
authorities to receive information from the one-stop shop. This would require them to be online and
connected to the one-stop shop. This will be a key challenge for any EPR-related one-stop shop, as such
a tool would similarly have to coordinate data requests with PROs and national registers across the EU.

Successful examples were also suggested by interviewees, and align with the observations above. Two EU
one-stop shops were pointed out in interview: the VAT one-stop shop (mentioned twice), and the EU Single
Digital Gateway. ESBA described the EU Single Digital Gateway as providing information in one place and
available in every language and with opportunities for feedback.192 Other ‘one-stop shops’ referenced
were PRONEXA AG (former WEEE Europe), Deutsche Recycling, and PV Cycle.19 European institutions
sometimes perform customer satisfaction surveys on their platforms which provide an indication of their
popularity. The EUIPO hit a record of 91% customer satisfaction in 2023 (from a survey of about 10% of its
users).104 A 2023 survey on Your Europe showed that 92.5% of citizen respondents and 90.3% of businesses
found the portal safisfactory or better.105

102 |nterview with representatives from ESBA, 20 September 2024.

103 Interview with representatives from WEEE Ireland, 19 September 2024.

104 EUIPO, ‘EUIPO Hits Record 91 % Customer Satisfaction in 2023 Survey’, 2024, https://www.euipo.europa.eu/en/news/euipo-hits-
record-91-customer-satisfaction-in-2023-survey.

105 EU monitor, ‘Annexes to COM(2023)534 - First Implementation Report on the Single Digital Gateway’, 2023,
https://www.eumonitor.eu/9353000/1/j4nvirkkkr58fyw_j9vvik7m1c3gyxp/vméfk20rées5.
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