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Motivation For This Report 

By attaining an overall collection and recycling volume of 2 million tonnes of waste electrical and 

electronic equipment (WEEE) in 2013, European Recycling Platform (ERP) reached an important 

milestone in its development. In its 8 years of operation, ERP had collected approximately 2.5 times 

the volume of all consumer electronics waste recycled in the entire US in 2011,
1
 or the volume of all 

WEEE collected in Germany, Italy, UK and Spain in 2010.
2
  

ERP reached its first major milestone of 1 million tonnes in July 2010, 5 years after starting its 

operations. The 2 million tonnes milestone was reached in October 2013, only 3 years later. This 

demonstrates ERP’s growth in recent years, due in large part to its expansion into additional 

countries as well as organic growth of collection. 

Removing hazardous gases from end of life electrical appliances has allowed ERP to prevent the 

release of 3,000 tonnes of ozone-depleting substances
3
 (i.e., CFCs). The release of these substances 

into the atmosphere would represent a global warming potential of 19 million tonnes of CO2 

equivalents.
4
 Recycling valuable waste for reuse in new products is another benefit deriving from 

these 2 million tonnes of WEEE. Over these first 8 years of operation, ERP recovered 16 tonnes of 

gold, 130 tonnes of silver and 160,000 tonnes of copper.
5
 Besides the positive impact on the 

economy, the recovery of these amounts of valuable metals obviated the need for their extraction, a 

highly energy-consuming task that would have emitted approximately 2.7 million tonnes of CO2.
6
 

Together with the benefits from recovering CFCs, this equals 21.7 million tonnes of CO2 equivalents 

avoided, or nearly 40% of Denmark’s greenhouse gas emissions in 2011.
7
 

To mark this important milestone, ERP supported INSEAD in conducting a study on the future of 

extended producer responsibility. The publication of this report also coincides with the 14 February 

2014 deadline for the transposition of the WEEE Directive Recast into national legislation in EU 

Member States. This report therefore provides a timely and interesting view on the future of 

extended producer responsibility. 

  

                                                           
1
 US EPA (2013). Municipal solid waste in the United States: 2011 facts and figures, p.68 

2
 Eurostat (2014b). Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 

3
 ERP (2014) 

4
 RWTH Aachen University (2010). Analysis of WEEE output flows on the greenhouse effect 

5
 ERP (2014) 

6
 RWTH Aachen University (2010). Analysis of WEEE output flows on the greenhouse effect 

7
 Eurostat (2014c). Environment 
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Executive Summary 

Developed at a time when waste had come to be seen as a cost producers should pay for, the 

concept of extended producer responsibility (EPR) evolved into a legislative tool to handle this cost, 

using the mechanism of producer responsibility organisations (PROs). Increasing commodity prices 

over the last decade are changing this paradigm, however, and waste is increasingly considered as a 

potential source of revenue. Legislation has largely failed to adapt to this paradigm shift, and 

therefore does not fit the reality of waste markets anymore. Indeed, from the legislative tool it was 

initially, EPR has developed into a market driven by multiple forces, one in which legal and market-

based approaches try to cohabit, which has led to an inefficient and partially dysfunctional system.  

Our report aims to explore recent advances in EPR and to provide recommendations for the 

stakeholders involved in this market. After a brief introduction on the history of EPR in Europe, we 

discuss pending issues in the current practice of EPR, with particular emphasis on the WEEE Directive 

and its Recast as they are the focus of recent discussions on implementation. Then, based on a series 

of interviews with a set of stakeholders, we analyze the perspectives and key concerns regarding EPR 

implementation.  

From the analysis of stakeholder concerns, we identify five factors that limit or disrupt the stability 

and effectiveness of EPR systems:   

• Commodity dynamics
8
: Volatile commodity prices influence leakages of waste outside the 

EPR system and the value producers recover from waste 

• Volume dynamics: Uncertain volumes of waste collected by PROs limit planning of future 

investment for waste operators 

• Competition dynamics: Variations in the level of competition between PROs may change the 

efficiency of EPR markets 

• Regulatory dynamics: The possibility of unexpected changes in future legislation may 

negatively impact the stability needed by producers and waste operators 

• Design dynamics: Potential product design changes lead to uncertainty in terms of waste to 

be recycled in the future 

As they play against the long-term stability that businesses need to operate, these different factors 

should be alleviated through some legal and operational mechanisms. For example, we recommend 

flexible adaptation at national levels of a limited number of general principles imposed by the 

European Commission. In order to let competing PROs contribute to increasing performance and 

efficiency, we also suggest national authorities further open EPR markets to competition. We also 

recommend that PROs take a role in providing stability to EPR markets, thus helping to improve the 

effectiveness of EPR in achieving its objectives.  

  

                                                           
8
 In this paper, the term dynamics is used in the sense of “the forces or properties which simulate growth, development or change within a 

system or a process” (Oxford Dictionaries, 2014) 
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1. History of Extended Producer Responsibility 

1.1. Initial Motivation and Objectives 

Over 20 years ago, the idea that producers should finance the collection and recycling of their 

products and packaging at end of life began to globally transform waste management policy and 

practices. Initially conceived in the early nineties, extended producer responsibility (EPR) was 

intended primarily to provide incentives for producers to design products more easy to reuse and 

recycle, with fewer and less hazardous materials to discard at end of life (Lifset, 1993; Lindqvuist and 

Lifset, 2003). In addition, EPR was expected to support improved collection, recycling and treatment 

of waste. Unlike an eco-tax, the scope of EPR was not limited to financial obligations for producers, 

but also included information, logistics, waste management and even product design 

responsibilities. 

1.2. Development 

EPR was first implemented for packaging throughout EU Member States in the early nineties, with 

Germany leading the way in 1992 with its legislation on the avoidance of packaging waste 

(Verpackungsverordnung),
9
 which became a model for further adoption in Europe. The EU Packaging 

Waste Directive of 1994 established collection and recycling targets for Member States (94/62/EC)
10

 

and essential requirements for the design of packaging, but did not require that producers finance 

waste collection and recycling. The national legislatures of Member States themselves implemented 

the financial responsibility for companies producing, filling and distributing packaging. Following the 

adoption of EPR for packaging by EU Member States, the model was then also implemented for 

batteries and household appliances in a number of European countries. The EU adopted Directives 

implementing EPR for End-of-Life Vehicles (2000/53/EC)
11

 in 2000, Waste Electrical and Electronic 

Equipment (WEEE) (2002/96/EC)
12

 in 2003 and Batteries in 2006 (2006/66/EC,
13

 through a revision to 

the original 1991 Batteries Directive).  

The concept of EPR has also been applied to other waste streams such as chemicals, tyres, paper and 

oils in several European countries.
14

 Similar legislation has also been implemented or is in the 

process of being implemented in other parts of the world (e.g., the US, Canada, Japan, China, 

Australia and South America). Currently, 32 states in the US have some form of e-waste legislation in 

place, with recent focus on TVs and monitors; however, no federal-level regulation exists.
15

 Take-

back laws for batteries, some mercury-containing devices, paint, lamps and pharmaceuticals exist at 

varying legislative levels in the US. 

                                                           
9
 Federal Republic of Germany (1991). Verordnung über die Vermeidung von Verpackungsabfällen (Verpackungsverordnung) 

10
 European Parliament and Council (1994). Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging waste 

11
 European Parliament and Council (2000). Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 2000 on 

End-of-Life vehicles 
12

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
13

 European Parliament and Council (2006). Directive 2006/66/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 September 2006 on 

batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators 
14 

European Commission & Bio Intelligence (2012). Use of economic instruments and waste management performances: Final report, p.102 
15

 Electronics TakeBack Coalition (2013). Brief comparison of state laws on electronics recycling 
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1.3. What Has Been Achieved So Far? 

The transfer of responsibility for waste collection, treatment and recycling from municipal 

authorities to producers is complex. Within any country there can be hundreds of different 

producers and potentially thousands of waste collection points. The logistics involved for any one 

producer to organise the collection of their own products from end-users, or even any small share of 

the overall waste flow, is highly impractical and overly expensive in almost all cases. Because of this, 

an economy of scope based on a recycling scheme using producer responsibility organisations (PROs) 

emerged. PROs organise and administer the collection and recycling of waste on behalf of producers. 

Duales System Deutschland in Germany was the first PRO, and is still one of the largest.
16

 PROs 

typically charge per type and amount of packaging material (e.g., aluminium, plastic, wood, card), 

appliance or battery each producer puts on the market in order to finance the waste they collect, 

treat and recycle on producers’ behalf over any given period.
17

  

Other approaches exist in which governments charge fees or taxes to producers and then pay for 

waste collection and recycling (e.g., for WEEE in Taiwan, Korea
18

 and Hungary
19

), or where waste 

contains enough value to finance treatment and recycling without intervention by producers, as is 

the case for automobiles in the EU. Nevertheless, the emergence of PROs marked a major turning 

point in waste management. Today, hundreds of PROs have been established for packaging, 

batteries and WEEE on a worldwide basis. Mayers (2007) estimated there were more than 250 PROs 

in Europe, and with additional Member States implementing EPR legislation in recent years, this 

number has undoubtedly increased. 

Reasonable progress has been made in meeting packaging targets, as packaging recycling and 

recovery increased from 54.6% in 2005 to 63.6% in 2011 (EU-27 average),
20

 exceeding the target of 

60% since 2008. Similarly, a collection rate of 32% was achieved for batteries in 2012,
21

 against a 

collection target of 25%. A collection rate of 37% was achieved for WEEE in 2010,
22

 and the 

collection target of 4 kg per capita stated in the WEEE Directive was reached in 21 of 27 EU Member 

States in 2010.
23

 Whether higher future targets can be met under EPR requirements is questionable 

as a substantial amount of waste is simply unavailable to EPR systems. In some countries, consumers 

are not legally obliged to separate their waste for recycling, and disposing of smaller items in their 

normal household bins is just easier. Waste with positive scrap value, such as aluminium or steel 

cans, paper, clear glass, automobiles, large appliances and lead-acid batteries, is often simply 

collected privately by recyclers. A substantial proportion of products, such as TVs, mobile phones 

and PCs, are still exported to China and Africa, where they are being resold for use, or worse, are 

recycled illegally below standards.  

Overall, PROs only appear to be effective for collecting waste that is costly to treat, a factor not 

considered in the original EPR Directives. Increased prices for metals recovered from automotive 

                                                           
16

 Duales System Holding (2014). Website 
17

 PRO Europe (2014). Website 
18

 Chung, S.-W. & Murakami-Suzuki, R. (2008). A comparative study of e-waste recycling systems in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan from 

the EPR perspective: implications for developing countries 
19

 Perchards (2007). WEEE legislation and compliance in the 27 EU Member States 
20

 Eurostat (2014a). Recycling rates for packaging waste 
21

 EPBA (2013). The collection of waste portable batteries in Europe in view of the achievability of the collection targets set by Batteries 

Directive 2006/66/EC, p.5 
22

 Eurostat (2014b). Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE). Collection rate was calculated as defined by Directive 2012/19/EU: 

Weight of WEEE collected / Average weight of EEE put on the market in 3 preceding years  
23

 Eurostat (2014b). Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
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waste, lead-acid batteries and WEEE has increased the volume of waste diverted from PROs to 

private commercial recycling. For example, the amount of valuable WEEE recycled outside of EPR 

systems in Germany more than tripled between 2006 and 2013.
24

 Access to waste is becoming a 

concern and ensuring compliance with collection targets may be challenging in the future unless 

some issues are tackled appropriately. 

Most countries have just one PRO for packaging and batteries, but over the last decade competition 

has been introduced in some Member States. Since some competition authorities ruled that the 

market must be open to more than one player, the services PROs provide are increasingly opening 

up for competition. For example, for packaging, European producers may choose between PROs in 

the UK, Poland and Germany; for WEEE and batteries, competing PROs have now been established 

in most EU Member States. Within these countries, competition between PROs has improved 

efficiency. In Germany, for example, competition between packaging PROs helped reduce waste 

management costs and improve recycling services.
25

 Consequently, other EU Member States, such as 

Ireland and Portugal, are similarly considering introducing competition among PROs for packaging.  

EPR has introduced many administrative requirements for producers, PROs and recyclers to monitor 

the quantities of products and packaging sold and collected as waste within each period. Every 

multinational company must report the number of products it places on the market to numerous 

PROs in the countries in which it operates, and dedicated employees and resources must be 

allocated to keep on top of the task. Several countries with more than one PRO operating have 

developed national registers to keep track of overall volumes sold and collected as waste within 

their country. Additionally, to ensure that each PRO does its fair share, many countries have 

established either national clearing houses or reconciliation processes to intervene in and balance 

PRO collection responsibilities to ensure the amount of waste they are responsible for collecting and 

recycling is proportionate to their producer members’ collective share of recycling and treatment 

obligations. 

One particular challenge still remains for the adoption of EPR for waste: as yet, producers have very 

little EPR-induced financial incentive to design their products or packaging to be easier to treat and 

recycle at end of life. Both the End-of-Life Vehicles and WEEE Directives assign producers individual 

responsibility to treat and recycle waste from their own products.
26

 The reality, however, is very far 

from this: in practice each producer shares the average costs of collectively recycling mixed 

categories of types of waste products (Mayers et al., 2013).  

1.4. Future Developments 

While the Packaging Waste and End-of-Life Vehicles Directives have not changed since their 

inception, the Battery Directive has been amended five times since its original incarnation in 1991, 

and was revised substantially in 2006. The 2006 revisions clarified that producers were to be made 

responsible for financing waste battery collection and recycling (2006/66/EC)
27

, and also set binding 

                                                           
24

 Stiftung EAR (2014). Amount of opting örE for each collection group 
25

 Federal Republic of Germany (2012). Sektoruntersuchung duale Systeme - Zwischenbilanz der Wettbewerbsöffnung (B4-62/12), p.45 & 

p.56 
26

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), Article 8.2 
27

 European Parliament and Council (2006). Directive 2006/66/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 6 September 2006 on 

batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators 
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collection targets. The WEEE Directive (see Section 2) underwent its first major revision or “Recast” 

in 2012 (2012/19/EU).
28

 This Recast, described in detail in Section 2.4, appears to be the most 

substantial revision of any EPR Directive to date. 

Under the WEEE Directive Recast, during 2015 the EC plans to investigate how producers can be 

made more responsible for their own waste costs, and various EU Member States such as the UK
29

 

and Denmark
30

 are already investigating different potential approaches for increasing incentives for 

producers to consider recyclability in their product designs. For example, up to now producers 

selling mercury-free LCD displays pay the same as those selling displays with mercury.
31

 

Similarly, packaging PROs have also started to question if charging recycling fees by weight is 

sufficient to incentivize producers to develop packaging that is easier to recycle.
32

 For example, 

under current approaches, producers that use mixed packaging in which different types of materials 

are glued or fastened pay the same fees as producers using packaging that is easy to separate during 

recycling. Eco-Emballages, the PRO for packaging in France, has already implemented a fee structure 

of incentives and penalties to reward and penalize producers according to the actual design of their 

packaging and corresponding cost of recycling.
33,34

 

To summarize, two decades after the original idea of EPR was first implemented, a number of 

problems limit the effectiveness of the approach. Only a fraction of waste volumes are collected 

under EPR, Member States’ regulatory frameworks are not harmonized and are administratively 

complex for producers, and EPR has had very limited influence on design. PROs are at a critical point 

in terms of what their future strategy, direction and role will be within EPR. Very few analyses have 

attempted to ascertain and bring together an overview of EPR that considers different waste 

streams, and few studies have considered the need of businesses for a more stable and predictable 

EPR environment. This report assesses the current situation for EPR, with input and consideration of 

diverse views from different stakeholder groups, as discussed below.  

Accordingly, in what follows, we start with a discussion of EPR in Europe, focusing in particular on 

the WEEE Directive and its accomplishments to date, as it is at the core of the recent EPR debates in 

Europe. 

  

                                                           
28

 European Parliament and Council (2012). Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste 

electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
29

 IPR Working Group (2012). Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) regulations: Individual producer responsibility (IPR) in a 

UK context 
30

 Danish Ministry of Environment (2012). Miljørigtigt design af elektronisk udstyr (Environmentally sound design of electronic equipment) 
31

 Apart from France, where producers already pay a differentiated fee 
32

 Bell, V. (2013). Better by design 
33

 Eco-Emballages (2013). Nouveau tarif Point Vert: plus précis, plus équitable et plus axé sur l’éco-conception  
34

 French Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy (2012). Incentives for eco-design in WEEE EPR schemes: The French 

experience 
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2. The WEEE Directive 

As mentioned in the previous section, this report will use the example of the WEEE Directive to 

illustrate our analysis of the state of EPR. Given the transposition process of the WEEE Directive 

Recast currently underway in EU Member States,
35

 this EPR scheme is of particular interest and 

relevance to all stakeholders. Moreover, the complexity found in WEEE justifies using it as an 

example for other EPR waste streams. This section presents a short history of the WEEE Directive 

and its Recast. 

2.1. Origins of the WEEE Directive  

The WEEE Directive introduced producer responsibility for electrical and electronic waste in EU 

Member States in 2003 (2002/96/EC).
36

 The Directive established mass-based collection, recycling 

and recovery targets that must be achieved in all EU Member States. European Member States are 

responsible for ensuring a minimum collection target for WEEE, free of charge to consumers, but 

they may assign this responsibility to other national actors. Producers are physically or financially 

responsible for proper treatment of all collected products so that the imposed recycling and 

recovery targets are met.  Producers are also responsible for providing information to consumers 

regarding the environmental impacts associated with improper end of life disposal and the options 

available to them when they want to discard products. This legislative structure was based on two 

underlying assumptions: (i) by making producers responsible, an economic incentive is created to 

design products for reduced end of life costs; and (ii) recycling and recovery of large quantities of 

waste should lead to a reduction in environmental burden and allow for recovery of valuable raw 

materials. 

2.2. What Has the WEEE Directive Achieved? 

Following its transposition into the national legislation of Member States, the WEEE Directive led to 

an increase in the collection and recycling of WEEE. Diverting hazardous material from landfills had a 

positive impact on the environment by reducing leakages of toxic substances into the soil and 

underground water. It has also been estimated that the WEEE Directive contributed to the reduction 

of CO2 emissions of 36 million tonnes per year, mainly resulting from the safe removal of CFC-based 

cooling agents from WEEE.
37

 The WEEE Directive also favoured the emergence of PROs, which had a 

positive impact on recycling prices (see Box 1). 

These results were achieved at certain costs, however. The WEEE Directive put an additional 

administrative burden on producers, mainly for registering and reporting. In 2007, this cost was 

estimated to be between €36.7 and €42.8 million per year across EU Member States.
38

 The technical 

costs related to WEEE recycling were estimated at €764 million in 2005, and may reach €3 billion by 

2020.
39

 Finally, the WEEE Directive also generated a social cost, as consumers have to return their 

                                                           
35

 European Parliament and Council (2012). Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste 

electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
36

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
37

 United Nations University (2007). 2008 Review of Directive 2002/96 on WEEE 
38

 United Nations University (2007). 2008 Review of Directive 2002/96 on WEEE  
39

 United Nations University (2007). 2008 Review of Directive 2002/96 on WEEE 
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products to selected collection points, and in the end also pay for the recycling through the price of 

products they purchase.  

 

BOX 1: Cost decrease following introduction of PRO competition 

Following the transposition of the WEEE Directive, some Member States introduced competition 

among PROs, which had a positive effect on recycling costs. In Austria, for example, recycling prices 

decreased by 80% when competitors entered the market in 2006 and challenged the single PRO 

operating there, as shown in Figure 1.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Recycling cost decrease for  

producers after introduction of competing  

PROs in Austria (Source: ERP) 

Figure 2: Cost savings for German consumers after 

introduction of competition in packaging PROs’ 

(Source: German Competition Authority
40

) 

 

 

 

This positive effect was also demonstrated by the German competition authority, which found that 

the introduction of competition among packaging PROs in 2003 resulted in a 54% operational cost 

decrease between 2003 and 2011.
41

 This decrease has resulted in savings of approximately €1 billion 

for German consumers, as shown in Figure 2. 

 

  

                                                           
40

 Federal Republic of Germany (2012). Sektoruntersuchung duale Systeme - Zwischenbilanz der Wettbewerbsöffnung (B4-62/12), p.66 
41

 Federal Republic of Germany (2012). Sektoruntersuchung duale Systeme - Zwischenbilanz der Wettbewerbsöffnung (B4-62/12), p.45 
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2.3. What Was Missing in the WEEE Directive?  

The original assumption of the WEEE Directive was, “This financial or physical responsibility creates 

an economic incentive for producers to adapt the design of their products to the prerequisites of 

sound waste management.”
42

 This objective was further solidified within the preamble of the WEEE 

Directive, which stated: “The establishment, by this Directive, of producer responsibility is one of the 

means of encouraging the design and production of EEE, which take into full account and facilitate 

their repair, possible upgrading, reuse, disassembly and recycling.”
43

 Unfortunately, however, the 

collective nature of this producer responsibility is one of the most widely criticized aspects of the 

WEEE Directive and its Recast. That is, collective implementation creates minimal incentives for 

producers to design their products for repair, reuse or recycling. 

Another original assumption was that waste is costly to treat, which is not necessarily correct today. 

Recent data show that increased prices for metals used in electrical and electronic equipment in 

commodity markets imply that waste has value, which leads to decreasing waste flows collected by 

PROs (Figures 3 and 4).  Hence, recent statements from the electrical and electronic equipment 

industry suggest that the presence of regulation may distort the efficiency in markets for such waste. 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3: Yearly volumes of WEEE collected in Europe (Source: Eurostat

44
) 
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 European Commission (2003). COM/2000/0347 Explanatory Memorandum to the Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament 

and of the Council on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment, p.6 
43

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), Preamble 12 
44

 Eurostat (2014b). Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
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Figure 4: Monthly volumes of WEEE collected by a PRO in Europe (Source: ERP) 

 

Apart from requiring some materials and components to be removed from WEEE
45

 and imposing the 

overall rate of recovery,
46

 the original WEEE Directive did not impose recycling criteria or standards, 

which questions the environmental benefits obtained. For instance, when recycling essentially 

comprises simple metal separation and shredding, precious and valuable metals find their way to 

commodity markets and residual materials that contain potentially hazardous substances continue 

to end up in landfills or incinerators. 

Moreover, differing transpositions of the WEEE Directive led to varied and sometimes contradictory 

national legislation across Member States, increasing the complexity and administrative burden for 

producers. The lack of enforcement of national legislation by some Member States was another 

shortcoming limiting the environmental benefits expected from the WEEE Directive.  

2.4. WEEE Directive Recast  

As mentioned earlier, the WEEE Directive underwent its first major Recast in 2012 (2012/19/EU).
47

 

The Recast aims to: 

1. Open the scope of the WEEE Directive to cover all types of electrical and electronic 

equipment, allowing new technologies and products to be included. 

2. Simplify the number of WEEE categories in 2018 from 10 sector-based definitions to just 6 

relevant for collection and recycling (temperature exchange equipment, screens, lamps, 

large equipment, small equipment and small ICT products). 

                                                           
45

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), Annex II 
46

 European Parliament and Council (2003). Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on 

waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), Article 7 
47

 European Parliament and Council (2012). Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste 

electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
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3. Change annual collection targets from 4 kg per capita to 45% of the weight of electrical and 

electronic equipment sold on average during the three previous years. This new target will 

have to be reached by 2016. This collection rate target will then increase to 65% by 2019 (or 

alternatively, 85% of the WEEE generated in the Member State). 

4. Introduce specific recycling and treatment standards for different categories of WEEE 

(various industry standards are now in development),
48,49

 helping to ensure the expected 

level of environmental benefit is obtained from WEEE recycling. The same standards would 

also apply to WEEE exported for recycling. 

5. Ensure that all WEEE collected is reported to achieve the Directive’s targets, including 

valuable WEEE collected and treated privately by recycling companies and WEEE exported 

for recycling.  

6. Allow producers to appoint an authorized representative to report their obligations on their 

behalf in cases where they are not present in a particular country. 

2.5. Remaining Challenges  

Despite the major improvements the WEEE Directive Recast brought to WEEE EPR, it still falls short 

of addressing some challenges. 

Like the initial WEEE Directive, the EU WEEE Directive Recast only sets minimum conditions that 

have to be transposed and implemented in 28 Member States. Each country has its own unique 

implementation. This stems from the fact that the European Parliament and Council can impose 

Directives on Member States, but the latter are free to translate those into national laws to suit 

national conditions, as long as they comply with the minimum requirements of the Directive. Such 

variations result in very complex compliance requirements for producers operating across Member 

States. Similarly, variations across different EPR legislation within the same Member State also 

complicate the operations of PROs providing one-stop EPR services for different waste streams 

within a country.  

Inconsistent enforcement of WEEE legislation in some Member States is another issue that is likely 

to limit the effectiveness of the WEEE Directive Recast. As long as illegal actors are not spotted and 

prosecuted, waste will leak from the EPR system. Because these flows are not reported, these 

Member States may find it difficult to reach the increased collection rate targets of 45% in 2016 and 

65% in 2019.
50

  

Although the WEEE Directive Recast retains each producer’s individual responsibility for their own 

products at end of life, it does not detail how such responsibility should be implemented in 

practice.
51

 The objective of incentivizing producers to change the design of their products for easier 

recyclability is therefore still far from being achieved. The EC now plans to review how the WEEE 

Directive may be used to provide incentives for improved design, and a number of Member States 
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 WEEE Forum (2013). WEEELABEX Project 
49

 CENELEC (2013). Collection, logistics & treatment requirements for WEEE 
50

 European Parliament and Council (2012). Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste 

electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
51

 European Parliament and Council (2012). Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste 

electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE), Preamble 23 
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are actively pursuing possible solutions. Although producers appear hesitant to consider this topic 

further at present, they are likely to benefit from a proactive approach, working with their PROs, to 

identify the most cost effective methods to address individual producer responsibility. Alternatively 

authorities may consider number of provisions that may be less ideally suited for producers, such as 

forced intervention in recycling fee levels to encourage and discourage selected product features. 
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3. Stakeholder Views on EPR 

In light of the challenges remaining in EPR, and WEEE in particular, a natural follow-up task is to 

explore how the broader community of stakeholders views EPR implementation in Europe. Drawn 

from information collected from a series of interviews, this section provides a short overview of the 

stakeholders in EPR, examining their involvement and the evolution of their roles within EPR. 

3.1. Stakeholders 

3.1.1. Producers  

Producers are the main stakeholders in EPR as they bear the responsibility for financing or operating 

EPR implementation at the national level. Their preferences rely heavily on having a simple, stable 

and cost-efficient implementation which ensures that all actors are playing on a level field. 

3.1.2. PROs  

Producer responsibility organizations (PROs) serve as intermediaries that facilitate a producer’s 

compliance by organizing the necessary collection and recycling activities on the ground. According 

to Mayers and Butler (2013), their service consists primarily of gaining an understanding of the 

waste management infrastructure and legislation in each country, collecting sufficient volumes of 

waste using cost-effective arrangements, and maintaining uninterrupted collection, treatment and 

recycling services. They also take a control function, when auditing waste operators, for example. In 

some Member States, PROs also have a communications function and run awareness campaigns. 

3.1.3. Waste Operators  

Waste operators constitute the primary operational arm of EPR implementation. They collect, 

consolidate, transport and manage the recycling of waste for producers. Some waste operators also 

run collection and recycling operations outside the EPR system, primarily for B2B customers. In such 

cases, they may or may not apply the same recycling standards as those required by PROs. The cost-

effectiveness of EPR implementation depends on the capabilities and technological expertise of 

waste operators, as well as the level of competition between them. Indeed, absence of competition 

between operators reduces the influence of PROs on cost. 

3.1.4. National Authorities  

National authorities (regulatory bodies and enforcement agencies) are responsible for translating EU 

requirements into national laws and making sure that the targets imposed by EPR Directives are 

achieved. They also often develop and implement audits and monitoring of the collection and 

recycling systems. 

3.1.5. Municipalities  

Municipalities organize and oversee the establishment of local collection points and processes. 

Given the availability of existing infrastructures utilized for solid waste management, local authority 

collection is usually the most cost-efficient method. The waste collected may have financial value 

that municipalities wish to retain, and payments from PROs for collection services may also generate 

important revenue and local employment opportunities. 
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3.1.6. Trade Associations 

Trade associations are established to represent a given sector or section of interests (e.g., industry) 

to national authorities.  

3.1.7. Clearing Houses / National Registers 

National clearing houses and national registers are entities established to register producers and 

collect information on their sales volumes, collate information on waste collection from PROs, and 

determine obligations for each producer. Clearing houses also have a role in allocating waste 

collection responsibilities to PROs. Clearing houses and national registration entities may both also 

manage the data to be reported to national authorities. 

3.1.8. Retailers 

Retailers also provide waste collection points for WEEE, batteries and packaging to fulfil EPR 

responsibilities and/or provide value-added services to their customers. For example, the WEEE 

Directive Recast requires all shops to collect WEEE of the same kind and quantity as the one sold, 

and retail shops whose sales areas relating to electrical and electronic equipment covers at least 

400m
2
 to provide facilities for customers to return very small WEEE (less than 25 cm) free of charge, 

or show that an alternative system is equally effective. Retail collection is convenient due to 

proximity to end-users and as points of purchase where used products can be returned.  

3.1.9. Environmental and Consumer NGOs 

Environmental and consumer NGOs such as Greenpeace, the European Environmental Bureau, and 

the European Consumer Organisation (BUEC) have campaigned strongly for EPR legislation, aiming 

to minimize illegal export of WEEE, ensure producers pay for recycling, and that financial incentives 

for improved design exist. 

3.1.10. European Commission 

The European Commission (EC) has adopted the WEEE Directive, which has to be transposed into 

national laws by each EU Member State. National laws must meet or exceed the requirements of the 

WEEE Directive Recast. However, as mentioned above, national transpositions differ substantially, 

creating confusion and complexity about compliance.  

3.1.11. Illegal Informal Sector  

This group of stakeholders represents all private actors (companies or individuals) conducting 

collection and recycling operations illegally. This grey market developed out of the opportunity to 

generate revenue from WEEE. These actors are responsible for the leakages of WEEE outside official 

EPR flows, either by exporting WEEE illegally to developing countries, pilfering waste and reselling it 

to waste brokers, or recovering only valuable waste and landfilling the non-valuable part. This group 

of illegal actors goes against the fundamental objectives of EPR.  

3.1.12. Communities 

Communities are the people affected by the negative externalities occurring at the end of life of 

electrical and electronic equipment. Landfilling or incinerating hazardous WEEE may constitute a 

danger for communities living around these waste-processing locations. The carbon footprint and 

traffic generated by transportation of waste over long distances also involves negative externalities 

affecting communities. 
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3.2. Stakeholder Map 

Given the previous list of stakeholders, a key requirement is to identify and understand what the 

characteristics of each stakeholder are and how they influence each other. We do this through a 

generic analysis of stakeholders of PROs that allows us to identify which deserve the most attention, 

and to see if the position of some may change in the future. We follow the map of stakeholder 

prioritization proposed by Mitchell et al. (1997), which examines the stakeholders of a firm and 

categorizes them based on three attributes, power, legitimacy and urgency (see Box 2). The 

possession (or lack) of these three attributes defines stakeholders’ salience for the firm. In a map of 

this kind, the more attributes stakeholders possess, the more attention they deserve (Krick et al., 

2005). It is important to state here that the words used for these attributes (power, legitimacy and 

urgency) should not be interpreted by their conventional definitions, but by the specific meanings 

they hold for the purpose of the stakeholder map. Moreover, our map analyzes stakeholders of 

PROs and not of a single firm. We are using this perspective to illustrate the interactions of 

stakeholders with PROs in general and to describe the EPR system as accurately as possible. This 

map is a snapshot of relationships between stakeholders of PROs based on our own interpretation, 

leaving open the possibility for alternate interpretations, as well as for any stakeholder to gain one 

or more attributes in time and thus move to a different group. 
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BOX 2: Generic stakeholder map and interpretation 

A stakeholder map like that in Figure 5 is a tool that illustrates various stakeholders and helps 

prioritize them. Stakeholders may possess from one to all three of the following attributes: 

• Power to influence: Possessed by stakeholders who can impose their will and influence 

outcomes due to the use of physical, material, financial or symbolic (e.g., to boost reputation) 

resources (Etzioni, 1964). 

• Legitimacy of claims: Possessed by stakeholders whose actions are desirable, proper or 

appropriate within accepted norms and values of EPR (Suchman, 1995). 

• Urgency of claims: Possessed by stakeholders whose claims are critical and time-sensitive 

(Mitchell et al., 1997). Criticality of a claim derives from ownership, sentiment, expectations or 

exposure of the stakeholder under examination. 

 

 

Figure 5: Generic stakeholder map with three attributes 

 

 

Mitchell et al. (1997) define three major categories of stakeholders: 

• Key stakeholders (1) possess all three attributes: power, legitimacy and urgency. 

• Expectant stakeholders possess two of the attributes. They are further grouped into: 

- Dominant stakeholders (2): power and legitimacy  

- Dangerous stakeholders (3): power and urgency  

- Dependent stakeholders (4): legitimacy and urgency  

• Latent stakeholders possess only one attribute each. Again there are three subgroups: 

- Dormant stakeholders (5): power  

- Discretionary stakeholders (6): legitimacy  

- Demanding stakeholders (7): urgency  

Figure 5 is only an example of how one can make a classification of stakeholders. There are other 

ways of prioritizing stakeholders (e.g., those suggested by Harrison and St. John, 1996; Friedman and 

Miles, 2002; and the World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2001), but the map we 

have adopted here is the most influential in the literature since it takes into account all three 

attributes in order to define stakeholder salience. 
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3.2.1. The PROs Stakeholder Map 

In Figure 6, we plot stakeholders of PROs on a map. We would like to emphasize again that this map 

is subjective and only one way in which the mapping of these stakeholders can be done. We need to 

give visibility to all stakeholders of PROs since it is possible that they may influence the future state 

of the EPR system.  

 

 

 
Figure 6: A generic stakeholder map of a PRO 

 

 

Starting from stakeholders possessing three attributes, we find: 

• National authorities are key stakeholders (1). Their power and legitimacy derives from 

transposing EPR Directives into national laws and setting the national targets for recycling. 

Claims of national authorities for compliance are urgent too.  

• Producers have the power to influence the operations of PROs as they drive financial flows. 

Their issues of concern, such as the stability and cost-efficiency of the system, are urgent. 

Producers have legitimacy because their actions are desirable within the norms of the PRO 

system. We also categorized producers as key stakeholders (1) of PROs. 

Moving clockwise in Figure 6 to expectant stakeholders (two attributes), we find: 

• Clearing houses are dominant stakeholders (2) since national legislation gives them 

legitimacy and their power derives from the allocation of waste collection. 

• The EC holds legitimacy because it is the agency which formulates and adopts EPR 

Directives. Moreover, issues introduced by the EC are both critical and time critical, proving 

this way the urgency of EC claims. However, for sovereignty reasons, the EC lacks the power 
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attribute which lies with Member States. Therefore we consider the EC as a dependent 

stakeholder (4). 

• Communities are obviously affected by recycling activities, and their claims for a clean 

environment are therefore legitimate and urgent, but they lack the power attribute. So they 

are dependent stakeholders (4). 

• Environmental and consumer NGOs are dependent stakeholders (4) aiming for a result 

favourable for consumers and the environment, thus having legitimacy. Their claims are 

urgent too, but they lack the power attribute. 

• Most municipalities can also be categorized as dangerous stakeholders (3) because they 

operate waste collection points and therefore control waste flows (power), and being closely 

involved and affected by EPR, their claims are also critical and time sensitive (urgency). 

However, in most Member States, municipalities do not have the legitimacy to divert waste 

flows from PROs. This is not the case in Germany or the UK, however, where municipalities 

have the choice to opt out of EPR and divert waste flows from PROs. In these countries, 

municipalities could therefore be categorized as key stakeholders since they possess all 

three attributes of the map.  

• Retailers are dangerous stakeholders (3) since they act as collection points and thus have a 

role similar to that of municipalities (control over waste flows—power and urgency).
52

 

Finally, we address latent stakeholders (one attribute) clockwise:  

• We did not identify any dormant stakeholders (5).  

• Trade associations lobby to achieve favourable policies for their members. Thus they are 

discretionary stakeholders (6) whose claims have legitimacy due to social approval.  

• Waste operators are demanding stakeholders (7). They are recycling service providers and 

their contribution is mainly ensuring the recycling standards. Being closely involved and 

affected by EPR, their claims can be considered as urgent (e.g., they expect high volumes of 

waste from PROs), but they do not hold the power or legitimacy to change EPR. 

• Actors from the illegal informal sector hold no power or legitimacy to enforce their will. 

However, their operations decrease revenues for PROs, an issue which is urgent. This is why 

we also categorize the illegal informal sector as a demanding stakeholder (7). 

3.2.2. Analysis of Stakeholder Salience 

Based on the model from Mitchell et al. (1997), key stakeholders (national authorities and 

producers) are the stakeholders that require the highest attention because they possess all 

attributes for driving major changes. Dangerous stakeholders (retailers and municipalities) also 

require high attention, as they could become key stakeholders if they gain legitimacy through law 

enforcement or societal consensus. As noted above, WEEE legislation in Germany and UK already 

gives municipalities the legitimacy to opt out of EPR systems, which makes them another key 

stakeholder in these countries. This demonstrates that the map of a PRO’s stakeholders can change 

dynamically, which explains why PROs should periodically review it. 

                                                           
52

 Retailers who place products on the market under their own brand are considered as producers in the WEEE Directive, and therefore 

shift to the Producers category 
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3.3. Stakeholder Interviews and Analysis 

The stakeholder map revealed the salience of the different stakeholders involved in EPR. 

Understanding the claims of the different stakeholders requires a careful and detailed analysis. In 

this section, we report the results of 23 interviews with senior staff of important stakeholders 

involved in EPR
53

 (see Box 3). These stakeholders were identified based on expert opinion from 

academics and practitioners, and the list was further refined during the interview phase based on 

recommendations from interviewees. The stakeholders were chosen from a set of representative 

countries (France, UK, Germany, Portugal, and Poland),
54

 but stakeholders operating across Europe, 

as well as one Swiss PRO were also interviewed. The interviews covered the seven groups of 

stakeholders shown in Figure 7. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 7: Number of stakeholders interviewed from each group 
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 See Appendix for full list of stakeholders interviewed 
54

 France was selected because it has a well-developed but technocratic approach to EPR. UK is of interest due to its pragmatic approach 

to EPR. Germany is an interesting case as EPR for WEEE functions without PROs, and municipalities are allowed to opt out of the EPR 

system. Portugal is representative of Southern European Member States, and Poland of Eastern European Member States  
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BOX 3: Data collection and analysis 

The interviews were conducted by phone, between November 2013 and January 2014. In a first 

contact, the interviewees were given a short introduction to the research project and asked for their 

participation. Those who accepted to be interviewed (70%) were provided with the questions in 

advance, if so requested. The interviews lasted between 25 and 55 minutes and were done using a 

semi-structured protocol. The respondents were asked to provide information on how different 

issues of EPR affect them, and to describe major risks and opportunities for their organization. The 

last question asked how they saw the role of PROs evolving in the future.  

Notes were taken during the interviews and transcribed in a summarized format the same day. All 

transcripts were then analyzed, and the most important points highlighted. The highlighted ideas 

were then clustered by stakeholder group. This document was then analyzed independently by three 

researchers in order to identify the most important issues emerging from the interviews. 

 

The following important issues were identified from the stakeholder interviews: 

• Recycling standards 

• Waste value 

• Competitive market 

• Design incentives 

• Legislative complexity 

• Simplicity in implementation 

• EPR coordinating framework 

On the next pages, we present these issues in a structured way. Opinions of stakeholders are listed 

in the agreement category when a strong consensus emerged and none of the interviewed 

stakeholders expressed a diverging view on an issue. Opinions are classified as disagreement when 

several stakeholders conveyed opposite views on an issue. The category remaining challenges lists 

the challenges mentioned by most of the stakeholders interviewed. Under the category 

opportunities, we list promising opportunities mentioned by one or more stakeholders during the 

interviews. Finally, we conclude each issue with our personal key takeaways inspired by the 

stakeholder perspectives. The opinions of trade associations are presented in the group of 

stakeholders they represent (e.g., the opinions of a trade association representing producers are 

presented in the opinions of producers). 
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RECYCLING STANDARDS 

� WEEELABEX
55

 is a recycling standard developed by PROs for the recycling of WEEE 

� Some national authorities are integrating these standards into national legislation, and some 

even expect similar developments for packaging and batteries 

AGREEMENT 
• Standards should be introduced in each 

country 

• Standards should be applied to all flows, 

including waste-processing channels 

operating outside EPR 

DISAGREEMENT 

• None 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 
• Enforcement 

• Transposition in each Member State 

• Distortion of competition if application is inconsistent 

OPPORTUNITIES 
• Recycling done according to standards can be a marketing tool for producers 

• PROs could differentiate on the environmental performance they can ensure in the recycling 

process 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 
• All waste treatment operators, whether within official channels or not, should have to comply 

with the same minimal recycling standards 

• Some Member States using WEEELABEX (or subsequent EU CENELEC) standards in their 

legislation  suggests that national authorities are delegating some of their environmental 

responsibilities to private actors 
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 WEEELABEX (2014). Website 
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WASTE VALUE 

� Increase in commodity prices led to a paradigm shift from waste as a cost to waste as a source of 

revenue 

� This increase also led to leakages of WEEE outside official EPR channels, due to the emergence of 

informal actors making profit out of WEEE  

� Legislation did not provide for this development, which has led to several difficulties for 

stakeholders (targets becoming harder to reach, disappearance of valuable WEEE, substandard 

recycling quality) 

AGREEMENT 
• Leaking flows should be accounted for (i.e., 

mandatory registration and reporting for all 

actors, based on an “all WEEE count” 

principle) 

• PROs will still be needed in the future as a 

safety net for ensuring recycling (e.g., when 

commodity prices decrease and informal 

actors reduce or stop recycling because 

waste has no positive net value) 

• Tackling illegal flows outside EPR is the 

responsibility of all stakeholders 

DISAGREEMENT 

• Seen as a problem only with WEEE, not 

packaging or portable batteries (although 

lead-acid batteries have value and leak from 

EPR systems as well) 

• Flows outside EPR 

- PROs and producers: Allow as long as 

reported and national targets set on 

amounts available for collection instead of 

put on the market (responsibility of 

producers only for flows they control) 

- Waste operators: One is clearly against 

flows outside EPR because it is harder to 

recover investment in infrastructure. 

Another sees pros and cons 

- Municipalities: Divided opinion. Some 

municipalities we interviewed see the 

possibility to opt out of EPR as a good 

opportunity for generating revenue. Others 

consider that municipalities should only 

recover the real costs of collection they 

incur, but not generate revenue from waste 

(i.e., full cost recovery principle) 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 
• Informal actors tend to recycle below standards in order to increase profit 

• Waste robbery is encouraged by actors buying waste from individuals collecting it illegally 

• Lack of enforcement of mandatory reporting and recycling standards is an issue 

OPPORTUNITIES 
• PROs can ensure resource efficiency (recovery of valuable material) and safety (avoid landfilling) 

• Increasing value of waste decreases landfilling, and increased reuse of products may also create 

jobs trading and reselling useful working equipment in developing countries 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 
• Producers should only be financially responsible for waste they control 

• National authorities should be responsible for reaching collection targets  

• All flows outside official EPR channels should be reported and treated according to the same 

standards imposed on PROs 

• Legislation should also specify requirements for actors operating outside official EPR flows 
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COMPETITIVE MARKET 

� Many countries starting with a single PRO have since opened up to competing PROs 

AGREEMENT 
• Single PROs benefit from economies of scale 

as they run a large collection network, and 

this effect is especially visible in small 

countries 

• Competition among PROs drives prices down 

DISAGREEMENT 

• PROs: Those in favour of competition argue 

that single PROs lead to higher costs, 

accumulate large cash reserves, or that 

producers lack control over these single PROs. 

PROs against competition argue that having a 

single PRO leads to economies of scale and is 

the only way to operate an extensive 

collection network efficiently 

• Producers: All in favour of competing PROs 

• Waste operators: One is in favour of 

competition because it increases PRO 

competitiveness. According to this 

stakeholder, accumulation of large cash 

reserves allows the single PRO to deter 

market entrance to new players. Another 

waste operator is against competition when it 

includes only 2-3 actors, as it has experienced 

extreme pressure on prices in such a setting. 

All waste operators interviewed agree on 

extreme uncertainty reigning in the market 

due to high concentration of PROs 

• Municipalities: One is in favour of competing 

PROs because it increases competitiveness. 

Two prefer single PROs because it simplifies 

administrative processes and increases clarity 

for consumers 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 
• Available waste should be fairly allocated among competing PROs 

• Cost competition among PROs may lead to decreasing recycling quality if standards are not 

enforced 

• The difficulty for PROs to operate across Member States is a barrier to market entry of 

competitors 

OPPORTUNITIES 
• Competition between PROs has the potential to reduce prices while increasing EPR performance  

• Better coordination between PROs could improve the effectiveness of their actions 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 
• Recycling costs decrease when a country opens up market to competition among PROs 

• A lack of central reporting and coordination can be counterproductive to EPR as PROs may 

deliberately under- or over-collect waste versus their allocations 

• Competition between PROs for “access to waste” results in inefficiencies  

• Need for a coordination mechanism such as a clearing house to coordinate allocation of waste 
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DESIGN INCENTIVES 

� One of the initial objectives of EPR was to incentivize producers to change the design of their 

products in order to reduce the end of life cost (design for recyclability) 

AGREEMENT 

• This objective failed, mainly due to the 

collective nature of EPR. A producer is not 

responsible for his own waste, but for a share 

of any waste proportional to what he put on 

the market 

DISAGREEMENT 

• National authorities still see design incentives 

as an important objective of EPR. 

Municipalities have a similar opinion on this 

• Producers no longer consider design 

incentives to be an objective of EPR, because 

they do not get any return from design for 

recyclability 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 

• Design for recyclability may introduce a trade-off in environmental objectives (e.g., lightweight 

design may reduce a product’s recyclability) 

• Relative decrease of recycling costs compared to logistical costs reduces the incentives to invest 

in design for recyclability 

OPPORTUNITIES 

• It is in producers’ collective interest to adapt their product design in order to reduce the fraction 

of non-valuable waste in their products, as that is the only waste they must pay to recycle. This 

may lead to a fully market-based recycling system (e.g., lead batteries). But this is balanced by 

producers’ tendency to limit the use of high-value materials in their products in order to save on 

production cost 

• Modular eco-contribution works well with packaging, but is difficult to implement for WEEE. 

PROs could be charging producers more or less depending on the estimated end of life cost of 

their products (i.e., equitable cost allocation principle) 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 

• No real return on investment for design for recyclability. Chances to change this through financial 

contributions are low, especially in WEEE, where recycling cost represents a small share of sales 

price. Marketing arguments may provide higher incentives to improve design for recyclability  

• Mandatory product requirements force design changes where needed (e.g., as with current 

RoHS
56

 & EuP Directives
57

), and may have a strong impact on the EPR market 
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 Restriction of the use of certain hazardous substance, see European Parliament and Council (2011). Directive 2011/65/EU of the 

European Parliament and of the Council of 8 June 2011 on the restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in electrical and 

electronic equipment 
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 Energy using products, see European Parliament and Council (2005). Directive 2005/32/EC of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 6 July 2005 establishing a framework for the setting of ecodesign requirements for energy-using products 
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LEGISLATIVE COMPLEXITY 

� Both the original WEEE Directive and its Recast, the EC provided general principles which had to 

be transposed into national or regional legislation by each Member State. Different 

interpretations have led to different transpositions in each country 

� The long process from drafting the EU Directive to the transposition and implementation in each 

Member State leads to high uncertainty about regulatory frameworks and complicates 

compliance  

AGREEMENT 
• Responsibilities of each stakeholder should 

be clearly defined in legislation 

• WEEE implementations do not account for 

important elements such as value of waste, 

informal sector 

• National transposition processes lead to high 

variability across Member States 

• Variations across EPR implementations 

increase complexity for producers, and some 

of them may break the rules without knowing 

it 

• High targets set in the WEEE Directive Recast 

will be hard to achieve. Important Member 

States may fail to reach them, giving low 

incentives for others to do so  

• Uncertainty about future legislation increases 

risks for stakeholders incurring high 

investment costs, such as waste operators or 

producers 

DISAGREEMENT 

• Stakeholders are shifting the responsibility for 

reaching targets onto other stakeholders. 

National authorities push it on producers, 

while producers and PROs call for shared 

responsibility among all stakeholders. All 

producers argue that they should only be 

made financially responsible for waste they 

control 

• Producers and some PROs would favour a 

single binding regulation imposed by the EU 

on each Member State 

• Some producers and PROs fear that EPR is 

being misused by national authorities as a 

tool to raise money to pay for public services 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 
• It is difficult to ensure that the WEEE Directive and national transpositions remain aligned with 

real environmental and health benefits, while keeping minimal market interference 

• The transposition process into national laws is usually done by the Ministries of Environment, 

which may not take the business perspective into account 

• Consumers lack incentives and obligations to dispose of waste products correctly for treatment 

and recycling 

• A lack of enforcement is observed in most Member States 

OPPORTUNITIES 
• The EC could provide guidelines and best practices to Member States in order to encourage a 

harmonized transposition into national legislation 

• Legislation should ensure that incentives between different stakeholders are aligned 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 
• The regulation development and transposition process is too long to ensure a timely adaptation 

to market changes. An adaptive regulatory framework would better follow market evolution 

• The EU could impose a set of general rules, allowing details to be adapted dynamically by market 

operators (e.g., PROs or clearing houses)   

• There is a chance for PROs to provide producers and waste operators the long-term stability they 

need for planning future investments 
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SIMPLICITY IN IMPLEMENTATION 

� Producers require more simplicity in the implementation of EPR 

� Harmonization of legislation, registering and reporting across countries and waste streams could 

bring about this simplification 

AGREEMENT 
• A tendency towards having more waste 

streams managed under EPR systems has 

been observed in some Member States, 

which leads to increased compliance 

requirements being imposed on producers  

• Producers faced with escalating compliance 

requirements are likely to increase their sales 

prices for new products 

DISAGREEMENT 

• Need for harmonization  

- PROs: Some PROs see multiple compliance 

requirements (for different waste streams 

and different Member States) as an 

opportunity to provide increased 

compliance services to producers. One PRO 

argues that differing compliance 

requirements are necessary adaptations of 

producers to the markets in which they 

operate 

- Producers: Most of them see variations 

across EPR implementations and lack of 

harmonized transposition across Member 

States as a source of additional complexity 

and cost. One producer that manages 

compliance locally in each country does not 

see the lack of harmonization as a burden  

- National authorities: One tries to harmonize 

registering and reporting across waste 

streams; another one does not see this as 

necessary 

• Approach to EPR 

- Producers and PROs: Favour a market-

based approach to EPR 

- Municipalities and national authorities: 

Favour a regulatory approach 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 
• As long as responsibility for EPR implementation rests completely with national authorities, there 

is a risk of too high complexity for businesses 

• Harmonization of legislation and common registering and reporting across waste streams and 

countries remains a difficult objective to reach 

OPPORTUNITIES 
• PROs can provide producers, retailers and municipalities integrated solutions across waste 

streams and countries in order to reduce the administrative burden of EPR compliance 

• PROs can become an actor for producers’ collective approach to waste 

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 
• EPR should be simpler and remain under the control of producers, freeing them to fulfil their 

obligations 

• PROs can play an important role in simplifying compliance for producers 
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EPR COORDINATING FRAMEWORK 

� National authorities are increasingly shifting some of their environmental responsibilities to 

PROs. Today PROs are already involved in the development of recycling standards, registration of 

producers, reporting of waste collected, financing research or increasing public awareness of 

recycling 

� PROs could take on a larger control tower role, acting as an EPR coordination mechanism 

AGREEMENT 
• Need for a central mechanism coordinating 

activities of PROs (e.g., clearing house) 

• Need for fair allocation of waste to different 

PROs/producers, in order to give all 

producers the chance to meet their 

obligations 

• PROs contribute to the enforcement of EPR 

regulation  

• PROs ensure the traceability of waste 

DISAGREEMENT 

• Control of the central coordination 

mechanism 

- PROs and producers: Want this 

coordination mechanism to be controlled, 

at least partially, by producers  

- National authorities and some 

municipalities: Want national authorities to 

keep control over EPR and PROs in 

particular 

REMAINING CHALLENGES 

• Deciding who should control this central mechanism remains a challenge 

• Risks of conflicts-of-interest between coordination and operational activities must be addressed 

OPPORTUNITIES 

• Shift of environmental responsibilities from national authorities to private entities (e.g., as seen 

with the development of WEEELABEX recycling standards) opens doors for producers and PROs to 

take more responsibilities for EPR 

• PROs could use their knowledge to optimize EPR—for example, by optimizing waste allocation 

among themselves based on their logistical expertise and data  

OUR KEY TAKEAWAYS 

• PROs should be given a stronger role in the coordination mechanisms (e.g., clearing houses / 

national registration entities) 
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3.4. Points of Stakeholder Agreement and Disagreement 

Table 1 below summarizes the points of agreement and disagreement among stakeholders on the 

most important issues identified. 

 

Table 1: Agreement and disagreement among stakeholders 

POINTS OF AGREEMENT 

• Proper implementation and enforcement of recycling standards is needed 

• All waste flows subject to EPR should be reported, including those not collected by PROs 

• PROs are needed as a safety net in case commodity prices for valuable waste decrease 

• Reducing leakages of waste is the responsibility of all stakeholders  

• Important elements, such as the increasing value of waste or the presence of actors operating 

outside the EPR system, are not taken into account by current WEEE legislation 

• The lack of harmonization between EPR streams and transpositions increases complexity for 

producers 

• Increasing compliance requirements increase complexity for producers 

• Doubts about the likelihood of reaching future collection targets for WEEE and batteries lower 

the incentives for Member States to reach them 

• Uncertainty about future EPR regulations increases risk for businesses 

• Fair allocation of waste among PROs requires a coordinating mechanism 

POINTS OF DISAGREEMENT 

• Value of waste: Waste leakages due to value of waste are an issue only for WEEE, not 

packaging or portable batteries 

• Flows outside EPR: PROs and producers accept them as long as these volumes are reported 

and treated correctly. Some waste operators see them as a risk to their business. Opinion 

among municipalities is divided 

• Competition among PROs: Producers are in favour of competition. Opinion among PROs, 

waste operators and municipalities is divided 

• Design incentives: Producers no longer consider that EPR provides a design incentive for 

recyclability. National authorities and municipalities still believe in this role for EPR 

• Responsibility for reaching targets: Different stakeholders try to push the responsibility for 

reaching targets on other stakeholders, claiming that they do not have full control over flows 

• Harmonization of legislation: All producers, most PROs and the clearing house favour 

increased harmonization of national laws. Opinion among national authorities is divided 

• Centralized coordination mechanisms: PROs and producers want to control these 

coordination mechanisms, but some national authorities and municipalities favour a state-

based approach 

  



 33 

3.5. Stakeholder Perspectives Summary 

Table 2 shows which issues were emphasized as important by the different groups of stakeholders 

interviewed. Trade associations do not appear as a separate group in the table, as their perspectives 

were integrated into those of the stakeholder group they represent.  

 

 

Table 2: Issues emphasized as important by different stakeholders 
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Recycling standards x x x x   

Waste value x x x x x x 

Competitive market x x x x x  

Design incentives x x  x x  

Legislative complexity x x x x x x 

Simplicity in implementation x x  x x x 

Coordination of EPR  x x x  x 

 

 

This table demonstrates that the stakeholders we talked to are all concerned by most issues we 

identified, although they may have opposing views as to how these concerns should be addressed. 

At the same time, comparing this table with the stakeholder map presented in section 3.2 allows us 

to observe that the majority of stakeholders in table 2 are located in the “urgency” circle of the 

theoretical mapping, where urgency is defined as the “degree to which stakeholder claims call for 

immediate attention” (Mitchell et al., 1997, p. 864).  

In other words, the theoretical analysis combined with the stakeholder views reveals that the 

stakeholders agreeing on the criticality of the above-mentioned concerns are expected to care more 

about urgency. This implies that the evolution of EPR and the concerns associated with it may be 

driven by a narrow view focusing on short-term solutions, while stable and lasting solutions may 

require a bigger-picture perspective that requires understanding and hedging the dynamics of 

markets and legal environments for EPR. 
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4. Future Outlook 

This analysis of stakeholder perspectives points to one clear message: business and legal 

environments concerning EPR legislation have been (and will be) dynamic; that is, the situation will 

continue to change and evolve, creating new pressures and opportunities for stakeholders. In this 

section we provide our own interpretation and recommendations regarding the future of EPR, which 

do not necessarily overlap with the opinions of the stakeholders we interviewed. Our objective here 

is not to look for immediate remedies, some of which would certainly be welcome, but to take a look 

into probable future evolutions. 

The evolution of WEEE implementations of EPR legislation has to date focused heavily on identifying 

large-scale systems for cost minimization. However, today’s environment brings a new challenge, as 

much of the waste has become a valuable commodity. While the transformation of electrical and 

electronics waste into a profit opportunity may appear to be a good outcome from an EPR 

perspective, it in fact implies a riskier environment for important stakeholders such as producers, 

PROs and certified waste operators should legislation not adapt to these changes in the WEEE 

marketplace. A clear takeaway is that where economic actors try to make money from waste, the 

WEEE marketplace faces a different form of competition: the seemingly well-established service 

provider competition on cost minimization gives way to a competition on access to waste. 

The stakeholders interviewed highlighted a number of disruptive issues with EPR implementation 

that result in substantial uncertainty as to the future evolution of EPR. If EPR is to function 

effectively in a context where waste is valuable, the surrounding business environments and markets 

need to be stable. For instance, if producers (i) have a hard time complying with regulatory 

objectives because of the lack of waste availability in the market, or (ii) do not clearly know how to 

comply, or (iii) cannot estimate what the cost of compliance will be next year so that they can 

budget properly, EPR can hardly be claimed to be working effectively. Similarly, waste processors 

need to have a reasonably certain view of commodity prices and the scale of their customers’ 

business in the future in order to make risky capacity investment decisions.  

Our previous analysis suggests there are essentially five major causes of implementation-related 

complexity in this context: 

1. The dynamics of commodity markets (commodity dynamics) affect the competition for access to 

waste.  

2. The behaviour or economics of municipalities and non-EPR waste actors, as well as the 

consumption behaviour of consumers, create uncertainty as to the waste volumes available to 

PROs under EPR (volume dynamics).  

3. The dynamics of commodity markets also affect how competition between PROs or waste 

operators is shaped (competition dynamics).  

4. The legislative environment creates instability through inconsistent or ineffective legislation and 

unforeseen changes in legislative implementations (regulatory dynamics). 

5. Producers may substantially change their product designs and make it difficult to predict future 

processing costs (e.g., with the transition from CRT to LCD displays); on the other hand, design 
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changes for easier recycling and treatment may help PROs and waste operators gain more value 

(design dynamics).  

We explain these issues in detail below. 

4.1. Commodity Dynamics 

The first and probably most critical concern is the variability of waste value. The most pressing issue 

from the perspective of producers, waste operators and PROs appears to be the leakage of valuable 

waste from EPR systems. As waste contains more and more valuable materials, waste processors 

and illegal informal actors will process waste outside of the established EPR system for their own 

profit. This is already the case with automobiles, lead-acid batteries, TVs, large domestic appliances, 

and increasingly with smaller appliances. In some countries, municipalities can choose to opt out of 

EPR systems and sell their collected waste to the highest bidder. The most basic implication of this 

increased waste value is that the focus of waste management service providers changes from cost 

minimization and compliance (service) at minimum cost to a valuable waste world where economic 

actors try to make money from waste. Therefore, leakage from waste collection and recycling under 

EPR systems becomes an issue. This implies that one of the most basic premises of EPR—that 

regulation is needed to divert waste from landfills—is not necessarily valid in all cases. Simply put, it 

must be considered that EPR may only be necessary to take care of residual waste, which the market 

cannot process at a profit. This is clearly an issue for targets set within EPR legislation and for PROs 

and other organisations established to meet them. If all products are easy to recycle and valuable 

enough to support their own end of life recycling cost, it could be said either that EPR has been 

effective or, perhaps more provocatively, that it is no longer necessary under such conditions. 

4.2. Volume Dynamics 

Another source of variation regards future volumes of WEEE to be collected and treated. Under 

some national laws, municipalities are allowed to opt out of the EPR system and to resell the WEEE 

they collect directly to actors in the informal sector. This leads to uncertainty regarding the volumes 

available to PROs. Volumes available to PROs may also change due to consumer behaviour. An 

economic crisis may have a strong effect on the amount of electronic waste put on the market. 

Consumers are using their appliances longer instead of disposing of them. This results in a reduction 

of generated WEEE. The emergence of websites such as eBay also allows consumers to resell their 

used appliances, again resulting in reduced volumes of waste. These recently observed factors, 

which are not only related to commodity prices, also have a significant and unknown impact on 

waste volumes available to PROs. 

Waste operators are affected by the dynamics of future volumes of waste because they can hardly 

plan their future investments without some degree of certainty. Variation in the volumes of waste 

collected by a PRO also creates uncertainty for its producer members regarding their ability to meet 

their obligations.  
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4.3. Competition Dynamics 

The future of competitive marketplaces for EPR-related services (offered by PROs and waste 

operators) is also a major concern. The first decade of EPR implementation saw a significant increase 

in the number of PROs and increasing competition between them for market share of producer 

membership. In essence, this drove competing PROs to focus on costs and, given the scale-oriented 

nature of waste processing, gave larger service providers a natural advantage in competition. While 

the number of PROs is still growing due to countries opening up to competition and the introduction 

of WEEE and battery collection in recent years, there are also indications that this may change in the 

future. Countries that introduced competition some years ago have stable numbers of PROs, but 

many enter and leave the market each year (see Figure 8). There is already some evidence of 

reduced competition for packaging in Germany, where the largest PRO has already taken much of 

the market share from competing PROs. This trend may eventually lead to a market in which smaller 

PROs have a hard time coping with competition, leading to a smaller number of competitors and 

lower competition intensity. If so, it may have detrimental effects on the efficiency of the larger 

market picture. That is, waste processors may be forced to work with fewer customers (e.g., national 

schemes or large PROs), imposing higher risk on the future of their business due to uncertainties 

involved in managing costs or processes when transitioning from one service provider to the other, 

or uncertain demand for their services. Likewise, producers may face lower control of future costs 

associated with WEEE and lose control over PROs. 

 

 

 

Figure 8: Number of approved PROs entering and leaving the market in the UK each year (left scale) and  

total number in the UK (right scale) (Source: UK Environmental Agency
58

) 
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4.4. Regulatory Dynamics 

It is also critical for all stakeholders to mitigate potential risks associated with future changes in EPR 

legislation. For example, the WEEE Directive Recast was discussed for almost a decade before its 

acceptance, but many stakeholders still did not have a clear idea as to what components of the 

proposed revision would be in place when it passed. Indeed, even now that it has been enacted, 

certain implementation details are still unclear to many stakeholders who do not have deep 

expertise on the topic. The transposition process of the WEEE Directive Recast into national laws has 

also required significant time, and the variability of interpretations across Member States, including 

possible over-transposition of the Directive by some Member States, adds uncertainty. This implies 

elevated complexity in implementation, which is an undesirable property from any stakeholder’s 

perspective. Parties involved in WEEE processing on the ground look for nothing but simplicity in 

implementation, some even favouring increased central coordination of EPR by orchestrating 

multiple collection and recycling schemes, which goes beyond a clearing house model. A recent 

concern with the new Battery Directive, for example, is that its collection targets are unlikely to ever 

be met, resulting in uncertainty about how the EC and Member States will respond. This indicates 

the importance of mitigating the risks associated with changes in future legislative implementations 

as well as the need for simpler laws (principles) which allow adaptation to new situations. 

The development of different recycling standards under EU or national waste legislation is also an 

issue. Clearly, the stringency of recycling standards significantly affects the cost of waste 

management, which is obviously the major concern for processors, PROs and producers from an 

economic point of view. Hence, the absence of recycling standards would naturally drive 

competition in the marketplace to one on costs, leading to cheaper and potentially more 

environmentally hazardous treatment options being preferred. Under these circumstances, it would 

be unfair to expect waste processors operating inside the EPR system to invest in greener processing 

technologies. More important, one cannot expect producers to have access to valuable waste in the 

presence of illegal or uncertified processors who are not subject to any standards. These processors 

can easily cherry-pick valuable components/materials from the waste stream, leaving producers, 

PROs and certified waste processors to deal with a hazardous waste stream that has no value and 

whose volumes they do not control. In sum, as the valuable material in waste streams increases, it 

becomes much harder for the waste collectors and recyclers operating under EPR to obtain sufficient 

volumes and even accurately estimate the costs of processing residuals in those waste streams. 

4.5. Design Dynamics 

Producers are always developing new products and packaging as new materials and technology 

become commercially available, which can transform waste markets very rapidly and disrupt waste 

management plans and investments (e.g., use of multi-layered packaging, or transition from CRTs to 

LCD display technology). In addition, new understanding of the environmental impacts of hazardous 

substances may result in changes to waste processing that were not necessarily an issue at the time 

products were first developed and designed (e.g., as with mercury in energy-efficient lamps). This 

creates risks for waste management operators and EPR systems alike. A critical objective of EPR is to 

provide incentives to producers to change their product designs, but this implies a potential for 

dynamism in waste flows and economics. Enhanced green attributes, such as superior recyclability in 

future product designs, should potentially help ensure lower recycling and treatment costs at end of 
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life and mitigate some of this uncertainty. Indeed, packaging and WEEE PROs in France are already 

adjusting fees for eco-designed products to provide some incentives back to producers. If ultimately 

waste has a value, or product designs are changed rapidly by producers to avoid specific 

environmental concerns at end of life (e.g., transition to pentane cooling devices from those using 

ozone-depleting substances), this could increase complexity and uncertainty for PROs in terms of 

planning their future access to waste and waste operators for their future treatment processes. 

In any case, the stakeholder interviews revealed an interesting shift in perspective. Whereas a 

decade ago electronics and automotive producers were arguing for individual responsibility for their 

own products under EPR, the stakeholders we interviewed showed that achieving individual 

responsibility is now supported more by national authorities than by producers. This puts PROs in an 

interesting position, where regulators are pushing for solutions that provide incentives to producers 

for improved designs, but producers may be less willing to pay for such developments. While this 

may provide PROs with an opportunity to negotiate practical solutions between producers and 

national authorities, PROs would in theory have a counter-incentive to do so: if ultimately all waste 

becomes valuable enough to finance its own treatment and recycling, PROs would end up with a 

diminished role, primarily as a safety net to ensure that any residual waste is collected and treated. 

4.6. Discussion  

Table 3 distills our analysis of how the five factors identified above have contributed to the evolution 

of EPR outcomes in the last decade. This table provides a simple illustration of the dynamics of EPR 

and its evolution. It implies that not only the business environment surrounding EPR but also how 

EPR affects this environment may continuously evolve and be subject to uncertainties. As such, the 

way EPR implementations are structured and the associated business responses should remain 

adaptable to those dynamics. We also believe that successful PROs may play a central role in helping 

producers and waste processors adapt to such environmental dynamics, which can help identify 

opportunities to reshape their business model and improve their profitability in the long run.  

The message in the broader EPR context is clear: EPR implementations endogenously contain a 

number of inherent complexities that complicate business on the ground, and even more so into the 

future. Hence, one should never forget that waste markets are highly dynamic. They can, and 

probably will, change over time due to different forces that are difficult to predict. This dynamism 

makes a strong case for simplicity and flexibility, especially in the design of legislation. In particular, 

future EU Directives should not be too detailed because this could lead to a straitjacket situation 

when the dynamics start to play on the efficiency of waste markets. It is clearly better to have 

general binding principles and frameworks that can be adapted to the dynamically changing 

situation. 
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Table 3: Dynamic evolution of identified factors in EPR 

 
What was 

expected? 
What happened? 

What may happen in the 

future? 

Commodity 

dynamics 

Costly-to-treat 

waste 

Reducing costs through 

scale economies; more 

recently waste is 

becoming valuable 

EPR may play a diminished role 

in waste collection and 

treatment 

Volume of waste  Increasing Relatively stable in the 

last several years, 

recently decreasing 

Depends on how controls on 

informal flows and export 

restrictions will play out, as well 

as consumer behaviour 

Competition 

among PROs 

Increasing Constant or decreasing PROs may consolidate naturally 

or be subject to larger PROs 

pushing to become dominant by 

securing access to more waste 

Product design Incentivize design 

for recyclability 

Not achieved Governments likely to push for 

better cost allocation / fee 

structuring to producers 

depending on products they sell  

Regulatory 

complexity 

EU Directives 

provide 

framework for 

harmonized 

transposition 

Directives are not 

effective and are recast 

with revised objectives 

Member States revise national 

laws inconsistently to address 

areas where amended Directives 

are ineffective 

 

While PROs today are simply perceived to be coordinators that help manage WEEE logistics in a cost-

effective manner, the future of waste markets may no longer sustain this position. We believe that 

introducing competition between PROs is a prerequisite for well-functioning EPR markets, as 

competition generally tends to drive prices down while keeping quality constant or even increasing 

it. PROs should, however, pay attention to the strategic positioning they take in such markets. 

Michael Porter, in his book Competitive Strategy,
 59

 identifies three generic competitive strategies: 

cost leadership, differentiation and focus. According to Porter, a company failing to develop one of 

these strategies may be “stuck in the middle”,
60

 which is a particularly poor positioning.  

These insights from competitive strategy are particularly relevant to PROs and the EPR market in 

general. The fact that cost-efficiency is more likely to be obtained through scale implies that large 

PROs may choose a cost leadership strategy and dominate EPR markets as long as cost competition 

is the main market driver. Hence, smaller PROs may need to choose a focus or differentiation 

competitive strategy in this marketplace. A possible focus strategy for a PRO could, for example, be 

to concentrate only on a particular market segment in which to specialize, such as B2B waste flows. 

A differentiation strategy could be to take the position to act as a go-between and contribute to 

reducing ambiguity by “orchestrating” the EPR market and stabilizing the different sources of 

dynamics (see Figure 9), thereby providing more transparency and perhaps stability for all players. 

This higher level of transparency and stability can give the market more confidence and help it to 
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develop economic efficiency and better business opportunities for PROs. Such an evolution is in line 

with the increasing responsibility that national authorities are shifting to PROs, as found in our 

interviews. This move also implies an important caveat, however, as competing PROs cannot police 

the system themselves. When shifting coordination responsibilities to PROs, national authorities 

should therefore ensure that the shift will be for the purpose of higher coordination and stabilization 

of the EPR market, and not to exploit loopholes in the system in order for single PROs to generate 

more profit.   

 

 
Figure 9: Sources of dynamics destabilizing EPR (simplified figure) 

 

Table 4 summarizes our recommendations for possible moves that EPR stakeholders should make in 

order for EPR to achieve its environmental objectives more effectively and efficiently, and forecasts 

some possible effects of these moves.  

 



 41 

Table 4: Our key recommendations for achieving the environmental objectives of EPR 

 Recommendation Effect 

Commodity dynamics PROs should stabilize the dynamics 

of commodity prices by acting as 

waste brokers. Waste operators 

would only process waste, not 

speculate   

Producers would be better able to 

plan their recycling costs 

Volume of waste  Recycling standards should be 

imposed on all flows. PROs could 

use their knowledge to improve 

planning for future waste volumes  

All waste would be treated up to 

specified standards, and waste 

operators would be better able to 

plan their investments 

Competition among 

PROs 

National authorities should open 

markets to competition. PROs 

should avoid being “stuck in the 

middle” in terms of competitive 

strategy 

PRO markets will consolidate, but 

still remain competitive, which 

ensures highest efficiency of EPR 

Product design Incentives for design for 

recyclability should be coordinated 

at EU level in order to have 

stronger impact on producers 

EPR objective of incentivizing 

design for recyclability may be 

reached, and PROs would have a 

better view of upcoming design 

changes 

Regulatory complexity EU should enact general binding 

principles on EPR, but national 

regulatory framework should 

remain flexible to adapt to market 

Long-term objectives of EPR are 

ensured, while adaptability to 

market evolution allows efficiency 

4.7. Conclusions 

In this report, we have discussed the concept of extended producer responsibility (EPR), in particular 

through the history of WEEE. We demonstrated that while EPR has achieved its main objectives of 

making producers financially responsible for the collection and recycling of their products, and 

diverting waste products from landfills, it has missed other goals. For example, EPR has failed to 

incentivize producers to design their products for easier recycling at end of life. Looking at the WEEE 

Directive in particular, we observe that EPR has also created a high administrative burden on 

producers, partly due to the multiplicity of national EPR laws that are not harmonized across EU 

Member States.  

EPR legislation has also failed to adapt to important changes that have occurred in the market since 

its original inception, especially for WEEE. Indeed, over the last decade, due to increasing commodity 

prices, WEEE has shifted from being considered as a cost burden to becoming a potential source of 

revenue. This has led to the development of a new market of private operators who collect and 

process waste for profit, and existing EPR legislation is no longer adapted to this new setting. 

In order to understand how these changes have affected EPR, we conducted a broad analysis of all 

its stakeholders and tried to understand their specific role in this market. Using a stakeholder map 

drawn from management literature, we were able to better understand how different actors are 

linked and how they can be prioritized. We then interviewed the most relevant stakeholders in order 

to identify their major concerns, as well as their points of agreement and disagreement. We found, 
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for example, that stakeholders agree on the importance of imposing recycling standards, on the 

necessity of counting all flows of waste towards the collection targets, and on the fact that 

uncertainty about future legislation increases the risk for businesses operating in EPR markets. 

Stakeholders disagree on other issues, such as the beneficial effect of competition among PROs, the 

responsibility each actor should have for achieving higher collection targets, and the role of EPR in 

incentivizing producers to design their products for easier recyclability. This stakeholder analysis is a 

major contribution of our report since the views of certain important stakeholders, such as 

municipalities, have rarely been included to such an extent in previous studies. 

Based on our stakeholder analysis, we were able to draw conclusions and develop a future outlook 

on EPR. We observed that when waste became a potential source of revenue, a profit-oriented 

market emerged. This market is dysfunctional, however, as EPR legislation did not adapt to these 

changes and only applied to some stakeholders, leaving others free to operate in a legislative 

vacuum. The legislative misfit, dynamic commodity prices, uncertain volumes of waste, market 

distortions and uncertainty about future product designs are some of the sources of instability that 

have led to the situation we observe today. Indeed, producers and waste operators do not yet face 

the stable environment they need to operate efficiently in the long term, which significantly reduces 

the effectiveness of EPR. From a market formation perspective, this market clearly needs more 

maturity. 

We believe that this maturity may be achieved by allowing the market to develop further without 

being distorted by outdated EPR legislation. In the final section of this report, we provided the 

following suggestions: In order to drive the efficiency of EPR up and costs down, national authorities 

should for example ensure that markets remain open to allow and improve competition between 

PROs as well as waste operators. In addition, PROs operating in a competing environment should 

carefully consider their competitive positioning and make sure they select a viable strategy; for 

example, smaller PROs could differentiate themselves from pure cost competition by contributing to 

increasing long-term stability for producers. The passing of stable legislation that allows businesses 

to plan their operations and investment ahead will also increase the effectiveness of EPR. While 

being stable, such legislation also needs to be flexible enough to adapt to future market moves. 

Hence, the EC should impose a limited set of simple rules, including harmonized reporting 

requirements. The WEEE Directive Recast is now complete and options are limited for further EC 

intervention anytime soon. It is important, therefore, that stakeholders align on common principles 

and fix details in a flexible regulatory framework. For example, some Member States may mandate 

use of the WEEELABEX or CENELEC treatment standards (which are flexible enough to be updated to 

reflect waste management requirements and targets over time). 

Our recommendations for stabilizing EPR markets are inspired by best practices from management, 

and we believe that by bringing a business perspective to the EPR market, this report makes a 

unique contribution to this developing field. 
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Appendix – List of Stakeholders Interviewed 

Stakeholder name Stakeholder 

group 

Schemes in which involved Country 

Stiftung EAR Clearing house WEEE Germany 

ACR+ (Association of  Cities 

and Regions for Recycling) 

Municipality WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Pan-European 

AMF (Association des Maires 

de France 

Municipality WEEE / Batteries / Packaging France 

Hertfordshire County Council Municipality WEEE / Batteries / Packaging UK 

LIPOR (Inter Municipal Waste 

Management of Greater 

Porto) 

Municipality WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Portugal 

Municipality of Hampshire Municipality WEEE / Batteries / Packaging UK 

Corepile PRO Batteries France 

Eco-emballages PRO Packaging France 

Eco-systèmes  PRO WEEE France 

European Recycling Platform PRO WEEE / Batteries Pan-European 

SWICO Recycling PRO WEEE Switzerland 

Electrolux Producer WEEE Pan-European 

HP Producer WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Pan-European 

P&G Producer Batteries / Packaging Pan-European 

Samsung Producer WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Pan-European 

Toshiba Producer WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Pan-European 

Remondis Waste operator WEEE Germany 

Veolia  Waste operator WEEE / Batteries / Packaging France 

Ministry of Environment of 

France 

National 

authority 

WEEE / Batteries / Packaging France 

Ministry of Environment of 

Poland 

National 

authority 

WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Poland 

Ministry of Environment of 

Portugal 

National 

authority 

WEEE / Batteries / Packaging Portugal 

EPBA (European Portable 

Battery Association) 

Trade association Batteries Pan-European 

WEEE Forum
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 Trade association WEEE Pan-European 
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