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Executive Summary 

E.1.0 Introduction  

Member States are required to report on waste management activities under a number 
of EU Directives and Regulations. Most (though not all) of the data is reported in order to 
monitor compliance with a range of binding targets on various aspects of waste 
management, including collection, reuse, recycling, recovery and landfilling of different 
waste streams. In order for the European Commission to be able to properly evaluate 
compliance, then reliable and relevant data is needed. Such data can also support 
decision making for future targets and to promote sustainable development at the 
national and international levels.1  

The aim of this study was to identify and analyse the main sources of uncertainties, 
inconsistencies and gaps in the reporting of waste statistics across the EU282 and to 
provide recommendations for improvement. 

Statistical data reporting obligations under the following pieces of legislation were 
reviewed as part of this study: 

 Regulation 2150/2002 on waste statistics (WStatR);3 

 Directive 2008/98/EC on waste (WFD);4 

 Directive 99/31/EC on landfill of waste (Landfill Directive);5 

 Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste (Packaging Directive);6 

 Directive 2000/53/EC on end-of-life vehicles (ELV Directive);7 

                                                      

 

1 Eurostat(2010) Environmental Statistics and Accounts in Europe, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the 
European Union 
2 The EU28 comprises of: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the UK. 
3 Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2002 on 
waste statistics (OJ L 332/1 of 9.12.2002) 
4 European Commission (2008) Directive 2008/98/EC on Waste (Waste Framework Directive) 
5 Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste (OJ L 182/1 of 16.7.1999) 
6 European Parliament and Council Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging 
waste (OJ No L 365/10 of 31.12.94) 
7 Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 2000 on End-of Life 
Vehicles (OJ L 269 of 21.10.2000, p. 34) 
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 Directive 2012/19/EU on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE 
Directive);8 

 Directive 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and 
accumulators (Batteries Directive); 9 and 

 Regulation 1013/2006 on shipments of waste (WShipR).10 

In addition to the data reporting taking place under these legal obligations, the Joint 
Questionnaire OECD/Eurostat has been an important source of data.11 The data is 
reported on the basis of a 'gentlemen's agreement'.  

The overall approach taken to deliver these tasks is outlined by the following diagram, 
which shows the 6 key steps that were taken throughout the course of the study. 

                                                      

 

8 Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste electrical 
and electronic equipment (WEEE) (recast) (OJ L 197/38 of 24.7.2012) 
9 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 and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC (OJ L 266 of 
26.9.2006) 
10 Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council on 14 June 2006 on 
shipments of waste (OJ L 190, 12.7.2006, p.1) 
11 The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development.  
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Figure E-1: Overall Approach to the Study 

 

The next section outlines the key findings of the research. 

E.2.0 Key Findings  

This section outlines the key finding of the study in the following sub-sections: 

 E.2.1 Overview of Current Situation 

 E.2.2 Causes of Main Issues 

 E.2.3 Overarching Solutions 

 E.2.4 Specific Priority Actions 
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E.2.1 Overview of Current Situation 

Whilst the EU has undoubtedly made significant strides in managing waste over recent 
decades, the reliability of the data across the EU is highly variable, and there remain 
significant problems regarding comparability across countries. Progress to improve the 
data has been slow: issues around the definition of municipal waste have been discussed 
for 20 years, and they still remain largely unresolved, although the proposed revision to 
the Waste Framework Directive is seeking to address this. The packaging waste data still 
has significant margins of error due to, for example, inadequate data capture processes 
using sampling surveys that are not statistically significant, and reporting at different 
stages in the route from collection to final recycling. The data on the amount of 
biodegradable municipal waste (BMW) landfilled is highly uncertain and reporting 
procedures used in order to demonstrate compliance with the targets are not 
sufficiently robust. The whereabouts of perhaps a quarter of all ELVs generated in the EU 
are unknown, and in some Member States, over half of all ELVs are treated in 
unauthorised, illegal dismantling operations: data on ELV treatment is highly variable 
between Member States. Possibly a third of all WEEE treated is being missed from the 
data capture system, and there are significant quantities of WEEE being exported 
illegally, and treated outside the EU. Some of this is happening in places which are 
known to cause significant problems for human health and the environment. Data on 
recycling efficiencies of batteries are non-transparent and considered questionable by 
the industry.  

There is a clear need to act to change the existing state of affairs so as to avoid 
continuing on the same trajectory in the future. In an era where the world is excited by 
the prospect of an ‘Internet of things’, in which appliances communicate with each other 
and ourselves, the data capture techniques used to generate waste statistics remain 
relatively simplistic. 

There is a strong desire across the industry to create a level playing field, and be able to 
have confidence in the data so that businesses can make well informed investment 
decisions. Misreporting of data, where Member States over-report their performance, 
effectively undermines the case for better management of waste and allows non-
compliance, and in some cases, activities of questionable legality, to persist. 

The European Commission needs to elevate the importance of accurate waste statistics 
for monitoring and developing European waste policy in order to ensure that the sound 
EU environmental principles are being implemented, and damage to its citizens and 
environment are kept to a minimum. 
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E.2.2 Causes of Main Issues 

The main causes of the current situation are judged to be: 

Too much leeway for interpretation in legally binding obligations 

Whilst the principle of subsidiarity is well understood, and the tendency is to specify less 
rather than more in legislation as a result, the application of this principle to 
performance measurement and reporting should not hamper generating reliable and 
comparable data. If targets, and the rules and definitions which underpin their 
derivation, are specified loosely, then it is not just the data which are not comparable, 
but the target itself becomes subject to interpretation.  

 If the intention is to ensure comparability of data, and equality of treatment of Member 
States under a given target, then there should ideally be no, or minimal, latitude in terms 
of how the requirements are set in legislation and can be interpreted. Many important 
aspects, which would, in order to ensure comparability, be dealt with in legally binding 
documents are being left to non-binding guidance documents to address; not always 
successfully, and sometimes leading to the Guidance itself seeking to impose rules to 
compensate for the absence of sufficient clarity in legislation. These are not strictly 
followed by all Member States or in all cases. The approach that has been adopted up to 
this point does not appear to be delivering robust and comparable data: the 
requirement for accurate reporting on performance against a target that is 
unambiguously applied must be given a higher priority. 

For example: 

1) The current definition of municipal solid waste (MSW) allows for a wide range of 
waste to be included or excluded from the scope. 

2) The term ‘significant losses’ when calculating recycling rates is open to interpretation. 

3) The specification of the Landfill Directive (LFD) target allows for interpretation of what 
is biodegradable municipal waste, with large variances seen in what Member States 
choose to include (e.g. some Member States include textiles within the definition of 
‘biodegradable municipal waste’, some exclude them, and others include a proportion of 
‘textiles’). 

4) There are different approaches to establish whether the outputs from biological 
treatment are deemed to provide ‘ecological improvement’, and therefore, allowed to 
be accounted for in the WFD recycling targets. 

5) There are differences in how the scope of electrical and electronic equipment (EEE) 
placed on the market is defined in different Member States. This results in ambiguities, 
such as where an item forms part of another item which is not in scope (e.g. car radio, or 
removable control devices which form part of a fixed installation). 

6) There is ambiguity around the point at which WEEE is reported as recycled. 

7) There is ambiguity around how the battery resource efficiency targets should be 
calculated, with latitude for manipulation of reported figures clearly possible. 
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Insufficient verification of the data at EU and national level 

The major issue with data verification at the EU level is that in most cases, the process is 
reactive, seeking to identify data issues only through statistical validation checks that 
raise flags where, for example, there are breaks or anomalies in time-series data. This 
approach is best-suited to explaining patterns or anomalies in the datasets, rather than 
identifying reasons why some reporting methods are inadequate for the purpose. One 
reason for this is that appropriate approaches and standards for data reporting are not, 
as indicated above, set out with sufficient clarity in the legally binding documents.  

A more proactive approach would be based upon a thorough understanding of the 
actual sources of data, how the data is reported, where the risks to inaccurate reporting 
lie, and how approaches to mitigate these risks could be developed. The ability of 
verification procedures to act on such matters would be enhanced if more was done to 
specify minimum requirements regarding reporting, and clarity as regards those 
approaches which are considered acceptable or not. This report has assessed the actual 
sources of data and sought to identify where the major risks reside.  

Verification processes at the national level could also be improved to ensure the quality 
of the data that is reported at the EU level. Currently there is no minimum level of 
verification for most reporting obligations, and consequently there is a wide variation in 
the verification procedures used by the Member States. This results is additional time for 
Eurostat to carry out checks in order to identify errors in the data that could easily have 
been identified before submission. The extent to which data that is provided by ‘third 
parties’ are audited is also highly variable. Much appears to be taken on trust, with 
limited scrutiny of data provided by parties who might be said to have an interest in 
overstating performance (see below). 
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Lack of incentives for accurate data reporting 

The potential for mis-reporting of performance data linked to meeting mandatory 
targets is rarely discussed. Organisations, private or public, may have an incentive to mis-
report, especially when there is some financial or reputational benefit to be gained from 
doing so. For instance, where producer responsibility applies, the challenge is to design 
the system in such a way that producers, and / or those who discharge obligations on 
their behalf, have no incentive to misreport their data. Producers have an incentive to 
under-report the amount of products placed on the market in order to save paying fees, 
and this also has the effect of increasing the reported recycling rate. Producer 
responsibility organisations, who seek to inflate recycling performance, might tend to 
under-report the total waste arisings (or amount placed on the market), and overstate 
the amount reported as recycled. Similar concerns apply to data gathered by public 
authorities: waste companies have an incentive, reputational, and sometimes, financial, 
to inflate their performance on recycling to indicate their contribution to meeting 
targets. Finally, Member States may not have incentives to engage with investigations 
regarding the quality of reporting in detail if the data indicate compliance with targets. 

Some examples of this are: 

1) Lack of investigation into the reporting of recycling rates under the Packaging 
Directive, notably for plastic packaging (where loss rates following sorting of primary 
packaging are known to be large12), but also for metals (where some Member States 
report very high recycling rates from residual waste), as further investigation might lead 
to further material losses being included. 

2) One Member State, following implementation of a requirement for mandatory 
auditing of data, estimated the amount of packaging placed on the market to be 20% 
higher than was hitherto reported. This measure was heavily opposed by the packaging 
industry prior to implementation. This indicates the potential scale of the error in the 
denominator being used to calculate recycling targets: many Member States have not 
implemented such practices (although they could do so). 

3) A Member State reporting under the Landfill Directive indicates a level of variation in 
the biodegradable content of what is landfilled that is not consistent with what can 
reasonably be expected based on what would be considered a normal level of variation 
in the composition of municipal waste, and how the waste is being managed.  

4) Stakeholders indicated that some battery recycling plants only report compliance with 
the targets to suppliers of batteries, rather than the actual recycling efficiency, so that 
they can charge the same fees as competitors even though their actual efficiency might 
be lower. 

                                                      

 

12 Whether these are deemed to be ‘significant’ or not is what should determine whether the reporting is 
allowable at the point where materials exit a sorting plant 
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E.2.3 Overarching Solutions 

Strengthen approaches to addressing mis-reporting of data 

This includes in particular the following areas: 

1) It is difficult to conceive an EPR scheme where there is no incentive to mis-report. So 
for all organisations, such as PROs, and the producers who may report to them, there is a 
need for random checks on those that may have an incentive (financial, or reputational) 
to mis-report. The oversight of industry practices ought to be carried out by independent 
bodies. Those carrying out audits should not be funded directly by those who are being 
audited, to ensure there is no incentive for the auditors themselves to turn a blind eye to 
mis-reporting. However, audits should, ultimately, be funded by the industry. This should 
be managed through contributions from producer fees, where data relates to EPR, or 
from those operating municipal waste management services. The funds and audits 
would be managed by the national competent authorities. 

2) The extent to which data being reported by Member States to the European 
Commission can be considered as reliable and accurate varies in accordance with the 
methods used. For instance, approaches used for gathering data on municipal waste 
range from periodic surveys of a sample of the relevant population of actors, to a check 
on all mass flows by tracking waste movements via electronic reporting. The use of 
electronic registries, and of tracking systems, can support the development of better 
quality statistics at the Member State level. 

In terms of reporting by the Member States to the European Commission, the 
expectation is that they should be reporting accurately, not just showing compliance. 
Therefore, some random checks by the European Commission on the Member State data 
should also be carried out.  

 

Implement cutting edge IT based waste data reporting systems in the 
Member States 

The breadth of issues across the various waste streams, and the length of time for which 
some have persisted, suggests that is it time to invest in cutting edge waste information 
systems across the EU, for all waste streams. The relevant information technology is now 
available and costs have fallen considerably in recent years due to the widespread 
proliferation of smart mobile devices. Mobile based apps are being launched in countries 
like India to monitor tens of thousands of waste producers.13 If this technology is being 

                                                      

 

13 http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-
management/articleshow/52192883.cms  

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-management/articleshow/52192883.cms
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-management/articleshow/52192883.cms
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used in developing countries, it seems time for the EU to take a step forward in the 
design of the waste data and information architecture, not least given that it has 
generally shown global leadership in the development of waste legislation. If the 
argument for the implementation of comprehensive waste information systems is made 
on the basis of individual reporting obligations, it might not be especially compelling. 
However, considering major issues are found under each obligation and a more 
comprehensive system could cover all reporting obligations, the argument seems much 
more compelling. It should also be recognised that the extent of illegal, or ‘suspected 
illegal’, activity might be diminished by the use of systems designed to track the 
movements of waste to ensure that management routes being used are legal ones. 

Moreover, the data system could also be used for the Waste Shipments Regulation, 
which would again spread out the costs. The current development of a harmonised 
information system for the Waste Shipments Regulation should be integrated into the 
wider development of a fully comprehensive waste information system.14 The research 
studies carried out for harmonising waste shipments data provide relevant information 
for developing the wider system.  

A general schematic for the scope of the system is given below in Figure E-2. The data 
capture system should start at the point when a material or product  becomes waste (1) 
and follow it through until the point at which that waste is reused or reprocessed into a 
new material (including where that happens outside of the EU, where possible), or 
where it enters a recovery or disposal facility (4). It should also track intermediate flows 
such as from collection companies and sorting or dismantling facilities (2-3). If the EU is 
to develop a truly circular economy, then tracking waste materials ought to become no 
less important than tracking the sale of materials and products in other parts of the 
supply chain. 

Under the Waste Statistics Regulation minimum technical standards for waste 
information systems at the Member State level and common data communication 
standards could be introduced, so that if Member States implement national systems, 
the information can be input to a combined EU wide database without barriers. The 
European Commission could also support the development of a standard European 
waste information technology system that could be used by Member States not able to 
make their own national systems. These Member States could then still comply with the 
new standards despite lack of competences or budget. Such a system should take into 
account the nature of waste collection and management operations with a view to 
gaining data and information of practical value which can be used to derive performance 
data of relevance to key Directives and priority waste streams. 

 

                                                      

 

14 To have the one without the other borders on being irrational: few countries are interested only in 
products and service that they export, as opposed to the products and services that they sell within their 
borders. 
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Figure E-2: Key Processes and Flows to be Captured in WIS 
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Tighten up the EU-wide Specifications of Definitions, Criteria and Targets 

The exact policies and measures Member States can implement should be left to the 
competences of the national authorities, under the principle of subsidiarity. However, 
the framework under which these policies and measures are designed, including data 
capture systems, should be more clearly elaborated in legislation as a means to enable 
harmonisation and cross-comparability of data across the EU. Definitions that relate to 
the targets (e.g. definitions of MSW, definitions of ‘recycling’), the specification of the 
targets themselves and how they are to be measured (including e.g. how recycling is to 
be measured and how substance can be given to terms such as ‘ecological benefit’), 
should be defined in the legislation. The balance of the requirements between the 
Directives themselves, or supporting Commission Decisions on the one hand, and non-
legally binding documentation on the other, should be reviewed, with more of the key 
definitions and requirements being moved from the guidance to the legislation. The 
definitions used to define what is to be reported on, and the basis and quality of the 
data expected to be reported, cannot themselves become matters that are subject to 
the principle of subsidiarity. To the extent that they do, then the targets themselves 
become open to interpretation and data will be rendered non-comparable. The 
measures being taken within the legislative proposals under the Circular Economy 
package are to be welcomed in this regard: the principle though, of ensuring that more 
of ‘the rules’ of performance measurement and reporting of data is set out in legislation 
would be useful to apply whenever Directives are revisited / developed in future. 

This approach would minimise the latitude Member States have in interpreting key 
definitions, ensure that compliance is adjudged against a clearly defined target, and it 
would be fair. It should also give rise to more robust evidence to support the 
Commission (and Member States themselves) in enforcement actions.  

Finally, those industries seeking to help deliver improved waste management in the EU 
would likely find greater support for their work. Clarifying definitions and performance 
measurement would help create a more level playing field and create a more solid 
foundation for investment across the Member States for those businesses operating 
within the waste management sector. 

 

Improve the standards for data verification 

Minimum standards for data verification should be introduced by the Commission to 
apply to all Member States. Standards should be agreed in cooperation with the national 
statistical offices.  

The standards would ensure a minimum level of data verification takes place before the 
data is submitted to Eurostat. This could include a defined list of cross-checks that 
should be undertaken, as well as requirements for independent checks (see above). The 
former approach is already implemented on a voluntary basis for WStatR data. 
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This should free up resources for more in-depth assessment of the quality of the 
statistics, including ensuring that all issues are dealt with before the data is 
disseminated, and for in-country visits to be undertaken. This appears to be essential in 
order to properly understand the root cause of data issues and therefore, solutions to 
them. 

More detailed definitions of what should be provided in the Quality Report delivered by 
Member States should be set in relevant Commission Decisions, in order to mandate 
minimum levels of information to help data verification. The detail should be thorough 
and include, at least, all the key elements discussed in this report. 

 

Assess synergies among the reporting obligations, in particular under the 
Waste Statistics Regulation 

The Waste Statistics Regulation should be assessed with a view to enhance its ability to 
inform waste policy development and monitor its implementation in the EU and 
Member States, as well as create efficiency savings by taking into account the reporting 
requirements in the waste stream directives. 

Objectives, concepts, classifications and level of detail of the Waste Statistics Regulation 
differ widely from those of the waste directives. A feasibility study should be carried out 
to analyse if a revision of the Waste Statistics Regulation would result in efficiency 
savings by harmonising reporting requirements with the waste stream directives and 
eventually a single reporting system, without generating excessive burden on 
respondents.  

It is not currently possible to access data that relates to the management of wastes by 
waste type and source, a fundamental dataset for fully understanding how waste is 
managed in the EU and its Member States. Linking waste sources with waste 
management might drive take up of electronic reporting of data from the point of 
generation through to its final destination.  

Synergies with reporting under the waste directives (landfill, packaging, ELVs, batteries 
and WEEE) should be sought so that all data collection becomes part of an integrated 
reporting system at least at the national level. This would improve the efficiency of data 
gathering and verification and improve accuracy.  

As a first step towards more integration of reporting on waste to the Commission the 
feasibility of a single reporting system covering all waste stream directives could be 
analysed. 
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E.2.4 Specific Priority Actions 

It is noted that many of the issues, and therefore potential solutions, may be solved if 
the main overarching solutions presented above are implemented, especially in respect 
of a harmonised, comprehensive and modern waste data reporting systems. This will, 
however, take some time. Therefore, a number of priority actions for each waste stream 
were developed during the study. 

The full list of priority actions are given following each chapter in the main report, and 
the most significant priority actions are set out below in Table E-1 to Table E-5. The 
actions at the national level are briefly described, along with an indication of the 
potential range in costs. Alongside are presented actions that could be taken at the EU 
level in order to improve the quality and consistency of application, and therefore the 
accuracy and comparability of the EU waste statistics. 
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Table E-1: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Waste Framework Directive Reporting (Household Waste/MSW) 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level  

 Introduce electronic waste information systems to track waste from 
producer to recycling, in order to provide accurate data to monitor 
performance against the WFD targets past 2020, and require 
municipalities and business to report data through relevant 
regulations, to move away from the use of surveys. 

 Such systems should be able to track waste from at least each 
collection operator, or even vehicle, all the way through to the 
point where waste enters the effective recycling process after non-
target material has been removed, or until waste is exported to an 
accredited reprocessor abroad. Ideally systems should also track 
each waste transfer from waste producer to collection operators, 
through use of on-board vehicle container weight sensors and 
tracked through up-to-date IT systems. 

 

 Provide common standards for the development of national waste 
information systems to enable the sharing of data between Member 
States. Develop standards and tool for use by Member States who do 
not wish to develop their own. 

 Define ‘municipal waste’ unambiguously through the WFD, and if 
necessary, adopt additional implementing rules which should cover 
acceptable approaches to data collection (i.e. in terms of sources of 
waste and types of waste in terms of LoW codes) and verification 
procedures aimed at ensuring that the reported data is of an 
acceptable quality. These should be mandated for inclusion within 
the quality reports. 

 Ensure the definition of ‘recycling’ is implemented in a correct and 
harmonised way in the context of the calculation rules. 

 Support Member States to ensure full understanding and accurate 
calculation of municipal waste generation and treatment. 

 Encourage the use of EU funds for establishing such electronic 
systems. 

 

Table E-2: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Packaging Waste Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level  

 Improve access to accurate annual statistics and ensure a level 
playing field, mandate all producers to report annually on packaging 
placed on the market – including any small producers that might be 
exempted from participating in the extended producer responsibility 
schemes. 

 Establish guidance and a common methodology (or set of specified 
methodologies) related to packaging placed on the market to 
reduce the variability in estimates and harmonise statistics. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level  

 Ensure that data being submitted are accurate, subject producers to 
random, third party auditing to check the reliability of the data 
submitted. 

 Update the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive to include a 
requirement for Member States to ensure all packaging producer 
data is audited. 

 Promote best practice methodologies and develop specific 
guidance. 

 Require Member States to attempt to quantify data on cross-border 
purchases where relevant. 

 Carry out a study to investigate the potential under-reporting of 
packaging from private imports, and what potential measures could 
be implemented to monitor this activity and increase compliance. 

 Gather information from Member States if reusable packaging 
placed on the market for the first time is included in the data on 
waste generated. 

 Implement market surveillance activities to identify obligated 
producers placing unregistered packaging on the market. 

 Attempt to quantify data on cross-border purchases if using ‘placed 
on the market’ estimates. 

 Ensure that all losses prior to the final recycling process are 
accounted for by establishing national electronic waste information 
systems (as per priority action for Waste Framework Directive 
reporting on municipal waste) and ensuring that waste shipped 
abroad is correctly accounted for. 

 Provide common standards for development of national waste 
information systems to enable the sharing of data between Member 
States. 

 Develop IT tools for use by Member States who do not wish to 
develop their own. 

 Establish a methodology for the reporting of materials extracted 
from residual waste treatment facilities.  
 

 

Table E-3: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to End-of-Life Vehicle (ELV) Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Update national vehicle registration systems to ensure vehicles not 
in use are fully tracked until they are permanently deregistered. 

 Define clear and common definitions of registration and ‘permanent 
cancellation’ in the ELV Directive for use by all Member States. 

 Ensure EU registration systems are linked up to track re-
registrations. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Mandate improved reporting on the stock of road vehicles and 
status of registrations. 

 Encourage Member States to implement vehicle registration 
systems that provide disincentives for vehicles to be abandoned. 

 Make clear in the Guidance for Member States if abandoned, burned 
out or incomplete ELVs shall be included into reporting or not. 

 Introduce electronic notifications of Certificates of Destruction by 
national authorities, including the exchange of information among 
Member States for issuing CoDs for imported and exported vehicles. 

 Mandate the introduction of electronic notifications of CoDs by 
national authorities, including the exchange of information for 
issuing CoDs for imported and exported vehicles. 

 Implement policies that ensure all ATFs issue a Certificate of 
Destruction to the holder/owner of the ELV when it is dismantled. 

 Implement electronic registries to accurately track treatment data, 
based upon EU good practice. The registries should track flows 
within, and to and from the country, including ensuring the final 
treatment of exported ELVs are also recorded. They should include 
the flows to and from shredders, as well as the nature of the 
technology used. 

 Develop a mandatory ELV treatment data standard which outlines a 
common approach to data reporting, accredited through third party 
auditors. The standard could describe how items for reuse can be 
measured, and how ELV carcasses could be tracked to shredding 

facilities, for example. 
 Provide a detailed guidance document on how to account for ELVs 

and components exported outside of the EU. The document could 
include details on what mechanisms and tools could be used to 
capture data on exports, such as requiring dismantlers to submit 
information on ELVs they know are being exported. 

 

Table E-4: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Data 
Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure that all facilities treating WEEE are licensed and recorded on 
an electronic register. 

 Ensure that the requirements of Annex VII are enforced, possibly 
through setting minimum standards for WEEE treatment to avoid 



Study on Waste Statistics    

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure that facilities to which WEEE is sent meet minimum 
treatment standards (e.g. CENELEC, WEEELABEX etc including those 
to which WEEE is exported outside of the EU). 

 Ensure that permits for treatment facilities include a requirement to 
report WEEE (and batteries) separately from other products treated 
at the facility (e.g. in shredders). 

 Ensure that national protocols for determining the amount of 
batteries in WEEE are in place where necessary and their correct use 
monitored and enforced. 

the use of shredders and enhance the ability to report accurate 
data. 

 Undertake spot checks / audits of WEEE and other scrap metal 
treatment facilities to ensure that no WEEE is being treated illegally, 
and therefore not being missed from official reporting. 

 Ensure electronic waste reporting system for WEEE is implemented 
to fully track waste flows within, from and into each Member State. 

 Clarify the point at which ‘treatment’ should be reported, and what 
it should and should not include. 

 Develop appropriate methods for adjusting the reported recycled 
quantities recognising the difficulties in tracing quantities through to 
their end destination. 

 Set default adjustments to apply to Member States who cannot 
supply the requisite level of evidence about the end destination of 
the material and the standards at which the WEEE is treated. 

 Ensure that the WEEE Directive Annex VI minimum requirements 
for shipping of WEEE are fully enforced in all Member States. 

 Harmonise penalties for illegal shipments to simplify enforcement in 
trans-border cases of illegal exports, and to prevent criminals from 
shifting activities to lower-risk countries within the EU. 

 Require all data from Producer Responsibility Organisations (PROs) 
to be validated by accredited third party auditors to address 
potential for mis-reporting of data. 

 Set requirement in the WEEE Directive for all producer data to be 
audited by third parties. 
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Table E-5: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Batteries Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure systems are in place to track the destination of all battery 
wastes produced in their territory. Given that there are many 
Member States without battery recycling plants for many chemistry 
types, and therefore a high proportion of batteries cross-borders 
within the EU for treatment, it would be justified to develop an EU 
wide system. Member States can develop their own tool as long as it 
meets the minimum common standards to ensure the national 
systems can communicate effectively with each other, or they can 
use a default IT tool produced by the European Commission where 
national budgets or competences do not allow for the creation of 
such a tool. 

 Develop an EU wide methodology and default IT tool for tracking 
battery flows within the EU, mandated the use of the tool through 
the legislation. 

 Ensure that all battery recyclers are accredited to an EU standard 
which includes methodologies on data reporting, enforced by third 
party auditors. 

o Includes mandatory removal of batteries from WEEE before 
export. 

 Develop a battery recycler standard and accreditation scheme. 

 Improve guidance, enforce from EU and national level in the short 
term. 

 Mandate use of third party audits and financing of these audits by 
the producers themselves. 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation 
method to mandate source of sales data from business sales figures, 
taking into account re-export, and to provide a proper definition of 
‘statistically significant’. 

 Update guidance document to help MSs produce comparable data. 

 Increase market surveillance activities in order to reduce the level of 
unreported batteries placed on the market. 

 Have a clear methodology, or protocol in place, to allow the 
subtraction of battery weight by device category. Ideally this 
protocol would be harmonised across the EU through legislation. 

 Setup national advisory boards / technical working groups for 
battery and WEEE compliance schemes to share knowledge on 
battery reporting in order to increase compliance. 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation 
method to mandate level of market surveillance activity based upon 
a harmonised standard. 

 Investigate the potential under-reporting of batteries in WEEE. 

 Investigate the potential under-reporting of batteries from private 
imports, and what potential measures could be implemented to 
monitor this activity and increase compliance. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Introduce mandatory requirement in Batteries or WEEE Directive for 
businesses placing EEE on the market to provide battery weight 
data for products with integrated batteries. 
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1.0 Introduction 

Eunomia Research & Consulting (Eunomia) in collaboration with ENT Environment and 
Management (based in Spain) and Ekokonsultacjios (based in Lithuania) are pleased to 
present this report to DG Environment under Framework ENV.C.2/FRA/2013/0023 on a 
Comprehensive Review of Gaps and Weaknesses and Key Priority Areas for Improvement 
in the European Union (EU) Waste Statistics.  

The most recent Circular Economy package (2015) proposal from the European 
Commission (EC or the Commission)15 demonstrates that the issue of resource efficiency 
continues to occupy the public and political agenda. In order to be able to successfully 
develop, implement and evaluate any waste related policies, comprehensive, reliable 
and relevant data is needed. Such data can also help to incorporate environmental 
concerns in decision making and to promote sustainable development at the national 
and international levels.16 

Member States are required to report on waste in line with a number of European Union 
(EU) Directives and Regulations, which must be transposed into national law. Based upon 
the principle of the waste hierarchy as set out in the Waste Framework Directive 
(2008/98/EC)17, Member States have to meet a range of binding targets on collection, 
recovery, recycling and landfilling of different waste streams, as well as provide data on 
waste management. The data is required to monitor Member State's compliance with 
these targets and overall performance on waste management.  

The relevant pieces of legislation reviewed as part of this scoping study are:  

 Directive 2008/98/EC on waste framework (WFD);18 

 Regulation 2150/2002 on waste statistics (WStatR);19 

 Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste (Packaging Directive or 
PPWD);20  

                                                      

 

15 (2015) Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council the European 
Economic and social Committee and the Committee of the Regions Closing the loop - An EU action plan for 
the Circular Economy (COM/2015/0614 final) 
16 Eurostat(2010) Environmental Statistics and Accounts in Europe, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the 
European Union 
17 Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and 
repealing certain Directives (Text with EEA relevance) (OJ L 312/3 of 22.11.2008) 
18 European Commission (2008) Directive 2008/98/EC on Waste (Waste Framework Directive) 
19 Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2002 on 
waste statistics (OJ L 332/1 of 9.12.2002) 
20 European Parliament and Council Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging 
waste (OJ No L 365/10 of 31.12.94) 
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 Directive 99/31/EC on landfill of waste (Landfill Directive);21 

 Directive2000/53/EC on end-of-life vehicles (ELV Directive);22 

 Directive 2012/19/EU on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE 
Directive);23 

 Directive 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and 
accumulators (Batteries Directive); 24 and 

 Regulation 1013/2006 on shipments of waste (WShipR).25 

In addition to the data reporting taking place under these legal obligations, the Joint 
Questionnaire OECD26/Eurostat has been an important source of data for municipal 
waste. In 2013, this questionnaire was filled via a web-form submitted through the 
EDAMIS web-portal. The data is reported on the basis of a 'gentlemen's agreement'.  

EU waste legislation also contains reporting obligations which do not result in statistical 
data, i.e. Member State Implementation Reports under EU Directives which were not 
subject to this study (specifically for the WFD, the Landfill Directive, the WEEE Directive, 
the Batteries Directive, the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive, the ELV Directive 
and the WShipR). Member States are required to report data to the Statistical Office of 
the European Communities (hereby referred to as ‘Eurostat’) on an annual, bi-annual or 
tri-annual basis. 

1.1 Concerns over the Quality, Reliability and 
Consistency of Waste Data  

Despite detailed data reporting obligations, and significant (ongoing) efforts at an EU 
level to assist Member States in correctly reporting and implementing the provisions 
under the aforementioned waste legislation, specific concerns have been raised relating 
to the quality, reliability and consistency of waste statistics being reported by Member 
States. The main issues include: 

 Concerns regarding the accuracy and comparability of data provided by different 
Member States or even by different organisations within the same Member 
State;  

                                                      

 

21 Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste (OJ L 182/1 of 16.7.1999) 
22 Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 2000 on End-of 
Life Vehicles (OJ L 269 of 21.10.2000, p. 34) 
23 Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste electrical 
and electronic equipment (WEEE) (recast) (OJ L 197/38 of 24.7.2012) 
24 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 and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC (OJ L 266 of 
26.9.2006) 
25 Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council on 14 June 2006 on 
shipments of waste (OJ L 190, 12.7.2006, p.1) 
26 The Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development. 
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 Inconsistencies between data sets reported for specific waste streams across 
different legislation (such as the WFD and WStatR);  

 Member States not collecting or reporting data in line with the requirements of 
EU legislation and/or guidance; and 

 Lack of procedures for verifying data at the national and European level.  

These issues have given rise to concerns regarding the extent to which performance 
reflects the reality ‘on the ground’. Given the role of this data as a tool to support the 
assessment of policy effectiveness, these concerns undermine the ability for effective 
policy and performance targets to be designed. 

1.2 Project Objectives 

The aim of this scoping study is to identify and analyse the main sources of uncertainties, 
inconsistencies and gaps in the reporting of waste statistics across the EU2827. To 
achieve this, this study has sought to: 

1) Describe the main steps of data reporting in representative Member States and 
outline the data verification and publication steps at the European level (Task 1); 

2) Identify and analyse the main sources of uncertainties, inconsistencies and gaps 
within the reporting framework (Task 2); and 

3) Provide specific recommendations for improvement with an analysis of the 
resources needed to implement these (Task 3). 

The recommendations stemming from this review are linked directly to the need to 
monitor compliance with the existing and forthcoming legally binding targets set out in 
the EU legislation and more broadly to fostering better reporting of EU waste statistics in 
the EU28. 

  

                                                      

 

27 The EU28 comprises of: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the UK. 



4    09/10/2017 

 

1.3 Outline of Report 

The following bullet points outline the structure of this report: 

 Section 2.0 of the report describes the methodology used to deliver the study; 

 The reporting steps and analysis of the main sources of uncertainties, 
inconsistencies and gaps are set out in the following sections: 

o 3.0 on reporting under the Waste Framework Directive Target (OECD Joint 
Questionnaire / WStatR); 

o 4.0 on packaging and packaging wastes; 
o 5.0 on the Landfill Directive targets on diversion of biodegradable 

municipal wastes; 
o 6.0 on End of Life Vehicles (ELVs); 
o 7.0 on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE); 
o 8.0 on batteries; 

 Section 9.0 outlines the reporting steps only for the Waste Shipments Regulation; 

 Section 10.0 provides the conclusions to the study; 

 Appendix A.1.0 presents information on the selected representative Member 
States, including which Member States submitted quality reports and 
implementation reports; 

 Appendix A.2.0 includes the topic guides used in the phone interviews and a 
summary table of which Member States and contacts within each country were 
interviewed, by waste stream, including which declined to participate in the 
review; 

 Appendix A.3.0 provides the detailed description of waste data reporting systems 
in the representative Member States selected for this study; and 

 Appendix A.4.0 sets out the key data reporting steps undertaken by the European 
Commission for each waste stream. 
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2.0 Methodology 

This sections describes the methodology used to meet the objectives of the study. The 
Terms of Reference for this study included three main tasks: 

 Task 1: Description of Key Steps in Waste Data Reporting; 

 Task 2: Analysis of the Main Sources of Uncertainties, Inconsistencies and Gaps; 
and 

 Task 3: Recommendations for Improvement. 

The overall approach taken to deliver these tasks is outlined by the following diagram, 
which shows the 6 key steps that were taken throughout the course of the study. 

Figure 2-1: Overall Approach to the Study 

 

These 6 steps are outlined in the following sections. 
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2.1 Task 1: Description of Key Steps in Waste Data 
Reporting 

Task 1 focused on establishing and describing the main steps in data reporting by waste 
stream, and covered aspects such as the collection of data, the data sources, data 
verification and transmission of data to the EU level. It also established the process for 
verifying data at the EU level, before publication. Task 1 comprised of the following 
steps: 

2.1.1 Step 1: Summary of Statistical Data Reporting Requirements 

The first step was to outline the key elements of statistical data that the Member States 
are required to report on for each of the following Directives: 

 WFD 

 Packaging 

 Landfill 

 ELVs 

 WEEE 

 Batteries 

 Waste Shipments Regulation 

For each Directive, a summary of the main targets was given along with the statistical 
data reporting obligations that Member States are required to submit. This is to indicate 
what type of data reporting systems should be described. 

2.1.2 Step 2: Selecting Representative Member States and Waste 
Streams 

The aim of Step 2 was to select a representative sample of Member States by waste 
stream to review in more detail, in order to more thoroughly describe the key steps 
involved in waste data reporting.   

For each waste stream, a selection of representative Member States was made on the 
basis of having different types of collection, reporting and quality verification systems in 
place. Other considerations to ensure a representative cross-sample was selected 
included: size (population) of the Member State; number of years as an EU member; 
and, where relevant, performance against a specific target set out in the relevant 
legislation. These criteria allowed for a grouping that was characteristic of the diverse 
nature of the Member States that comprise the EU28 in terms of country characteristics, 
reporting methods and performance across the different waste streams. A detailed 
outline of the different selection criteria used by waste stream and of the representative 
Member States selected can be found in Appendix A.1.0.  

2.1.3 Step 3: Identifying Key Steps in Member State Reporting  

For each selected representative Member State, the key steps in the process of waste 
data reporting were identified and described by waste stream. The focus was on:   
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4) Data sources and collection : 
a. Data reported to local, regional or national authority by primary sources; 

and  
b. Results of indirect analysis approved by relevant authority.  

5) Data analysis and verification: 
a. Local and regional data compiled and cross-checked for issues;  
b. Data aggregated to produce national level data; and 
c. Data verified by Member State.  

6) Transmission of Data to the EU Level: 
a. Member State sends data to relevant authority at the European level.  

The aim of Step 3 was to identify the key steps in waste data reporting for each Member 
State at a high level, focusing on the waste streams outlined in above. Reporting on 
waste data takes place over a number of stages. Undertaken across a range of 
geographical scales, using a variety of reporting technologies (e.g. electronic registries or 
paper notes), and with the potential for data to be gathered in a number of different 
ways, it can be a highly complex and varied process. The number and nature of the 
stages involved varies by country according to national legislation.  

A key source of information was the quality reports that Member States are required to 
submit to Eurostat alongside the quantitative waste statistics they report. Member 
States use the quality reports to explain the calculations used and any estimates and 
assumptions made in deriving the waste statistics they report to the EU. Implementation 
Reports submitted by Member States every three years to the European Commission 
were also reviewed, where available, particularly in the instances where there were no 
quality reports (i.e. for the Landfill Directive and the Waste Shipment Regulation and 
when Member States had failed to submit quality reports for other pieces of legislation).  

In addition to the above, semi-structured phone interviews were held with 
representatives of the competent authorities responsible for reporting waste statistics to 
Eurostat. These were governmental organisations, environment ministries or statistical 
offices. Topic guides were prepared and circulated in advance to the interviewee. In 
some occasions stakeholders opted to provide written responses to the topic guides. A 
list of the topic guides and stakeholders interviewed are provided in Appendix A.2.1 and 
A.2.2. 

The responses gathered from the interviews were used to fill in any gaps from the desk-
based review with regards to the detail on the reporting processes used in each of the 
representative Member States. Information from the initial interviews was also used to 
identify some of the uncertainties, inconsistencies and gaps in the statistics (see below).  

Using primarily desk-based research, we also established the process through which the 
European Commission verifies the waste data it receives from Member States before 
publishing it. We then conducted short interviews with Eurostat statistical officers to 
supplement the literature review and fill in any gaps. 
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2.2 Task 2: Analysis of the Main Sources of 
Uncertainties, Inconsistencies and Gaps 

The aim of Task 2 was to establish and analyse the main reasons for uncertainties and 
lack of comparability between the waste data reported by Member States. The focus 
was on the selected representative Member States by waste stream, as outlined in Task 
1. 

2.2.1 Step 4: Identification of Issues 

The next step of the study was to identify a full range of issues related to uncertainties, 
inconsistencies and gaps in the waste statistics. This was done by undertaking a range of 
thorough reviews of key documentation. The various types of approach that were taken 
to identify issues are outlined in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1: Approach to Identifying Potential Issues 

Review Approach Data Sources 

Clarity of 
reporting 
obligations and 
guidance 

Review all relevant reporting obligations in 
the Directives and Commission decisions, and 
the associated guidance documents, for 
clarity of structure, wording and whether any 
ambiguous language could lead to 
misinterpretation. Look at any inconsistencies 
between the documents.  

Commission 
Documentation 

Assess elements 
of target 
calculation 

Outline the main elements of the calculation 
of key main targets, and set out which should 
be included or excluded from the numerator 
and denominator of the calculation, in order 
to assess where issues may arise. 

Reporting 
Obligations, 
Interviews with 
representative 
MSs 

Variability in data 
collection 
methods 

Consider the different types of data collection 
methods used by the selected Member States 
to assess to the extent to which allowable 
variances in reporting processes are leading 
to inconsistencies in the statistical data. For 
example, the use of different types of survey 
approaches or reporting portals. 

MS Quality 
Reports 

Interviews with 
representative 
MSs 

Application of 
mandatory 
reporting 
requirements 

Look at how well mandatory reporting 
requirements are being implemented and 
whether the lack of adherence to the 
legislative rules (and guidance) is causing 
inconsistencies in the data across the MSs. 

Eurostat 
validation 
reports 
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Review Approach Data Sources 

Effectiveness of 
Eurostat’s 
validation and 
dissemination 
processes 

Review the procedures in place for validating 
the data, what gaps there are, what processes 
are not being fully carried out. 

Eurostat 
documentation 

Other relevant 
studies 

Review other relevant studies, such as the 
Commission’s Fitness Check reports to 
identify any additional issues not captured 
elsewhere. 

Other studies 

Initial interviews 
with Member 
State 
representatives 

The initial interviews with Member State 
representatives were also used to identify 
potential issues. 

Interviews 
carried out for 
this study. 

 
Relevant issues were set out at the end of each review, and subsequently a set of main 
issues were identified. These issues were analysed in detail in the next step. 

2.2.2 Step 5: Analysis of Issues 

A detailed analysis of each main issue identified was then carried out for each waste 
stream. This drew upon the available literature, but to ensure reliable findings, we 
supplemented the review with interviews with key stakeholders. These included, inter 
alia, producer responsibility organisations, private sector recyclers, and Member State 
statistical experts, with a working knowledge of waste statistics reporting.  

The aims of the interviews were to:  

 ensure key issues had not been missed; 

 identify the root cause(s) of the issues; 

 assess the magnitude of the issue and its significance; and 

 discuss any potential solutions. 

Similarly to Step 3, these interviews were held over the phone using pre-defined 
questions. The topic guides, and the stakeholders interviewed, can be found in Appendix 
A.2.3 and A.2.4.  

2.3 Task 3: Recommendations for Improvement 

2.3.1 Step 6: Make Recommendations 

For each main issue analysed a set of recommendations were made. These were defined 
so that they clearly identified the course(s) of action that need to be taken, and who 
might be responsible for their implementation. 
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For each issue the following aspects were defined: 

 the significance of the issue, based upon the analysis that was undertaken; 

 what was likely to be the root cause of the issue; 

 the recommendations that would help solve the issue; 

 what the likely level of cost of the intervention might be; and  

 the administrative level upon which the recommendation should be 
implemented (EU, national or local). 

The issues were classified as either low, medium or high importance. Issues were set out 
in order of significance, and also by whether they related to mandatory requirements 
that were not being met, or whether the variation in reporting was within the terms of 
the Directive, Decisions and Guidance. 

The next section of this report provides the analysis related to waste statistics reporting 
for the recycling targets for household and similar wastes defined under the Waste 
Framework Directive. 
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3.0 Household and similar waste (WFD / 

OECD JQ / WStatR) 

This section focuses on the data reporting requirements and steps related to the 
calculation of the Waste Framework Directive target on the recycling of household and 
similar wastes (but not those related to construction and demolition waste). The 
following main sections set out the analysis that has been carried out: 

 Summary of MSW / Household Waste Data Reporting Requirements; 

 Description of Key Steps in MSW / Household Waste Data Reporting by Member 
States; 

 Identification of Issues Relating to WFD Data Reporting; 

 Analysis of Issues Relating to WFD Data Reporting; and 

 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WFD Data Reporting. 

3.1 Summary of MSW / Household Data Reporting 
Requirements 

Member States are required to report on municipal, household and similar waste under 
the following pieces of EU legislation: 

 Waste Framework Directive (WFD); and 

 Waste Statistics Regulation (WStatR).   

Additionally, data on municipal waste are collected via a subset of the Eurostat / OECD 
Joint Questionnaire (JQ), and used to compile the Sustainable Development Indicator 
‘Municipal waste generation and treatment, by type of treatment’. The data requested 
by the JQ are provided under a so-called ‘gentlemen's agreement’. 

3.1.1 Waste Framework Directive 

The Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC (hereafter referred to as the WFD)28 came 
into effect on December 12th 2010, replacing and repealing Directive 2006/12/EC on 
Waste.29 The revision aimed to update and streamline waste legislation and move 
towards implementing the Thematic Strategy on the prevention and recycling of waste, 
with the long-term goal for the EU to become a society that seeks to avoid waste and 

                                                      

 

28 Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and 
repealing certain Directives (Text with EEA relevance) (OJ L 312/3 of 22.11.2008) 
29 Directive 2006/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 April 2006 on waste (OJ L 
114/9 of 27.4.2006) 
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uses waste as a resource.30 Article 11 sets targets for the reuse and recycling of waste 
from households as follows:  

“Preparing for re-use and recycling of certain waste materials from households 
and other origins similar to households to be increased to a minimum of overall 
50% by weight.” 

The monitoring of compliance with the established targets is specified in Commission 
Decision 2011/753/EU.31 Member States are required to provide data on the state of 
preparation for reuse, recycling and material recovery of the respective waste streams 
for either each year, or for every second year if data is calculated on the basis of the 
Waste Statistics Regulation (in recognition of the requirement for Member States to 
submit data every two years under the Waste Statistics Regulation).32 The monitoring 
data is submitted to the European Commission (Eurostat) via the EDAMIS web-portal in 
web forms.  

A summary of the data reporting requirements for the WFD Article 11 target are: 

 Statistical data: 
o Mandatory Data 

 Household and/or similar wastes generated (total) 
 Household and/or similar wastes recycled (total) 

 Compliance reporting 
o Implementation report every three years.  

On 2nd December 2015, the European Commission adopted the new Circular Economy 
Package that was intended to stimulate the transition towards a circular economy; the 
package includes proposals to revise the WFD.33 It proposes the setting of new targets 
for recycling of municipal waste, and new ways of measuring and reporting performance 
against them. These proposals are still in the process of finalisation. 

3.1.2 Waste Statistics Regulation 

Regulation 2150/2002 on Waste Statistics (hereafter referred to as the Waste Statistics 
Regulation) was adopted by the European Parliament and the Council of the European 

                                                      

 

30 Revision of the Waste Framework Directive, accessed 8 January 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/framework/revision.htm 
31 Commission Decision of 18 November 2011 establishing rules and calculation methods for verifying 
compliance with the targets set in Article 11(2) of Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council (2011/753/EU) (OJ L310/11) 
32 Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2002 on 
waste statistics (OJ L 332/1 of 9.12.2002) 
33 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council Amending Directive 2008/98/EC 
on Waste, 2015/0275 
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Union on 25 November 2002, and revised in 2010.34,35 The objectives of this Regulation 
are as follows: 

 This European Union (EU) law permits the gathering of regular and comparable 
data on waste in EU countries and their transmission to Eurostat, the EU’s 
statistics office. 

 The statistics collected allow EU waste policy implementation to be monitored 
and evaluated. 

Article 3 requires Member States to acquire the necessary data related to waste 
generation and recycling & recovery (specified in Annexes I and II). These data must then 
be used to produce statistical results which shall be transmitted to Eurostat. 

The reporting requirements for the WStatR relate to the sector, type of waste and 
nature of waste treatment. The types of waste are categorised using the EWC-Stat 
categories, which includes the categories ‘Household and similar wastes’ in addition to 
‘Mixed and undifferentiated materials’ and separate codes for recyclable wastes. The 
sources of waste are categorised as either ‘households’ or wastes from other sectors 
classified according to NACE Rev. 2. However since the various definitions of municipal 
wastes and the targets under the WFD include wastes ‘similar to household waste’, 
wastes reported in other sectors apart from waste from households may also be 
included within municipal wastes. Biannual quality reports are to be submitted with the 
data. 

3.1.3 OECD / Eurostat Joint Questionnaire 

Waste statistics data have been collected on the basis of a ‘gentlemen’s agreement’ 
since the 1980s, up to and including 2003, using the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD)/Eurostat Joint Questionnaire (JQ). The adoption of 
the Regulation 2150/2002/EC on Waste Statistics provided a new framework for 
Eurostat to collect waste data, whilst the OECD continued to collect the required data 
separately through its Annual Quality Assurance (AQA) process.  

With the data collection on reference year 2013, the OECD and Eurostat agreed to 
integrate the reporting of municipal waste data for the common countries into one data 
flow, creating a new dataset. Together they have been implemented into one EDAMIS 
web-form which requests annual data from Member States on a voluntary basis. The 
collected data is also is used to track the Sustainable Development Indicator (SDI) on 

                                                      

 

34 European Commission (2004) Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 25 November 2002 on Waste Statistics (Text with EEA relevance) 
35 (2010) Commission Regulation (EU) No 849/2010 of 27 September 2010 amending Regulation (EC) No 
2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the Council on waste statistics (OJ L 253, 28.9.2010, p. 2–41) 
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municipal waste, which is part of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (EU SDS).36 
The following data is collected on municipal waste: 

 Waste generated: 
o Waste generated by households 
o Waste generated by other sources 

 Treatment of municipal wastes 
o Recovery 

 Material recycling (R2 – R11, excluding part of R3) 
 Composting and digestion (part of R3) 
 Incineration / energy recovery (R1) 
 Other recovery 

o Disposal 
 Incineration / disposal (D10) 
 Landfill / disposal (D1-D7, D12) 
 Other disposal 

o Incineration (R1 + D10) 

 Coverage of the municipal waste collection system 

Additionally, Member States are asked to fill in and return the short ‘Quality Report on 
Municipal Waste Statistics’. 

3.2 Description of Key Steps in WFD Reporting by 
Member States 

In order to identify the key steps in reporting across the 28 Member States, we 
examined the most recent quality reports that Member States submitted to Eurostat for 
the legislation above. For the WFD, we also examined the most recent implementation 
reports that Member States submitted to DG Environment. Data gaps were 
supplemented, where possible, with information gathered during a course of phone 
interviews with experts from selected Member States. The full interview topic guides 
and contact details of those interviewed can be found in Appendix A.2.1.2.  

The Member States which were assessed for WFD reporting were: 

 Cyprus 

 Czech Republic 

 Italy 

 Ireland 

 Germany 

 Latvia 

 Poland 

                                                      

 

36 European Union (2006) Review of the EU Sustainable Development Strategy (EU SDS)- Renewed 
Strategy, June 2006, http://register.consilium.europa.eu/doc/srv?l=EN&f=ST%2010917%202006%20INIT 
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 Spain 

 UK 

and for the WStatR: 

 Austria 

 Belgium 

 Cyprus 

 Croatia 

 Germany 

 Italy 

 Lithuania 

 Luxembourg 

 Netherlands 

 Sweden 

Figure 3-1 presents a high level overview of the main steps and stakeholders involved in 
the process of reporting on municipal waste across the different reporting obligations. It 
is based on the information provided by Member States in their quality and 
implementation reports and the findings from the interviews. The detailed descriptions 
of the reporting steps in each of the representative Member States reviewed in this 
study are given in Appendix A.3.1 and A.3.2. 

 Figure 3-1: Overview of Reporting on Municipal Waste 

 

3.2.1 Data Sources 

Member States are obligated to provide data on municipal waste to competent 
authorities under the legislation listed in Section 3.1. Typically the data is reported by 
the Ministry of Environment (or equivalent) or National Statistical Office. Depending on 
the Member State, this data might come from a number of different primary sources, 
including: 

 Producers of waste (e.g. businesses and institutions);  

 Collectors of waste (e.g. municipalities or private contractors);  
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 Holders of waste;  

 Operators of waste management facilities (e.g. landfills, and incineration plants); 
and 

 Recyclers and reprocessors. 

These sources are relied upon to provide data on the amount of municipal waste 
generated and treated by source and type of waste, and the number of operational 
treatment facilities. Treatment facilities may also provide information on sorting or 
processing losses and, where it is not possible to obtain accurate figures, estimates of 
the proportion of waste coming from different sources (e.g. household, commercial and 
industrial).  

Where required, some Member States undertake sorting analyses to better understand 
the composition of mixed waste streams.  

3.2.2 Data Collection 

For data on municipal waste generation, the most common collection method is the use 
of online questionnaires. Here, collectors of waste (either private operators who collect 
waste, or an in-house service undertaken by the municipality) will complete a form 
detailing the amount of waste collected in the reported period and its source. These may 
be comprehensive or cover limited reporting periods, they may be obligatory or 
voluntary, and they may be annual or occasional. Another method involves the use of 
online databases where stakeholders in the reporting process are able to upload 
information directly. This is more often used by municipalities or compliance schemes 
for regular reporting obligations. A small number of countries gross up their statistics on 
the basis of surveys of a sample of municipalities. Data on the statistical accuracy of the 
surveys is discussed below. 

Data on municipal waste treatment is usually collected from waste treatment facilities. 
Often this is done in the same way in which data on municipal waste is generated: via 
surveys or data reporting obligations. In its SDI quality report (2014), Bulgaria only makes 
reference to collecting data on operational capacities of treatment facilities, rather than 
input or output data. This is likely to overestimate (though it could also underestimate, if 
facilities are run at over-capacity) the actual amount of waste treated. 

The responsibility to report to the competent authority often lies with the municipality. 
Alternatively, in some Member States waste producers, collectors, holders and/or 
treatment facilities might report directly to the competent authority, with the 
municipality not playing a role in the reporting process unless it was acting as an in-
house waste collector.   

3.2.3 Data Verification   

Member States undertake a variety of data verification processes to ensure the accuracy 
of the data being submitted. There are no specific rules on how data should be verified 
and validated before submission to the European Commission, and the rigour and depth 
of these processes varies by Member State.   
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For some countries, the verification of data on municipal waste might be undertaken by 
a single body – often either the Ministry of Environment (or equivalent) or the National 
Statistical Office. Verification processes may on the other hand be undertaken on a 
number of levels – for example, by the municipality, the Ministry of Environment and 
finally the National Statistical Office. Where potential issues are identified, these 
organisations raise clarification questions, or use targeted surveys, to understand 
whether the data has been reported correctly.   

The nature of the checks undertaken varies according to legislation. Under the WFD, and 
Joint Questionnaire, this is left to the discretion of the competent authorities. This might 
involve a series of checks for completeness and for plausibility, such as checking for 
consistency across time-series, and cross-checking against alternative data sets.  

For the WStatR, a list of ten validation rules has been proposed by Eurostat in order to 
harmonise and streamline the data verification activities of Member States and Eurostat 
further down the line.37 Adhering to these, however, is entirely voluntary, and therefore 
this cannot be enforced by the Commission. This does mean, consequently, that 
harmonisation of the data is not guaranteed. However, a recent evaluation of the impact 
of applying the Eurostat validation rules or not revealed no noticeable difference 
between countries applying them or not. 

3.2.4 Transmission of Data to EU Level 

Member States submit the following to the European Commission: 

 Annual Electronic Forms: Under the WFD and Joint Questionnaire, Member States 
are to report annually (or every three years under the WFD depending on the 
interpretation of Decision 2011/753) and bi-annually for WStatR, to Eurostat, via the 
EDAMIS web-portal.  

 Quality Reports: For the WFD, Joint Questionnaire and WStatR, Member States are 
asked to submit a quality report, which describes the methods of data collection and 
analysis. These are also submitted to Eurostat via the EDAMIS web-portal. 

 Implementation Reports: For the WFD, Member States are required to submit an 
implementation report every three years. For WFD, the responses are based on 
questionnaires established in Commission Decision 2011/753/EU.38 WStatR 
implementation reports are based upon data and quality reports. These are 
submitted to DG Environment of the Commission via email. Implementation reports 
are not required for the Joint Questionnaire.  

                                                      

 

37 European Commission (2014) Validation of Waste Statistics - The Way Forward, April 2014, 
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/0e028210-46c6-4137-b123-
f4cdba591f31/3.2%20Validation%20of%20Waste%20Statistics%20-%20the%20way%20forward_rev.pdf 
38 Commission Decision of 18 November 2011 establishing rules and calculation methods for verifying 
compliance with the targets set in Article 11(2) of Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council (2011/753/EU) (OJ L310/11) 
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3.2.5 Data Verification at the European Level 

A verification process, conducted by contractors to Eurostat, is undertaken, including 
reviews of the data, and compilation of a report on the validity of the statistics, including 
a series of clarification questions to Member States where potential errors are identified. 
Further detail is given in Appendix A.4.2.1 and A.4.2.2. 

3.3 Identification of Issues Relating to WFD / JQ Data 
Reporting 

The identification of issues was undertaken by reviewing the reporting of municipal 
waste data under the WFD, JQ and WStatR and is carried out in the following sections: 

 Reporting obligations; 

 Elements of target calculation; 

 Data collection methods; and 

 Validation and dissemination processes. 

By way of introduction and initial observation, the fact that there are three interrelating 
reporting obligations covering the same data, one of which has four permitted 
calculation methods, is likely to result in metrics which are only comparable at the 
broadest level. However, even with the use of four separate approaches for reporting 
performance under the WFD, a number of issues of interest can be identified. 

The second observation is that, considering only the denominator ‘municipal waste’ (as 
in the JQ), a comparison with WStatR data reveals a remarkable range in the apparent 
scope of municipal waste reported, which undoubtedly affects the comparability of data, 
and other metrics (explored in section 3.4.2 below). Efforts to improve the definition to 
provide more comparable data is being made in the current procedures being carried 
out to revise the Waste Framework Directive. Our point of review, therefore, takes into 
account the Commission proposals and amendments proposed by the European 
Parliament in the reports adopted in March 2017.39 

3.3.1 Reporting Obligations for WFD 

The following sections review the different documents contributing to the definition of 
household/municipal waste and the calculation of recycling performance. The key 
documents that contain the reporting obligations and guidance documents that support 
the delivery of the data is as follows: 

                                                      

 

39 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-
0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
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Waste Framework Directive – Directive 2008/98/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council of 19 November 2008 on waste and repealing 
certain Directives 40 

 

Waste Statistics Regulation – Commission Regulation (EU) No 849/2010 of 27 
September 2010 amending Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on waste statistics 41 

 

Commission Decision of 18 November 2011 establishing rules and calculation 
methods for verifying compliance with the targets set in Article 11(2) of 
Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council 
(notified under document C(2011) 8165)42 

 
Eurostat Guidance on Municipal Waste Data Collection, September 201643 

 

OECD / Eurostat Template – Municipal Waste Reporting Data Quality / 
Methodology Report44 

 

Eurostat Template – Waste Framework Directive – Recycling Targets 

Data Quality Report 45 

3.3.1.1 Waste Framework Directive 

Article 11 of the WFD establishes the following target: 

(a) by 2020, the preparing for re-use and the recycling of waste materials such 
as at least paper, metal, plastic and glass from households and possibly from 
other origins as far as these waste streams are similar to waste from 
households, shall be increased to a minimum of overall 50 % by weight; 

By using the terms ‘at least’, and ‘possibly from other origins’, this target is extremely 
open to a variety of interpretations. It results in the latitude that is afforded to Member 

                                                      

 

40 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32008L0098  
41 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32010R0849  
42 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011D0753  
43 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351758/Guidance+on+municipal+waste/3106067c-
6ad6-4208-bbed-49c08f7c47f2   
44 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Data+quality+report+Municipal+Waste/f24ffe7
6-3c89-4460-a3c0-93f0128b9060  
45 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WFD-QR.doc  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32008L0098
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32010R0849
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32011D0753
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351758/Guidance+on+municipal+waste/3106067c-6ad6-4208-bbed-49c08f7c47f2
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351758/Guidance+on+municipal+waste/3106067c-6ad6-4208-bbed-49c08f7c47f2
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Data+quality+report+Municipal+Waste/f24ffe76-3c89-4460-a3c0-93f0128b9060
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Data+quality+report+Municipal+Waste/f24ffe76-3c89-4460-a3c0-93f0128b9060
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WFD-QR.doc
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States in calculating their recycling rates in Commission Decision 2011/753/EU (see next 
section), which was produced subsequently to implement the Directive. 

This target does not explicitly mention municipal waste and no definition of ‘municipal 
waste’ as such is provided in the WFD. As explained in the following section 3.3.1.2, of 
the four calculation methods for this target, only method 4 applies the target explicitly to 
‘municipal waste’. The only guide provided therefore within the WFD as to what 
municipal waste should cover is certain waste materials ‘from households’, and ‘possibly 
from other origins as far as these waste streams are similar to waste from households’ (a 
further definition is provided in Decision 2011/753/EU, which also clarifies the scope of 
waste materials covered in its Annex I and II, covered below). 

The WFD also defines recycling as:  

“any recovery operation by which waste materials are reprocessed into products, 
materials or substances whether for the original or other purposes. It includes the 
reprocessing of organic material but does not include energy recovery and the 
reprocessing into materials that are to be used as fuels or for backfilling operations.” 

The definition has given rise to problems of interpretation, with Germany, for example, 
interpreting this in such a way as it allows the input to any recovery operation relevant 
to the above definition being counted as recycling. Italy, on the other hand, excludes 
from its definition recycling of glass that has been recycled into materials for use in road 
construction.  

Issues identified: 

 Imprecise interpretation of definitions related to WFD household and similar 
wastes target. 

3.3.1.2 Commission Decision 2011/753/EU 

Commission Decision 2011/753/EU sets the calculation methods to be applied by 
Member States in the calculation of compliance under the Waste Framework Directive 
(the 50% target), setting out four calculation methods (see Figure 3-2). The introduction 
notes explicitly that:  

“Article 11(2)(a) of Directive 2008/98/EC leaves a certain flexibility to Member 
States as regards the municipal waste streams to which the targets are being 
applied. However, it is appropriate to define a range of options for Member 
States in order to clarify the practical application of verifying compliance with 
those targets.” 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Figure 3-2: 4 Calculation Methods under Current WFD Target Reporting 

 

Source: Commission Decision of 18 November 2011 establishing rules and calculation methods for verifying compliance with the targets set in Article 11(2) of 
Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council (2011/753/EU) (OJ L310/11) 
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This flexibility introduces permitted variation in the data which Member States report, 
and renders performance de facto, non-comparable, unless all Member States choose 
the same measurement method (and they have not done so). In the context of seeking 
to generate performance data which are comparable, the latitude afforded by the 
Decision based on the WFD is unhelpful. Most industry stakeholders see this system as 
problematic, and it is to be welcomed that the proposals to revise the WFD are seeking 
to improve comparability by shifting towards a single approach to measuring recycling. 

One specific point to draw out from the Decision, is the allowance for Member States to 
include home-composting, whereas others may not:    

“Where   a   Member   State   includes   home-composted   waste   in   the   calculation   
it   shall   explain   how   the   amounts   generated   and recycled have been 
calculated.” 

 This would provide a further source of inconsistency in the data. Regarding the inclusion 
of wastes which are subject to biological treatment, the Decision states: 

 Where the target calculation is applied to the aerobic or anaerobic treatment of 
biodegradable waste, the input to the aerobic or anaerobic treatment may be 
counted as recycled where that treatment generates compost or digestate which, 
following any further necessary reprocessing, is used as a recycled product, 
material or substance for land treatment resulting in benefit to agriculture or 
ecological improvement. 

The italicised clause is also open to interpretation, and indeed Member States have 
responded in a variety of ways. 

 Issues identified: 

 Incomparable reporting against targets due to use of four calculation 
methodologies; and 

 Inconsistent data due to variation in approach to including home-composting; 
and 

 Too much latitude in the measurement of ‘recycling’ due to variable 
approaches to accounting for inputs to biological treatment processes. 

3.3.1.3 OECD / Eurostat Joint Questionnaire (JQ)  

Guidance on the scope of municipal waste to be used to report data to Eurostat has 
evolved over time, but has consistently centred around the definition of municipal waste 
provided in the JQ (guidance produced both in 2012 and 2016 (see below) recommends 
using, or ‘basing the definition on’ the JQ definition), on the basis that it fleshes out the 
definitions in the Landfill Directive and the WFD Calculation Methodology. There are 
some gaps and uncertainties still in the definition, which are discussed further below.  

In practice, the reporting of data in response to the JQ relies on guidance issued by 
Eurostat (and the dissemination of the guidance). Member States are expected to follow 
this guidance, which tries to address gaps or uncertainties in the JQ definition. Neither 
the Guidance nor the JQ responses are themselves legally binding, making the Decision’s 
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use of references to these as means to report on legally binding targets quite 
problematic. The guidance is discussed in the next section. 

Issues identified: 

 Gaps and uncertainties in the current definition of municipal waste used for 
reporting method 4 under the WFD targets; and 

 No legally binding requirement to apply the municipal waste definition and 
guidance on data reporting if method 4 under the WFD is chosen by the 
Member States. 

3.3.1.4 Eurostat Guidance on Muncipal Waste 

The most recent guidance available, published in 2016, makes proposals as to how 
municipal waste might be defined (rather than, for instance, setting out for Member 
States how municipal waste is to be defined). It: 

 suggests using the JQ definition: 

‘Municipal waste shall be understood on the basis of the definition taken from the 
OECD/Eurostat Joint Questionnaire on waste and shall be interpreted on the basis 
of the LoW codes/material streams listed in the Annex, regardless of the type of 
collection’; 

 seeks to address some common issues that lead to non-comparability in 
reporting: 

o it highlights the potential discounting of waste subsequently sent to 
landfill in the cases where R-code facilities are mistakenly assumed to be 
final recycling processes; 

o it seeks to address the issue of measurement and classification of MBT 
outputs; and 

o it provides, in Annexes, the scope of municipal waste based upon selected 
LoW codes and a list of materials. 

The guidance seeks to give a clear basis for defining municipal waste based on waste 
types, origins and collectors. The additional deficiencies in the definition are assessed 
further in Section 3.4.2.  

A fundamental problem, is that non-statutory guidance is effectively seeking to correct 
for definitional issues related to a statutory target under the WFD. This is very relevant 
as 8 of the Member States have stated to the Commission that they will report under 
Method 4. All aspects required to ensure a consistent application of the definition of 
municipal waste should be in the law, not accompanying guidance that may or may not 
be utilised by the Member States. Whilst compromises on the legal text might seem a 
more straightforward approach to getting agreement of all Member States, this has to 
be balanced against the fairness of allowing variations in scope, which, if taken to the 
extremes, could mean some Member States are less burdened than others in the 
achievement of targets. From discussing data issues with Member State representatives, 
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it is clear that there is perceived unfairness by some countries using definitional creep to 
report an increased level of performance.  

It should also be added that the guidance is far from comprehensive and does not 
appear to cover the same set of issues as previous guidance, with guidance lacking on, 
for example: 

 What might be considered as ‘significant losses’ and how they should be 
estimated (since this would act to help clarify when Member States’ reporting on 
the quantity ‘separately collected’, or coming from sorting plants, would be 
acceptable); 

 Methodologies for estimating waste generation (the 2012 guidance simply noted 
that: ‘We ask countries to include in municipal waste generated an estimate for 
the areas not covered by the municipal waste collection system and to state the 
percentage share of the total population that is covered by municipal waste 
collection schemes.’) 

Other issues raised include the difference between waste generated and waste treated, 
which is mainly due to the moisture losses from Mechanical Biological Treatment (MBT) 
plants. Although, the latest quality report template seeks to provide further information 
on the inputs and outputs of MBT plants, it is still not sufficient to clearly understanding 
whether the difference is wholly due to the moisture loss from MBT plants or some 
other issues with the data. 

Issues identified: 

 Differences in waste generated and waste treated due to lack of ability to 
accurately track the moisture losses from MBT plants; 

 Clarity of definitions related to recycling targets being made in guidance 
documents rather than in the legislation; 

 Potential for inconsistent reporting of MSW recycling data due to lack of clarity 
as to the level of losses deemed to be ‘significant’; and 

 Inaccurate MSW data due to lack of clarity on how to account for waste 
generation where waste is not collected. 

3.3.1.5 WStatR 

The WStatR requires Member States to submit:  

 waste generation data by waste type and sector; and  

 waste treatment data by waste type and treatment type (irrespective of the 
country, or the sector, from which the waste originates).  

These two datasets effectively cover completely different things, the former covering the 
generation of waste within the Member State, the latter, concerning the treatment and 
disposal of waste irrespective of the country of origin. As a result, the generation data is 
not easily mapped to the treatment data. This ‘mismatch’ limits the usefulness of the 
data as a means of understanding the state of waste management in a given Member 
State. Fundamentally, because the treatment data do not directly relate to what is 
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generated by the country itself, none of the treatment data from a given Member State 
can be used (directly) as a basis to assess that Member State’s performance. The 
treatment figures are increased by the amount of waste imported for a given treatment, 
and reduced by the amount exported to other countries.  

It follows that none of the targets in EU waste legislation – most of which relate to how 
waste generated in the Member State is managed – can be effectively discerned from 
the WStatR data. To properly understand how waste is currently being managed, and 
therefore what policy interventions would be the most appropriate to improve 
performance, it would be appropriate for the treatment data to be specified by the 
waste type and by sector of origin, allowing for a mass balance of the generation and 
treatment data (this is not possible at present). Currently, this is a major failing of the 
WStatR and raises questions as to what the intended purpose is for the provision of the 
data by Member States.  

It also relies heavily on the European List of Wastes. This includes chapters by both 
source, and type, of waste. For example, Chapter 15 relates to packaging wastes (a type 
of waste) whilst the rest mainly relate to sources (industry, services, households etc). 
This is problematic when seeking to understand the source of packaging waste collected 
for recycling. Chapter 15 includes packaging waste that would fall under the definition of 
‘municipal waste’, and which has to be considered within the reporting on WFD recycling 
targets. The separation of packaging in this way might be more understandable if the 
data allowed for the reporting on the packaging waste recycling targets, but for reasons 
already explained, they do not. 

The WStatR requires compilation of statistics on waste generation and waste 
recycled/treated. Waste generation statistics are categorised by both waste type (by 
EWC code) and source (by NACE category including waste arising from recovery and/or 
disposal operations, plus waste generated by households). In particular, where either 
residual or recyclate waste is collected alongside household waste, an estimate of the 
split of the waste by source is therefore required. Article 3 specifies that Member States 
can do this by: 

 Surveys; 

 Administrative or other sources, such as the reporting obligations under 
Community legislation on waste management; 

 Statistical estimation procedures on the basis of samples, or waste-related 
estimators; or 

 A combination of these means. 

It requires Member States to provide a description on ‘the estimations, aggregations or 
exclusions, and the way these procedures affect the distribution of waste categories, 
listed in Section 2(1) by economic activities and households’. The Manual on Waste 
Statistics provides further broad guidance on appropriate methodologies by way of 
advice (see below). 

Clearly, the consistency of these statistics will depend on whether Member States record 
the same waste type from the same waste source in the same category as each other.  
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This may be affected by various factors including the different statistical units used, the 
accuracy of any surveys or estimates, to split collected packaging and mixed household-
like waste by industry source/households, and the structure of the commercial/industrial 
sector (in particular, whether the waste from business units are allocated to their role, or 
the function or the primary economic category of the company).46  

Evidently, the waste type also depends partly on the collection system. Whether a waste 
is reported as packaging, or mixed household-like waste, depends on whether it has 
been collected separately or as part of mixed household waste.  

As an important aside, data from WStatR in its current form, though used widely for 
reporting under methods 1 to 3, is not likely to be useful for generating a comparable 
picture of municipal waste across Member States (or, for that matter, sufficient 
comparability under methods 1 to 3). Waste types, and sources by NACE code, are not 
likely to correspond well to the scope of wastes ‘similar in nature, composition and 
quantity’ to household waste – as this waste is likely to come from offices and small 
businesses regardless of the ‘purpose’ of the organisation in question, and be spread 
across ‘similar wastes’, separately collected organic wastes, packaging wastes, etc. For 
example, separately collected plastic wastes from any given industry is likely to include 
both consumer packaging from office waste and also transport packaging. 

With regard to waste treatment, since treatment data includes imports and excludes 
exports (conversely to what is required for municipal waste reporting), it gives rise to 
issues with double counting of multiple treatment stages of waste and is therefore of 
limited value in assessing recycling performance of municipal, or any other, form of 
waste. Where waste goes through sorting operations, the nature of the waste changes 
(from mixed waste to separate fractions), which could be seen as an issue by the WStatR 
validation process as it generates outlier values when calculating recycling rates for 
particular waste categories. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of ability to produce interlinked data on waste source, type and treatment 
at national level, limits the value of the WStatR; 

 Lack of recycling data for households as recyclable wastes (paper, metal, 
plastic, wood) are reported separately and only the treatment of mixed 
household waste is reported; 

 Inconsistent data between the Member States on waste generation due to 
varying definitions of household and similar wastes; and 

 Potentially inaccurate MSW data if WStatR data is used due to differing 
definitions of how imports and exports are accounted for. 

                                                      

 

46 Major industrial producers will, for example, have office-style premises: is the waste from such offices to 
be assigned by the nature of the activity, or by the sector which describes the company’s main activity?  
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3.3.1.6 Manual on Waste Statistics 

The manual on waste statistics is a detailed document describing the best practice 
approaches to collecting data on waste generation and treatment for the purposes of 
fulfilling the obligations of the WStatR.47 It has been updated since the revision to the 
WStatR in 2010, and the preface notes that it has been produced through many hours of 
discussion with Eurostat experts, national statistical officers and consultants. 

The guidance is not legally binding and the manual allows for a range of approaches that 
could be taken, so it seems highly likely that Member States will take different 
approaches, which may give rise to inconsistent data. In addition, the accuracy of the 
data will vary, potentially significantly, if sample surveys are used as the basis for 
estimation of figures. For example, the accuracy will depend on the type of survey 
method used, as discussed in the manual: 

“It is evident that a strata probability sample will produce better results than simple 
random or systematic samples.  A  strata  sample,  especially  a  disproportionate  
strata  sample  which  includes nearly all large industrial waste generators, will 
reduce the risk of underestimating the generation of waste.  Underestimations are 
therefore more likely in sample surveys which do not use special strata for large 
enterprises”.   

The template quality report in the manual asks for sampling errors to be recorded 
through a coefficient of variation. However, there is no minimum level of accuracy that is 
specified in the guidance for sampling error, nor any other of the indicators of data 
accuracy, leading to potentially inaccurate data. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data due to a lack of mandatory definition for statistical accuracy 
that sampling surveys must be conducted to within. 

3.3.2 Elements of Target Calculation for WFD 

In this section the various elements that make up the numerator and denominator of the 
WFD target calculation are reviewed, in order to identify where potential issues may 
arise. This analysis only addresses calculation method 4 (JQ OECD / SDI), since: 

 many of the issues raised here apply across each method, so actions taken to 
address these issues would address most variation within methods 1-3; and 

 the legislative proposal would apply 2025 and 2030 targets on the basis of the 
method 4 calculation, so this is the most important metric in the longer term. 

                                                      

 

47 Eurostat (2010) Manual on waste statistics: A handbook for data collection  
on waste generation and treatment, 2010 Edition, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/5915865/KS-RA-10-011-EN.PDF/39cda22f-3449-4cf6-
98a6-280193bf770c  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/5915865/KS-RA-10-011-EN.PDF/39cda22f-3449-4cf6-98a6-280193bf770c
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/5915865/KS-RA-10-011-EN.PDF/39cda22f-3449-4cf6-98a6-280193bf770c
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Figure 3-3 below illustrates the components of the calculation under Method 4, showing 
one illustration of how the calculation can be built up. The following Table 3-1 details for 
each calculation element the main data collection approaches and the risk of inaccurate 
or inconsistent data.  
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Figure 3-3: Calculation of Recycling Under Method 4/SDI 

 

1. Compost from mixed waste processing should be excluded from the calculation unless evidence of beneficial use is given, as stated in Commission Decision 
2011/753/EU. Some countries do include compost from mixed waste plants in the reporting, though the guidance document seeks to exclude it. 
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Table 3-1: Elements of the Recycling Calculation 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

D
e

n
o

m
in

at
o

r 

Wastes collected 
from Households 

Included Data from 
municipalities or 
private operators, 
either by regular 
reporting 
obligations or 
survey 

Challenges relate to estimates used to separate out the household waste 
element where this waste is collected alongside similar wastes from 
businesses, services etc. However, it is not necessary to draw a clear 
distinction for the purposes of the SDI (method 4) as both sources are 
included. 

Similar wastes 
collected from other 
municipal sources, 
commerce, small 
businesses, services, 
etc  

Included Data from 
municipalities or 
private operators, 
either by regular 
reporting 
obligations or 
surveys 

The scope of this waste currently varies largely from country to country 
depending on the extent of municipal responsibility/involvement in 
waste collection from the business sector. Some countries have cut-off 
points for participation in municipal waste collections based on size of 
business etc. If collection from businesses is not by, or on behalf of, 
municipalities, the data is often omitted. 

These definitional issues have been identified in previous sections. 

Household wastes 
generated but not 
collected by the 
formal sector 

Included Estimates based on 
coverage of 
municipal waste 
service  

Very little in the way of a reliable methodology exists, and it seems likely 
that Member States take varying approaches to this estimation based on 
collected municipal data.  

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r Waste inputs to 
recycling process 

Included Data collection 
from facilities on 
inputs (most dry 
recycling) or 
outputs of pre-

There will be inconsistency in the data if different MS have a different 
understanding of what constitutes recycling. For instance, when a final 
sorting stage happens immediately prior to the recycling operation within 
the same facility, the whole input could be counted as input to recycling. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

treatment facilities 
(dry recyclate 
extracted or 
composting from 
MBT) 

In another country, the same sorting may happen outside the facility and 
the input to the final facility would be reduced accordingly. 

(In practice, few MS report data in this way, using instead outputs from 
sorting or separate collection, and few MS produce a realistic estimate of 
losses) 

Outputs from a 
sorting process 

Included Data collection on 
output of sorting 
facilities 

If inputs to sorting processes are from municipal and non-municipal 
sources then linking outputs and inputs can incur inaccuracies. However, 
if the correct definition of MSW is used, the breadth of this might reduce 
the significance of this as an issue (as the a broader scope would mean 
differentiation of inputs was not required, reducing the potential 
inaccuracies). 

In addition, there are often multiple sorting processes, especially for 
some waste streams like plastics. If the outputs from the first sorting 
process is reported, then the losses before final recycling may be 
significant. 

Recycling from mixed waste sorting, such as MBT, should also be 
included. These flows are not well reported upon. 

Separately collected 
waste streams 

Included 
(though 
potentially 
excluded in 
legislative 
proposal) 

Regular reporting 
obligations on 
waste collected 

If reported, this data is subject to the same inconsistency issues as 
mentioned in the denominator (e.g. scope, definition of source etc). 
There are also suggestions that due to variation in quality of separately 
collected waste streams, this should be excluded in future. 



32    09/10/2017 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

Significant losses 
post collection or 
sorting prior to 
input 

Excluded Facility data 

Industry studies 

 

Due to the vague term ‘significant losses’ in the existing legislation, the 
absence of any supplementary standards and the lack of any guidance, 
many states do not report any significant losses. This is the case even 
where losses are very likely to be non-trivial, and where no evidence has 
been provided of the ‘non-significant’ nature of losses (though this would 
be difficult to do given the absence of any interpretation of ‘significant’, 
any requirement to make such a report, or relevant guidance). 

Wastes managed by 
preparation for 
reuse organisation 

Included Data 
collection/survey 
from preparation 
for re-use 
operators 

Revised WFD 
implies a system 
for registering (and 
therefore 
collecting data 
from) preparation-
for-reuse 
organisations. 

Because these operations are often not operated by, or even on behalf 
of, municipalities, waste managed in this way may not recorded, and the 
extent of data collection or surveying may therefore vary. 

There is likely to be incomplete reporting across Member States due to 
organisations in some MS being active to varying degrees. 

 

Home Composting Excluded 
by 2016 
Eurostat 
Guidance 

Estimates The 2016 Guidance issued by Eurostat for the reporting under the JQ 
states that home composting should be excluded, but Decision 2011/753 
allows its inclusion. Some countries currently include estimates for home 
composting (Finland and Sweden), whereas others do not. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

Composting from 
Mixed Waste 

Excluded 
UNLESS 
evidence is 
provided of 
beneficial 
use  

Outputs from MBT 
facilities 

Member States may be applying different standards regarding beneficial 
use (resulting in inconsistent data).  

Waste imports Excluded None An issue could arise if inputs to reprocessors are taken as the point of 
measurement as the source country of the waste might not be known by 
the operator. 

Waste exports Included Waste companies, 
recyclers, trade 
data 

Member States have a strong incentive to record waste exported for 
recycling, so the risk of this being excluded is low. However, the 
difficulties related to understanding the extent of significant losses (see 
above) are increased in the case of waste exported for recycling. 

 



34    09/10/2017 

 

Issues identified: 

 Potential for inaccurate data to be reported if collection coverage is not 100% 
and no estimates for households not covered by waste collection systems; 

 Potential for inaccurate data to be reported if recycling collected through 
informal activities is not taken into account; 

 Potential for inaccurate data to be reported if the source of wastes entering 
final recycling processes cannot be determined; 

 Potential for inaccurate data to be reported if outputs from primary sorting 
processes are included when secondary sorting is subsequently undertaken; 

 Potential for inconsistent and inaccurate data to be reported due to failure to 
define what is meant by ‘significant losses’; 

 Inaccurate data due to preparation for reuse not always being taken into 
account; 

 Inconsistent recycling data due to variable approach taken to accounting for 
composting and backfilling from mixed waste treatment plants; 

 Lack of verification of total treatment and generation data, in relation to the 
amount of MBT in use (i.e. whether differences relate to the expected loss in 
moisture content); and 

 Inaccurate data if imports and exports are not accounted for correctly, and 
notably, where waste exported for recycling includes significant losses. 

3.3.3 Data Collection Methods for WFD 

Accurate reporting is limited by the availability of quality data, which is determined by 
the data collection methods used and the measurement points chosen. These in turn are 
dependent on the extent of data from regular reporting obligations, or reporting 
obligations regarding waste collection, handling and treatment, covering municipal 
bodies, producer responsibility organisations, and private operators. Where data from 
direct measurement and reporting are not available, surveys (or other forms of 
estimation) need to be relied upon, and these may vary in quality from one Member 
State to another. 

Areas in which data collection is particularly challenging, or variable, include: 

 Issues which fall outside of the responsibility of municipalities: 
o Estimation of the quantity of waste which is generated, but not collected 

through formal systems; 
o Measurement of the contribution of the wastes not collected by the 

formal sector to recycling; 
o Material prepared for re-use (outside of municipal waste management); 
o Inclusion of ‘similar’ wastes collected by the private sector acting 

independently of responsibilities it discharges on behalf of municipalities; 

 Estimation of parameters not directly captured by regular reporting obligations: 
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o Separation of household and commercial and industrial waste, where 
collected at the same point; 

o Measurement of sorting losses. 

These issues are not well covered in the binding legislation. The Manual of Waste 
Statistics does provide some advice, but this is not of great help in the matter of 
reporting WFD recycling targets. The latitude afforded to those reporting leads to 
significant methodological variation, which the quality and validation reports only 
scratch the surface of. This issue is also noted in the previous sections. 

Where surveys with paper or electronic documents are used, this provides a barrier to 
more automated data verification procedures (see next section), which may impact on 
data quality. 

Issues identified: 

 Potential for inaccurate data through basing the data collection on what is 
available from municipalities only, which generally does not include similar 
waste collected directly by private operators. 

3.3.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes for WFD 

3.3.4.1 National Data Validation Processes 

All Member States reviewed in more detail reported that they undertake some data 
verification, using a combination of plausibility, time-series and other such checks to 
identify any potential issues within the data. Where any potential errors were identified, 
all Member States reported that they engage with the organisations providing the data 
to understand the issues further. 

It is not uncommon for Member States to have more than one authority involved in the 
data verification process. For the Czech Republic, data verification for validation is 
undertaken in two steps: initial checks are carried out by municipal authorities, and a 
second tier of checks is then undertaken by the Ministry of the Environment. A similar 
approach is taken by Poland, Austria, Belgium, Croatia and the Netherlands. In Ireland 
and Sweden, different national governmental authorities are responsible for verifying 
different sources of data.  

The UK noted that it verifies data at three different points in the process. Firstly, data is 
checked by the local authority which is obligated to submit data. Secondly, at the level of 
England and the devolved administrations (Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland), the 
relevant agency analyses the consistency of figures between authorities and undertakes 
periodic site visits. Finally, DEFRA performs checks on the consistency of the results at 
the UK level, comparing the data with previous figures and sense-checking the results. By 
comparison, Cyprus and Luxembourg have only one stage of data verification, which is 
undertaken by the Statistical Service of Cyprus and the Environment Administration in 
Luxembourg, respectively. Based on the response received from Germany, it was not 
possible to determine how many times the data is verified.  
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None of the countries reported using an external third party to audit the data before 
submitting it to the European Commission, though sometimes the data may be checked 
by a different governmental organisation to the one that gathers or submits the data. 

The nature of the checks undertaken were partly related to the method of data 
collection. Croatia, the Czech Republic and the UK were the only countries of the ones 
reviewed that operate an online database for submitting data. It is understood that a 
series of automatic checks are built into these databases, which trigger ‘red flags’ to the 
user while the data is being submitted (e.g. if there are gaps or significant changes to the 
data compared to previous years). This offers an additional level of verification, as users 
have the opportunity to correct any issues before submitting the data. Automatic checks 
were less likely to be utilised when data were reported via other means, such as online 
portals (i.e. webpages where data returns can be submitted, but are not databases) or 
via email (e.g. excel spreadsheets).  

The WStatR quality report for 2012 notes the importance of in-country verification, 
noting that Sweden has an in-depth validation process, and that in Lithuania, additional 
measures for data quality control and data analysis have been developed. As a result, 
some oft-repeated mistakes were identified in reports of waste management companies 
(e.g. imported waste reported as local, double counting, etc.). 

Overall, there is a range of data verification procedures in place at the national level, 
with some being more robust than others. There are no European standards, and no 
guidance, on data verification processes to be undertaken at the Member States level. 
As a result data is unlikely to be accurate in all Member States, although for all the 
reasons discussed above, when what is to be reported is not at all clearly indicated, 
‘accuracy’ is itself a term with limited meaning. 

Issues identified: 

 Validation processes at the national level are not always adequately setup to 
help identifying errors in the data being prepared for submission to Eurostat. 

3.3.4.2 Eurostat Validation Process 

The WFD validation process compares statistics reported under the WFD to statistics 
reported under the JQ (for the MSW sustainable development indicator (SDI)) and 
WStatR. Its focus is, therefore, on Methods 1 and 2 (and 3, for measurement of 
recycling). As it notes, this provides only a basic check (with upper and lower bounds), 
and for method 3, one cannot discern recycling rates from WStatR data alone. The 
validation process allows for up to 2 question/answer responses with MS per validation 
round. 

The MSW SDI validation process looks, primarily, at deviation from historic values. In this 
validation process, there is no attempt to ensure consistency across Member States with 
respect to the scope of municipal waste being reported unless there is a break in trend 
to investigate. Therefore, it would be unlikely to address variability in method between 
Member States (although, in practice, there is some critique based on quality reports). 
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The WStatR validation process is far more detailed since the WStatR data is more 
granular, and so changes in how waste is allocated between different categories can be 
tracked over time. The questions tend to reveal more detailed information about 
methodology than is available within the WDF and MSW SDI validation processes, as it 
attempts to identify 'methodological and quality deficits’ for each country. However, its 
focus is not necessarily on household or municipal waste, so it provides only limited 
insight on these topics, and the time-series-based identification of issues for analysis fails 
to illuminate methodological problems which are of a structural or persistent nature. 

A set of validation rules has been determined for the WStatR data and has been agreed 
with the Member States. This should enable Member States to carry out pre-submission 
checks, and limit the effort Eurostat has to spend on identify errors through data 
verification processes. 

In neither the MSW SDI nor the WDF validation procedures is the robustness of the data 
gathering methods deployed by the Member States analysed in much detail. The 
approach appears to be mainly based on the identification of errors from plausibility 
checks rather than looking at the root cause of any data quality issues. 

Overall, the ability of the validation process to ensure that the Member States’ 
methodologies are sound is limited. The validation process is most effective at 
identifying when data is improved or changed and mostly catches errors at the point that 
Member States address them – by which time, there appears to be little value in 
pointing them out. If Member States provide enough information in quality reports, 
further assessment may be provided, but there is often not enough detail in the quality 
reports to do this effectively. 

Issues identified: 

 The validation processes at the European level do not actively assess, or 
address, the likely accuracy of data; and  

 Verification is not focused on, or oriented towards, the root causes of data 
issues. 

3.3.4.3 Issues Raised in Validation Report 

Firstly, the completeness of the reported data is considered. As reported in the 
validation report for WFD 2012:  

 Out of 26 datasets, 5 were without quality reports for 2012, and Greece, Cyprus, 
the Netherlands and Romania submitted no data for any of the three reference 
years covered; 

 Out of 17 countries who were asked follow up questions, there was full 
cooperation on the part of 9 countries, no cooperation from 7 countries, and 
partial cooperation by one country. 

As reported in the validation report for municipal waste reporting for 2013: 

 Ireland, Greece, Romania and Albania provided neither data, nor a quality report, 
for reference year 2013; 
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 Estonia, Latvia, the UK, Iceland and Bosnia and Herzegovina provided data in 
2013, but no quality report. 

As reported in the validation report for WStatR 2012: 

 Two countries provided incomplete datasets, one country was planning major 
changes to its data and one country still had yet to report data at the point of 
analysis (over 2 years after the reporting year in question). 

 Out of 37 countries (EFTA, candidate and potential candidate countries were 
included), 3 failed to answer initial questions, and 13 failed to answer follow up 
questions. Therefore, 21 countries out of the 37 gave their full cooperation. 

Compliance is, therefore, fairly high (considering, for example, that the production of 
municipal waste statistics is not a legal requirement), though there are issues with 
timeliness of data, and several countries do not engage with, or respond, to the 
validation processes. 

Secondly, data quality issues are considered. It is clear from previous analysis that 
Member States continue to interpret Municipal Waste differently, most notably in the 
varied extent to which ‘similar wastes’ collected by the private sector (or by 
municipalities) from businesses are reported, despite this falling under the current JQ 
definition; historically, some Member States have omitted Chapter 15 (packaging) 
wastes from Municipal Waste reporting. 

Despite the limited focus of most validation reports, they do provide some assessment 
of quality reports where they are provided, and they highlight issues of inconsistency 
related to: 

 The inclusion/exclusion of commercial recycling and/or commercial residual 
waste in municipal waste (multiple Member States); 

 Exclusion/inclusion of particular material types in municipal waste (rubber in 
Croatia, end-of-life tyres and oil filters in Luxembourg); 

 Inclusion of some types of recycling and / or composting (most notably, the 
organic output from MBT facilities in Portugal, Spain and Cyprus, but also home 
composting, tyres, sharps, oil filters, and recycling from mixed waste); 

 Lack of accounting for losses (Germany) 

 Change in data coverage (Belgium); and 

 Changes and variation in data collection methods (addressed above). 

The WStatR quality report is focused on reasons for variation, and outliers across waste 
from different industries, but notes a similar range of comments in relation to the 
calculation of household waste. 

It also provides examples of how waste can shift between WStatR categories based on 
different approaches to allocation methodology, collection systems and data sources. 

 The high share of waste from households compared to the generated total 
indicates that Latvia has considerable problems with data coverage and/or 
allocation of waste to the generating sectors; 
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 Poland – plastic wastes moved from NACE A to the services sector due to a 
change in the collection system for packaging waste; 

 Portugal – a decline in the waste generation estimate from services sector, partly 
due to a new sampling frame, partly due to legislation ‘framing the administrative 
data source’ which is no longer obligatory for producers who just generate 
municipal waste. That waste is now included in ‘waste from households’, though 
Portugal plans to update its methodology in future years. 

 In 2012, the UK reported almost 1 million tonnes arising in the services sector 
that would have been reported under ‘Households’ in 2010. 

The issues underlying those identified in the validation reports have been captured 
already in the previous sections, so are not repeated here. The issue of missing data is 
noted, however.  

Issues identified: 

 Missing data for monitoring progress against the WFD target, missing quality 
reports and lack of responses from the Member States to clarification requests. 

3.3.5 Main Issues Identified with WFD Target Data Reporting 

The main issues that have been identified through the review carried out above are 
summarised as follows, and arranged by issues that relate to mandatory requirements, 
allowable variances and the wider statistical framework: 

 Mandatory requirements: 
o Missing data for monitoring progress against the WFD target 
o Preparation for reuse not being included 
o Waste generation coverage not 100% due to lack of estimates for 

households not covered by waste collection systems 
o Recycling collected through informal activities not included 
o Imports and exports not accounted for correctly in the recycling data 

 Variation in reporting within the terms of the Directive, Decisions and 
Guidance: 

o Lack of imposition of a clear and sufficiently specific definition and 
interpretation of Municipal Waste 

o Statistical accuracy of sample surveys and estimates not mandated 
o Too much latitude in the measurement of ‘recycling’ due to: 

 Lack of clarity in the definition in the WFD; and  
 A lack of specificity in how to account for losses and failure to 

define what is meant by ‘significant losses’ 
o Too much latitude in accounting for post-treatment material recycling 
o Too much latitude in accounting for composting from mixed waste 

treatment plants; 
o Limited scope of existing national waste data capture systems;  

 Wider statistical framework: 
o WStatR lack of ability to produce useful data on waste source, type and 

treatment 
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o Overlap of waste sources and types (packaging) in list of wastes 
o Inconsistent validation processes at the national level, not always 

adequately geared to identifying errors in the data 
o European level data validation processes do not actively assess or 

address the likely accuracy of data and do not focus on root causes of 
data issues 

o Guidance at odds with existing waste legislation as regards home 
composting. 

These issues are now analysed in more depth in the following section. 

3.4 Analysis of Issues Relating to WFD and MSW Data 
Reporting 

The analysis relates to the quantitative target set out in Article 11 of the WFD. As 
described above, there is considerable overlap between the different reporting 
obligations (under the JQ and WStatR) with the four different calculations for the Waste 
Framework Directive target (seeFigure 3-2). Method 3 relies heavily on data submitted 
under WStatR, and Method 4 simply uses municipal waste data submitted under the JQ. 
Additionally, some Member States may use data collected for WStatR to subsequently 
estimate municipal waste generation for the JQ, or vice versa. 

This analysis here concentrates mainly on Method 4 and the JQ (the measurement of 
performance with respect to overall ‘municipal waste’), since this will be of more 
importance for the circular economy package targets. However, issues relating to other 
calculation methods are relevant for the current targets. We also compare JQ data with 
WStatR data where we suspect WStatR data is used for JQ returns, and in order to 
illustrate points regarding the variation in the scope of what is reported. 

3.4.1 Missing Data for MSW 

Despite relatively good eventual compliance, there are some Member States which are 
consistently less prompt than others in the delivery of data, in addition to some which 
are failing to submit any data at all. 

The validation report for municipal waste notes that as of the 4th August 2015, Ireland, 
Greece, Romania and Albania had provided neither data, nor a quality report, for 
reference year 2013. Estonia, Latvia, UK, Iceland and Bosnia and Herzegovina provided 
data, but no quality report. As of January 2017, data for 2013 and 2014 are still missing 
for Ireland and Greece, and 2014 data for Cyprus and France are estimates.The 
validation report for household waste reporting under the WFD from 31st December 
2015 indicates that for the reporting period 2010 to 2013 Cyprus, Netherlands, Romania 
and Greece didn’t not submit data in time. 

 

As there is no legal obligation to provide a quality report for the JQ/SI data, there is 
insufficient leverage to influence countries that do not submit them. However, 
household waste reporting under the WFD is legally obligated and should be enforced. 
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Recommendations: 

 Ensure all data related to legal reporting obligations is submitted on time; 

 Resolve issues related to the delivery of data; and 

 Make submission of quality reports mandatory in law. 

3.4.2 Lack of an Imposition of a Clear and Sufficiently Specific 
Definition and Interpretation of Municipal Waste 

Clearly setting out what should be included in the definition of municipal waste has been 
the subject of debate for nearly two decades. In this section we outline the key issues 
and discuss the various definitions that are in place, or are being proposed. The following 
points are raised in the sub-sections below: 

 Issues related to the definitions in Commission Decision 2011/753/EU within the 
four calculation methodologies for the current (2020) WFD target; 

 Proposed harmonisation to one calculation method related to ‘municipal waste’, 
and the existing variances seen within the data; 

 Issues related to the definition of municipal waste in the Joint Questionnaire, and 
the supporting Eurostat Guidance document; 

 Issues related to the suggested definition in the proposed revisions to the WFD 
made by the Commission, and amended by the European Parliament; and 

 Possible revisions to the proposed definitions in order to reduce ambiguity. 

3.4.2.1 Existing Four Calculation Methods under Commission Decision 
2011/753/EU 

As indicated above, in Section 3.3.1.2, the existing WFD allows the use of four methods 
to be used when calculating the target. The calculation methods are set out as follows: 

 Method 1: the preparation for reuse and the recycling of paper, metal, plastic and 
glass household waste; 

 Method 2: the preparation for reuse and the recycling of paper, metal, plastic, 
glass household waste and other single types of household waste or of similar 
waste from other origins; 

 Method 3: the preparation for reuse and the recycling of household waste; 

 Method 4: the preparation for reuse and the recycling of municipal waste. 

In which: 

 ‘household waste’ means waste generated by households; 

 ‘similar waste’ means waste in nature and composition comparable to household 
waste, excluding production waste and waste from agriculture and forestry; 

 ‘municipal waste’ means household waste and similar waste; 

This flexibility introduces permitted variation in the data which Member States report, 
and renders performance, de facto, non-comparable, unless all Member States choose 
the same measurement method (and they have not done so). Furthermore, each of 
these definitions on their own does not provide a sufficient enough definition of scope 
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to avoid significant variation in the data reported under each category in the relevant 
Methods, and some terms are left undefined (for instance, ‘production waste’). 

Member States reporting under Method 4 are instructed to rely on the statistical data on 
municipal waste reported annually to the Commission (Eurostat) under the JQ. Member 
States reporting Method 3 are instructed that the total amounts of household waste 
shall be taken from the data to be reported according to point 1.2 of Section 8 of Annex I 
to WStatR. It is specified that waste of the following waste codes shall be excluded from 
the calculation: 

 08.1.-Discarded vehicles 

 11-13-Sludges and mineral wastes 

For methods 1, 2, and 3 the measurement of the denominator is down to the 
interpretation of the Member State of these limited definitions, together with the types 
of wastes and LoW codes listed in Annexes I and II of Decision 2011/753/EU. For method 
4, the precise measurement and scope of the denominator is down to the definition in 
use for municipal waste in the JQ. 

Decision 2011/753/EU notes that Member States should use data from WStatR as far as 
possible: 

“In order to avoid additional administrative burden, data on waste statistics 
reported under Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 25 November 2002 on waste statistics [WStatR] should be used as 
far as possible to verify compliance with the targets set in Article 11(2) of 
Directive 2008/98/EC.” 

Despite this intention, even if data from WStatR is used to mark out the denominator, 
data from WStatR cannot be used to calculate what has been recycled (see 3.3.1.5).  

Where Methods 1 to 3 are chosen, Member States are required to submit a report 
specifying: 

 how the amounts generated and recycled have been calculated; 

 how these amounts relate to the data on household waste to be reported under 
WStatR; 

 which materials are covered, and from which activities they result by marking the 
relevant cells in the table in Annex II to the Decision (except Method 1). 

The third bullet point is particularly instructive: Member States are given the flexibility to 
decide themselves which materials from which sources are to be included.  

3.4.2.2 Current Issues with Existing Defintion of Municipal Waste 

The Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending 
Directive 2008/98/EC on waste (“WFD Revision”) sets targets for 2025 and 2030 based 
solely on ‘municipal waste’, avoiding the vague phrasing of the 2020 target, and 
eliminating 3 of the 4 methods for calculating performance. For example, the 2025 
target reads: 
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“(c) By 2025, the preparing for re-use and the recycling of municipal waste shall 
be increased to a minimum of 60% by weight.” 

However, there is already considerable variation in the scope of wastes included in 
Member State’s reporting of municipal waste. So even if the four calculation methods 
are reduced to one, the data shows there will still be considerable variation in the 
approach to calculation of the future WFD target. 

In the quality reports under the Joint Questionnaire, each country is asked to complete a 
table defining their coverage of municipal waste. 48 A comparison of Germany and 
Cyprus’s responses, although both use the OECD and Eurostat definition, indicated that 
whilst Germany includes all municipal waste types available in the table, Cyprus excludes 
non-biodegradable garden and park waste, discarded equipment and hazardous 
household waste.  A broad illustration of the variation in the coverage of municipal 
waste reported to Eurostat in 2012 mapped onto a matrix of WStatR categories is shown 
below. For further examples of the different ways Member States define MSW, see also 
the section on the Landfill Directive targets (Section 5.0), where this issue is also 
explored and a comparison of definitions for most Member States is given.

                                                      

 

48 Table title: “Municipal waste materials and relevant sources related to section 1.3 c)” 
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Figure 3-4: Coverage of WStatR Categories in the Scope of Municipal Waste Reported to Eurostat (% of Member 
States Including Each Category) 

 

Source: Eunomia (2014) Impact Assessment on Options Reviewing Targets in the Waste Framework Directive, Landfill Directive and Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive” Final Report for the European Commission DG Environment under Framework Contract No ENV.C.2/FRA/2011/0020 
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01.1 - Spent solvents HAZ 6% 3% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 3% 6% 6% 6% 3% 3% 6% 6% 16% 3% 44% 0,0% X
01.2 - Acid, alkaline or saline waste NHAZ

01.2 - Acid, alkaline or saline waste HAZ 3% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 16% 3% 38% 0,0% X
01.3 - Used oils HAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 19% 3% 44% 0,0% X
01.4 - Spent chemical catalysts NHAZ

01.4 - Spent chemical catalysts HAZ

02 - Chemical preparation wastes NHAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 13% 3% 28% 0,0% X
02 - Chemical preparation wastes HAZ 9% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 6% 6% 9% 9% 9% 6% 9% 9% 19% 9% 56% 0,0% X
03.1 - Chemical deposits and residues NHAZ X
03.1 - Chemical deposits and residues HAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 9% 3% 19% 0,0%

03.2 - Industrial effluent sludges NHAZ

03.2 - Industrial effluent sludges HAZ

05 - Health care and biological wastes NHAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 19% 13% 0,0%

05 - Health care and biological wastes HAZ 3% 6% 3% 3% 6% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 19% 3% 13% 0,0%

06 - Metallic wastes NHAZ 9% 6% 6% 16% 16% 9% 16% 9% 16% 13% 16% 16% 16% 13% 9% 9% 9% 31% 9% 81% 1,5% X
06 - Metallic wastes HAZ

07.1 - Glass wastes NHAZ 6% 3% 6% 16% 9% 6% 6% 9% 13% 13% 13% 16% 13% 13% 3% 9% 9% 28% 6% 78% 3,6% X
07.1 - Glass wastes HAZ

07.2 - Paper and cardboard wastes NHAZ 6% 3% 6% 16% 16% 16% 13% 13% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 13% 13% 13% 13% 31% 9% 81% 7,8% X
07.3 - Rubber wastes NHAZ 6% 6% 6% 9% 6% 9% 6% 13% 9% 13% 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 6% 13% 6% 34% 0,1%

07.4 - Plastic wastes NHAZ 9% 6% 6% 16% 13% 16% 13% 9% 16% 16% 16% 16% 16% 13% 9% 13% 13% 31% 9% 81% 0,9% X
07.5 - Wood wastes NHAZ 6% 3% 6% 16% 9% 16% 13% 6% 13% 13% 13% 16% 16% 13% 3% 9% 6% 22% 9% 63% 1,3% X
07.5 - Wood wastes HAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 3% 6% 3% 6% 6% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 31% 0,0% X
07.6 - Textile wastes NHAZ 3% 9% 16% 9% 13% 6% 13% 6% 9% 13% 13% 6% 9% 9% 19% 9% 69% 0,3% X
07.7 - Waste containing PCB HAZ

08 (not 8.1, 8.41) - Discarded equipment (excluding discarded vehicles) NHAZ 13% 9% 13% 16% 16% 13% 16% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 9% 13% 13% 13% 13% 25% 9% 66% 0,3% X
08 (not 8.1, 8.41) - Discarded equipment (excluding discarded vehicles) HAZ 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 22% 9% 56% 0,2% X
08.1 - Discarded vehicles NHAZ 3% 13% 0,0%

08.1 - Discarded vehicles HAZ 3% 13% 0,6%

08.41 - Batteries and accumulators wastes NHAZ 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 3% 3% 22% 47% 0,0% X
08.41 - Batteries and accumulators wastes HAZ 6% 3% 6% 9% 6% 9% 9% 6% 9% 13% 9% 13% 9% 9% 3% 9% 9% 28% 9% 56% 0,0% X
09 (not 9.11, 9.3) - Animal and vegetal wastes NHAZ 13% 9% 9% 16% 13% 16% 9% 9% 9% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 13% 41% 6% 81% 9,4% X
09.11 - Animal waste of food preparation and products NHAZ 6% 6% 6% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 13% 9% 0,0%

09.3 - Animal faeces, urine and manure NHAZ 0,0%

10.1 - Household and similar wastes NHAZ 19% 19% 28% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 31% 34% 28% 28% 53% 25% 100% 68,1% X
10.2 - Mixed and undifferentiated materials NHAZ 3% 3% 9% 16% 13% 16% 16% 9% 13% 13% 16% 16% 16% 13% 13% 9% 13% 31% 6% 56% 2,7% X
10.2 - Mixed and undifferentiated materials HAZ 3% 6% 3% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 6% 3% 16% 3% 19% 0,0%

10.3 - Sorting residues NHAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 6% 3% 9% 0,0%

10.3 - Sorting residues HAZ

11 (not 11.3) - Common sludges (excluding dredging spoils) NHAZ 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 31% 0,1% X
11.3 - Dredging spoils NHAZ 13% 0,0%

12.1 to 12.5 (not 12.4) - Mineral wastes NHAZ 13% 9% 9% 13% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 13% 9% 9% 9% 13% 13% 13% 13% 22% 9% 56% 2,2% X
12.1 to 12.5 (not 12.4) - Mineral wastes HAZ 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 3% 31% 0,0% (X)

12.4 - Combustion wastes NHAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0,0%

12.4 - Combustion wastes HAZ 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 0,0%

12.6 - Contaminated soils and polluted dredging spoils HAZ

13 - Solidified, stabilised or vitrified wastes NHAZ

13 - Solidified, stabilised or vitrified wastes HAZ

total - Total Waste NHAZ 99,0%

total - Total Waste HAZ 1,0%

total - Total Waste TOTAL 100,0%

Legend and Notes:

>20% to 40%

>40% to 60%

>60%

* : Entries are weighed (partly included = 0,5, fully included = 1)
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The Table shows large variation in the wastes reported as municipal wastes, with this 
sometimes including construction wastes, and chemical wastes, and with considerable 
variation in whether or not wastes from services and industry are also covered. The 
reporting of municipal waste data is shown to include a varying amount, across 
countries, of waste that is not from households (this is explored further below – see 
Figure 3-5). Only 53% of Member States reported including “household and similar 
wastes” from the services sector, and even fewer reported packaging wastes from this 
sector. 

The impact of the variation in the scope of municipal waste reported is illustrated by the 
following comparison between ‘municipal waste’ reported to Eurostat under the JQ in 
2012 compared against 2012 WStatR data, shown inFigure 3-5. The WStatR data 
selected for inclusion are chosen to approximately fit the proposed new definition of 
municipal waste (and the existing JQ definition). The WStatR groupings in the graph 
below are as follows: 

 ‘Households’ are comprised waste from households excluding: 
o sorting residues; 
o mineral wastes apart from construction and demolition wastes; 
o spent solvents;  
o acid, alkaline or saline washes;  
o industrial effluent sludges; and 
o sludges and liquid waste from waste treatment 

 ‘Services’ are comprised of  ‘Household and similar waste’ (10.1), ‘Mixed and 
undifferentiated materials’ (10.2), non-hazardous packaging materials (6-7) and 
animal and food wastes (9.1) from the Services sector, as a proxy for wastes from 
small businesses etc similar in nature and composition to household wastes; and 

 ‘Industry’ is comprised of ‘Household and similar waste’ (10.1) for all other 
sectors. 
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Figure 3-5: Waste within ‘All Household and Similar Wastes’ by NACE rev. 
2, Compared Against Municipal Waste (2012)  

 

Source: Eurostat, datasets env_wasgen and env_wasnum 

 

Countries are listed here in order of the proportion of this waste that was reported as 
MSW to Eurostat. In simple terms, the quantities of waste above the orange line are 
currently not reported as MSW. The waste in green below the line is non-household 
municipal waste currently reported within MSW. Yellow waste above the orange line (for 
Estonia and Latvia) corresponds to waste recorded as from ‘households’ in EWC-Stat 
categories, but which is not currently included within Member States’ interpretations of 
MSW (see commentary on Figure 3-4 above). The purple line on the graph shows, for 
reference, the most recent reported municipal waste data for 2015 on the same scale. 
Though the quantities of waste generated will have changed in this period, any 
significant jumps may be due to changes in the scope of wastes being reported, moving 
closer to the approach outlined in the Guidance. 

It is notable that Denmark, Poland, Germany, Cyprus and Hungary all report more 
municipal waste than is suggested under the broadest interpretation of municipal waste 
presented here. Denmark only reports very small quantities of waste being generated 
from the services sector, so it is likely that similar wastes collected from ‘institutions, 
commerce and offices’ under a municipal scheme – as per their definition of municipal 
waste – comes from sectors other than those included within the NACE rev.2 category, 
‘Services’. Other countries also record very little waste from services and industry within 
these categories (notably Italy, but also Slovakia and Latvia). 
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Of the countries which correctly report most of these wastes as MSW (on the left-hand 
side of the graph above), only Germany operates a door-to-door collection scheme, and 
is notably comprehensive in its definition of municipal waste. Several others operate, in 
the main, bring-site schemes for waste collection, and so may be collecting commercial 
wastes alongside their household collections within the service operated by or on behalf 
of municipalities. Where a country operates a door-to-door scheme, this analysis 
suggests that MSW may be under-reported by a factor of 20–40% relative to the 
definitions now being proposed (notwithstanding uncertainties that still exist). This is 
likely due to their collecting only a fraction of non-household wastes of a similar nature 
to household waste within the service operated by / on behalf of municipalities, and 
reporting based on what is collected by or on behalf of the municipality.  

As is immediately apparent from this graph, there is significant inconsistency between 
data reported under WStatR, and municipal waste data reported under the JQ 
(quantities of waste reported under method 1 and 2 WDF calculations will differ yet 
more widely), with the total indicated by WStatR being 22.4% higher than the total MSW 
reported under the JQ. 

In practice, the variation in the reporting of municipal waste suggests that Member 
States feel that the definition – and the lack of meaningful enforcement of its use - gives 
them leeway to interpret the definition as they see fit (with variation even within each of 
the four specified methods). It seems clear that Guidance is the wrong place to improve 
working definitions in this regard: clarity is required in the legally binding documents. 

Several factors have contributed to this state of affairs: 

 The definitions used in European legislation have evolved over time and Member 
States’ reporting practices may not have evolved so quickly. Until the WFD 
targets were introduced, and then only for Method 4, reporting on municipal 
waste recycling was not a legal requirement; 

 The foundational JQ definition originally was defined as waste collected by or on 
behalf of municipalities, and many Member States appear to have stuck 
(implicitly) to this definition; as the definition is written into their laws it is not 
necessarily straightforward to change, which might be acting as a barrier for 
them to do so. 

 The description of waste as ‘municipal’ has different meanings in different 
contexts which adds an extra level of ambiguity to the definitions, including: 

o waste from ‘municipal’, as opposed to household, sources, which might 
be taken to mean ‘pertaining to the activities of a municipality’; 

o waste listed under ‘municipal wastes’ (Chapter 20) in the List of Wastes 
(which Eurostat Guidance suggests does not cover all waste defines as 
‘municipal waste’); 

o wastes collected by municipalities, or for which municipalities bear legal 
responsibility for collecting; 

o wastes defined as part of ‘municipal waste’ by national rules / legislation. 
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The variation in definitions and scopes of municipal waste may also be linked to factors 
related to Member State’s circumstances in respect of data collection and reporting, for 
example: 

 Difficulties Member States perceive in collecting data from the private sector on 
the collection of waste from all sources deemed under the JQ definition to be 
‘municipal’; and 

 Lack of confidence in using methodologies to reallocate treated waste back to 
sources defined as municipal. 

In Eunomia’s survey of Member States in preparation for the Waste Targets Review, it 
was judged that around half of member states restrict municipal waste to that ‘collected 
by or on behalf of municipalities’ and half report municipal waste ‘irrespective of who 
collects it’.49 Similarly, out of 20 Member States responding to a Member State 
consultation in July 2015, although a large majority supported the notion that the 
definition of municipal waste should extend beyond household waste and include 
“waste from retail, trade, small businesses, office buildings and institutions that is similar 
in nature and composition to household waste”, two member states stated explicitly that 
they would like to see the definition restricted to wastes which municipalities actually 
collect. 

3.4.2.3 Issues Related to Existing Joint Quesionnaire Definition and 
Eurostat Guidance 

The JQ definition of municipal waste is more detailed than definitions elsewhere and is 
as follows:  

 “Municipal waste includes household and similar wastes: 

The definition also includes: 

 bulky waste (e.g. white goods, old furniture, mattresses); and 

 garden waste, leaves, grass clippings, street sweepings, the content of 
litter containers, and market cleansing waste, if managed as waste. 

It includes waste originating from: 

 households, 

 commerce and trade, small businesses, office buildings and institutions 
(schools, hospitals, government buildings). 

It also includes: 

                                                      

 

49 Appendix 1 of Eunomia Research & Consulting, and Copenhagen Resource Institute (2014) Development 
of a Modelling Tool on Waste Generation and Management, Report for European Commission Directorate-
General for the Environment, February 2014, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/waste-
generation-management-model.zip 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/waste-generation-management-model.zip
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/waste-generation-management-model.zip
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 waste from selected municipal services, i.e. waste from park and garden 
maintenance, waste from street cleaning services (street sweepings, the 
content of litter containers, market cleansing waste), if managed as 
waste. 

It includes collected waste from these sources: 

 door-to-door through traditional collection (mixed household waste), and 

 fractions collected separately for recovery operations (through door-to-
door collection and/or through voluntary deposits).  

For the purpose of this questionnaire, municipal waste refers to waste defined as 
above, collected by or on behalf of municipalities.  

The definition also includes waste from the same sources and similar in nature 
and composition which:  

 are collected directly by the private sector (business or private non-profit 
institutions) not on behalf of municipalities (mainly separate collection for 
recovery purposes),  

 originate from rural areas not served by a regular waste service, even if 
they are disposed by the generator.  

The definition excludes:  

 waste from municipal sewage network and treatment,  

 municipal construction and demolition waste”.  

Though relatively extensive, the language used can still be criticised for being imprecise 
and opaque. For example, in the clause referring to ‘commerce and trade, small 
businesses, office buildings and institutions (schools, hospitals, government buildings)’, 
not only is the definition of ‘small’ left unclear (is it to be based on the definition of 
‘small enterprises’?) but the extent of application of the term ‘small’ is also unclear (does 
it apply only to ‘businesses’, or also ‘office buildings and institutions’?). Continuing use of 
the clause “waste from the same sources and similar in nature and composition” is apt to 
give rise to varied interpretation.   

To improve the clarity of the definition given in the Joint Questionnaire, further 
information is given in the Eurostat Guidance document on municipal waste (see Section 
3.3.1.4). The guidance seeks to give a clear basis for defining municipal waste based on 
waste types, origins and collectors. However: 

 It provides no suggestions for how non-municipal fractions might be discounted 
from separately collected packaging waste and suggests: 

‘Municipal waste shall also cover packaging waste; it is suggested to cover 
packaging waste even if a clear distinction between commercial and private 
household origin is not possible because of the collection system…’ 

This is based on the view, expressed in Annex II of the document, that:  
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However, from a collection and data reporting perspective it is often very difficult 
or impossible to say whether the packaging is sales or transport packaging. The 
EU Packaging Directive does not include any obligation to differentiate in the 
reporting between sales and transport packaging. In order not to introduce extra 
administrative burdens on the private and public actors, it is therefore suggested 
to accept that all packaging waste is covered by the definition of Municipal 
Waste. 

This is a strange conclusion in that the relevant distinction – given the proposed 
definition of municipal waste (which covers sources of packaging from small 
businesses similar to that from households) – is likely to be between types of 
packaging that may well be collected in different systems to the wastes collected 
from households and small businesses. The fact that the Packaging Directive does 
not require this ought to be neither here nor there since what is being reported 
on here is not specifically related to packaging. Fundamentally, if a Member State 
can make this distinction, then surely, it should not be discouraged from doing 
so. For some, it might be easier to do this than to include all packaging.  

 For small business general wastes collected by the private sector to be included 
in municipal waste as scoped in the Annex, they would need to be assigned the 
code ‘20 03 01’ (mixed municipal waste). Yet the waste from a range of 
businesses might not be classified in this way. Instead they would be classified as 
‘wastes not otherwise specified’ under the industry codes NACE; 

 The Guidance does not specify how ‘the coverage by origin’ is to be ‘considered’ 
where the same LoW code is used for municipal and production waste. For 
example, a small bakery might classify waste under a production code, but it 
would also still be a small business, and therefore would also be a ‘municipal’ 
source: 

‘The coverage by origin shall be considered for waste materials where the LoW 
code/material allows no distinction between production waste and waste from 
municipal sources (as listed in the definition in the Annex in green)’;  

 It provides no commentary on a consistent process for demarcating the range of 
wastes that might be ‘similar in nature and composition’ other than through 
reference to a range of codes that are defined on the basis of materials, leaving 
the question open to interpretation as to what should be considered sufficiently 
similar. For example, which solvents or agrochemical wastes are to be considered 
as municipal, and which are not? Some solvent containers of larger sizes may still 
be used by households, but infrequently; different Member States may come to 
different conclusions as there is no clear process for demarcation. The active 
ingredients of a wide range of agricultural pesticides are also available, in similar 
form, for household use – does that make all agrochemical waste originating 
from products similar to those used in households ‘municipal’? This may not of 
course include all wastes from the agricultural sector, but the definition also that 
states the sources of municipal waste as commerce and trade which could be 
interpreted as agricultural businesses. In which case larger scale agricultural 
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pesticides might be included by some companies and not others). The key point is 
that the term is still open and imprecise, and is bound to give rise to problems of 
interpretation and comparability. 

3.4.2.4 Issues Related to Proposed Definition under the Waste 
Framework Directive Revision 

The WFD Revision recognised that the scope of municipal waste needed to be clarified 
and includes an updated definition of municipal waste, bringing it closer into line with 
the JQ definition.50  It also indicates that the definition of municipal waste should be ‘in 
line with the definition used for statistical purposes by the European Statistical Office 
and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development’, and that ‘the 
definition of municipal waste in this Directive is neutral with regard to the public or 
private status of the operator managing waste.’  

'1a. "municipal waste" means 

(a) mixed waste and separately collected waste from households including: 

–paper and cardboard, glass metals, plastics, bio-waste, wood, textiles, 
waste electrical and electronic equipment, waste batteries and 
accumulators; 

 –bulky waste, including white goods, mattresses, furniture; 

 –garden waste, including leaves, grass clipping; 

(b) mixed waste and separately collected waste from other sources that is 
comparable to household waste in nature, composition and quantity. 

(c) market cleansing waste and waste from street cleaning services, including 
street sweepings, the content of litter containers, waste from park and garden 
maintenance. 

Municipal waste does not include waste from sewage network and treatment, 
including sewage sludge and construction and demolition waste;' 

The reference to ‘other sources’ seeks to broaden the scope to any organisation which is 
producing waste in similar nature to household waste. This removes the link to waste 
collected on or on behalf of municipalities, which clearly includes waste from businesses 
collected by private operators. It also removes the reference to ‘small’ businesses which 
would reduce some ambiguity. 

The definition still relies on the comparability to household waste, but also includes the 
reference to ‘quantity’, which was absent in the JQ definition. This may serve to reduce 
the ambiguity as products similar in nature, but much bigger in quantity – such as those 
used in industrial applications – would be easier to exclude. For example, agrochemicals 

                                                      

 

50 Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council Amending Directive 2008/98/EC 
on Waste, 2015/0275 
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used by households or farmers might be similar in nature and composition, but the size 
of the product available to farmers might be significantly bigger than for households. 
This is only helpful to the extent that source segregated waste is being categorised. In a 
mixed stream, container size would be difficult to determine, and therefore whether the 
overall load was similar in nature, composition and quantity or not. However, there will 
still be product packs, say 5L containers, that are equally available for household and 
industrial customers, and therefore the proposed definition would still likely lead to a 
wide variation in interpretations. On the other hand, this could lead to companies 
excluding themselves from the definition because they produce more than 1 tonne of 
waste per year (around the average quantity of waste produced per household), as they 
may argue that above this they are not similar in quantity. 

The European Parliament agreed amendments to the Commission’s legislative proposal 
in March 2017.51 The following points outline the two main revisions: 

“b) mixed waste and separately collected waste from small businesses, office 
buildings and institutions including schools, hospitals, and government buildings that 
is similar to household waste in nature and composition. 

… 

The definition of municipal waste in this Directive shall apply regardless of the public 
or private status of the operator managing waste.” 

The first removes the reference to all sources, and seeks to be more explicit. However, 
the use of the term ‘small’ to describe the type of business that should be included 
introduces a further level of ambiguity from the previous text. Moreover, this would 
seem to exclude waste of a similar nature to household (packaging, food etc) from the 
premises of medium and large businesses, which would be of a significant quantity in 
total. In addition, the qualifier to limit waste to the same quantity has been removed, 
but still relies on the term similar in nature and composition, which as discussed above 
will lead to some ambiguity. Finally, a statement to explicitly scope in waste collected by 
private operators has been included. This seems apparent from the Commission’s first 
proposal text but helpful to ensure clarity. 

3.4.2.5 Possible Adjustments to the Definition to Reduce Ambiguity 

In our view, the legislative text should be sufficiently clear to bring Member States into 
line. Past experience suggests that it would be a mistake to rely on non-binding JQ, or 
other Guidance to clarify what is meant by terms which are not well specified in law. 
Either the Directive has to clarify the definition of municipal waste itself, or at the very 
least, a legally binding Decision has to articulate, in an unambiguous manner, what it is 
that Member States should be reporting. A failure to do this will simply embed, 
structural inconsistencies in the reporting, rendering data non-comparable, and allowing 

                                                      

 

51 http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-
0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN  

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//NONSGML+TA+P8-TA-2017-0070+0+DOC+PDF+V0//EN
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Member States to gainsay reporting in respect of performance where such leeway is 
allowed. There is also no specific requirement in respect of methodological approaches 
in place at present. The validation reports pick up some issues, but they do not appear to 
rectify long-standing issues (even if the scope of Member States’ reporting appears, with 
each validation round, to move marginally closer to what is required). Any assessment of 
the accuracy of data reporting seems some way off as long as the fundamentals around 
the scope of what is reported remain so enormous (it would be unfair to highlight 
inaccuracies in the reporting of a Member State using something akin to the definition as 
set out in the JQ Guidance, as long as other Member States report quantities that are 20-
40% below what they would be reporting if the scope of their reporting was in line with 
the JQ guidance).  

In particular, without further clarity in scope to drive consistency, there will continue to 
be variability in how much commercial waste is reported as municipal waste. Member 
States will still vary in their interpretation of which businesses are included and which 
wastes are to be classified as ‘waste similar to household waste’, or ‘comparable to 
household waste in nature, composition and quantity’, and hence, to be included in 
municipal waste reporting.  

The following appear to be required: 

 the articulation of an unambiguous definition of Municipal Waste in the 
legislative text, and as necessary, supported by further clarification on aspects of 
the definition in a Commission Decision (and specifically, not in non-binding 
Guidance); 

 within a Commission Decision, the articulation of acceptable approaches to data 
collection, and verification procedures aimed at ensuring that the reported data 
is of an acceptable quality. These should be mandated for inclusion within quality 
reports; and 

 guidance to Member States in respect of how methodologies for 
estimation/allocation can be developed in a manner acceptable to the 
requirements of the Decision in respect of quality reports. 

Below we set out a couple of potential options; the first seeking to use the existing 
reporting framework to provide a formulaic method, and the second aiming to use a 
written definition but without some of the more ambiguous wording such as ‘similar to’ 
or ‘small businesses’. 

The first solution might be to broaden the scope the definition. If so, it might reasonably 
be asked what the effect on recycling rates might be of broadening the scope of 
reporting. In general, it can be argued that the smaller quantities of different types of 
waste generated by households makes it more expensive to collect waste for recycling 
from households than from businesses. This applies both to dry recyclables and to food 
wastes: the logistics are more favourable where larger quantities are being collected per 
pick-up, although some of this cost reduction might be offset by greater competition for 
customers in the case of services operated outside the scope of municipalities. Another 
factor that is likely to become important in future, under proposals for change in the way 
the rate of recycling is measured, is the extent to which materials are lost between the 
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point at which they are collected and the point at which they enter a final recycling 
process. Evidence appears to suggest that the losses of dry recyclable material such as 
paper, card, plastics, metals and glass, are lower from commercial waste collections than 
they are from household ones.52 Therefore, if the scope was widened to include 
commercial wastes with much lower loss rates, this would boost overall performance 
and limit the increase in household waste recycling to meet the target. Consequently, 
the targets in the WFD may need to be reviewed (i.e. increased further) to ensure that 
the recycling performance of the household waste stream is not constrained. 

In order to broaden the scope of the definition in a way that limits ambiguity, one 
approach would be to select pre-defined EWC-Stat codes and NACE rev.II categories 
based upon those which are most likely to be similar to household waste. Many Member 
States already appear to do this to varying degrees (see Figure 3-4). This may then utilise 
WStatR reporting, or other methods could be used to improve accuracy, as long as the 
relevant codes were being used. 

For example, by selecting all household related waste codes within the household and 
services sectors (e.g. including metallic wastes, household and similar wastes, mixed and 
undifferentiated, excluding industrial effluent sludges). There is also an argument for 
selecting categories within each manufacturing sector which are most likely to include 
wastes which are predominantly similar to household waste. Taking a simple approach 
one could exclude categories which are likely to include large proportions of industry 
related wastes. For example, metallic wastes in the ‘Manufacture of basic metals and 
fabricated metal products’ sector are highly significant and very unlikely to be similar to 
household wastes. On the other hand, cardboard from the sector is likely to be 
packaging cardboard, and therefore similar to household waste. Figure 3-6 shows an 
example of the approach. To be more accurate, however, surveys could be done on a 
periodic basis (say every 4 or 6 years) that would estimate the proportion of all waste 
reported within manufacturing categories that is similar to household waste, and this 
factor applied in the intermediate years. Minimum specifications for the survey should 
be produced at the European level to ensure a minimum level of accuracy, and to ensure 
comparability. 

 

                                                      

 

52 EXPRA (2014) The effects of the proposed EU packaging waste policy on waste management practice - A 
feasibility study 
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Figure 3-6: Potential Approach to Categorising WStatR for Defining MSW (2014 Data) 

 

Source: Eurostat env_wasgen. 

Green defines categories that probably include mostly household or similar wastes which could be included under the definition of 
municipal waste. 
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The benefit of this approach would be that it would seek to capture wastes similar to 
household wastes from the manufacturing sector, which might include a large number of 
smaller enterprises that would still be classified as manufacturing (e.g. small scale local 
bakeries). The potential downsides are that either it is difficult to agree which materials / 
NACE codes should be included, or companies start mis-reporting to include well 
recycled material in the relevant codes, or if the survey based approach is taken, this 
increases administrative effort. However, this has to be balanced against the need to 
report consistent statistics for the purposes of monitoring performance against the WFD 
target. 

In any case taking the approach to include households and the services sector (NACE 
rev.II G to U), would most likely be much more straightforward, and reduce the 
complexity of the reporting process to the extent that it would not require reporting on 
some wastes generated by virtually every business in a given Member State. This is also 
evidenced in the example in Figure 3-6, in the respective columns to the right. 

As noted in Section 3.3.1.5, the WStatR doesn’t capture data by sector and treatment 
type, and so it does not seem possible to automatically draw out the required data to 
calculate recycling performance, if the above approach to defining municipal waste is 
used. However, some Member States simply report in the material specific categories in 
the generation table what is sent for recycling, because source segregated material 
(especially the main material types, cardboard, metals, plastics etc) is generally not 
disposed of once it has been segregated. Therefore, the unrecycled fraction is most likely 
to occur in the general categories, ‘household and similar wastes’ and ‘mixed and 
undifferentiated materials’ and ‘sorting residues’. Assuming this is the case, recycling 
rates can be approximated by assuming the latter three categories are residual waste 
and the remainder are recycling. 

To show how this approach to defining municipal waste affects recycling rates compared 
to the reported rates under the recycling rate taken from the Joint Questionnaire data 
(i.e. the SDI on MSW Treatment and Generation), the data in the above table were used 
to make an estimation using the method described. The green cells were the only ones 
selected for the calculation. Table 3-2 shows that the total waste generated within the 
EU-28 would be around 300 million tonnes. This compares with around 240 million 
tonnes generated under the scope of the existing JQ definition. For the reasons given 
above it would be expected that the recycling rate for households would be lower than 
for commercial waste, and that rates for industrial waste would be even higher, since 
wastes generated by the latter categories arise in large homogeneous quantities per 
waste producer and so are cheaper and easier to collect for recycling. This is also evident 
in the data. 

Overall the recycling rate is around 45%. The recycling rate reported under the JQ (i.e. 
method 4) was around 44% in 2014. This is surprisingly close, however, one might expect 
the difference in recycling rates to be greater as the scope should include a larger 
quantity of non-household waste that is recycled at a higher rate. Nonetheless, the 
approach does show that taking a broader and more clearly delineated approach to 
defining municipal waste, in the manner suggested above, would appear to be capable 
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of providing realistic results, whilst reducing the ambiguity of the currently proposed 
definitions. This approach, however, clearly relies on the correct identification of waste 
codes in the first instance.   

Table 3-2: Approximate Recycling Rates using WStatR Method to Define 
Municipal Waste (2014 Data) 

 Industry Services Households Total 

Total, k tonnes 18,580 80,410 201,520 300,510 

Recyclables, k tonnes 14,430 51,130 70,170 135,730 

Mixed waste, k tonnes 4,150 29,280 131,350 164,780 

Recycling rate, % 78% 64% 35% 45% 

 

As mentioned above, though, the WStatR data itself would probably not be useable at 
the Member State level for monitoring progress against the municipal waste target. 
Therefore, some adjustments to the data capture systems in the Member States would 
be required. The potential types of adjustment are further explored in Section 3.4.11 
below. 

An alternative approach would be to refine the wording of the definition to target the 
general sources of waste of a similar nature to households from all other producers, 
rather than try to define categories using NACE rev.II codes. For example: 

Municipal waste should be defined as all waste from households and waste from 
other sources, where that waste predominately comes from: 

shops, office based activities, education, healthcare activities, HoReCa, cleaning, 
clearing of bulky waste, park and garden maintenance and litter clearance, 
including packaging 

The definition of municipal waste is neutral with regard to the public or private status 
of the operator managing waste. 

The aim is to scope the main source of activities that would generate waste similar in 
nature to household waste, without having to use such a term. Office based activities 
would include any waste from offices, most of which will be similar in nature to 
household waste, and would include office blocks, government buildings, offices in 
factories etc, but would scope out other business wastes such as production waste. All 
HoReCa (Hotels Restaurants and Catering) wastes are likely to be similar in nature to 
household waste would all be scoped in. 

This definition naturally includes the vast majority of customers that would be on 
commercial / trade waste collection rounds, which are generally different to dedicated 
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collections of specific wastes from industrial customers. Therefore, the waste collectors 
should be able to provide data in-line with this definition without too much difficulty. 

In any of the cases suggested above, it is recommended that a one-off support 
programme is planned to assist all Member States in bringing their calculations into line 
with the legislative proposal once the definitions have been finalised. This would include 
engaging with those implementing the calculation in each Member State, examining the 
nature of the regular reporting obligations and surveys used, the waste codes applied, 
and making suggestions for improvements to national calculations and enhancements to 
data collection systems. The validation process is insufficient to rectify issues related to 
varying historic and national definitions, waste categorisations and data gathering 
approaches. 

Recommendations: 

 Define ‘municipal waste’ unambiguously through the Directive, and if 
necessary, an additional legal act by the Commission containing stronger 
supplementary guidance. This should cover acceptable approaches to data 
collection (i.e. in terms of sources of waste and types of waste in terms of LoW 
codes) and verification procedures aimed at ensuring that the reported data is 
of an acceptable quality. These should be mandated for inclusion within quality 
reports; and 

 Run a one-off support programme with the Member States to ensure full 
understanding and accurate calculation of municipal waste generation and 
treatment. 

3.4.3 Preparation for Reuse not being Included 

Few countries currently report the quantity of material prepared for reuse. Much of this 
activity may be conducted by third-sector organisations and it is likely that some of these 
wastes escape formal reporting obligations.  

There is, perhaps, less concern regarding the failure to report approaches to managing 
waste which indicate better-than-reported performance, but reporting of performance is 
not, or should not, be purely oriented around compliance. Accurate reporting of 
performance enables proper comparisons to be made, and can ensure adequate 
recognition is given to activities that might otherwise be overlooked. 

Member States are likely to be required to ensure that records are kept on the weight of 
materials and products leaving preparation for reuse facilities. The following text is from 
Article 11 a – paragraph 3 of the European Parliaments amendments to the proposed 
revisions to the WFD made by the Commission: 

‘3. Member States shall ensure that records are kept on the weight of products and 
materials when leaving (i.e., output) the recovery or recycling/preparing for re-use 
facility.’ 

Although no examples were gathered from the interviews, one approach to improving 
data could be for national authorities to develop a national register of centres carrying 
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out preparation for reuse activities. A requirement could be set when registering a 
business, or charity, to indicate whether preparation for reuse is being carried out. This 
would automate, to some extent, the gathering of the data for new centres. Existing 
centres may need to be identified through a nationwide survey. Once the register was 
implemented, and it is suggested this should be an on-line database, the statistical 
agencies could contact the centres on an annual basis to gather data related to 
preparation for reuse. These data returns would also have to identify whether the flows 
were being picked up in other data reporting mechanisms, to exclude any double 
counting. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure guidance on the measurement of preparation for reuse activity is 
developed so that the activity is accurately monitored; 

 Develop national registers of centres carrying out preparation for reuse 
activities; and 

 Gather data on preparation for reuse from these centres on an annual basis. 

3.4.4 Waste Generation Coverage not 100%, Due to Lack of 
Estimates for Households Not Covered by Waste Collection 
Systems 

The MSW SDI quality report template asks Member States to indicate whether their data 
covers all waste generators, and if not, how estimates are made to ensure the data 
reported reflects a situation with 100% coverage. It also asks for an indication of where 
coverage is not 100%, and estimates are not made. Many of the Member States that do 
not have 100% coverage of waste generators are making estimates. 

From the Member States interviewed: 

 In Ireland, for the 12% of households not covered by a municipal scheme, a 
survey is used to understand how they manage their waste. This data is used to 
estimate the tonnage of ‘unmanaged’ household waste. 

 The Poland interviewee stated that estimates are used to account for municipal 
waste that did not enter the formal waste management system (e.g. waste that is 
fly-tipped). 

Countries relying on statistical surveys are more likely to include informally managed 
waste, since they are less reliant on what are intended to be regular reporting 
obligations from individual operators. In Cyprus, an estimation is made to account for 
waste from populations residing outside of municipal areas. The Czech Statistical Office 
reports that the municipal waste data that is collected is then ‘grossed up’ to be 
representative of the whole country. 

There are some countries which do not include estimates. Hungary does not include an 
estimate but: 

“Both the number of the residents not using the waste removal system and the 
amount of the waste generated among them is very low.” 
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Lithuania also includes no estimate within its data, but also points to the low level of 
population not covered by collection: 

Municipal waste collection systems covers 97 % of total population. Those 3 % 
amount of municipal waste generated by the un-covered population is not included 
due to small contribution to the total figure of municipal waste generation. 

Given the non-covered population are known it would not be that much of an effort to 
include an estimate for the non-covered population using basic extrapolation of 
population, in order to improve the accuracy of the data. If the 3% were included this 
would reduce a 50% recycling rate to 48.5%, meaning compliance was missed. So it 
would seem important to include estimates where they are missing. 

Bulgaria has not indicated any answer to the question on coverage, however, it is 
unlikely that the coverage of MSW collections is 100% in Bulgaria. In data submitted as 
part of the development of the European Reference Model on MSW Management, a 
collection coverage of 98% is used. As a side point, the quality report is very sparsely 
populated with many missing questions. Moreover, a number of countries where the 
collection coverage may not be 100% have not submitted recent quality reports so it is 
not possible to tell how many other Member States this issue may affect. However, data 
on these countries was also included in the EU Waste Model. Latvia had an estimated 
coverage of 95%, Romania 70-80% and Slovakia 70-80%. For some countries it is 
important to ensure that the MSW generated data does include estimates for waste 
producers outside of the formal collection schemes. 

Some Member States already estimate waste generation from households not covered 
by the formal waste management systems. This is generally done by estimating the per 
household, or per capita, waste generation and multiplying it by the number of 
households that are not covered. This could either be an estimate or based upon some 
survey of housing stock, or census. Member States who have not made estimates, 
should adopt good practices approaches, from reviewing the Eurostat quality reports, 
and make estimates accordingly. 

Recommendations: 

 Where data does not relate to 100% of the municipal waste stream, Member 
States to make estimates for their territories using statistical approximations or 
surveys. 

3.4.5 Recycling Collected Through Informal Activities Not 
Included 

Even if an estimate is made for generation, the level of informal recycling might be such 
that recycling data obtained from municipal and PRO separate collections, the output 
from sorting facilities, or input data to recycling facilities may underestimate recycling. 
The further up the value chain reporting takes place, the more likely the contribution will 
be missing. For example, if recycling is measured at the point of collection by formal 
collection systems, the amount collected by informal activities is likely to be missing 
from the data. If data is obtained at the point of entry to a recycling process, waste from 
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informal collections is more likely to be included, as this material will also include that 
from intermediaries (scrap yards etc), to which the informal collectors will take their 
material to be paid. On the other hand, if such material is reprocessed overseas, the 
activity might not be captured. 

Informal private sector recyclers and re-use traders are present mostly in South East 
Europe collecting paper, card and scrap metal. Out of the countries interviewed as part 
of this study, Cyprus was the only one to report that they were aware of the presence of 
an informal recycling sector. Interviewees from the Czech Republic, Germany, Ireland 
and the UK suggested that informal recycling sectors do not exist in these countries. 
However, black economy activity for high value recyclates is likely to persist even in 
more established and organised waste management systems. In the UK, the government 
has taken steps to prevent cash transactions at scrap metal yards due to the black 
economy trade in metals for recycling. Moreover, during a visit to the Czech Republic in 
2013 it was discussed with the Ministry that metal bring banks were not put out in 
Prague due to scavengers, suggesting that there is some informal collection activity 
going on. Informal collections are known to occur in other countries not included in the 
analysis for this study, such as Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia and 
Greece. 

Since Member States do not tend to conduct their own estimates, the scale of informal 
waste management is hard to estimate. However, it is likely to be of some significance 
particularly in South East Europe. With proposals for a revised approach to 
measurement of recycling (see Section 3.4.8.1), if recycling is accounted for at the point 
of entry to a recycling operation after all non-target materials have been removed, any 
material collected through informal activities might be included if its origin (as municipal 
waste) is reasonably obvious, and if it is recycled within the relevant Member State (or 
exported by formal recyclers), so this is likely to be a much less significant issue going 
forwards, but could be considered further in relation to the compliance with the 2020 
targets. 

In the short term, Member States which do not measure recycling at the entry to the 
operation once non-target materials have been removed, might seek to address this 
issue by conducting a one-off survey of waste brokers in the country, to ascertain a 
proportion – or indeed estimate – of the amount of material they receive from the 
informal sector. This estimate could be used to factor up the existing data which is 
measured prior to delivery to such brokers, in order to account for the additional 
material collected by the informal sector. In addition, data from reprocessors, or 
exporters, which would give the accurate amount recycled, could be gathered in a one-
off study to compare with the new estimate. This would ensure the approach is sound. 

Recommendations: 

 All countries that include the contribution made to recycling by informal waste 
collectors should report to the Commission on the approaches to estimate this 
contribution; and 

 Member States where such contribution is significant should carry out research 
to estimate the amount of material recycled from informal sector activities and 
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consider data collection from relevant legally operating actors with a view to 
adding this to the statistics. 

3.4.6 Imports and Exports not Correctly Accounted for in the 
Recycling Data 

The legislation and guidance are clear: imports are expected to be excluded from the 
calculation, and exports included. The 2016 Eurostat guidance notes: ‘This convention 
would however require that data sources are available and that the affected amounts 
are significant’. In reality, if statistics are based first and foremost on collection (and 
tracing quantities through the supply chain at a point on the path to the actual recycling 
operation), then ensuring imports are not included is relatively straightforward. The 
issue of accounting for exports is more problematic, especially if there is a requirement 
(as there should be) to understand the extent of losses, and whether or not these are 
‘significant’. It is clear from quality reports that relatively few Member States have 
attempted to assess, or account for, imports, though many account for recycling sent for 
export. This probably reflects the approach to reporting recycled quantities, rather than 
a lack of data, or a judgement of insignificance. 

The approach to accounting for losses from waste exported for recycling is not discussed 
explicitly anywhere in legislation or guidance. Commission Decision notes that: 

“Where waste is exported out of the Union for preparation for reuse, recycling or 
other material recovery, it shall be counted as prepared for reuse, recycled or 
having undergone other material recovery only where there is sound evidence 
showing compliance of the shipment with the provisions of Regulation (EC) No 
1013/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council (1), and in particular 
Article 49(2) thereof.” 

It is also worth restating that the weight of waste should only be counted as recycled or 
recovered if it is subsequently ‘sent to recycling or other material recovery processes 
without significant losses’. The Guidance provides no further clarification. In principle, if 
the output from sorting plants is exported, and if losses are significant thereafter, then 
these should be reported. However, such information is not straightforward to obtain, 
and recognising that reporting on losses domestically is rather poor, it is not surprising 
that Member States appear to do little in this regard. Interviews confirm that Cyprus, 
Poland and the UK do not consider these losses where waste is exported for recycling. It 
was not clear from Germany's response whether or not reject losses from waste sent 
abroad for recycling were accounted for in the waste data they report, whilst the Czech 
Republic interviewee stated that the country does not export waste for recycling. 

Some interviewees indicated that evidence is required that the waste has been recycled; 
the UK, for example, referred to documentation associated with the Transfrontier 
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Shipments of Waste Regulations.53 Although this might provide an indication of where 
waste is headed, it does not provide assurance that the waste is actually recycled in the 
importing country, or what the relevant losses might be. 

Regarding the tracking of flows within a country and to export, the Welsh Government 
has had some recent success in implementing ‘The Recycling, Preparation for Re-use and 
Composting Targets (Monitoring and Penalties) (Wales) Regulations 2011’. These 
required local authorities to report the end destination of the waste using the UK’s 
waste data reporting system – WasteDataFlow (WDF). Data gathering has now started, 
but still requires some validation to understand the outputs properly. Moreover, local 
authorities still cannot determine the end destination of 17% of all dry recyclables 
collected in Wales. 

Figure 3-7: End Destination of Collected Recyclables from Wales 

 

Source: Eunomia (2016) Recycling Destinations Data Review, Final Report for Welsh Government 

                                                      

 

53 Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 June 2006 on 
Shipments of Waste (OJ L 190/1 of 12.7.2006) 
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The main materials for which the end destination was most problematic to determine 
were: 

 Textiles; 

 WEEE; 

 Sorting rejects; 

 Plastic;  

 Furniture; and 

 Paper and card. 

Some success factors and further recommendations from the recent review are relevant 
to discuss, as they may form the basis of a similar system employed by the Member 
States to track materials through the value chain to export. The success factors were: 

 Local authorities have been encouraged for some time now to include contract 
clauses which obligate contractors to provide the necessary information in an 
appropriate format. All of the local authority representatives stated that they 
were using such clauses where appropriate and feasible. 

 The authorities who were able to track a greater proportion of their recyclables 
reported that they actively pushed their contractors to provide the required 
information and sought to improve the quality of the data wherever possible. 

Further recommendations: 

 The Welsh Government was considering a brokerage service to sell all local 
authority waste materials and thereby take advantage of substantial economies 
of scale. The pooling of material in this way could provide far greater leverage for 
details on end destinations and reject losses to be supplied back up the supply 
chain. 

 Developing material specific guidance should be considered for both local 
authorities and industry which should clearly illustrate, with practical examples, 
what is an appropriate end destination for different materials and how 
associated reject losses should be accounted for. 

 Facilities which can be considered to be an actual end destination for one or 
more material should be clearly identified in electronic waste information 
systems (these should be set up if they are not). All licensed facilities should be 
coded to clearly show what type of facility they are (e.g. sorter, merchant) and 
for which materials. 

 Local authorities should ensure that they adequately resource the monitoring of 
final destinations and reject losses. Effort should also be invested in building and 
maintaining relationships with the supply chain as a means of helping to obtain 
the necessary data. 

 Consideration should be given to setting up a service that can work as an 
intermediary between the supply chain and local authorities. The function of this 
service would be to assist the Local Authorities in their statutory reporting duties 
by supplying them with information on end destinations and reject losses. 
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 The feasibility of developing and rolling out a Wales wide standardised data 
capture system should be investigated and how this could potentially be 
integrated with edoc (electronic system for waste transfers) in the future. 

It is suggested, therefore, that Member States should implement regulations that 
require local authorities to report waste data through to the end destination, using a 
standardised country wide reporting system. The system should consider some of the 
good practice recommendations given herewith. Systems in different Member States 
would ideally be based upon a common methodology, codification and IT platforms to 
enable the tracking of flows to end destination within the European Union. This would 
ideally be set at the European level by the Commission. Tracking the flows of waste, and 
the losses, to treatment plants outside the European Union are complex, and good 
practice examples should be sought. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure that all countries include proper description of how they ensure that 
imports are not included in the data on recycling; 

 A method is required which indicates how Member States should take into 
account losses from material exported for recycling that occur before material 
is finally recycled; and 

 Implement regulations to require local authorities to report on the end 
destinations of waste, and adapt or implement national waste information 
systems to facilitate this process. 

3.4.7 Statistical Accuracy of Sample Surveys and Estimates not 
Mandated 

The Eurostat manual on waste statistics makes the following comment: 

“In order to take advantage of the sources available at national level and take 
proper account of differences in (economic) structure, the Member States are left 
to decide which methods of data collection are most suitable. However, this is not 
conducive to the drawing up of harmonised waste statistics.” 

Some Member States still collect data on waste collected by municipalities (one of the 
most straightforward opportunities to gather comprehensive data) by means of surveys 
covering a sample of the total, rather than through direct reporting of data from the 
whole of the relevant population. For instance: 

 Cyprus collects data from municipalities from a two-week period in February, and 
a similar period in July. An estimation is made to adjust for the waste from 
populations residing outside of municipal areas. 

 In the Czech Republic, for reporting to the JQ, municipalities (with less than 
10,000 inhabitants) are sampled randomly using stratified simple random 
sampling. Large municipalities (10,000 inhabitants and over) are surveyed 
exhaustively. Data is then grossed up to be representative of the whole country. 
However, different government agencies are responsible for gathering data for 
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the JQ and for WDF, where different data collection methods are used, so the 
data is different. 

 France produces municipal waste data on the basis of a biannual data survey. As 
of August 2015, data submitted for 2012 and 2013 were estimates based on the 
trends from previous years because the final data of the survey on the year 2013 
were not yet available at the end of the validation period. 

The most common cause of time series breaks in the data, highlighted in the quality 
reports, relate to updates and improvements to survey methodologies, or the 
replacement of survey data with regular reporting obligations. However data collection 
methods are potentially improving. In 2012, validation reports for the MSW and SDI 
state that (at least) Poland, Bulgaria and Malta incorporated new data sources or 
updated their methods.  

For instance, the use of new data sources in Bulgaria though still a sample survey, 
resulted in a 32% increase in waste generation; this related to the inclusion of informal 
waste collection and recycling in the statistics (numerator and denominator). However, 
even the updated survey may give rise to estimate of limited accuracy: indeed, the 
response to the question on sampling errors noted: 

“Because of the rather low response rate the coefficients of variation are not 
calculated” 

One reason for the use of surveys in Bulgaria is that not all waste is actually weighed (not 
all waste treatment / disposal facilities are equipped with weighing equipment). 
Therefore, to a large extent, the amount of waste is estimated, based on common 
assumptions of amount of waste per container, or amount of waste per volume.  

Other countries seem to have a much higher response rate, for example, in Cyprus the 
response rate is 93.5%, which the authors attribute to that fact that data reporting is 
mandatory for all respondents under the Statistics Law. 

The quality report for France does not include a value for the coefficient of variation, but 
there are some figures given by the other representative countries. For waste 
generation, in Cyprus, the value is 0.21% for non-household municipal waste, and in 
Czech Republic, the figure for total MSW is 0.33%. There is no prescribed minimum level 
of precision of the estimate, so data is likely to be of variable accuracy across Member 
States. It would be useful to establish a clear target in respect of a desired level of 
statistical accuracy. 

Alternatively, more comprehensive data gathering methods could be used, such as full 
surveys or regular reporting obligations. The accuracy of the data would be significantly 
improved, as actual measurements would be taken. The use of online databases has 
grown and Member States appear to be moving towards a system of greater tracking of 
waste. Member States should be required to have comprehensive weighing systems in 
place. The electronic reporting system in Austria and WasteDataFlow in the UK are good 
examples of online national waste databases, though the UK system is less advanced 
than the Austrian system. 
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To ensure consistency and to provide a level playing field, common standards for 
database structure could be developed through a Commission study, such as those 
recommended in a report on developing a waste information system for Waste 
Shipments data.54 In this report, the preferred approach is to set minimum standards 
which all Member States must have systems in place to meet, but also for the 
Commission to develop a common IT tool for use in those Member States who do not 
have the capacity, or desire, to develop their own systems. 

Recommendations: 

 In the short term, set minimum levels for data accuracy and enforce through 
requiring Member States to change approach if levels are not met; 

 Mandate the use of weighing systems for measuring the quantity of waste at all 
facilities; 

 Provide common standards for development of national waste information 
systems to enable the sharing of data between Member States. Develop 
standards and tools for use by Member States who do not wish to develop their 
own through research studies; and 

 Implement national electronic waste data reporting systems, and require 
municipalities and business to submit data through relevant regulations, to 
move away from the use of surveys. 

3.4.8 Too Much Latitude in the Measurement of Recycling 

As indicated above, the WFD defines recycling as:  

“any recovery operation by which waste materials are reprocessed into products, 
materials or substances whether for the original or other purposes. It includes the 
reprocessing of organic material but does not include energy recovery and the 
reprocessing into materials that are to be used as fuels or for backfilling operations.” 

Article 2 (2) of Commission Decision 2011/753/EU goes on to defining what can be 
counted as ‘recycling’ for the purposes of monitoring compliance with the WFD target: 

“The weight of the waste prepared for reuse, recycled or materially recovered shall be 
determined by calculating the input waste used in the preparation for reuse or the 
final recycling or other final material recovery processes. A preparatory operation 
prior to the submission of the waste to a recovery or disposal operation is not a final 
recycling or other final material recovery operation. Where waste is collected 
separately or the output of a sorting plant is sent to recycling or other material 
recovery processes without significant losses, that waste may be considered the 

                                                      

 

54 Abaroa Consortium (2016) Electronic Data Exchange for Waste Shipment Regulation, Final Report for DG 
Environment, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/pdf/electronic_data_exchange_waste_shipment_reg
ulation.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/pdf/electronic_data_exchange_waste_shipment_regulation.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/pdf/electronic_data_exchange_waste_shipment_regulation.pdf
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weight of the waste which is prepared for reuse, recycled or has undergone other 
material recovery.” 

Therefore, the existing legislation allows for a weight of waste to be counted as recycled 
if it is either: 

 input to a final recycling process; 

 is the output of a sorting process which is “sent to recycling… without significant 
losses”; or 

 separately-collected waste. 

The first two of these terms depend on a consistent definition of what classifies as a 
‘final recycling process’ for the measurement or estimation of losses between the sorting 
process and the final recycling process. The definition of recycling in the WFD is not 
entirely clear, so some Member States consider preparatory recovery activities earlier in 
the recycling supply chain to be part of the recycling process.  

The second term requires the elaboration of when losses are deemed to be ‘significant’. 
The proposed amendment to the WFD introduced a loss rate of 10%, which places a 
consistent value on ‘significance’, but without further efforts to align estimates, the 
approaches to evaluating, calculating or estimating these losses for different material 
streams is likely to differ depending on the nature of data reporting obligations, the 
quality of studies and the consistency of terminology. 

The third option poses the question as to what qualifies as ‘separately collected’ waste 
which has been subjected to discussion in the courts in some Member States (notably, 
the UK), but to the extent that Member States are comfortable that their approach to 
the collection of the materials specified in Method 1 – which are the same as those listed 
in Article 11 of the WFD as ones that must be ‘separately collected’ – then it stands to 
reason that the above specification allows for reporting of the quantities on the basis of 
what is collected. This raises the additional question as to why any Member State would 
feel inclined to report data later in the materials supply chain as this could only diminish 
its reported performance. 

The issues are addressed separately below, but their combined influence on the 
consistency and accuracy of reporting is potentially large. Estimated material losses vary 
by waste stream but can easily exceed 30% between the point of collection and the 
point when the material enters a final recycling process, so the eventual difference in 
recycling performance is, by most interpretations of the term, significant. 

3.4.8.1 Lack of Clarity on the Measurement Point at Input to Recycling 

The ‘final recycling process’ is identified, in Article 2 (2) of Commission Decision 
2011/753/EU, as the key measurement point for recycling, either when inputs are 
measured directly or if an estimate of losses between sorting and this ‘final recycling 
process’ is made. There is no accompanying clear definition of what constitutes a ‘final 
recycling’ or ‘final material recovery process’. That said, the fact that the Decision clearly 
allows reporting on what is collected / what emerges from sorting plants almost 
certainly renders this observation pointless (since few Member States would be 
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expected to adopt this approach, an observation strongly supported by the nature of the 
reporting that takes place). Without clarity, there is the risk that facilities are counted as 
‘final’ recycling facilities either when they are actually secondary sorting facilities (for 
instance, for mixed plastics) or contain additional mechanical sorting prior to the 
recycling process (for instance, in a PET recycling plant).  

Taking the example of a misclassified secondary sorting facility accepting a mixed plastics 
stream from a first sorting operation of co-mingled collection the following observations 
can be made. If the secondary sorting facility is incorrectly considered ‘final recycling’ for 
mixed plastics, it will miss the further losses that occur during the sorting of the plastics 
into different grades of PET, HDPE etc, and a residual fraction. Evidence from facilities in 
the UK suggests that the residual fraction that is ultimately lost and not recycled could 
be up to 40-50% of the input. If this is not correctly accounted for, it will significantly bias 
the recycling rates in an upward direction. The cause of the issue is the lack of clear 
definition of the relevant point of measurement.  

However, Article 3 – point 17 a), of the WFD proposal does include the following 
definition of a final recycling process: 

“final recycling process” means the recycling process which begins when no 
further mechanical sorting operation is needed and waste materials enter a 
production process and are effectively reprocessed into products, materials or 
substances. 

For most recycling processes, this will provide a clearer basis on which to determine the 
final recycling process. Loss rates from recycling facilities which include mechanical 
sorting would need to be ascertained using either facility-reported data on sorting 
rejects or participation in industry studies (see section below). 

However, given the complexity of the sorting and reprocessing procedures for certain 
waste streams – for example, plastics, WEEE, and furniture – it may be necessary for the 
Commission to develop practical guidance to provide clear examples of what constitutes 
a final recycling process for different materials/products.  

There may be the potential of reorganising ‘production processes’ so that mechanical 
sorting happens within the operation (post-shredding) rather than prior to the 
operation.    

This definition also risks giving a slight incentive towards low-grade ‘inputs’ to processes 
that are not so sensitive to the quality of the recycled material, over those processes 
which require higher quality inputs. For instance, glass which is crushed and used as 
aggregate needs no prior mechanical sorting, whereas colour-separated glass which is 
being recycled into bottles may require mechanical sorting prior to the final recycling 
process. 

The amendments proposed by the European Parliament mitigate some of these issues, 
in so far as the term ‘mechanical’ is removed before the word sorting. The direction of 
travel of the Council suggests that the intention is to clearly define the point of 
measurement when material can be defined as ‘recycled’, and to ensure this occurs 
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when all sorting and other operations have been carried out to ensure all non-target 
waste material is removed. If the final definition has this intention then the much of the 
ambiguity of the current definitions will have been resolved, and accurate and 
comparable data on recycling will be achieved. However the difficulty will remain, to 
ensure that of the material ‘recycled’ that was originally produced under the definition 
of municipal waste is identifiable from that which is not. Some of the principles of a 
waste data information system that would be required to achieve this are set out in 
Section 3.4.11. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure definition of ‘recycling’ in the revisions to the Waste Framework 
Directive is correctly implemented in the context of the calculation rules. 

3.4.8.2 Lack of Specificity in How to Account for Losses and Failure to 
Define What is Meant By ‘Significant Losses’ 

Feedback received as part of a Member States consultation under the Targets Review 
study included statements suggesting that some countries paid little regard to the notion 
of ‘significant losses’. For example, some countries assumed that, in general, ‘significant 
losses’ did not occur after the point of collection when materials were collected as 
separate streams at source, but at the same time pointed to surveys estimating 
differences between the collected amount for recycling and the actual recycled amount 
at 6% for glass waste, 15% for paper waste, 20% for plastic waste, and 10-24% for food 
waste.  A European Court of Auditors report indicated loss rates of between 26% and 
50% at five facilities which were examined.55 

Member States also cite a lack of evidence or data as the reason for basing reported 
values on inputs to pre-treatment. Portugal, for instance (WFD Quality Report, 2010) 
notes that: 

‘The procedure for obtaining the recycling efficiencies concerned is currently being 
analysed. Many of the facilities are still in the testing stage, and for that reason it is 
still difficult to obtain these efficiencies.’  

The 2016 Eurostat guidance notes that mistakes can easily be made where Member 
States report based on the categorisation of facilities with R-codes, as these are facility 
inputs and do not account for the losses or rejects from these processes. For example, 
regarding the treatment of wastes in a composting facility, it notes:  

“In case of composting, this means that only the part of the flow [input wastes] shall 
be reported that actually ends up in biological treatment which is roughly the 
difference between input (red array) and the sum of residues treated otherwise 

                                                      

 

55 ECA (2012) Special Report No 20/2012 ‘Is structural measures funding for municipal waste management 
infrastructure projects effective in helping Member States achieve EU waste policy objectives?’ 
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(including post-process residues, grey arrays) and materials sent to recycling (green 
array).” 

The validation report for 2012 municipal waste data noted that in an effort to bring Irish 
waste reporting more in line with Eurostat guidance, Ireland discounted rejects from 
compostable material (that were sent to landfill) from the tonnage counted as recycled. 
However, the legislation itself doesn’t require this.  

Some Member States do report estimated losses: In their WFD quality report for WFD 
data 2013, Cyprus notes that: ‘The recycling efficiency is valid only for the case of private 
recyclers and is calculated on the amount collected and the amount exported or recycled 
in Cyprus (e.g. plastic industry).’ Of those interviewed: 

 Ireland estimates reject losses based on the information captured in an annual 
municipal waste survey covering authorised waste treatment operators (this may 
raise doubts as to the accuracy of what may be self-reported levels of losses);  

 The UK aims to account for any reject losses at all points in the waste treatment 
process (legislation has been recently introduced requiring input and output 
sampling from sorting facilities), but losses that occur at points after the first 
sorting are rarely investigated; 

 Poland indicated that it reports at the point of input to final recycling process. 

As more Member States engage with material losses, there is the risk of broad variation 
in the methodologies used. In Eunomia’s study ‘Support to the Waste Targets Review’, a 
literature review of publicly available information was undertaken to identify studies 
that quantify typical material loss rates that occur between the point at which wastes 
are collected and their final reprocessing. It uncovered a broad variation in the 
methodologies of the studies. For instance: 

 Some studies only look at the amount of material lost during the sorting phase, 
while others consider losses arising from both sorting and reprocessing 
operations;  

 Although not explicitly stated, it would also appear that many studies include 
moisture losses in their calculations (which can be quite substantial for certain 
materials); including moisture loss is correct for calculating recycling of biowaste, 
but not of packaging waste;  

 Some studies have also taken to reporting losses as being any non-target material 
that is diverted away from a sorting or recycling process, irrespective of whether 
that material is subsequently recycled elsewhere (e.g. metal lids extracted from a 
glass stream may count as ‘losses’ in some studies even if they are ultimately 
separated out and sent to a different final recycling process).  

An estimate of the impact on recycling rates of including loss rates through to final 
recycling has been made for this study based upon work for European packaging 
organisations. This included setting loss rates for each Member State based upon the 
broad type of collection systems in place and the point they currently report the MSW 
statistics. The recycling rate for some countries reduces by over 10%, but the effect on 
the overall EU-28 recycling rates is a reduction of 3%.
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Figure 3-8: Estimated Effect on MSW Recycling Rates from Adjusting for Losses through to Final Recycling 

 

Source: Eurostat SDI on MSW Generation and Treatment, [env_wasmun]
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The initial legislative proposal to revise the WFD still allows for reporting as long as 
subsequent losses are lower than 10%. The proposal is unclear as to whether the losses 
should be considered on a material by material basis, or in the aggregate, and makes no 
proposals on what those reporting would need to demonstrate to show that losses were 
below the 10% figure if they were reporting at a point earlier than the final recycling 
process. 

Recent amendments to the proposal from the European Parliament result in the 10% 
loss figure being removed, so that reporting must take place at the point where 
materials enter the final recycling process. Therefore, the issues raised above will be 
removed if the 10% loss rate remains excluded. To track waste through from producer to 
recycling, the losses in the value chain will need to be determined. As mentioned above, 
calculating these losses is not widespread across the Member States. Further detail 
around how losses through the system could be calculated are set out in Section 3.4.11. 

3.4.9 Too Much Latitude in Accounting for Post-treatment Material 
Recycling 

The 2016 guidance notes that mistakes can easily be made if Member States report 
input data based on  recovery or disposal codes assigned to facilities, given that this 
might ignore subsequent recycling from residual treatment facilities as much as 
subsequent losses from sorting of recycling.  

There is no assessment of the scale of this issue in the guidance, and there are mixed 
messages on this issue emerging from the Quality reports. In reporting on their MSW 
data, the quality review process asked the UK to clarify the reasons for the difference 
between reported data on recycling collected and on recycling treated, and the UK 
responded that this was due to recycling from residual waste. This issue is not picked up 
by the quality review in the assessment of other countries’ data, despite others 
extracting recycling from MBT facilities. 

There has also been an issue with respect to whether metals from incineration are able 
to be included in recycling figures, although this is not addressed in validation reports 
assessed in this study. It is unknown how many Member States currently report this as 
recycling; although it is frequently included in the calculation of steel packaging 
recycling. A Eunomia study for APEAL on the recycling rates they produce estimated that 
in 2010, 14 Member States included metal from residual waste sorting (including metals 
from incinerator bottom ash) amounting to over 550,000 tonnes, or 27% of the steel 
packaging recycling reported by these countries. This gives an indication of the scale of 
impact this can have if included in municipal recycling. 

There are some clear differences as well, for example, Belgium assumes 100% of metal 
not selectively collected goes to incineration plants and is subsequently captured and 
fully recycled, despite the efficiency of the process not being 100%. Germany has 
conducted a number of efficiency studies and uses a figure of around 74%, whereas 
Sweden was not including metal from incinerator bottom ash at all. 

The legislative proposal states that: 
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“the Commission shall adopt delegated acts in accordance with Article 38a 
establishing a common methodology for the calculation of the weight of metals that 
have been recycled in conjunction with incineration, including, the quality criteria for 
the recycled metals.” 

This should be sufficient to establish consistent reporting across Member States, 
provided the common methodology is detailed enough and closely followed. The 
methodology should provide minimum standards for studies on the efficiency of 
extraction of metals from bottom ash, and if these standards are not followed Member 
States must use an average figure set by the Commission to ensure that over reporting 
of recycling does not occur. 

Recommendations: 

 Carry out studies to define protocols related to the extraction of metals from 
incinerator bottom ash; and 

 Ensure minimum standards for carrying out metal extraction efficiency studies 
are set, and use common rate determined by the Commission if Member States 
cannot provide the required evidence. 

3.4.10 Too Much Latitude in Accounting for Composting from 
Mixed Waste Treatment Plants 

The existing rules governing reporting on municipal recycling rates under the Waste 
Framework Directive are set out in Commission Decision 2011/753/EU. Article 2(6) of 
this Decision stipulates that:   

“Where the target calculation is applied to the aerobic or anaerobic treatment of 
biodegradable waste, the input to the aerobic or anaerobic treatment may be 
counted as recycled where that treatment generates compost or digestate which, 
following any further necessary reprocessing, is used as a recycled product, 
material or substance for land treatment resulting in benefit to agriculture or 
ecological improvement” 56 (emphasis added). 

In some cases, Member States allow, in their reporting of ‘recycling’, only waste which 
has been separately collected prior to its being biologically treated. Others allow for the 
output from mixed waste treatment facilities (such as mechanical biological treatment) 
to be reported as being recycled, irrespective of the level of subsequent processing that 
might be required in order for it to be useable as a substance used on land resulting in 
either benefit to agriculture, or a vaguely specified ‘ecological improvement’. In 
principle, the above clause seems to allow for the input to a biological treatment step to 
be reported as ‘recycled’, irrespective of the level of losses between the input and 
output sides, and without specifying what qualifies as ‘ecological improvement’. MBT 

                                                      

 

56 Commission Decision 2011/753/EU Establishing Rules and Calculation Methods for Verifying Compliance 
with the Targets set in Article 11(2) of Directive 2008/98/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32011D0753 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:32011D0753
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configurations vary hugely in their design, and it would be possible, in the context of the 
above definition, to imagine a design which involved basic shredding of MSW prior to a 
biological treatment process which was followed by subsequent sorting / screening 
processes prior to a fraction being prepared for use on land. Apparently however small 
that fraction is, the total input to the biological treatment step could be counted as 
recycled according to the above definition.  

This clause has been used by a number of Member States to declare the weight of the 
organic-rich output (ORO) fraction from MBT facilities as having been recycled when it is 
applied to land. The validation reports for MSW SDI and WDF (2012) note that Spain, 
Portugal and Cyprus included the organic fraction of waste treated by MBT in their 
recycling figures under the category ‘composting’, noting that: 

 Portugal, in the course of the MW validation process, was requested to reassign 
the biologically treated mixed waste to other treatment categories, but did not 
do so; and 

 Spain did not provide any further information on the usefulness of this organic 
fraction; and 

 Cyprus may be counting subsequent rejects from this fraction still under the 
category ‘composting’. 

More countries (Hungary, the Czech Republic, Malta, and the Netherlands) indicate in 
the quality reports for Municipal Waste (2013 or 2014) that they report (some of) the 
output from MBT plants as composting, though only Hungary gives an amount and an 
explanation. Other countries that utilise MBT treatment do not include the organic 
output of MBT in their calculation. 

This potential lack of consistency stems from: 

 A difference in opinion in Member States (a lack of common standards) as to 
whether this output can be attributed to the category ‘composting’. The JRC was 
tasked with developing end-of-waste criteria for compost but no standards have, 
as yet, been agreed at a pan-EU level; 

 Given that the law, as it stands, allows Member States some leeway in what they 
will accept as ‘compost’ for the purpose of the recycling rate calculations, a 
quality process based on non-binding Guidance faces an uphill struggle to 
persuade Member States of the need to change their current practice (the 
existing requirement for biodegradable waste to be included only if it ‘is used as 
a recycled product, material or substance for land treatment resulting in benefit 
to agriculture or ecological improvement’ is far too open: all the materials 
included will include organic matter, and for some, this might be sufficient to 
confer some ecological improvement to land, and especially where soils lack 
organic matter). 

In addition, at the point of reporting data for reference year 2013, there was still some 
uncertainty as to what is permitted. For example, Spain, in their WFD quality report for 
2010-11, asked for clarification whether organic MBT outputs used for land treatment as 
an R10 operation could be counted in the recycling calculation.  
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The 2016 Eurostat Guidance seeks to interpret the legislation and suggests that: 

“According to the extract of the BREF document on waste treatment8 - section on 
MBT (see Annex III), the resulting product from the biological treatment of mixed 
waste is generally not suitable for widespread use due to the usually 
unacceptable level of contamination. Therefore, unless evidence is provided that 
certain output is used as a recycled product for land treatment resulting in benefit 
to agriculture or ecological improvement, biological treatment of mixed wastes, 
even after mechanical separation steps is not to be reported as composting… 

Biological treatment of mixed waste is included subject to provision of evidence 
that the relevant output is used as a recycled product for land treatment resulting 
in benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement and is regarded and reported 
as treated in MBT, i.e. the inputs are allocated according to the final treatment of 
the outputs.” 

It seems uncertain whether Member States concerned will take note of, and follow, this 
guidance whilst the legislative backing remains weak: the nature of evidence required to 
demonstrate benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement remains a matter for 
interpretation. 

In order to make progress, it would be helpful if end-of-waste standards were 
established for compost / digestate (as had been envisaged under the programme of 
work undertaken by JRC), so that what can and cannot be counted towards recycling 
targets is clear. To the extent that, as is the case in a large number of countries already, 
these standards effectively exclude composts derived from mixed waste from the 
calculation of composting, then this would lend further support to the provisions of what 
is now proposed in Article 22 (regarding separate collection of biowaste) in the proposal 
for a revised WFD. If composts from mixed waste are still to be included where they 
meet specific criteria, then a clear method for understanding how the contribution to 
‘recycling’ is to be calculated is required. This would need to recognise that in such 
facilities, the biological treatment step (or steps) may be applied to varying proportions 
of the total input to the facility, and may be subject to a variety of sorting and screening 
steps pre-and post- the biological treatment phase. This calculation should recognise the 
potential perverse incentives given to including such composts in the definition of 
recycling, and hence, the rules covering the inclusion of such composts in the calculation 
should be correspondingly tight (in terms of accounting for losses, and the content of 
non-biodegradable materials. 

Accompanying this, it would be useful to define either a positive list of activities (where 
the application of the compost allows for its inclusion in the calculation of targets) or a 
negative list of activities (where the application of the compost means it should not be 
included in targets) to simplify the discussion regarding ‘benefit to agriculture or 
ecological improvement’.  Attention should be drawn to application limits, as necessary, 
if, and where, these need to be set. 

Recommendations: 
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 Establish end-of-waste standards for compost / digestate, and a clear method 
for understanding how the contribution to recycling is to be calculated; and 

 Define either a positive or negative list of activities to simplify the discussion 
regarding ‘benefit to agriculture or ecological improvement’, for example 
compost for food production (positive) or landfill site remediation (negative). 

3.4.11 Limited Scope of Existing National Waste Data Capture 
Systems  

It is clear from this analysis that many of the national waste data capture systems in the 
Member States do not have sufficient scope to provide the level of detail that is needed 
to accurately deal with a) the definitions of municipal wastes in use; and b) the proposed 
point at which recycling is to be measured. This is not surprising given the preceding 
discussion about the ambiguity of historic and current definitions. In other words, if 
there is scope to continue using low quality systems which will still enable the current 
level of reporting to be accepted, some Member States are unlikely to so improve their 
systems. With much ongoing work to tighten up these two crucial issues (i.e. the 
definition of municipal waste, and the point at which recycling is to be measured), it 
seems reasonable to believe that the level of latitude that is currently afforded to 
Member States will be significantly circumscribed in the future. Therefore, waste data 
capture systems will have to improve so that reporting falls into line with what is 
required. This could be seen as a clear opportunity for the Member States to take 
initiatives to develop their systems, and thus end up with robust reporting tools that can 
help them measure the effects of their economies becoming more circular in general. 

The question is how best to develop systems that can meet the required objectives. With 
respect to the point of measurement of recycling, it looks fairly clear that this will be at 
the point where the material, free from contaminants, undergoes processes where it is 
actually converted back into other materials or products. If the WFD target was for all 
waste, all that would need to be measured would be the total waste generated and the 
total amount recycled. The WFD target relates, however, to municipal waste only. 
Therefore, the source of the recycled material must be known, or to put it another way, 
the end destination of the generated waste must be known according to each source. 
This is particularly relevant for some recycling processes that will accept wastes from 
households, commerce, industry, construction and demolition, mining and agricultural 
sources. Tracking material back to the source once it is mixed is likely to be very 
challenging, if not impossible. This is in fact the case in Estonia where the data system 
only reports at the reprocessors, so they have to make occasional surveys and estimates 
to understand what proportion is household or municipal waste. 

Describing exactly how the Member States might best achieve this is somewhat difficult 
as long as the definition of municipal waste has not been finalised. However, at the end 
of Section 3.4.2, we suggest that the scope of municipal waste could be broadened and 
include all wastes from the service sectors that are not clearly dissimilar to household 
wastes (such as industrial effluents and minerals etc). Assuming a definition of this 
nature, we set out below some key principles of a waste information system (WIS) that 
might be necessary. 
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Scope and nature of the system 

Firstly, it is important to note that there are two main approaches to data gathering: 
surveys, or regular data reporting using database tools or similar. Survey techniques 
would be possible, but would still have an inherent level of inaccuracy. The municipal 
data in the Czech Republic shows the potential level of inaccuracy in the use of surveys. 
Two institutions produce different sets of statistics, for different purposes. One dataset 
is based upon continuous record keeping of waste producers, whereas the other is based 
on the collection of information from selected reporting units and the output data is 
produced using statistical imputation methods. In addition, interviews with Cyprus noted 
that local authorities which use regular data reporting provide data which is more timely, 
consistent and accurate. Furthermore, it is clear that European society is rapidly moving 
towards digitisation, big data, and micro-data capture systems (e.g. smart phones). The 
evidence suggests that, whilst some Member States do have reasonable survey tools, the 
future of waste data reporting in the EU should move in the direction of continuous 
reporting, making the best use of the tools and technologies that are now available, and 
at apparently decreasing cost. Therefore, the key principles herewith relate to regular 
reporting via an on-line database system, rather than the use of statistical methods. 

The scope of existing systems relates to the point of measurement of recycling. A 
representation of the main waste flows for municipal waste is shown in Figure 3-9. 
Points 1 to 4 represent different points of reporting within different WISs. For example, 
in Estonia, the WIS captures data at the recyclers – this relates to point 4. To track back 
to waste producers, periodic surveys are required. For the purposes of reporting 
municipal waste recycled against the revised definition of recycling, this reporting point 
would not be of much use since the source of the recycled material is not known. Other 
countries mainly report recycling at the output of sorting facilities, or for those source 
segregated materials which are directly delivered to reprocessors with minimal losses, at 
the point of collection – point 3.  Others require waste collectors to report data on the 
quantities they have collected to the national authorities, for example in Spain – point 2. 
This data is reported either directly (by companies, for example), or via local authorities 
who have the obligation to report the quantities collected on their behalf. There is also 
another point, 1, which is the direct reporting of each waste transfer between a waste 
producer and a waste carrier (i.e. collector). This is the most comprehensive type of WIS 
that could be developed, and consequently is very uncommon. The Austrian model is the 
most detailed in the EU and takes a similar approach, with detailed and automated data 
collection systems.  
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Figure 3-9: Key Processes and Flows to be Captured in WIS 
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Another important point to note is that existing data capture systems often report data 
only at one point or another in the supply chain. Under the current definition of 
recycling, this can be acceptable, but under the definitions being considered, this could 
be problematic and insufficient. For example, if a system reports at point 4, it identifies 
what is being recycled, but would not always be able to identify the source. Therefore, it 
would not be suitable as a means to report a municipal waste recycling target. 
Conversely, reporting at point 1 would enable a clear identification of the waste being 
generated by each waste producer, and so the quantity of municipal waste generated – 
assuming the definition was sufficiently unambiguous – would be easy to calculate. If 
data were not recorded at other points, however, then the recycling rate under the 
proposed definition could not be known. The only way to do this would be to track the 
flows through from point 1 to 4, to fully understand the amount of ‘recycling’ associated 
with the sources of municipal waste. 

The point, or points, of measurement of the system are therefore important as they 
determine whether the system can produce data to a level of granularity that would be 
required, and in such a way that the waste is effectively tracked – for the defined 
sources - from generation to recycling. It is clear from the above that point 4 must be a 
point of reporting, but the question is which other points also need to be included in 
order to have enough information about the source to differentiate between municipal 
waste and non-municipal waste.  

If information from all points, from 1 to 4, was being captured then this would easily 
allow for the WIS to provide the required performance data. However, depending upon 
the final definition of municipal waste, collecting data from points 2, 3 and 4 might also 
be sufficient. For example, if the collection rounds of the operators were only capturing 
material from those entities producing what was defined as ‘municipal waste’, then the 
operators would already have the data available to distinguish between rounds for 
municipal waste and other rounds (as long as all collection operators were obliged to 
weigh all loads at the end of the collection rounds - this does not happen currently in 
Bulgaria, for example). It would then simply be a process of uploading the required 
aggregated round data to the system, along with its destination – captured at points 3 
(both inputs and outputs) and point 4. If, however, the definition of municipal waste was 
limited in scope and collection operators were collecting ‘municipal waste’ and non-
municipal waste on their rounds, then accurate data reporting would not be possible 
unless all points, 1 to 4, were captured within the system. 

One alternative to the final point might be that collection operators are required to 
estimate the proportion of each load that is ‘municipal waste’, and that which is not. For 
example, the collection operators would have a customer sheet which records the 
businesses they collect from on each round, along with the size of containment 
provided. The most robust approach would be to require waste collectors to install on-
vehicle weighing systems on their collection vehicles in order to actually weigh what is in 
each bin from each customer, and work out the split through data aggregation 
subsequent to collection. This would be moving towards measuring at point 1, but it is 
different insofar as the per bin weight is only used for the collection operators to provide 
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more accurate data, rather than each individual waste transfer being recorded in the 
WIS itself. 

Challenges 

There are a number of challenges to implementing a system of this nature. 

 The accurate reporting of data is reliant on how precisely different waste can be 
coded. Past experience shows that many Member States have seen difficulties in 
this respect. For example, interviews with statistical officers in Ireland indicated 
that they have had many problems with the classification of wastes between 
chapters 20 (household) and 15 (packaging). 

 One the key issues with tracking waste flows from source to destination is how 
flows are tracked through sorting plants. For example, a plant sorting mixed 
recyclables might have inputs from a number of customers. In this instance it is 
difficult, if not impossible, to know which of the outputs came from which 
source. One source might have a higher proportion of material that is ultimately 
rejected due to differing waste compositions. Moreover, not all customers might 
be classified as either ‘municipal waste’ or non-municipal waste. Thus making it 
difficult to determine how much of each output stream is ‘municipal waste’ and 
how much is not. Ideally sorting plants would only accept one type or another, 
but this would depend very much on the definition of ‘municipal waste’. If it was 
broad enough to include all recyclable wastes similar in nature to household 
waste which required sorting, then all plants would most likely be sorting only 
municipal waste. However, if the definition included some businesses which 
produced mixed recyclables but not others which produced a similar waste 
stream, then there would indeed be complications. This provides weight to the 
argument to have a broad definition of municipal waste. 

 Tracking each waste transfer in a country would involve a significantly high 
number of data points, which would take time to enter to the system and for the 
system to process. 

Solutions 

 Give ability to add description to data, for example, in Ireland which allows a free 
text field. This helps with data validation process. 

 Regarding input and output flows, sampling of these is already successfully 
carried out in Germany, Spain and the UK, for example. In Spain, MBT's, report 
directly to the Autonomous Communities (ACs) and to the "owner", typically big 
municipalities, provincial governments, or mancomunidades. The AC send this 
information through a normalised questionnaire (either digitally or paper) to the 
Government, which aggregates the information into an annual statistical report 
on municipal waste (to be published two years later). The Spanish Government 
has recently updated this system, and now data is to be transferred digitally 
through a nation-wide waste management register. One other solution could be 
to use sampling protocols for sorting plants, such as those used in the UK – see 
Figure 3-10. These provide minimum sampling levels for both input and output 
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wastes, in order to provide information on losses and onward flows of waste for 
local authorities. 

 

Figure 3-10: Material Recovery Facility Sampling Protocols used in the UK 

 

Source: Sampling and Testing Guidance for Material Facilities 
http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/MF%20Sampling%20Guidance%20April%202014.pdf  

The following points outline some important features of the design of a successful data 
capture system: 

 Tracking of waste transfers electronically i.e. all waste collections; 

 Tracking all vehicles using GPS; 

 Mapping all waste producers according to NACE codes, where relevant; 

 Demarcating all waste producers as municipal waste producers or otherwise; 

 Tracking LoW codes to enable easy interface with EU reporting requirements, 
WStatR etc; 

 Featuring online portal and good data download functions for verification and 
analysis; 

 Including electronic data validation checks in the system; 

 Codifying all operators in the chain, including collectors, handlers, sorters, 
reprocessors etc; 

 Tracking exporters and the destination of the waste; 

 Recording data related to the nature of the collection systems in place and their 
coverage. 

In the interim period, until all aspects of the full system are functional, there are some 
circumstances where data may not be available on inputs to final recycling, and in this 
transition period, loss rates should be established between sorting (or input to a facility 

http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/MF%20Sampling%20Guidance%20April%202014.pdf


Study on Waste Statistics 

pre-sorting) and final recycling. Since these figures are difficult to derive and should be 
based on detailed operational studies which highlight losses along the supply chain 
associated with different service configurations (so as to understand better the key 
factors influencing losses), there may be a requirement to establish a set of default loss 
rates for sorted materials where Member States have been unable to evidence their own 
assumptions. 

The approach should err on the side of over- rather than under-estimation of losses, 
with a view to giving Member States the opportunity to report their own parameters 
subject to the quality of the method used to do so being in line with legislative 
requirements (to be laid down). 

In addition, and recognising the particular difficulties in gaining reliable data on loss rates 
where material is exported for recycling, a further set of default figures – again, erring 
towards overestimation of losses – should be set for waste exported for recycling. Once 
again, the opportunity should exist for data on losses to be supplanted where the loss 
rates are known, on the basis of data of sufficient quality, to be different than the 
default figures. 

Recommendations: 

 Implement electronic waste information systems to track waste from producer 
to recycling, in order to provide accurate data to monitor performance against 
the WFD targets past 2020; 

 Establish default loss rates of sorted material to apply for the recycling 
calculation where Member States fail to evidence or apply loss rates; and 

 Establish a further set of default loss rates for waste exported for recycling. 

 

3.4.12 Wider Statistical Framework 

As discussed in the sections above there are some wider concerns that relate not just to 
the WFD target but to the wider statistical framework, and are worthy of consideration. 

o WStatR does not collect and/or report data on the management of 
wastes by waste type and source, and so is unsuitable for use in 
reporting against recycling targets; 

o The List of Wastes contains codes which combine municipal and non-
municipal waste (for instance, chapter 15 waste packaging); 

o The validation processes at the national level are inconsistent, and not 
always adequately geared to identifying errors in the data; 

o European level data validation processes do not actively assess or 
address the likely accuracy of data and do not focus on root causes of 
data issues. 

These issues are common across various waste streams and are, therefore, discussed in 
the study conclusions (see Section10.0). 



84    09/10/2017  

3.5 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WFD Data 
Reporting 

This section provides a summary of the priority actions related to WFD data reporting 
that have been analysed in the study. They are structured according to whether the 
action is to be carried out at the national or European level. Finally, an overview of the 
likely costs of the intervention is given. 

Because of the diversity of reporting requirements and data sources, municipal waste is 
the most complex waste stream to report. Because four widely varying calculation 
methods can be used for WDF targets, there is a wide variation in the real level of 
municipal waste recycling performance obtained for the ‘same’ reported WDF recycling 
rate. This is the case even when the guidance is followed correctly and consistently. 

The legislative proposal makes a number of amendments to legislation that would bring 
greater clarity and consistency to municipal waste reporting, and the 2025 and 2030 
targets will be measured at least using the same metric for all Member States. However, 
if the objective is to achieve consistent and comparable reporting across Member States, 
there are a number of issues that will remain outstanding without further effort. 
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Table 3-3: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WFD Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Implement electronic waste information systems to track waste from 
producer to recycling, in order to provide accurate data to monitor 
performance against the WFD targets past 2020, and require 
municipalities and business to report data through relevant 
regulations, to move away from the use of surveys. 

 Such systems should be able to track waste from at least each 
collection operators vehicle, all the way through to the waste enters 
the effective recycling process after non-target material has been 
removed, or until waste is exported to an accredited reprocessor 
abroad. Ideally systems should also track each waste transfer from 
waste producer to collection operators, through use of on-board 
vehicle container weight sensors and tracked through up-to-date IT 
systems. 

Cost: will vary depending on the existing waste information systems in 
place and the size of the waste management sector. A potential range in 
cost for a given country could be in the order of €0.5 to €5 million. 

 Provide common standards for the development of national waste 
information systems to enable the sharing of data between Member 
States. Develop standards and tools for use by Member States who 
do not wish to develop their own. 

 Define ‘municipal waste’ unambiguously through the WFD, and if 
necessary, adopt additional implementing rules which should cover 
acceptable approaches to data collection (i.e. in terms of sources of 
waste and types of waste in terms of LoW codes) and verification 
procedures aimed at ensuring that the reported data is of an 
acceptable quality. These should be mandated for inclusion within 
the quality reports. 

 Ensure the definition of ‘recycling’ is implemented in a correct and 
harmonised way in the context of the calculation rules. 

 Support Member States to ensure full understanding and accurate 
calculation of municipal waste generation and treatment. 

 Encourage the use of EU funds for establishing such electronic 
systems. 

 To support the above, implement regulations to require local 
authorities to report on the end destinations of waste, and adapt or 
implement national waste information systems to facilitate this 
process. 

Cost: Implementing such regulations could be €100k depending upon the 
complexities involved. The cost to adapt systems would depend on the 
existing system. The cost to implement new systems is noted above. 

 Oblige all countries to include proper description of how they ensure 
that imports are not included in the data on recycling. 

 Clarify how Member States should take into account losses from 
material exported for recycling that occur before material is finally 
recycled. 

 Mandate the use of weighing systems for measuring the quantity of 
waste at all facilities (including at vehicle depots and transfer 
stations). Most Member States seem to require weighbridges at 
delivery to treatment facilities, but to track waste from producer 
through to recycling, weighing after each collection round would be 
required if vehicles return to depots or transfer stations. 

 Encourage the use of EU funds for introducing weighing systems.  
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: Costs of weighbridges can be tens of thousands €, so for some 
countries the cost might be more than a hundred thousand €. Funding 
instruments should be encouraged to provide smaller scale funding 
packages to finance the installation of weighbridges in the few countries 
which need them. 

 Member States to carry out studies to define protocols related to the 
extraction of metals from incinerator bottom ash. 

Cost: A research study might be in the order of €50k-100k 

 Ensure minimum standards for carrying out metal extraction 
efficiency studies are set, and use common rate determined by the 
Commission if Member States cannot provide the required evidence. 

 Develop national registers of centres carrying out preparation for 
reuse activities. 

Cost: The registry could be a simple on-line database which could be 
created for €20k-€100k depending upon the desired functionality. 
Populating the database may cost somewhere within the same range.  

 Ensure guidance on the measurement of preparation for reuse 
activity is developed so that the activity is accurately monitored. 

 Gather data on preparation for reuse from these centres on an 
annual basis. 

Cost: Ongoing database management may cost €20k-€50k per year. 

 Establish end-of-waste standards for compost / digestate, and a clear 
method for understanding how the contribution to recycling is to be 
calculated. 

Cost: Establishing standards would require research, consultation and 
other activities. This would vary between countries might could be in the 
order of €100k-€500k. 

 Define either a positive or negative list of activities to simplify the 
discussion regarding ‘benefit to agriculture or ecological 
improvement’, for example compost for food production (positive) or 
landfill site remediation (negative). 

 Ensure all data related to legal reporting obligations is submitted on 
time. 

 Follow up with Member States and help resolve issues related to the 
delivery of data; 

 Make submission of quality reports mandatory in law. 

 Where data does not relate to 100% of the municipal waste stream, 
make estimates for their territories using statistical approximations 
or surveys. 

 Ensure that countries include estimates for waste generation from 
sources not covered by formal waste collection systems. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: A statistical approximation approach to estimating the full scope of 
MSW reporting should not be more than €10k. 

 Estimate the amount of material collected or recycled from informal 
sector activities and consider ways to capture data on such materials 
from legally operating actors in the recycling chain. 

Cost: The level of research required would depend on the scale of the 
activity but could be in the region of €10k-€50k. 

 Assess countries’ analysis of the contribution made to recycling by 
the informal sector with a view to providing guidance on capturing 
data on such materials from the formal sector.  
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4.0 Packaging and Packaging Waste 

This section focuses on the data reporting requirements and steps related to the 
calculation of the Packaging Waste Directive target on the recycling of packaging wastes. 
The following main sections set out the analysis that has been carried out: 

 Summary of Packaging Data Reporting Requirements; 

 Description of Key Steps in Packaging Data Reporting by Member States; 

 Identification of Issues Relating to Packaging Data Reporting; 

 Analysis of Issues Relating to Packaging Data Reporting; and 

 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Packaging Data Reporting. 

4.1 Summary of Packaging Data Reporting 
Requirements 

Member States are required to report on packaging waste generated and 
recycled/recovered under the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive (94/62/EC).57 

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive was adopted to harmonise national 
measures concerning the management of packaging and packaging waste and to prevent 
or reduce its impact on the environment. It aims to provide a high level of environmental 
protection and to ensure the functioning of the internal market by avoiding obstacles to 
trade and distortion and restriction of competition. In 2004 the Directive was amended 
to provide criteria clarifying the definition of the term ‘packaging’ and to increase the 
targets for recovery and recycling of packaging waste (Directive 2004/12/EC58). In 2005 it 
was revised again to allow for new Member States in attaining recovery and recycling 
targets (Directive 2005/20/EC59), and in 2015 further amended to require measures to 
reduce consumption of lightweight plastic bags (Directive (EU) 2015/72060).61  

The Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive focuses on the following:62 

                                                      

 

57 European Parliament and Council Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging 
waste (OJ No L 365/10 of 31.12.94). 
58 Directive 2004/12/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 11 February 2004 amending 
Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste (OJ L 47/26 of 18.2.2004). 
59 Directive 2005/20/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 9 March 2005 amending 
Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste (OJ L 70 of 16.3.2005). 
60 Directive (EU) 2015/720 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 29 April 2015 amending 
Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste (OJ L 18 of 27.4.2015)  
61 EUR-Lex, Access to European Union law, accessed 29 June 2015, http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/procedure/EN/2013_761?qid=1426231511957&rid=1. 
62 Consortium Expert Team to Support Waste Implementation (2012) Preparation of implementation 
reports on waste legislation, including the Waste Shipment Regulation - Final Implementation Report for 
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 Prevention (Article 4) 

o Article 4 requires Member States to prevent the formation of packaging 
waste through a series of measures. 

 Re-use (Article 5) 

o Article 5 requires member States to encourage re-use systems for 
packaging in an environmentally sound manner. 

 Recovery and recycling (Article 6) 

o Article 6 requires Member States to achieve certain targets with regard to 
recovery and recycling. 

These targets are: 

1) No later than 30 June 2001 between 50 % as a minimum and 65 % as a maximum 
by weight of packaging waste will be recovered or incinerated at waste 
incineration plants with energy recovery; 

2) No later than 31 December 2008 60 % as a minimum by weight of packaging 
waste will be recovered or incinerated at waste incineration plants with energy 
recovery; 

3) No later than 30 June 2001 between 25 % as a minimum and 45 % as a maximum 
by weight of the totality of packaging materials contained in packaging waste will 
be recycled with a minimum of 15 % by weight for each packaging material; 

4) No later than 31 December 2008 between 55 % as a minimum and 80 % as a 
maximum by weight of packaging waste will be recycled; 

5) No later than 31 December 2008 the following minimum recycling targets for 
materials contained in packaging waste will be attained: 

a. 60 % by weight for glass; 
b. 60 % by weight for paper and board; 
c. 50 % by weight for metals; 
d. 22.5 % by weight for plastics, counting exclusively material that is recycled 

back into plastics; and 
e. 15 % by weight for wood. 

The reporting requirements in force until 2003 were summarised as follows: 

1. “For primary, secondary and tertiary packaging: 

a. Quantities, for each broad category of material, of packaging consumed 
within the country (produced + imported – exported) (Table 1); 

b. Quantities reused (Table 2). 

                                                      

 

the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive 94/62/EC, January 2012, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/waste/reporting/pdf/Annex%204-1%20Pack.pdf. 
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2. For each of the household and non-household packaging waste streams: 

a. Quantities for each broad category of material, recovered and disposed of 
within the country (produced + imported – exported) (Table 3); 

b. Quantities recycled and quantities recovered for each broad category of 
material (Table 4).” 

However, Member States found collection and reporting of the required data difficult, 
and in 2005, a further amendment to the Directive was implemented by Commission 
Decision 2005/270.63 This simplified the reporting requirements to three tables and 
made some elements voluntary. Information required in the three tables is summarized 
as follows: 

 Table 1 refers to the quantities of packaging waste generated in the Member 
States and recovered or incinerated at waste incineration plants with energy 
recovery within or outside the Member States. This includes various categories, 
namely: packaging waste generated; material recycling; other forms of recycling 
(e.g. organic recycling); total recycling; energy recovery, other forms of recovery; 
incineration at waste incinerators with energy recovery; and total recovery and 
incineration at waste incinerators with energy recovery. Provision of information 
is mandatory for the materials of plastic, glass, paper and board, total sum of 
metals, wood, and other types of materials, while the provision of the specific 
information related to aluminium and steel is voluntary.  

 Table 2 is associated with the quantities of packaging waste sent to other 
Member States or exported outside the Community for recovery or incineration 
at waste incineration plants with energy recovery. This involves the categories of 
material recycling, other forms of recycling, energy recovery, other forms of 
recovery, and incineration at waste incineration plants with energy recovery. 
Provision of information is only mandatory for the category referring to material 
recycling of glass, plastic, paper and board, metals (total values), wood, other 
materials, and of the sum of all materials. Specific information for aluminium and 
steel is mandatory. 

 Table 3 refers to the information about the quantities of packaging waste 
generated in other Member States or imported from outside the Community and 
sent to the Member States for recovery or incineration at waste incineration 
plants with energy recovery. Categories indicated in the table are similar to those 
of Table 2, with the difference that the provision of all information is voluntary. 

The compiled information should then be sent to the Commission electronically no later 
than 18 months after the end of the corresponding year. Additionally, a 

                                                      

 

63 (2005) Commission Decision 2005/270/EC of 22 March 2005 Establishing the Formats Relating to the 
Database System Pursuant to Directive 94/62/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
Packaging and Packaging Waste (OJ L 86/6 of 5.4.2005) 
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methodology/quality report is required. Article 7 in the Commission Decision 2005/270 
stipulated that:  

"Member States shall send, together with the completed tables, an appropriate 
description of how the data have been compiled. The description shall also give 
an explanation of any estimates used." 

A summary of the data reporting requirements under Commission Decision 2005/270 
are: 

 Statistical Data 
o Mandatory Data 
o Voluntary Data 

 data on production, exports and imports of empty packaging; 
 data on reusable packaging; 
 data on specific sub-fractions of packaging such as composite 

packaging; 
 concentration levels of heavy metals present in packaging, and the 

presence of noxious and other hazardous substances and 
materials; 

 data on hazardous packaging waste; 
o Annual quality report 

 

 Compliance reporting 
o 3 yearly implementation reports 

4.2 Description of Key Steps in Packaging Data 
Reporting 

In order to identify the key steps in reporting across the 28 Member States, we 
conducted a review of the most recent methodology report and templates that Member 
States submitted to Eurostat for reporting of packaging data.  

Data gaps were supplemented, where possible, with information gathered during a 
course of phone interviews with key representatives from selected Member States. The 
full interview topic guides, and contact details of those interviewed, can be found in 
Appendix A.2.1.3. 

The Member States which were assessed for packaging reporting are: 

 Belgium 

 Denmark 

 Estonia 

 Germany 

 Greece 

 Malta 

 Poland 

 Spain 
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 Sweden 

Figure 4-1 presents an overview, at a high level, of the main steps and stakeholders 
involved in the process of reporting, based on the information provided in the Member 
States’ quality and implementation reports for the Packaging Waste Directive. The 
detailed descriptions of the reporting steps in each of the representative Member States 
reviewed in this study are given in Appendix A.3.3. 

Figure 4-1: Overview of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste  

 

 

4.2.1 Data Sources  

The information reported to the European Commission by Member States on packaging 
and packaging waste is based on the following primary sources of data: 

 Producers, who generally provide information on the amount of packaging placed on 
the market (PoM).  

 Collective schemes (PROs), who provide information on the amount of waste 
packaging collected and/or recycled on behalf of their members.  

 Waste management entities responsible for collection, recycling and recovery, who 
provide information on quantities of waste packaging collected, recycled (to cover 
material and other forms of recycling), and recovered (to include energy recovery 
and incineration). 

 Waste exporters, who provide data about the quantities of waste sent abroad for 
recycling and recovery operations, where applicable. 

 Waste importers, who provide data about the quantities of waste imported for 
recycling and recovery operations, where applicable. 

4.2.2 Data Collection 

This information is captured differently across Member States, and the methods used 
include reports, forms, online registers, and surveys which vary in the extent to which 
they can be considered comprehensive. Primary data is collected by different actors, 
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inter alia, producer responsibility organisations (PROs), independent consulting 
companies, regional authorities, and statistical offices, which directly or through other 
stakeholders, then report to the national authority. The national authority is then 
responsible for submitting the reporting figures to the European Commission.  
Moreover, there are some cases when the primary data is submitted directly to the 
national authority, without any intermediaries involved.  

4.2.3 Data Verification 

There are no specific rules on how data must be verified by the Member State before 
submitting it to the European Commission. The quality of the data can be assessed at 
different stages of the reporting process before the submission to the Commission by a 
range of different stakeholders (e.g. PROs, statistical offices, national authorities, 
independent auditors), but Member States tend to follow different approaches. 
Activities aiming at verifying the quality of data include consistency checks (through 
cross-checks), inspections, and sampling-based audits. 

Member States are obliged, however, to submit data quality reports alongside the waste 
statistics on a yearly basis in order to inform the Commission on how data reported was 
calculated, what the sources of information were and the reliability of the data. 

4.2.4 Transmission of Data to EU level 

Member States submit the following to the European Commission: 

 Annual Electronic Forms: Sent to Eurostat via the EDAMIS web-portal with data 
covering the reporting obligations of Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging 
waste and the Commission Decision 2005/270/EC; 

 Methodology Reports: Sent to Eurostat annually, using a template excel document; 
and 

 Implementation Reports: Sent to DG Environment every three years, using a 
template questionnaire. 

4.2.5 Data Verification at the European Level 

A verification process, conducted by contractors to Eurostat, is undertaken, including 
reviews of the data, and compilation of a report on the validity of the statistics, including 
a series of clarification questions to Member States where potential errors are identified. 
Further detail is given in Appendix A.4.2.3. 

4.3 Identification of Issues Relating to Packaging Data 
Reporting 

The identification of issues was undertaken by reviewing the reporting of packaging 
waste data and is carried out in the following sections: 

 Reporting obligations; 

 Elements of target calculation; 

 Data collection methods; and 
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 Validation and dissemination processes. 

4.3.1 Reporting Obligations for Packaging 

The following sections look at the different documents contributing to the definition of 
packaging/packaging waste and the calculation of recycling performance. The key 
documents that contain the reporting obligations and guidance documents that support 
the delivery of the data is as follows: 

 

Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive – European Parliament and Council 
Directive 94/62/EC of 20 December 1994 on packaging and packaging waste 
(OJ No L 365/10 of 31.12.94).64 

 

2005 Amendment – Directive 2005/20/EC of the European Parliament and of 
the Council of 9 March 2005 amending Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and 
packaging waste (OJ L 70 of 16.3.2005)65 

 

Commission Decision 2005/270/EC of 22 March 2005 Establishing the 
Formats Relating to the Database System Pursuant to Directive 94/62/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council on Packaging and Packaging 
Waste (OJ L 86/6 of 5.4.2005)66 

 

Eurostat Guidance – ‘How  to report on packaging and packaging waste 
according to Commission Decision 2005/270/EC’, May 201467 

 

Eurostat Template – Packaging and Packaging Waste Reporting (Data 
Quality/Methodology Report, Excel format can be used for reporting)68 

 

4.3.1.1 Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive and Amendments 

The original targets set out in Article 6 of the Packaging Waste Directive (in this section, 
‘the Directive’) have been replaced in the 2005 Amendment. As an example of the 
wording used, the section relating to the glass target is quoted here: 

                                                      

 

64 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex:31994L0062 
65 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32004L0012 
66  http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32005D0270 
67 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidance-document-on-packaging-
waste_22May2014.pdf 
68  http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Annex-1-Template-for-packaging-reporting-
15-5-2014.xlsx/dad7c25b-d9f6-4f91-83f2-70e933a96afa 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex:31994L0062
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32004L0012
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32005D0270
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidance-document-on-packaging-waste_22May2014.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidance-document-on-packaging-waste_22May2014.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Annex-1-Template-for-packaging-reporting-15-5-2014.xlsx/dad7c25b-d9f6-4f91-83f2-70e933a96afa
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Annex-1-Template-for-packaging-reporting-15-5-2014.xlsx/dad7c25b-d9f6-4f91-83f2-70e933a96afa
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 (e) no later than 31 December 2008 the following minimum recycling targets for 
materials contained in packaging waste will be attained: 

 (i) 60 % by weight for glass; 

The target is simply defined as minimum, weight-based recycling rate for ‘glass 
contained in packaging waste’. 

The Directive has a single clause defining packaging: 

“'packaging` shall mean all products made of any materials of any nature to be 
used for the containment, protection, handling, delivery and presentation of 
goods, from raw materials to processed goods, from the producer to the user or 
the consumer. 'Non-returnable` items used for the same purposes shall also be 
considered to constitute packaging.” 

This definition is insufficiently clear, and the 2005 Amendment addressed the need to 
provide ‘further clarification on definitions’, setting out three sub-clauses defining 
different kinds of packaging waste and ‘illustrative examples’ of packaging and non-
packaging. 

The amended Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive has specific inclusions, and 
exclusions, with regards to reporting requirements, providing: 

 confirmation that it includes all packaging regardless of source and whether 
primary, secondary and tertiary packaging; 

 a more detailed definition of packaging covering potential other functions of the 
material, items filled at the point of sale and ancillary items attached to 
packaging; 

 an Annex providing illustrative examples of packaging and non-packaging 
materials. 

The further detail should limit the potential for misclassification. 

It also requires that: 

 Member States shall take into account the particular problems of small and 
medium-sized enterprises in providing detailed data; and 

 Member States shall require all economic operators involved to provide 
competent authorities with reliable data on their sector as required in this Article. 

The first point indicates that it might not be possible to obtain detailed data from SMEs, 
and suggests Member States should take this into account. This leaves scope for 
different interpretations of how they are to be taken into account, notwithstanding the 
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second point that requires all ‘economic operators’ to provide reliable data69. In practice, 
many countries do not require SMEs to provide any data, let alone ‘detailed data’.  

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data through potential exclusion of SMEs from data reporting. 

4.3.1.2 Commission Decision 2005/270/EC 

Commission Decision 2005/270/EC of 22 March 2005 replaced the previous Commission 
Decision 97/138/EC in establishing the formats for the database system on packaging 
and packaging waste and defining the tables to be reported. 

It provides further interpretation on the targets in the Packaging Waste Directive. The 
following are highlighted as having bearing on data consistency and comparability. 

Article 2 states: 

“For the purposes of this Decision, packaging waste generated in a Member State 
may be deemed to be equal to the amount of packaging placed on the market in the 
same year within that Member State.” 

This clause opens up a number of issues regarding data comparability. Though 
potentially an adequate approximation for some uses, the measure of packaging waste 
‘put on the market’ will necessarily differ from the amount of packaging waste arising as 
waste. For those Member States who adopt this metric, the onus is put on collecting 
data from ‘economic actors’ involved in the production of packaging rather than the 
generation or collection of waste. It opens up issues including potential inaccuracies and 
methodological differences in accounting for imports/exports of packaging and packaged 
goods (including private imports and online sales) and small producers, or packaging 
material than may not become waste for some time. Estimates of packaging waste 
generated would be subject to other challenges in data collection and consistency 
requiring either detailed surveying of waste producers or compositional studies of 
residual wastes collected. 

The prescription that packaging data reported ‘shall not include any kind of residues from 
the production of packaging or packaging materials, or from any other production 
process’ should give additional clarity, such as it was needed, to the calculation of 
packaging put on the market. 

Article 5.1 specifies that: 

“the weight of recovered or recycled packaging waste shall be measured using a 
natural humidity rate of the packaging waste comparable to the humidity of 
equivalent packaging put on the market.” 

                                                      

 

69 ‘Economic operators’ are defined in the legislation as ‘suppliers of packaging materials, packaging 
producers and converters, fillers and users, importers, traders and distributors, authorities and statutory 
organizations’ this definition would cover SMEs. 
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Corrections should be made if the humidity rate ‘regularly and significantly differs’ from 
that of packaging placed on the market, and only in ‘exceptional cases caused by specific 
climatic or other conditions’. 

 This may result in different approaches between Member States in assessing 
‘exceptional cases’, adjusting for moisture content; 

 It seems to suggest that adjustments should not be made for regular differences 
that are significant, but not ‘exceptional cases’. Depending on the relative 
measurement points, Member States are likely to differ in the amount of regular 
under or overestimation caused by additional moisture content. This appears to 
allow Member States to include additional moisture that may be regularly 
present when waste is collected for recycling and sorting, leading to an 
overestimation of the recycled quantity. 

Article 5.2 states that corrections shall be made to the data relating to the weight of 
recovered or recycled packaging waste if non-packaging materials in the waste sent to 
an effective recovery or recycling process risk leading to substantial over- or under-
estimates of packaging recovery, or packaging recycling rates. It allows for the inclusion 
of some contamination in the recycling or recovery of packaging waste, stating ‘no 
corrections shall be made in the case of small amounts of non-packaging materials, or for 
such contamination as can regularly be found in packaging waste’. This similarly may 
lead to small but differences in reported recycling rates between Member States 
depending on the level of non-packaging materials in waste collected and sent for 
recycling (and whether their impact is judged ‘substantial’) and the level of 
contamination collected alongside packaging waste. The clause seems likely to give rise 
to over-estimates of recycling rates given that in some packaging waste streams, 
significant contamination is regularly to be found in the waste collected (and sorted) for 
recycling.  

Related to the issue of measuring contamination (in that material with higher levels of 
contamination usually is subject to higher loss rates prior to recycling), Article 3.4 
provides the following on the measurement of recycling: 

“the weight of recovered or recycled packaging waste shall be the input of packaging 
waste to an effective recovery or recycling process. If the output of a sorting plant is 
sent to effective recycling or recovery processes without significant losses, it is 
acceptable to consider this output to be the weight of recovered or recycled 
packaging waste;” 

The issues raised by the term ‘significant’ and the potential flexibility in what is 
considered an ‘effective recovery or recycling process’ are effectively the same as those 
already covered in the Municipal Waste chapter (see Section 3.4.8.2). For packaging 
wastes, the issue is likely to be more pronounced as certain packaging materials (notably 
plastics) are subject to higher losses than others. 

It also notes voluntary data provision of a number of metrics, including on empty 
packaging, reusable packaging, and hazardous packaging. Given that reporting on these 
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items is voluntary, the extent of reporting and the scope of the data reported is, of 
course, unlikely to be consistent between Member States. 

Issues identified: 

 Inconsistent data due to a wide range of methodologies and data sources to 
calculate packaging waste generated; 

 Inconsistency across Member States in the level of estimation of, or calculation 
of, losses; 

 Inaccurate data due to Member States’ underestimation of losses (wrongly 
assuming losses are ‘insignificant’); 

 Potential to overestimate recycled quantities due to permissive approach to 
accounting for moisture adjustments; and 

 Inconsistent data between Member States due to voluntary reporting on empty 
and reusable packaging. 

4.3.1.3 Eurostat Guidance and Reporting Template 

Since 2008 Eurostat has been in charge of collecting, validating and publishing Member 
State data, and has also issued additional guidance on how to report on packaging and 
packaging waste.  

Before 2008, data collection was performed by DG Environment. In 2008, Eurostat took 
over the task of data collection and validation for packaging and packaging waste (in the 
context of the establishment of the Environmental Data Centre on Waste). Eurostat 
publish a guidance document called How to Report on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
According to Commission Decision 2005/270/EC. In 2013, Eurostat prepared a specific 
guideline excel template (“the template”) for Member States to fill in, including 
questions on all the issues that the methodology reports were expected to address. It 
also updated the guidance document to reflect the existence of the newly developed 
template, simply asking Member States to fill out the seven sections of the template. 
Seventeen countries used this template for reporting 2013 data. 

The use of this template makes it easier to compare methodologies between MS, and 
provides a rough form of guidance. For example, the question in B.2: ‘Often the data 
collection does not cover the whole market. Do you apply estimates to improve the 
coverage?’, should act as a soft prompt for MS to, indeed, apply estimates to improve 
the coverage. 

However, taken together, the guidance and the excel template do not actually provide 
any guidance on best practice, or on the methodology or methodologies that Member 
States should be using. In some cases, the guidance seems to permit, or even invite, 
Member States to report in a manner that runs counter to the existing legislative 
requirements. For instance, they are asked to define how they calculate recycling based 
upon a flow diagram (this diagram has been simplified since it was first issued, but some 
Member States used the older version of the template), without sufficient accompanying 
guidance about which combinations are permitted under legislation. 

Issues identified: 
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 Inaccurate data due to ineligible methodologies or wrong calculation methods; 
and 

 Inaccurate data due to reliance on industry data. 

4.3.2 Elements of Target Calculation for Packaging Waste Targets 

In this section the various elements that make up the numerator and denominator of the 
packaging target are reviewed, in order to identify where potential issues may arise. 

Figure 3-3 below illustrates the components of the calculation, showing one illustration 
of how the calculation can be built up. The following Table 3-1 details for each 
calculation element the main data collection approaches and the risk of inaccurate or 
inconsistent data.  
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Figure 4-2: Calculation of Recycling Under PPWD 
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Table 4-1: Elements of the Recycling Calculation 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

D
e

n
o

m
in

at
o

r 

Packaging That 
Becomes Waste 

Included EPR Schemes 

Industry 
declaration 

Waste analysis 

Production and 
Foreign Trade 
Statistics 

Multiple different data sources and approaches to estimating packaging 
put on the market are used. This leads to significant variation in what is 
being reported, and the accuracy of the reported data. Each approach 
has its own strengths and weaknesses: 

 Gathering data from packaging producers through PROs; 

 Using figures supplied by the packaging or waste industry; 

 Using questionnaires or gathering data directly; 

 Using the proxy calculation of ‘packaging waste collected’ and 
obtaining data from waste analysis; 

 Using data gathered through Production and/or Foreign Trade 
statistics. 

The guidance suggests gathering data in the following ways/from the 
following sources if the statistics above are not comprehensive: 

 General estimates (e.g. based on surveys); 

 Free-riders (estimates of those who don’t pay into producer 
responsibility organisation though their products are still 
collected in the PRO systems); 

 Private imports /exports; and 

 Internet trade. 

Each method is potentially prone to errors, for instance using the ‘placed 
on the market’ estimate from producer surveys may misrepresent waste 
arising in that year due to issues such as stocking of packaging from one 
year to the next. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

Reusable Packaging 
Put-on-the-Market 
for the first time 

Included EPR Schemes 

Industry 
declaration 

DRS Systems 

There is a risk that data on reusable items placed on the market for the 
first time are not included in the producer data, underestimating 
generation. 

Adjusting for 
imports and exports 

Included Estimates  Depending on the methodology, the amount of packaging put on the 
market would need to be adjusted to ensure only packaging materials 
put on the market in the Member State are counted. This may happen to 
a greater or lesser extent.  

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r 

Waste inputs to 
effective recycling 
process 

Included Data collection 
from facilities on 
inputs 

Composition 
analysis to exclude 
significant 
quantities of non-
packaging material 
or contamination 

There may be inconsistency in data if different MS have different 
understanding of what constitutes an effective recycling process. For 
instance, when a final sorting stage happens immediately prior to the 
final recycling process within the same facility, the whole input may be 
counted as input to final recycling process. In another country, the same 
sorting may happen outside the facility and the input to the final facility 
would be less. In addition, where materials are not obviously all 
originating from packaging waste (e.g. steel from incinerator bottom 
ash), the extent to which what is reported as recycled relates to 
packaging might not always be clear. 

Outputs from a 
sorting process 

Included Data collection on 
output of sorting 
facilities 

Composition 
analysis to exclude 

Where an output stream of waste from a sorting process is comprised of 
a mix of packaging and non-packaging, the non-packaging element in the 
output stream might not be accurately measured. 

In addition, there are often multiple sorting processes, especially for 
some waste streams like plastics. If the outputs from the first sorting 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

‘significant’ 
quantities of non-
packaging material 
or contamination 

process is reported, then the losses before final recycling may be 
significant. 

Significant losses 
post sorting prior to 
input 

Excluded Facility data 

Industry studies 

 

Because of the vague term ‘significant losses’ in the existing legislation, 
and given the absence of any supplementary standards and the lack of 
any guidance, then many states do not report any significant losses. This 
is the case even where losses are very likely to be non-trivial, and where 
no evidence has been provided of the ‘non-significant’ nature of losses 
(though this would be difficult to do given the absence of any 
interpretation of ‘significant’, any requirement to make such a report, or 
relevant guidance). 

Adjustment for 
Moisture 

Varies Difference 
between inputs 
and outputs from 
sorting/treatment 
facilities 

Industry studies 

Depending on the relative measurement points, Member States are likely 
to vary in the amount of regular under- or over-estimation caused by 
differences in moisture content, and may or may not make adjustments 
depending on their subjective judgement of ‘significant’ and/or 
‘exceptional’. 

Informally Recycled 
Waste 

Not 
defined 

 Wastes recycled informally may not be captured within municipal or 
facility data, depending on the point at which measurement happens.  

Metals from 
Incineration 

Not 
defined 

Outputs from 
Incineration 
Facilities 

The data may or may not include the packaging waste content of metals 
recycled following incineration. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

Sorting Analyses 
on Input Wastes 

Waste imports Excluded None As with MSW, an issue will arise if inputs to reprocessors are taken as the 
point of measurement as the source country of the waste might not be 
known by the operator. 

Waste exports Included Waste companies, 
recyclers, trade 
data 

Member States and PROs have a strong incentive to record waste 
exported for recycling, so the risk of this being excluded is low. 
Knowledge regarding the significance of losses post-export is likely to be 
limited and not effectively dealt with through the reporting mechanism 
(leading to a likely over-estimation of what is recycled). 
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Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data for quantities put on the market if methodology is not robust 
or data is not adjusted for coverage; 

 Inaccurate data if recycling collected by informal sector is not included; 

 Inconsistent data due to ambiguous definition of ‘significant losses’; 

 Inaccurate data if outputs from primary sorting processes are used when 
subsequent losses may be significant ; 

 Inaccurate data due to reusable packaging placed on the market for the first 
time not being included in packaging waste generated; 

 Inconsistent metal recycling data due variable accounting for post-treatment 
material recycling; and 

 Inaccurate data if imports and exports are not accounted for correctly. 

4.3.3 Data Collection Methods for Packaging Waste 

Reporting is to some extent driven by availability of data, which is determined by data 
collection methods and measurement points available. These in turn depend on the 
extent of regular reporting obligations, regarding waste collection, handling and 
treatment, covering municipal bodies, producer responsibility organisations, and private 
operators. Where data from measurement is not available, estimates or surveys need to 
be relied upon, and these may vary in quality, and the accuracy of the estimations based 
upon them, from member state to member state. 

The greatest extent of variation comes in approaches to collecting information on 
packaging waste generated. The following Table 4-2 shows the different methods 
employed by each of the Member States studied for calculating packaging and packaging 
waste generated. 

Table 4-2 Basis for Packaging Put-on-the-Market Calculation by Member 
State 

Member State  

Belgium An estimate is made based on surveys of producers of packaging. 

Denmark 

Declarations from registered producers of empty packaging placed on the 
market, supplemented by a data on imports of filled packaging from 
German border areas (based on a survey by Ministry of Taxes) and 
additional surveys of brewery associations, the Danish deposit refund 
system, retail chains and wholesale associations. 
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Member State  

Estonia 

Annual data is entered by Producers and PROs into Estonia’s online waste 
reporting system. 

Estonia calculates packaging waste generated from waste collected, 
combining separately collected packaging waste, packaging contained in 
ferrous metal, packaging in separately collected paper and cardboard, and 
packaging waste contained in MSW.  

There is also an online packaging register through which producers submit 
data, but this is not used for reporting under the Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive. 

Germany 
Relies on annual research undertaken by a market research institute, 
collecting data from producers, PROs, industry statistics, statistical offices 
and waste management operators. 

Greece 

The HRA (Hellenic Recycling Agency) collects data from PROs, and also 
conducts a study to estimate the quantities of packaging placed on the 
market. It is not specified how these sources are merged. 

Estimates are made about the quantities corresponding to small 
producers, free-riders and other types of non-reported quantities, both for 
packaging placed on the market and packaging waste treated. 

Malta 

Packaging recovery schemes (e.g. PROs) are obliged to submit information 
to the ERA about packaging placed on market by their members.  

Those not in a scheme were calculated though a methodology developed 
from a baseline data gathering exercise and report in 2007 by Ernst and 
Young, which is updated each year by surveying a smaller sample and 
extrapolating to the whole population. 

Estimations are made about the packaging waste generated by small 
producers (less than 100kg/yr). 

Poland 

Annual reports on packaging placed on the market and packaging waste 
treated are required from all producers, waste treatment operators and 
PROs. These are sent to each of the 16 Polish regions and then to the 
Ministry of the Environment. 

Spain 

Collects data predominantly from PROs (and industrial associations for 
glass, Tetra Pak for paper and cardboard, and producers for aluminium). 
For plastic packaging, the PRO uses statistics obtained from various 
entities including Statistics Spain, business associations, the Spanish 
Institute for Foreign Trade, Annual Economic Report from banking entity 
La Caixa, and other experts from the industry. 

The producer association for wood packaging is through a study that this 
organisation undertakes using data from producers, and waste 
management handlers. Moreover, data on the quantity of new wood 
packaging materials placed on the market comes from Statistics Spain 
through a survey of industry. 
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Member State  

Sweden 
The Swedish Environmental Emissions Data (SMED) consortium gathers 
data from producers and PROs through an annual questionnaire. 

 

One of the main differences between the countries reviewed in more detail relates to 
the type of entity that has the main responsibility for data collection. On the one hand, 
in some countries, PROs play a central role in data collection, even though other 
organisations might also be engaged in this process (e.g. customs authorities in the case 
of data concerning the ‘export of material for recycling’). This approach is followed, inter 
alia, in Belgium, Estonia, Greece, Malta, Poland, Spain and Sweden, and it can be 
somewhat associated with a more direct flow of information between primary data 
sources (such as producers) and the national authorities submitting the information to 
the Commission. On the other hand, there are examples of countries such as Denmark 
and Germany which rely on 3rd party private organisations to coordinate the process of 
data collection and analysis. Where Member States rely on PROs for data on the 
quantities placed on the market, there is a potential issue of moral hazard, for the simple 
reason that the PRO has an incentive to under-report the quantity of packaging placed 
on the market so as to increase the reported recycling rate. Members also have an 
incentive to under-report the packaging waste they place on the market as the fees they 
pay are often related to what they place on the market. This suggests that where this 
approach is used, some form of random auditing would be useful, if not necessary, to 
check the accuracy of the data being reported. 

Issues relating to data collection uncovered through interviews with Member States 
demonstrated the variation in data collection methods, and the challenges of gathering 
sections of data. For example: 

 In Belgium: 
o the ‘placed on the market’ figure does not include packaging bought by 

private consumers in border areas (on the basis that these amounts are 
difficult to monitor and measure); 

o data on packaging placed on the market by free-riders, private 
imports/exports and internet trade is not comprehensive; and 

o data on packaging placed on the market by small producers is only 
available from those who choose to report on a voluntary basis.  

 These issues are likely to be common across Member States. 

 In Malta, reusable packaging is not accounted for in the figures reported on the 
amount of packaging placed on the market. 

 Sweden relies on primary sources of data to provide accurate information on 
what has been recycled, recovered or disposed, but the data provision is not 
regulated in sufficient detail to be able to conclude, with confidence, that the 
information provided is accurate.  

Areas in which data collection is particularly challenging or variable include: 
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 Issues which fall outside of administrative jurisdiction or municipal responsibility: 
o Measurement of cross-border private imports of packaging (in border 

areas and through online sales); 
o Packaging types (for instance, wood packaging) where no EPR scheme or 

producer group exists and so data has to be gathered from multiple 
smaller producers directly; 

o Measurement of packaging waste recycled by the informal sector where 
the data collection method does not rely on information from final 
recyclers; 

o Material prepared for re-use (outside of municipal waste management); 

 Estimation of values not captured by regular reporting obligations: 
o Obtaining accurate composition analyses; 
o Making moisture adjustments; 
o Measurement of sorting losses. 

Other differences involve how Member States account for small producers, and the 
amount of packaging that these producers place on the market; the availability of data 
on one-way and reusable packaging and how this is accounted for in the reported 
figures; and the assumptions made when estimating figures. For example, small 
producers are not obliged to report on the amount of packaging they place on the 
market in Belgium, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Malta and Sweden. These countries may, 
however, account for the amounts produced by small producers in the reported figures 
through their own estimates. By contrast, small producers are obliged to report in 
Denmark, Poland, and Spain. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data through reliance on occasional studies; 

 Inaccurate and inconsistent data through: 
o Lack of accounting for imports; 
o Lack of data on small producers; 
o Lack of data on free riders; 
o Lack of data on cross-border private purchases; 
o Lack of data on online sales; 

 Inaccurate data through reliance on industry data without audit; and 

 Inaccurate data though lack of statistical accuracy of sorting compositions and 
packaging identification. 

4.3.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes for Packaging 

4.3.4.1 National Data Validation Processes 

Member States apply a variety of approaches to data validation. Of Member States 
interviewed: 

 In Denmark, a consultancy, Econet, compiles the data, produces statistics and 
assists in preparing the quality report. No further auditing or checking of these 
statistics appears to be undertaken. 
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 Estonia relies on processing of the data by the Estonian Environment Agency, and 
an analysis of waste data is performed by an external contractor. However they 
do not appear to conduct a third-party audit of the data. 

 Germany makes use of a mass-balance analysis and uses independent experts to 
undertake the calculation. 

 In Greece, the HRA audits data reported by PROs, and data is also checked by the 
Ministry of Environment and Energy, identifying possible discrepancies, for 
instance, between the data reported directly to them, and data obtained from 
the HRA. 

 In Malta, since 2014, the producers and permitted packaging waste recovery 
schemes are legally required to use the services of an independent auditor. 

 In Poland, both the regional and national governments review the data and check 
for errors. From 2017, PROs will be obliged to perform additional audits, which 
are going to be conducted by external certified companies. Documents sent by 
the exporters certifying that the waste has been recycled (i.e. evidence notes) are 
also going to be subject to external auditing. 

 In Spain, data provided by the PROs are cross-checked with data obtained from 
packers and producer associations for inconsistencies. Data on the treatment of 
packaging waste is cross-checked with the reports that waste management 
organisations are obliged to send to the Autonomous Communities. Independent 
experts conduct annual studies to verify and validate the data.  

 In Sweden, both the SMED consortium, which gathers the data, and the Swedish 
EPA verify the data received from PROs, but the method used is not clear. As 
noted above, information provided is not regulated in sufficient detail to be able 
to confidently conclude that the information provided is accurate, indicating the 
limits of attempts to validate the data. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data due to insufficient validation processes at the national level. 

4.3.4.2 Eurostat Data Validation Processes 

The Validation Report for packaging and packaging waste for the year 201370 relies on 
the following two steps: 

 Identification of Missing or Empty Obligatory Cells: The web forms submitted by 
Member States are checked to identify any cells that were not completed. If no 
satisfactory explanation is provided for these missing values in the quality report, 
then clarification requests may be sent to the Member States to better 
understand the reason for their omission.  

                                                      

 

70 European Commission (2016) Validation Report on Data on Packaging and Packaging Waste for the 
Reference Year 2013, January 2016 



110    09/10/2017  

 Time-Series Check: The second activity consists of checks to identify any breaks 
in time-series. These checks focus on two key figures: the ‘development of 
packaging waste generated in tonnes’ and the ‘development of recycling and 
recovery rates for packaging waste’. Clarification requests are sent to Member 
States where breaks in time-series are identified.  

Regarding 2013 data, three countries were sent questions regarding missing obligatory 
data, and six countries were sent clarification requests regarding time series data. 

Overall, the ability of the validation process to ensure that the Member States’ 
methodologies are sound is limited, though as with MSW, the validation process is most 
effective at identifying when data is improved or changed (and mostly, therefore, 
catches errors at the point that Member States address them – by which time, arguably, 
there is little value in highlighting them). Indeed, it can be argued that an approach to 
validation that is based on ‘deviation from the past’ tends to entrench the existing 
reporting approach, making it less likely that Member States are pushed to address 
reporting approaches that incur errors or inaccuracies. 

In the validation report, the contractor recommends an in-depth analysis of answers to 
compare sources of data, differences in coverage and quality, proper application of the 
definition of recycling, and coverage of exports. As indicated by these questions, the 
validation process itself does not explore or identify these methodological differences let 
alone address or rectify them, and therefore does little to ensure the quality of 
comparability of statistics.  

The validation report also notes that the eDAMIS data-entry had been improved to block 
countries from entering data into inappropriate cells, such as “incineration of glass”. It 
states that ‘this has taken care of a lot of the inconsistencies which occurred before 
2010’.  

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data due to the validation processes at the European level not 
actively assessing and addressing the root causes of data issues. 

4.3.4.3 Issues Raised in Validation Report 

Firstly, the completeness of the reported data is considered. Article 7 of Commission 
Decision 2005 states that data should be submitted within 18 months of the end of the 
relevant year. At the time of the drafting of the quality report (after the point at which 
all data should have been received): 

 Most countries had submitted data with either the methodology and/or the excel 
template; 

 5 countries had submitted data more than 4 weeks late; and 

 3 countries had not submitted any data (though the only EU Member State not to 
have done so was Greece). 
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The amount of detail in the methodological reports and excel templates differs, with 
some answers including considerable detail, and others, minimal comment, and missing 
information. 

Compliance is, therefore, relatively high, though not complete, even on the simple 
metric of submitting any data, and a considerable portion of countries do not submit 
data until the deadline has officially passed. Most countries responded to the 
clarification questions as part of the validation process (the questions, in the main, were 
straightforward, and would have been easy for the Member States to respond to 
without much effort). 

Secondly, data quality issues are noted. The validation process is very light and does not 
seek to address issues related to methodology. The few questions asked highlight a 
couple of potential sources of inconsistency/incomparability: 

 Coverage of producer responsibility organisations: In Finland, the lack of 
producer organisations for ‘other’ packaging materials means that data is not 
collected, and is not available, on amounts generated, recycled or otherwise 
treated. 

 Classification of sorting rejects: Slovenia includes the residue from the sorting of 
mixed packaging waste as ‘other packaging’ (incineration / energy recovery (R1)), 
noting that the packaging decree does not explicitly define how to classify this 
material. Residues from sorting might not necessarily be packaging, depending 
on the approach to collection and the methods of sorting. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data through inconsistent inclusion of ‘other’ packaging materials; 
and 

 Inconsistent data through uncertain classification of sorting residues from 
packaging waste. 

4.3.5 Main Issues Identified with Packaging Waste Data Reporting 

The main issues that have been identified through the review carried out above are 
summarised as follows, and arranged by issues that relate to mandatory requirements, 
allowable variances and the wider statistical framework: 

 Mandatory requirements: 
o Failure to comply with mandatory reporting requirements 
o Imports and exports not accounted for correctly 
o Underestimation of losses 
o Recycling collected by informal sector not included 
o Uncertainty in the Amount of Reusable Packaging being Included in the 

Data on Packaging Waste Generated 

 Variation in reporting within the terms of the Directive, Decisions and 
Guidance: 

o Varying methodologies and data sources used to calculate packaging 
waste generated 
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 Reliance on occasional studies 
 Not accounting for imports 
 Lack of data on small producers 
 Lack of data on free riders 
 Lack of data on cross-border private purchases 
 Lack of data on online sales 

o Inconsistent inclusion of ‘other’ packaging materials 
o Voluntary reporting on empty and reusable packaging placed on the 

market 
o Inconsistent categorisation of sorting residues from packaging waste 
o Lack of statistical accuracy of sorting compositions and packaging 

identification  
o Inconsistent measurement of recycling 

 Variable approach to accounting for moisture adjustments 
 Variable approach to accounting for contamination and losses 

o Variation in accounting for losses from exports of packaging recycling 
o Variable approach to accounting for post-treatment material recycling 

 Wider statistical framework: 
o Risk of relying on industry data without audit 
o Inaccurate data due to insufficient validation processes at the national 

level 
o European level guidance and data validation not assessing root causes 

These issues are now analysed in more depth in the following section. 

4.4 Analysis of Issues 

EXPRA’s analysis of Eurostat packaging recycling data notes that during the process of 
the revision of the PPWD, studies and consultations by European Commission concluded:  

“Improving the quality and validity of the reported statistics is one of the key 
priorities identified by the vast majority of stakeholders. The same need was written 
in the conclusion of the fitness check that was performed for the European 
Commission.”71 

Reported data on packaging waste varies significantly year on year, both for generated 
and recycled packaging waste. Table 4-3 illustrates this variation in reported values for 
packaging waste generated in 2013 and 2014, showing the number of Member States 
with a large variation (greater than 5%, 10% and 15% change) in the data.  

 

                                                      

 

71 EXPRA (2015) ‘Analysis of Eurostat packaging recycling data: a study of the years 2006-2012’ 
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Table 4-3: Number of Member States in Each Year with Greater than 5%, 
10% and 15% Variation from Previous Year (packaging waste generation) 

 2013 2014 

 >5% >10% >15% >5% >10% >15% 

Paper and 
Card 

12 3 2 6 2 1 

Plastic 12 4 2 6 0 0 

Wooden 18 9 6 14 8 7 

Metal 11 5 2 7 2 1 

Glass 3 0 0 5 0 0 

Source: Eurostat packaging statistics, [env_waspac] 

Year on year changes appear in most cases limited to below 10%, though no discernible 
link has been identified between data reported on packaging waste generation and 
economic indicators that might be expected to explain the changes. Changes in 
measurements may relate to methodology updates and revisions as much as changes in 
waste generation. A 10% variation that is not due to change in actual packaging waste 
generation would lead to a significant misrepresentation of the recycling rate for any 
given material. Therefore, it is difficult to have full confidence in Member States’ 
reporting in respect of their packaging recycling targets.  

With reference to the processes and experiences of selected Member States, the issues 
identified above are analysed in this section for their nature and potential causes, their 
impact on the data, and potential recommendations for further progress to bring a 
greater level of confidence in the consistency and accuracy of reported statistics. 

4.4.1 Failure to Comply with Mandatory Reporting Requirements 

Despite relatively good eventual compliance, there are some Member States which are 
consistently later than others in the delivery of their data. In reference year 2013 one 
Member State failed to submit data and three others failed to submit a methodology 
report or template. 

With regards to the missing data, these countries are in contravention with their legal 
obligations under the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive and the accompanying 
Commission Decision. 

The root cause may be the lack of robust data reporting systems in the relevant Member 
States, but the apparent lack of enforcement of legal obligations by the Commission also 
appears quite relevant. 
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4.4.2 Varying Methodologies and Data Sources to Calculate 
Packaging Waste Generated 

A review of the trends in packaging placed on the market indicates that the data 
continue to vary considerably over time, and, most likely, more than is plausible. As an 
indication of the potential significance of the misreporting of packaging placed on the 
market, if reported amounts of packaging are underestimated by only 10% (even existing 
methodologies result in significant annual variation), a reported recycling rate of 80% 
would effectively overstate performance by 7% (the actual rate should be 73%).  

The importance of gaining an accurate assessment of packaging waste generated / 
placed on the market is heightened in the context of higher recycling targets (as 
overestimating risks putting targets out of reach, and underestimating could result in a 
significant drop in the level of actual performance required to meet a given target). 

Many Member States seek to understand the amount of waste which arises as packaging 
through reference to the amount of packaging placed on the market in a given year. This 
is consistent with Commission Decision 2005/270 Article 2(2), which states:  

“For the purposes of this Decision, packaging waste generated in a Member State 
may be deemed to be equal to the amount of packaging placed on the market in 
the same year within that Member State.” 

Of the Member States interviewed, only Estonia calculates packaging waste generated 
from waste collected. The other Member States used ‘placed-on-the-market’ estimates, 
gathering data as the Directive suggests from ‘economic actors’. As the guidance 
implicitly accepts, this comes from a variety of sources depending on the way the system 
is designed. Many gather data from PROs or industry associations, and Malta and Greece 
supplement data from PROs with their own surveys of producers who are not within any 
scheme. It is not often clear what methodology is applied by PROs and Industry bodies to 
gather their own data, or whether they do much to quality assure the data they submit. 
The legislation is relatively silent on these matters, and the guidance does not provide 
adequate detail in this area. It remains the case, therefore, that much of the data is 
simply accepted as ‘truthful’ without there being a requirement for meaningful checks to 
be applied. 

The variety in methods, data sources and assumptions, added to probable variation in 
the statistical validity of producer surveys, can be expected to lead to inconsistency in 
measurement of packaging placed on the market across Member States, and varying 
levels of inaccuracy, and more worryingly, systematic bias, in the data. As noted above, if 
reported amounts of packaging placed on the market are underestimated in one 
Member State by 10%, the impact on the recycling rate can be of a similar order of 
magnitude. Maintaining variation is likely to mean that it is unknown how far differences 
in recycling rates between different Member States reflect performance, and how far 
they just reflect a difference in methodology or accuracy of producer estimates. 

Some Member States rely more heavily on PROs and some survey producers more 
directly and perform additional analysis themselves. However, whichever organisation 
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gathers and compiles the data, a common methodology could be established (based on 
best practice and reporting obligations for all but small producers). 

At present, the methodological reports establish which sources the data is gathered 
from, but provide little consistent information about the validity of methodologies used 
by those sources. 

Recommendations: 

 Establish guidance and a common methodology (or set of specified 
methodologies) related to packaging Placed on the Market to reduce the 
variability in estimates and harmonise statistics. 

Some particular sources of inaccuracy and inconsistency follow in the subsequent sub-
sections. 

4.4.2.1 Reliance on Occassional Studies and Surveys 

Where the compiled statistics (whether by PROs, producer associations, other industry 
bodies or independent contractors) are ultimately based on surveys or studies, these are 
not always conducted annually, with intermediate years’ data being interpolated based 
on assumed projections, or from small studies. 

As with MSW, some of the breaks in trend figures may be due to the emergence of new 
figures from such occasional studies, resulting in significantly different values from what 
was projected on the previous statistics. A study for Tata Steel conducted by Eunomia 
uncovered that, in the UK, reported figures for commercial and industrial steel ‘placed 
on the market’ for 2010 were based on 1997 values, and had been forecast using an 
applied annual growth rate. No real data to check these statistics had been gathered for 
13 years. Malta uses 2007 data from producers, updated annually through re-studying a 
small sample each year, and although this might be better than basing statistics on an 
assumed projected growth rate, equally, it would be preferable to have more frequent 
and more comprehensive data gathering exercises. 

In the UK, Eunomia’s study on steel packaging also showed that the calculation method 
itself was not prescribed (but reliant on the knowledge of particular individuals whose 
companies had a strong presence in the market): the study recommended that all 
companies handling packaging should be obliged to report the packaging they place on 
the market. 

Recommendations: 

 To improve access to accurate annual statistics and ensure a level playing field, 
producer reporting of packaging PoM each year should be mandated; 

 To ensure that data being submitted are accurate, Member States should 
ensure producers should be subject to random, third party auditing to check 
the reliability of the data submitted; and 

 Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive to be updated to include a 
requirement for Member States to ensure all packaging producer data is 
audited. 



116    09/10/2017  

4.4.2.2 Lack of Data on Small Producers 

Where an estimate is based on quantities put on the market, the guidance already 
recognises the potential issue of data sources not providing complete coverage of the 
market. This applies particularly if data collection is exclusively through PROs for the 
simple reason that the Member State law may allow companies below a certain size 
threshold to be exempted from certain obligations, or it may allow them to self-comply, 
whilst there may also be instances where producers who should be registered with PROs 
/ compliance schemes are not doing so. The Directive mandates that 

‘Member States shall take into account the particular problems of small and 
medium-sized enterprises in providing detailed data’ 

Small producers are obliged to report on the amount of packaging they place on the 
market in Denmark, Poland, and Spain, but not in Belgium, Estonia, Germany, Greece, 
Malta or Sweden. The threshold for small producers differs between countries: in 
Belgium, small producers are those producing under 300kg packaging per year, whilst in 
Malta the limit is 100kg. 

Germany, Sweden and Malta account for the amounts produced by small producers in 
the reported figures through estimates: 

 Germany relies on a methodology developed by an external contractor, GWM; 

 In Sweden, the SMED consortium uses a questionnaire to derive these estimates, 
using factors such as turnover and number of employees to estimate the data. 

In Belgium, it is estimated that this is not significant, representing only 0.01% of total 
packaging waste collected. Estonia bases the figures for the denominator in the recycling 
rate calculation on packaging waste collected, so does not need to make these 
adjustments. The lack of coverage is, theoretically, therefore, only a potentially 
significant issue for Greece out of the Member States studied. 

There is no clear guidance, or best practice examples given, to assist Member States in 
their estimations where they are uncertain as to how these should be derived. 

Whilst PROs might not always cover the whole market, and hence, might tend to 
understate what is placed on the market, it is more likely that reported figures for 
recycling cover all packaging recycling systems since these quantities are rarely linked to 
specific companies (for example, all household packaging recycling will be included, 
irrespective of the company placing the packaging on the market). Hence, generation is 
more likely to be underestimated than recycling, giving rise to a likely upward bias in 
recycling rates. 

The data does not allow for assessment of the scale of this impact. For most countries, 
only small producers may be exempt and as noted above, attempts are sometimes made 
to account for them. It may not be possible without significant effort to improve on 
existing estimates. Belgium estimates that the impact is small. However, the amount of 
packaging waste excluded from reported obligations will depend both on the threshold 
level for reporting and on what portion of economic activity smaller businesses 
represent, which will vary country to country. 
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Recommendations: 

EITHER 

 Even where small businesses are exempted from some obligations under 
producer responsibility, they should not be exempted from reporting data on 
packaging placed on the market. Where this is not reported to PROs / 
compliance schemes, it should be reported directly to the relevant authority; 

OR  

 Make it mandatory for Member States that gather data from PROs to make 
relevant adjustments to cover those outside the scheme. The adjustment 
should not be left to PROs themselves to make; 

 Promote or develop best practice methodologies to share the burden; and 

 Develop specific guidance. 

4.4.2.3 Lack of Data on Free Riders 

A similar issue arises for the potential omission of data on free-riders (in this context, 
those who place packaging on the market but do not report data or take responsibility 
for the costs of collecting it). This issue applies to those who gather data directly from 
producers. Since Belgium uses a general estimate of the Belgian market based on 
surveys, free-riders are implicitly accounted for. 

Data is not available on the level of current estimates used, or on the scale of free-riding. 
However, if this accounts for 10% of the market it could again result in a 5-10% 
overestimation in reported recycling rates. 

Recommendations: 

 Implement market surveillance activities to identify obligated producers placing 
unregistered packaging on the market; 

 Mandate an attempt to quantify this data; 

 Promote or develop best practice methodologies to share the burden; and 

 Develop specific guidance. 

4.4.2.4 Cross-Border Purchases 

What is placed on the market in a given country does not necessarily arise as waste in 
that country in that year for a variety of reasons, including: 

1) People may purchase a packaged item in one country and take it to another; or 
2) People may purchase items on-line from companies located in other countries. 

In most cases, physical, private imports are unlikely to be of great significance: the flows 
of material from one country to another are unlikely to be a significant proportion of the 
packaging waste stream. The main exception is where different tax rates generate 
significant price differentials for packaged goods, notably, where alcohol excise duties 
vary across borders. In such situations, the amount of packaged product which moves 
across borders is: 

 Likely to be significant; and 
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 Likely to display a single direction of travel (so that the flow is in one direction is 
not ‘cancelled out’ by the flow in the opposite direction) 

Hence, there is likely to be a need to try to account for such flows where the excise duty 
differentials suggest that they may be large.72 A study of European DRS schemes showed 
that the return rate of glass is 10% higher than average in Sweden, and 10% lower than 
average in Estonia, due to cross-border flows of material after it is put on the market. 
Rather than adjust for this, Estonia calculates generation by a compositional analysis of 
the waste stream 

Of Member States interviewed, only Denmark explicitly mentions supplementing 
producer data with survey data on imports of filled packaging from German border 
areas, but Germany and Sweden use an intermediary to collate and process the data, 
who could be expected to consider the comprehensiveness of estimates. Belgium’s 
estimates, based on surveys undertaken by governmental packaging waste body IRPC, 
aim to cover also private imports of packaging waste. However, they note that the 
amount of packaging bought by private consumers in border areas is not considered in 
the figures reported of packaging imported and is difficult to monitor and measure. 

As shown by the evidence in DRS returns, this may have up to a 10% impact on recycling 
rates in particular Member States if not adequately accounted for in methodologies. 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate an attempt to quantify data on cross-border purchases if using ‘placed 
on the market’ estimates; 

 Promote or develop a best practice methodology to reduce the burden; and 

 Develop specific guidance, for instance on the frequency of updating 
parameters within the calculation. 

4.4.2.5 Online Sales 

The final area where methodologies risk reporting substantially inaccurate values for 
packaging placed upon the market is in accounting for private imports of products 
purchased online. 

For most Member States, there are three potentially areas where data may be under-
reported or represented: 

 National companies exporting products directly to consumers (though major 
companies are likely to use national distribution centres); 

 Private imports from EU Member States; or 

 Private imports from outside the EU. 

                                                      

 

72 Eunomia Research & Consulting et al. (2011) Options and Feasibility of a European Refund System for 
Metal Beverage Cans, Report for the DG Environment at the European Commission, November 2011, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/packaging/cans/intro.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/packaging/cans/intro.htm
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The impact of this sector is likely to continue to grow as more people are using the 
internet to make purchases from abroad, so more attention needs to be paid to ensuring 
there are workable and sufficiently accurate methodologies to capture the data on the 
amount of packaging waste available for collection within a country. 

Recommendations: 

 Carry out a research study to investigate the potential under-reporting of 
packaging from private imports, and what potential measures could be 
implemented to monitor this activity and increase compliance. 

4.4.2.6 Uncertainty in the Amount of Reusable Packaging being Included 
in the Data on Packaging Waste Generated 

Commission Decision in Article 3(2) states that: 

‘Reusable packaging shall be considered to be placed on the market when it is made 
available for the first time, together with the goods it is intended to contain, protect, 
handle, deliver or present… Reusable packaging discarded at the end of its useful life 
shall be considered packaging waste’. Article 3(2)’ 

Despite the above requirement, Member States that measure packaging waste by what 
is put on the market may not measure reusable packaging when it is made available for 
the first time. Of Member States interviewed, most gathered data on reusable packaging 
waste generated with the exception of Greece, but whether they include a portion of 
this data in the ‘put on the market’ figure cannot be obtained from the data or 
methodology reports. A study by Eunomia in 2012 (based on reference year 2010) found 
that only half of countries in the EU reported metal packaging to Eurostat that included 
reusable packaging in the calculation.73 So there is some uncertainty about whether 
reusable packaging is properly being accounted for. It is not possible to determine 
though as the methodology template does not ask Member States to confirm if reusable 
packaging is included in the coverage of packaging ‘put on the market’ or not. 

Recommendations: 

 Gather information from Member States if reusable packaging placed on the 
market for the first time is included in the collected data through quality 
reports. 

4.4.3 Issues Related to Packaging Recycling Data 

4.4.3.1 Inconsistent Inclusion of ‘Other’ Packaging Types 

In Article 3, the PPWD states: 

In particular for materials occurring in smaller quantities and those not 
mentioned in this Decision, estimates may be used. These estimates shall be 

                                                      

 

73 Eunomia (2012) ‘Assessment of Steel Packaging Recycling Statistics in Europe’, Report for APEAL 
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based on the best information available and shall be described in accordance with 
Article 7. 

In the latest data year reported to Eurostat (2014), only 8 Member States included any 
‘other packaging’ recycling (18 include some information on generation). Other Member 
States do not have systems in place to either recycle other packaging types, or 
potentially, to record the packaging recycling occurring. Those Member States that do 
not report any other packaging are arguably in contravention of the Directive, which 
states that estimates should be used based on best available information. 

The impact of this on the targets in the PPWD is not overly significant, since specific 
packaging materials have their own targets, and there are no targets specifically for 
‘other’ packaging. Inclusion of ‘other’ packaging wastes moreover does not make a 
significant contribution to overall packaging recycling rates: in 2014, it accounted for 
1.4% of Austria’s packaging recycling (a larger share than in any other country). 
However, with a recycling rate of only 25%, the net impact of including other packaging 
was a slight decrease in the overall packaging recycling rate. In all cases, reporting other 
packaging resulted in no change or a decrease in recycling rate, with the largest negative 
impact in Luxembourg of -3%. 

This suggests that there is very little risk to performance in other material categories 
caused by allowing Member States flexibility in the ‘other packaging’ they report. 
However, it leaves other forms of packaging mostly undefined, untargeted and 
unreported.  

4.4.3.2 Lack of Statistical Accuracy of Sorting Compositions and 
Packaging Identification 

The legislation goes to considerable lengths to define packaging, with the Commission 
Decision giving greater clarity to the definition and including detailed illustrative 
examples. Whether Member States successfully distinguish packaging waste from non-
packaging waste in their recycling and recovery calculations depends on the extent to 
which they understand the problem exists, and the extent to which they take measures 
to address the areas where problems seem likely to arise. 

The methodology template asks, for each material, how the amount of non-packaging 
material is accounted for in collected streams, and whether the systems are designed to 
collect packaging waste only, or a mix of packaging and non-packaging waste. No 
consistent approach is taken by Member States, reflecting in part the diversity of 
arrangements made for collection. Few appear to make regular use of sampling and 
composition analysis to understand the relative portions of packaging and non-
packaging waste. The issue is likely to be most relevant where packaging materials are 
collected alongside non-packaging material, or where contamination is likely to be 
present in single packaging material streams, such as where materials are extracted from 
mixed municipal waste, or in the case of sorting fractions from a mixed packaging waste 
collection. The problem also arises in cases where the data on packaging recycled is 
obtained from recyclers, such as scrap yards, which will receive both packaging and non-
packaging waste materials. The methodologies for separating packaging and non-
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packaging material from data reported by recyclers are not specifically asked about in 
the template. 

Potentially, Member States may be recording all waste collected in ‘packaging’ recycling 
collections that is subsequently recycled. They may do this because either they are 
aware there is ‘allowable’ contamination, or they may do so because they assume that 
all waste collected in packaging waste collections is packaging. However, without sorting 
analyses to back up this assumption, it may be incorrect.  

For municipal waste, the issue is particularly pronounced for paper and card packaging 
where these materials are collected together, since a considerable portion of this 
material will not be packaging material. Since this is a more obvious distinction, most 
Member States interviewed account for this in one form or other, but the accuracy of 
assumptions appears to vary. For instance, in Belgium, a rate of packaging in paper and 
card is estimated (e.g. 25% in weight of the total is considered as packaging); Malta 
applies an assumption ‘based on recent analysis’; and Spain’s methodology report states 
that PROs perform waste composition analyses, and make estimates where necessary. In 
Estonia, compositional studies are used to identify packaging waste in the mixed 
streams, and in recycling streams (though without sight of the detailed composition, it is 
not possible to confirm how accurate the composition is at excluding non-packaging 
materials.). According to their quality report for 2013, Denmark’s electronic register 
Waste Data System allows extraction of waste identified as ‘packaging’, but the report 
does not identify how the system establishes this ‘packaging’ fraction where packaging 
and non-packaging wastes are collected together. 

Germany appears to apply the most detailed compositional analysis, noting that 
‘adjustments are made to exclude, for instance, paper that is not packaging, or 
components of glass packaging that are not made of glass (e.g. caps), or other glass-
based objects that are not packaging’. 

Where reported through a waste code that includes non-packaging materials, estimates 
need to be applied as to the proportion of packaging material deemed to be represented 
in the particular code. Estonia’s quality report notes examples of clarifying percentages 
of packaging waste contained in certain waste codes through both their waste 
management database and gathering data from largest ferrous metal handler in Estonia, 
but there is no means to verify the data.  

Germany, Greece and Estonia also make reference to conducting analyses on waste 
exported for recycling so as to account only for the packaging element. Malta notes that 
it identifies which of the export declarations made by companies actually referred to 
packaging waste. 

For many collected packaging waste streams (plastics, glass, metals), the amount of non-
packaging waste material that is likely to be co-collected is likely to be small, and so, will 
not impact heavily on the quantities reported as being recycled. However, the data and 
the methodology reports are not able to reveal detail on whether significant amounts of 
non-packaging waste end up reported as packaging waste, and hence, contributing to 
increases in the stated recycling performance. 
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In order to improve the quality and consistency of data on packaging waste recycled, 
requirements should be introduced to ensure that periodic sampling and compositional 
analyses are undertaken to establish the relative shares of packaging and non-packaging 
in the waste reported as being recycled. The nature and frequency of this activity should 
be adapted to the approach to collecting data, and the expected size of the problem. For 
example, where initial sampling indicates no major problem, the required frequency of 
sampling and analysis could be diminished. 

Recommendations: 

 Consider improving waste codes to separate out packaging and non-packaging 
codes of collected commercial/industrial wastes; and 

 Introduce requirement to undertake periodic sampling and compositional 
analyses to establish the relative shares of packaging and non-packaging in the 
waste reported as being recycled. 

4.4.3.3 Variable Approach to Accounting for Contamination and Losses 

Even once the amount of packaging in any particular sorting output (or facility input) has 
been established, the current legislation allows for considerable flexibility in the 
treatment of losses prior to the material entering a final recycling process. The same 
issues regarding the inconsistent measurement of losses and likely under-estimation of 
losses between the point of waste measurement and the ‘effective recycling process’ 
apply to packaging as to MSW (see Section 3.4.8.2). 

For packaging waste, given that the targets relate to specific materials (there is 
ambiguity in how the losses under MSW should be considered – as a whole, or by 
material?), there appears to be greater clarity regarding the significance of losses. This 
issue is exacerbated by the act that Member States do not always report the figures for 
recycling post-sorting. Work undertaken on behalf of APEAL, for example, has indicated 
that the point at which Member States report the quantity of steel recycled varies across 
countries, and includes the following approaches: 

 Material collected for recycling; 

 Output from sorting plants; 

 Materials sent from scrap dealers to reprocessors; and 

 Materials received at smelting plants. 

If this approach is replicated across materials, then it might be expected that doe some 
countries, and for some materials, the extent of losses that occur after the point of 
reporting is almost certainly ‘significant’, though this depends on the approach taken to 
collect and sort materials, as well as the point of reporting.74 

                                                      

 

74 Eunomia Research & Consulting (2013) Overview of 2011 Steel and Aluminium Consumer Packaging 
Statistics, Report for Metal Packing Europe, December 2013, www.alueurope.eu/wp-

http://www.alueurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/MPE-External-statement-on-2011-metal-packaging-recycling-statistics-final18Dec13.pdf
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Of Member States interviewed: 

 In Denmark, the quality report and interviews suggest that recycling is measured 
at the point at which packaging waste is collected, and that no adjustments are 
made to include potential losses occurring between the process of collecting 
waste through to recycling it; 

 Malta reports ‘data on all material received through Wasteserv’s facilities, split 
according to the relevant waste streams’. Losses are not mentioned. 

 Most Member States report net of losses from the initial sorting operation of 
packaging waste recycled. Belgium and Greece report the quantities of materials 
recycled after the first sort, but did not report taking into account any losses past 
this first stage (the losses presumably being considered insignificant). Estonia, 
Poland and Spain indicate that they report quantities of waste entering recycling 
processes, whilst Germany reports a mixture depending on the waste stream.   

 In Belgium, PROs do estimate losses from the recycling plant processes (e.g. 
paper labels on glass packaging). However, they state that recycling losses are 
very low because of the high quality of materials, and do not adjust reported data 
to account for these losses. 

This issue has two main implications. The first is that reported data on packaging waste 
recycled are likely to be overestimated. The extent of overestimation is likely to vary 
with: 

1) The point up to which reporting has taken losses into account (if at all) 
2) The collection scheme used for the packaging materials (its scope, and the extent 

to which different materials are co-collected); 
3) Where reporting takes place following the first sort, the quality of the sorting 

process; 
4) The origin of the materials (losses of materials some sources are likely to be 

lower than losses from others) 
5) The nature of the materials (which tend to vary in how easy it is to derive clean 

streams for use by final recyclers.  

It should be noted that a report of the Court of Auditors in 2012 noted, regarding sorting 
plants which it examined:75 

“The five sorting plants reviewed by the Court, which were designed to recuperate 
packaging waste (and in some cases paper and glass) segregated at source by 
households, generally performed satisfactorily in relation to their technical design 

                                                      

 

content/uploads/2011/08/MPE-External-statement-on-2011-metal-packaging-recycling-statistics-
final18Dec13.pdf  
75 Court of Auditors (2012) Is Structural Measures Funding for Municipal Waste Management 
Infrastructure Projects Effective in Helping Member States Achieve EU Waste Policy Objectives?, Special 
Report No. 20/2012, http://eur-
lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52012SA0020:EN:HTML  

http://www.alueurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/MPE-External-statement-on-2011-metal-packaging-recycling-statistics-final18Dec13.pdf
http://www.alueurope.eu/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/MPE-External-statement-on-2011-metal-packaging-recycling-statistics-final18Dec13.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52012SA0020:EN:HTML
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:52012SA0020:EN:HTML
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and to generally acceptable standards in terms of ratio input/output and quality 
of the materials recovered:  

a) they recovered between 50% and 74% of the packaging waste received;  
b) the quality of the materials recovered was usually in line with market 

specifications and therefore was saleable.  

However, three of the five sorting plants were operating at between 10 % and 
154% of their design capacity after 6 or 7 years of operation due to weaknesses at 
the planning stage of the infrastructures. In one case more municipalities than 
initially planned were served by the plant and in two cases the quantity of waste 
collected separately at source exceeded the forecast. Overloading results in the 
risk of reducing the ratio of materials recovered as well as of not meeting the 
quality standards for recovered materials required by recycling companies”. 

Of course, not all facilities will be run in the same way. Even so, and this is a comment 
that would ideally be made in the light of some knowledge of the exact waste stream, 
and its origins, that the plant was dealing with, the rates of recovery mentioned would 
not be considered ‘generally acceptable’ if the material being sorted was a relatively 
clean stream of materials. The performance reported implies losses ranging from 26% to 
50%.  

The second implication of this issue, on a point broader than the accuracy of statistics, is 
that it has to be considered in the context that the quality of collected packaging waste 
is not always especially high. Member States will not always know the extent to which 
non-target impurities are present, but reprocessors are acutely aware of this issue, not 
least because of the ramifications for their business models, and for their 
competitiveness, especially in those countries where the cost of disposal or treatment of 
rejects is high. In such cases, the tendency will be for lower quality material to find its 
way to countries – within and outside the EU – where the costs of dealing with rejects is 
low. If the EU itself is to retain greater value in terms of the materials which it recovers, 
the prospects for doing so will be somewhat enhanced if the collection systems in place 
deliver high quality material. Allowing Member States the latitude to report on material 
recycled under existing targets without taking a major interest in the presence of non-
target materials will tend to allow lower quality collection and sorting systems to persist 
(Member States will continue to report quantities of material post sorting, or even, pre-
sorting, including a – typically unknown – quantity of non-target materials/contraries, 
rather than the quantity which is actually recycled). 

Approaches which would enable the tracking of these losses, within a national electronic 
waste information system, are set out above in Section 3.4.11 on municipal waste 
reporting. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure that all losses prior to the final recycling process are accounted for by 
establishing national electronic waste information systems; and 

 Provide common standards for development of national waste information 
systems to enable the sharing of data between Member States. Develop 
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standards and tool for use by Member States who do not wish to develop their 
own through research studies. 

4.4.3.4 Variation in Accounting for Losses from Exports of Packaging 
Recycling 

In principle, and in accordance with the definition of recycling, Member States ought to 
ensure that losses are traced through the system, including those losses which occur 
outside the country of origin, including outside the EU. The quality of exported material 
is clearly not always such as to allow one to be confident that the quantity or packaging 
waste ‘exported for recycling’ will actually be ‘recycled’ in accordance with the terms of 
the Directive. Losses are likely to take occur, notwithstanding the efforts to ensure that 
only waste that is free of contaminants / contraries is exported for recycling. 

None of the selected Member States made any indication that they sought to 
understand the losses that occurred post-export of material with a view to 
understanding their significance. Where estimates are made to ensure that only the 
packaging content of what is exported is counted (excluding non-packaging and 
contamination), this could be assumed to account for a reasonable share of subsequent 
losses, though this could not be guaranteed. 

Member States are likely to find it much more difficult, and time and resource 
consuming, to understand the extent of losses where material is exported, and 
especially, where the material is exported outside the EU. In future, and so as to address 
this issue so as to measure what is actually recycled, it is recommended that default loss 
rate assumptions (material stream specific) are developed to apply to exported waste 
unless evidence of a minimum quality is provided of lower loss rates. 

It should also be noted that in Greece and Malta, other than notifying for export 
according to the Waste Shipments Regulation, there are no mechanisms to assure that 
packaging waste is actually recycled. Good practice is seen in Belgium and Germany, 
however, where certificates are required from the recycling plants overseas to verify 
that waste has been recycled.  

Good practice – Requiring Certification from Foreign Recycling Plants in Germany 

In Germany, recycling plants are required to issue certificates for the amounts of 
packaging waste they recycled. In the absence of certificates or proof, then the 
independent experts and Federal Offices will not assume that any waste exported for 
treatment has been recycled. 

Good practice – Requiring Certification from Foreign Recycling Plants (and cross-
checking) in Belgium 

For exported household packaging waste, foreign recycling plants send a certificate 
when packaging waste has been recycled. Information obtained from the entities 
exporting, as well as from the importers, is reviewed. 
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Moreover, every two years, the IRPC contributes to a study organised by the Belgian PRO 
covering industrial and commercial packaging waste, which aims to check the figures 
reported on the recycling of exported commercial and industrial waste. 

Recommendations: 

 Deduct estimated losses from material exported for recycling that occur before 
material is finally recycled; 

 Develop a common methodology which indicates how Member States should 
take into account losses from material exported for recycling that occur before 
material is finally recycled; and 

 Set default figures for waste exported for recycling, erring towards 
overestimation of losses, to be used unless evidence is provided otherwise.  

4.4.3.5 Variable Approach to Accounting for Moisture Adjustments 

Depending on the relative measurement points, Member States are likely to vary in the 
amount of regular under- or over-estimation caused by differences in moisture content, 
and may or may not make adjustments depending on their subjective judgement of 
‘significant’ and/or ‘exceptional’ (see above). 

Of Member States interviewed, only Sweden mentioned making an adjustment for 
moisture. Adjustments are made to account for losses such as the exclusion of water 
(and other components that are not part of the potential recycling material) in the 
sorting plants. Estonia identifies moisture separately in composition (at least for 
packaging waste used as fuel) and excludes this from packaging waste data.  

The stipulation that this would only be done in exceptional cases seems a reasonable 
interpretation given that the previous clauses would imply – if taken literally – frequent 
measurements of the moisture content of loads, which is likely to prove costly. 

The impact is likely to be under 5% for most packaging materials. However, a 2008 
theoretical model and study ‘On the effect of MSW moisture content on meeting target 
recycling rates’ for the Lisbon region demonstrated that the moisture content of the 
mixed wastes plays a ‘dominant’ role in the recycling rates of packaging materials such 
as paper, plastics and glass.76 

If the measurement of recycling performance is required, in future, to understand better 
the losses that take place prior to final recycling, then moisture – to the extent that it is 
present when it ought not to be – should be excluded from reporting on performance. 
The issue here is not the moisture content of materials in the state in which they are 
used, but the additional moisture that might be present alongside the material, for 
example, the drinks that still reside in beverage containers at the point of collection, or 
the moisture in paper and card that results from it being left out in wet weather, or 

                                                      

 

76 Magrinho, A., & Semiao, V. (2008). On the effect of MSW moisture content on meeting target recycling 
rates. Waste management (New York, N.Y.), 28 (2), pp. 310-7. doi: 10.1016/j.wasman.2007.01.008 
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transfer of moisture from being co-collected with unemptied beverage containers. The 
approach to ensuring this is accounted for should be proportionate to the exercise. 

It would be consistent with the above approach for default values on losses (see section 
1.4.3.3) to take into account the nature of the collection system used (and in particular, 
the nature of mixing of materials, and the nature of containment). Ensuring this was 
factored into loss rates might help incentivise the choice of collection systems more 
focused on quality. 

Recommendations: 

 Moisture collected alongside packaging materials should be excluded from 
reporting on performance; and 

 Ensure that the approach to adjusting for moisture losses is harmonised 
between packaging and MSW recycling calculations. 

4.4.3.6 Variable Approach to Accounting for Post-treatment Material 
Recycling 

Of the Member States interviewed, Belgium, Denmark, Germany and Spain include 
metals extracted from incineration plants in their recycling figures – Greece and Malta 
do not incinerate packaging waste. However, Poland and Sweden do not include 
materials extracted from incineration facilities in their recycling figures despite the fact 
that they do incinerate some packaging waste. In Germany, estimates are made 
regarding the amount of metal extracted from incinerator bottom ash that originates 
from packaging. 

A lack of studies may lead Member States to either hold back this data or use unverified 
estimates. In Estonia, the methodology report notes that the amount of metal that 
reaches incineration in both mixed waste and mixed recycling is not counted, since they 
do not have a composition of waste fuel and the proportion of metal packaging in 
bottom ash is also not identified at the moment. They note that further studies are 
needed. Belgium, on the other hand, assumes very high rates of recovery of metals from 
incinerator bottom ash that do not appear to be supported with publicly available 
documentary evidence. 

A Eunomia study for APEAL on the recycling rates of steel packaging indicated that in 
2010, 14 Member States included metal from residual waste sorting (metals from 
incinerator bottom ash and from residual waste sorting facilities) amounting to over 
550,000 tonnes, or 27% of the steel packaging recycling reported by these countries. 

Proposals for revisions to the Directive in the Circular Economy package include the 
following (in the proposed Article 6a): 

 For the purposes of calculating whether the targets laid down in Article 6(1)(f) to 
(i) have been achieved Member States may take into account the recycling of 
metals that takes place in conjunction with incineration in proportion to the share 
of the packaging waste incinerated provided that the recycled metals meet 
certain quality requirements. Member States shall use the common methodology 
established in accordance with Article 11a (6) of Directive 2008/98/EC. 
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The methodology referred to is that indicated in the proposal for changes to the Waste 
Framework Directive (mentioned in Section 4.3.1.1). Such a methodology is likely to 
require compositional analysis of wastes sent to incineration, or preferably, incinerated 
(as some recycling or other metals may be extracted at facilities prior to incineration). An 
issue of relevance here is that the inputs to incineration plants do not always correspond 
to the metals extracted from the ash stream. In particular, aluminium foils can be 
oxidised in incinerators, so that their presence in the input stream does not guarantee 
their presence in the metals extracted for recycling.  

Where Member States report materials extracted from residual waste treatment 
facilities, they should do so based on a clear methodology which enables acceptably 
accurate reporting on the basis of periodic sampling of each facility, recognising that 
different facilities vary in the extent to which they capture, for example, ferrous and 
non-ferrous metals. The methodology should be set out in a relevant Decision. The 
methodology should err on the side of conservative estimates, recognising that the 
Waste Framework Directive favours separate collection of all the materials commonly 
reported as being recycled from mixed waste treatment facilities. Specifically, the 
methodology should take into account the extent of contamination of the output 
materials to limit the extent of over-reporting 

Recommendations: 

 Establish a methodology, set out in a relevant Decision, for the reporting of 
materials extracted from residual waste treatment facilities. 

4.4.3.7 Recycling Collected by Informal Sector not Included 

The lack of coverage of the informal sector is explored as an issue under MSW (see 
Section 3.4.5). It particularly affects quantities of higher-value materials such as metal, 
but all material streams to some extent. 

Of Member States interviewed, only Greece indicated that estimates of ‘other types of 
non-reported quantities’ of packaging waste are made for packaging waste treated, as 
well as placed on the market.  

In principle, the intention to account more comprehensively for the losses in the 
measurement of recycling, as indicated under the proposals to amend the Packaging 
Directive, may lead to some Member States’ measurements being made closer to the 
point at which packaging waste reaches a final recycling process. This might lead to this 
activity being more easily included in the reporting. It should also be noted that Member 
States have an incentive to include informal sector recycling activity since it will 
contribute to the recycling performance of those countries where it takes place. 

Recommendations: 

 Countries to assess the contribution made to recycling outside formal waste 
collectors where this is not already captured.  
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4.4.4 Wider Statistical Framework 

4.4.4.1 Risk of Relying on Industry Data 

There is a certain degree of moral hazard when relying on industry to produce their own 
statistics. This applies when PROs calculate recycling rates they are targeted with 
attaining, and when industry bodies submit estimates of contamination or loss rates. 
Similarly, asking industry to submit estimates (for instance, on the proportion of 
packaging to non-packaging waste in a material stream) when there is no alternative 
approach in place to facilitate acquisition of relevant figures risks leaving statistics at the 
mercy of variable individual impressions. 

A good example of this issue is in Estonia, which recently implemented a requirement 
that was heavily opposed by the packaging industry, to have all reported data on 
packaging waste placed on the market accredited by third party auditors. Following the 
first year after introduction, and with only 50% of the companies actually having their 
data audited, the amount placed on the market increased by 20%. 

To help address these issues: 

 where relevant, random audits should be undertaken periodically to check the 
data being submitted (see section below); 

 where relevant, periodic sampling and compositional analysis by independent 
third parties should be required to improve the accuracy of key parameters (such 
as the proportion of packaging waste in streams for recycling that are known to 
include non-packaging materials); and 

 data reporting obligations should ideally be harmonised to collect data to the 
level of detail required to assess progress towards targets. 

Good Practice - Sorting Plant Reporting Regulations in UK 

The Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2014 
contains requirements for sorting facilities to routinely sample, and analyse the 
composition, of their mixed material inputs by individual supplier, and their main 
outputs by material stream, including the losses from the sorting process. The results are 
published in a publicly-accessible database. This replaces ad-hoc and unverifiable 
estimates with a statistical framework and reviewable data. 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate independent auditing of data; 

 Consider improving waste codes to separate out packaging and non-packaging 
codes; and 

 Develop more detailed guidance on statistical frameworks for sampling and 
compositional analysis. 

4.4.4.2 Insufficient Data Validation Processes at the National Level 

Interviews with Member States revealed a range of approaches to data validation 
processes at the national level. Spain uses independent experts to conduct annual 
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studies to verify and validate the data. In Poland, both regional and national layers of 
government perform some data validation checks. Spain also use cross-checks of data 
from PROs with data from producer associations, and Germany uses a mass-balance 
analysis. In Sweden and Denmark, an expert body conducts the assessment. 

Some Member States require independent audits. In Malta, since 2014, the producers 
and permitted packaging waste recovery schemes are legally required to use the services 
of an independent auditor, and in Poland, in 2017, PROs will be obliged to perform 
additional audits, which are going to be conducted by external certified companies. 
Proof documents sent by the exporters are also going to be subject to external auditing. 

The impact of this issue is unknown, but the lack of auditing process – when combined 
with the issue of moral hazard mentioned above - undermines confidence in reported 
statistics and leaves them open to manipulation and error. 

Good practice – Multi-stage auditing in Belgium 

At a first stage, data checks are made by PROs through audit visits, email or letters, in 
order to control the quality of the reported data.  

At a second stage, the IRPC undertakes audits, for example, through visits to the 
organisations providing data, and by double-checking the data. Audits are undertaken on 
sample basis, for instance, by contacting some of the organisations collecting packaging 
waste and assessing if what they collect corresponds to the reported figures.   

These audits focus both on packaging placed on the market (upstream) and packaging 
waste collected and recycled/recovered (downstream).  

External auditors also get involved in the data verification and validation process. One 
example is the analysis of data referring to packaging made of wood. 

Good practice – Legal requirement for third-party auditing in Belgium 

In Malta since 2014, the producers and permitted packaging waste recovery schemes are 
legally required to use the services of an independent auditor 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate independent auditing of data. 

4.4.4.3 Inconsistent Data between Member States in the Degree of 
Reporting on Empty and Reusable Packaging 

If a reuse target is introduced as part of the Circular Economy Package, the framework 
for the collection of packaging waste data is the most suitable existing place to collect 
data on reusable packaging, since this data is submitted already on a voluntary basis. 

Therefore it would make sense for the collection and submitting of data on reuse to be 
change from voluntary to mandatory status within the PPWD itself. 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate collection of data on reusable packaging. 
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4.4.4.4 European Level Data Validation not Assessing Root Causes 

The analysis of the validation report for reference year 2013 suggests that: 

 the extent to which the validation process ensures that the Member States’ 
methodologies are sound is rather limited; and 

 the validation process is most effective at identifying moments at which data 
changed, and least effective at identifying ongoing and persistent problems. 

The validation process itself does not explore, or identify, the methodological differences 
reported clearly in the quality reports, nor (accordingly) attempt to address or rectify 
them. Overall, it appears as though more could be done to ensure the quality or 
comparability of packaging and packaging waste statistics.  

Recommendations: 

 Implement better validation processes for improving the quality of packaging 
waste data; 

 The EU data validation process is specified within an implementing decision to 
determine key aspects of the consistent methodology; and 

 The methodology report template is revised to show compliance with, and key 
assumptions contained within, the methodology chosen. 

4.5 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Packaging 
Data Reporting 

This section provides a summary of the priority actions related to packaging data 
reporting that have been analysed in the study. They are structured according to 
whether the action is to be carried out at the national or European level. Finally, an 
overview of the likely costs of the intervention is given. 

Due to the large margins of error in reporting and varying approaches and 
methodologies, packaging waste data reported to Eurostat is not a reliable indicator of 
whether Member States are meeting their obligations under the PPWD or of relative 
performance between Member States. 

The analysis above suggests that the lack of a common applied methodology (either 
mandated, or set out in guidance) lies at the root of many of the above issues. The 
methodologies may be individually robust given the data available, but this is frequently 
likely not to be the case. Methodologies cannot be sufficiently scrutinised or observed in 
the validation process, and the chain of economic actors involved in producing statistics 
adds to the lack of transparency regarding assumptions. 

Added to this, waste data and measurement systems often make it hard to easily extract 
packaging waste data (especially for commercial and industrial wastes), which a 
harmonisation of waste codes, reporting obligations, and data information systems 
would go a long way to rectifying. Despite the length of time the PPWD has been in 
place, there is still a reasonably significant effort required to ensure the data is of 
adequate quality to assess whether the targets are being met. 
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Table 4-4: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Packaging Waste Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Improve access to accurate annual statistics and ensure a level 
playing field, mandate all producers to report annually on packaging 
placed on the market – including any small producers that might be 
exempted from participating in the extended producer responsibility 
schemes. 

Cost: all companies should have data on sales which can be used to 
submit data on the amount of packaging placed on the market. If the 
information system is user friendly the cost should be low. Estimating the 
total cost is not possible in a multi waste stream study of this nature. 

 Establish guidance and a common methodology (or set of specified 
methodologies) related to packaging placed on the market to reduce 
the variability in estimates and harmonise statistics. 

 Update the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive to include a 
requirement for Member States to ensure all packaging producer 
data is audited. 

 Promote best practice methodologies and develop specific guidance. 

 Require Member States to attempt to quantify data on cross-border 
purchases where relevant. 

 Carry out a study to investigate the potential under-reporting of 
packaging from private imports, and what potential measures could 
be implemented to monitor this activity and increase compliance. 

 Gather information from Member States if reusable packaging placed 
on the market for the first time is included in the data on waste 
generated. 

 To ensure that data being submitted are accurate, producers should 
be subject to random, third party auditing to check the reliability of 
the data submitted 

Cost: the cost to producers would depend upon the size of the company 
and the complexity of the data. Evidence from some countries suggests 
this could be done for a reasonably low fee of €1,000 per audit per year. 
Where audits fails or detailed investigation is required the additional cost 
would be met by the producer in question. 

 Implement market surveillance activities to identify obligated 
producers placing unregistered packaging on the market. 

Cost: Market surveillance activities can be broad, but some random 
checking of packaging imported or sold in retail outlets against national 
registers of producers should not be costly. For example, market research 
could be done in the order from perhaps around €10k-€100k per annum to 
more significant levels depending on the size of the country. Ideally the 
cost of such activities should be reclaimed from the producers themselves 
through a levy system. 

 Attempt to quantify data on cross-border purchases if using ‘placed 
on the market’ estimates. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: The cost of understanding the significance of cross-border purchases 
could be highly variable and should most likely be targeted in areas where 
unquantified existing issues are known. The cost of surveying consumers 
to understand the source of purchases could be anywhere from €10k to 
perhaps €500k or higher, depending on the level of statistical accuracy 
that was required. 

 Ensure that all losses prior to the final recycling process are 
accounted for by establishing national electronic waste information 
systems (as per priority action for Waste Framework Directive 
reporting on municipal waste) and ensuring that waste shipped 
abroad is correctly accounted for. 

Cost: will vary depending on the existing waste information systems in 
place and the size of the waste management sector. A potential range in 
cost for a given country could be in the order of €0.5 to €5 million. 

 Provide common standards for development of national waste 
information systems to enable the sharing of data between Member 
States. 

 Develop IT tools for use by Member States who do not wish to 
develop their own. 

 Establish a methodology for the reporting of materials extracted from 
residual waste treatment facilities. 

 Where relevant, introduce requirement to undertake periodic 
sampling and compositional analyses to establish the relative shares 
of packaging and non-packaging in the waste reported as being 
recycled. 

Cost: Sampling a high enough quantity of waste to provide appropriate 
levels of statistical accuracy can be costly. An estimate would be in the 
order of €100k to €500k every few years. 

 Consider improving waste codes to separate out packaging and non-
packaging codes of collected commercial/industrial wastes 

 Deduct estimated losses from material exported for recycling that 
occur before material is finally recycled. 

Cost: In order to deduct losses the approach defined in a common 
methodology should be used. It is not possible to accurately specify the 
costs as the method is not defined. However, if the approach was to carry 
out periodic research studies to track the end destinations of some wastes 
and understand the losses before entering the final recycling plant, the 
cost of such research might be in the order of €20k-€200k. 

 Develop a common methodology which indicates how Member 
States should take into account losses from material exported for 
recycling that occur before material is finally recycled 

 Set default figures for waste exported for recycling, erring towards 
overestimation of losses, to be used unless evidence is provided 
otherwise. 

 Moisture collected alongside packaging materials should be excluded 
from reporting on performance. 

 Ensure that the approach to adjusting for moisture losses is 
harmonised between packaging and MSW recycling calculations. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: Periodic surveys to estimate the amount of moisture in collected 
packaging material should be carried out. These could be in the order of 
€10k-€50k. 

 Implement better validation processes for improving the quality of 
packaging waste data 

Cost: The cost of improving data validation would be dependent upon the 
level of detail of existing data capture systems, the extent to which they 
are digital or paper based – and the nature of any digital system – and the 
availability of other source of information for corroboration. Implementing 
basic checks which are not currently done at all would not be costly. A 
possible range in costs might be in the order of €5k to €20k. 

 The EU data validation process is specified within an implementing 
decision to determine key aspects of the consistent methodology. 

 The methodology report template is revised to show compliance 
with, and key assumptions contained within, the methodology 
chosen. 
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5.0 Landfill Directive (LFD) Targets 

5.1 Summary of LFD Data Reporting Requirements 

Directive 1999/31/EC on the landfill of waste77 (hereafter referred to as the Landfill 
Directive or the Directive) regulates the activity of landfilling of waste in such a way as to 
prevent or reduce as far as possible negative effects on the environment and human 
health. According to the waste management hierarchy, landfilling is the least preferable 
option and should be limited, and where waste needs to be landfilled, it must be done so 
in line with the requirements of the Directive. To this end, the Directive contains 
provisions on wastes and treatments acceptable at landfill sites, and lays down 
conditions for permitting, operation and closure, and after-care of landfills. Member 
States must ensure that existing landfill sites may not continue to operate unless they 
comply with the provisions of the Directive78. 

The Landfill Directive entered into force on July 16th 1999 and the Member States had to 
transpose it into national legislation by July 16th 2001. As part of the transposition 
requirements of the Directive Member States are asked to provide information on the 
use of collected landfill gas, on the measures taken to minimise nuisances and hazards, 
on the lists of criteria for waste to be accepted and refused at landfill sites, on the 
collection methods of meteorological data and on the general systems for the 
monitoring and measurement of various elements.  

Statistical reporting relates to the targets that are included in the Directive, and further 
reporting obligations are also in place: 

 Quantitative targets 
o Article 5 also sets out Member States’ reduction targets regarding 

landfilling of biodegradable municipal waste, in comparison with the total 
amount (by weight) of biodegradable municipal waste (BMW) produced in 
1995 or the latest year before 1995 for which standardised EUROSTAT 
data is available; 

o Article 5(2) requires the reduction of BMW going to landfills of the total 
amount (by weight) of BMW produced in 1995 to: 

 75% by 16 July 2006; 
 50% by 16 July 2009; and 
 35% by 16 July 2016. 

o Member States that landfilled more than 80 % of their municipal waste in 
1995 may postpone each of the targets by a maximum of four years. 

                                                      

 

77 (1999) Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the Landfill of Waste (OJ L 182/1 of 16.7.1999). 
78 European Commission (2015) Waste to Landfill - Introduction, accessed 3 February 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/landfill_index.htm 
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 Obligation to report (Article 15) 
o Article 15 requires Member States to send to the Commission a report on 

the implementation of this Directive (implementation report) at intervals 
of three years. 

o The implementation report is a questionnaire that is defined by the 
Commission Decision 2000/738/EC.79 

o Reporting on implementation of the Landfill Directive is part of the 
general reporting on implementation of waste legislation. 

o The statistics concerning waste generation and treatment (including 
landfilling) are collected, processed and published by the Environmental 
Data Centre on Waste at Eurostat 

5.2 Description of Key Steps in LFD Data Reporting by 
Member States 

The data on BMW landfilled are a function of the amount of waste landfilled and the 
biodegradability of that waste. The key steps in data reporting that capture data related 
to landfilling are presented in Section 3.0. 

5.3 Identification of Issues Related to LFD Data 
Reporting 

5.3.1 Reporting Obligations and Guidance 

5.3.1.1 Landfill Directive 

A review of the Landfill Directive leads to one point about definitions. The definition of 
municipal waste in Article 2(b) is: 

‘Municipal waste’ means waste from households, as well as other waste which, 
because of its nature of composition, is similar to waste from households. 

This basic definition is the same as was previously used under the Waste Framework 
Directive, and which caused a significant variance in the way it was interpreted by the 
Member States. This issue is described in Section 3.4.2, and therefore it likely to provide 
a key source of inconsistency between the Member States regarding the scope of the 
landfill data being reported. 

The Directive also defined biodegradable waste as:  

‘any waste that is capable of undergoing anaerobic or aerobic decomposition, such as 
food and garden waste, and paper and paperboard’.  

                                                      

 

79 European Commission (2000) Commission Decision of 17 November 2000 concerning a questionnaire for 
Member States reports on the implementation of Directive 1999/31/EC on the landfill of waste (OJ L 298, 
25.11.2000, p. 24–26 ) 
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As noted below, the fact that no definitive list of materials is specified allows for some 
leeway in interpretation, for example, in how to treat materials such as textiles.  

5.3.1.2 Commission Decision on Questionnaire for Implementation 
Reports 

In the Commission Decision on the format of the questionnaire that Member States are 
required to submit under their reporting obligations, the questions related to data 
reporting are: 

(b) Give an indication of which wastes are classified at national level as 
biodegradable waste and which wastes as biodegradable municipal waste. 

(d) Indicate the amount of biodegradable municipal waste (in tonnes, if possible 
broken down in waste streams) produced in 1995 (respectively the latest year before 
1995 for which standardised Eurostat data is available). 

(e) Indicate the amount of biodegradable municipal waste and other biodegradable 
waste (both in tonnes, if possible broken down in waste streams) going to landfills for 
each year of the reporting period. 

The descriptions do not include enough detail, or are not sufficiently explicit, to ensure 
the data submitted are of the required detail to properly validate it and ensure 
comparability across the Member States. For example, question (b) could have asked 
explicitly for the waste coding system that is used, and exactly which wastes have been 
selected as ‘biodegradable’ and which as BMW. Better still, the Decision could have 
made clear itself which wastes should be considered biodegradable, thereby eliminating 
any ambiguity and potential for varied interpretations. Under questions (d) and (e), the 
use of the wording ‘if possible’ is not especially helpful, and will lead to an inconsistent 
approach by the Member States. The Decision might have required all Member States to 
report according to a defined list of waste codes, or waste types, how much BMW and 
other biodegradable waste was landfilled under each category. For mixed waste 
streams, the Decision should then have included a question asking Member States to 
explain the statistical approach used to determine the amount of biodegradable wastes 
in each category, and the level of accuracy of the method taken. The lack of clarity may 
lead to delivery of implementation reports of variable quality, in fact this is exactly what 
has occurred and is discussed below. Lower quality reports will make it harder to assess 
data quality and therefore reduce accuracy. 

In addition, there is no requirement to submit data on MSW landfilled, which could have 
provided a useful sense-check for data verification purposes. 

5.3.1.3 Guidance Documents 

There is no further guidance for Member States available either on the DG Environment 
website or on Eurostat’s website. The lack of clear guidance on the approach is also likely 
to lead to a range of potential methods being taken by the Member States. In fact, there 
is no mention of the LFD targets compliance, nor is the data disseminated anywhere on 
the Eurostat site.  
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5.3.2 Data Collection Methods 

Data on the amount of waste landfilled are generally taken from submissions under the 
Waste Statistics Regulation or part of the OECD Joint Questionnaire. The data collection 
methods that relate to the landfill data is presented in Section 3.2. 

5.3.3 Elements of Target Calculation 

The calculation of the target is straightforward, being the amount of BMW landfilled in 
the reporting year divided by the amount of BMW landfilled in 1995. The amount of 
BMW landfilled in 1995 may be a source of inaccuracy if data production was limited 
during that period, and therefore, assumptions are often needed to estimate this figure. 

The accuracy of the information is, in part, related to data on the quantity of waste 
landfilled. This is described in Section 3.0 and not repeated here. 

The other source of inaccuracy, and most likely inconsistency between Member States, is 
the approach taken to calculating the proportion of waste landfilled that is 
biodegradable. As mentioned above, there is no clear steer in the legislation or 
accompanying guidance. 

5.3.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes 

Validation and dissemination are not carried out by Eurostat on the Landfill Directive 
targets. 

5.3.5 Other Relevant Studies 

The implementation report for the period 2007-2009 indicated that the data on BMW 
landfilled received from the Member States was quite variable.80 This is discussed 
further below. 

5.4 Analysis of Issues Related to LFD Data Reporting 

The two main aspects analysed in this report are, firstly, the variance in approach to 
calculating the amount of BMW landfilled (as described in the Member State 
implementation reports), and, secondly, a quantitative assessment of the plausibility of 
the data. 

5.4.1 Variability in Approach to Calculating Biodegradable Content 
of MSW 

In this section the definition of BMW used by each Member State and how the data has 
actually been calculated, is compared to assess the comparability of the statistics. The 
definitions and approaches are given in Table 5-1 and Table 5-2 respectively. The most 

                                                      

 

80 ESWI (2012) Final Implementation Report For The Directive 1999/31/EC On The Landfill Of  
Waste, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/waste/reporting/pdf/Annex%205-1%20Landf.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/waste/reporting/pdf/Annex%205-1%20Landf.pdf
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obvious observation is the sheer range of definitions used, which (as noted above) could 
easily have been avoided, improving the comparability of the reported figures. 

Table 5-1: Definition of BMW used for Landfill Directive Reporting 

Member State Definition 

Austria 

The implementation report states that waste paper, cardboard, cemetery 
waste, garden and park waste, road maintenance, kitchen and canteen waste, 
market waste as well as a share (approximately 50%) of residual and bulky 
waste are allocated to biodegradable municipal waste.  

Belgium 

Biodegradable municipal waste includes combustible domestic waste, 
combustible commercial waste that is comparable to domestic waste and 
selectively collected biodegradable municipal waste. The use of the term 
combustible domestic waste is ambiguous as it does not exclude, for example, 
plastics. 

Bulgaria 

Any waste that can degrade anaerobically or aerobically, such as food and 
vegetable waste, paper, cardboard and so on is classified as biodegradable 
waste. Biodegradable waste that is the result of people’s daily activities at 
home, in administrative, social and public buildings is classified as municipal 
waste. Waste from commercial sites and activities accompanying the 
manufacturing process, and from recreational and entertainment facilities is 
also included in this category when it is not classified as hazardous waste and if 
its quantity or composition do not prevent it from being treated together with 
municipal waste. 

Croatia N/A  

Cyprus 
The implementation report states that biodegradable municipal waste 
“includes paper waste, food waste and green waste”. It does not provide 
information on sources of municipal waste, i.e. commercial, household.      

Czech Republic 

The implementation reports lists the following waste types as comprising 
biodegradable municipal waste: 

 Paper and cardboard (20 01 01) 

 Biodegradable kitchen and canteen waste (20 01 08) 

 Clothes (20 01 10) 

 Textiles (20 01 11) 

 Wood other than that in 20 01 37 (20 01 38) 

 Biodegradable waste (20 02 01) 

 Mixed municipal waste (20 03 01) 

 Waste from markets (20 03 02) 

 Bulky waste (20 03 07) 

Denmark Information not provided within the implementation report. 

Estonia Response refers to previous implementation report. 

Finland 
Biodegradable municipal waste contains biodegradable waste generated in 
permanent dwellings, holiday homes, residential homes and other forms of 
dwelling, as well as biodegradable waste comparable in its nature to household 
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Member State Definition 

waste generated by administrative, service, business and industrial activities. 
Biodegradable waste means waste capable of undergoing aerobic or anaerobic 
decomposition, such as food and garden waste, paper, paperboard and 
cardboard waste. 

France No implementation report available for 2012. 

Germany Response is unclear. 

Greece 

Biodegradable municipal waste includes domestic waste as well as other 
biodegradable wastes which are similar in nature or composition to 
biodegradable domestic wastes. In terms of classification in EWC codes, the 
biodegradable municipal wastes which are includes are as follows: 

-20 01 01, paper and cardboard 

-20 01 08, biodegradable kitchen and canteen waste 

-20 02 01, biodegradable wastes from garden and parks  

-15 01 01, paper and cardboard packaging (including separately collected 
municipal packaging waste) 

Hungary 

Municipal waste is defined as waste generated from household and similar 
sources. Biodegradable waste is defined as any waste containing organic 
material that is able to decompose anaerobically or aerobically (by means of 
micro-organisms, living beings in soil, or enzymes). 

Ireland 

Biodegradable municipal waste is defined under Ireland’s National Strategy on 
Biodegradable Waste as “municipal waste that is capable of undergoing 
anaerobic or aerobic decomposition, such as food and garden waste, and paper 
and paperboard.” Specifically, biodegradable municipal waste is categorised 
under four broad headings – paper (including cardboard), organics (food and 
garden waste), wood and textiles. 

Italy No implementation report available for 2012. 

Latvia 

The implementation report states that “The classification referred to in 
Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 on waste statistics is used for classifying 
biodegradable waste”. However, it is not clear exactly what this means as there 
is no precise definition of which category is biodegradable or not. It is 
presumed categories in Annex III of the Regulation which appear to relate to 
biodegradable wastes are selected for the definition. 

Lithuania 

Biodegradable municipal waste means the household waste (waste generated 
by households) and other waste which by its nature or composition is similar to 
household waste that can decompose or be decomposed aerobically or 
anaerobically. 

Luxembourg 

Biodegradable municipal waste is the waste for which municipalities are 
responsible and which are collected by municipal or intercommunal structures. 
Biodegradable waste is any waste that may undergo anaerobic or aerobic 
decomposition such as paper / cardboard, wood waste, garden waste, kitchen 
waste and market waste. 
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Member State Definition 

Malta No implementation report available for 2012. 

Netherlands 

In the Netherlands, the following components are regarded as (almost) 
completely biodegradable: vegetable, fruit and garden waste, organic waste, 
paper and wood. Waste streams such as textiles, carpets and leather/rubber 
are also partially biodegradable. When classifying these components, no 
distinction is made according to whether the waste is municipal or not. 

Poland No implementation report available for 2012. 

Portugal Refers to previous implementation report. 

Romania Information not provided within the implementation report.  

Slovakia 

Since 1st January 2013, the definition of biodegradable municipal waste 
includes all biodegradable waste that can be categorised as municipal waste 
according to the Waste Catalogue (chapter 20). Biodegradable waste is defined 
as a waste that is capable of undergoing anaerobic or aerobic decomposition, 
such as food waste, paper and paperboard waste, waste from gardens and 
parks, etc. and is defined in national legislation (Decree No. 283/2001). 

Slovenia 

The implementation report refers to national legislation for the definition of 
biodegradable municipal waste. Under the Environment Protection Act (ZVO-
1), municipal waste is waste from households or waste of a similar composition 
to it and generated by manufacturing, trade, service or other activities.  

Under point 19 of Article 2 of the Decree on the Landfill of Waste, 
biodegradable waste is any waste which may decompose aerobically or 
anaerobically, such as biodegradable kitchen waste and waste from parks and 
gardens, paper and cardboard and other municipal waste which decomposes 
when exposed to anaerobic or aerobic decomposition processes. 

A separate definition is provided for biological waste. However it is assumed 
that this is not used for the purpose of reporting against the Landfill Directive 
given the two definitions outlined above.  

Spain 

The implementation report states that the definition of biodegradable 
municipal waste is laid out in national legislation. Royal Decree 1481/2001 
regulating waste disposal by landfill defines biodegradable waste as “all waste 
which, when disposed of, can decompose aerobically or anaerobically, such as 
food and garden waste, paper and card”. Biodegradable municipal waste 
includes biodegradable waste that is managed by municipality which falls 
under the definitions of domestic and commercial waste. The implementation 
report refers to another piece of national legislation (Article 3 parts (b) and (c), 
respectively, of Law 22/2011 of 28 July 2011) for definitions of domestic and 
commercial waste.  

Sweden 

A definition of biodegradable municipal waste is not provided in the 
implementation report. Instead, only municipal waste is defined: in Sweden the 
term 'household waste' is used instead of 'municipal waste'. Household waste 
is 'waste generated by households and comparable waste from other sources'. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Member State Definition 

Comparable waste is that which 'results directly from the presence of people in 
a building or facility, irrespective of the purpose or activity'.  

United Kingdom 

The UK-wide Waste and Emissions Trading Act 2003 uses the same definition of 
“biodegradable waste” as in the Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC), i.e. “any waste 
that is capable of undergoing anaerobic or aerobic decomposition, such as food 
and garden waste, and paper and paperboard”.  It also uses the same definition 
of “municipal waste” as in the Landfill Directive, i.e. “(a) waste from 
households, and (b) other waste that, because of its nature or composition, is 
similar to waste from households”.  “Biodegradable municipal waste” is waste 
that is both biodegradable and municipal. 

Source: Implementation reports for the period 2010-2012 

From a review of the definitions above it is clear that there is quite a range of definitions 
used, level of detail etc. Some key points are as follows: 

 Some Member States define BMW more by source, others more by the 
biodegradability, and others by waste type or waste category; 

 Some Member States classify by waste codes, whilst others do not. Some refer to 
Annex III of the Waste Statistics Regulation; 

 Some lists of waste appear comprehensive, whereas others are just examples of 
types of BMW; 

 The sources of BMW referred to vary between the Member States (e.g. 
commercial, people in a building, permanent buildings, parks and gardens, social 
and public buildings, recreational and entertainment facilities);  

 Some materials – notably textiles – appear to be included by some countries and 
not by others: some countries report on a fraction of the overall quantity of 
textiles (recognising that textiles may be biodegradable or non-biodegradable in 
nature). 

The variation of approaches to defining BMW and the lack of detail for many Member 
States regarding the wastes that are actually being defined as BMW, is clearly linked 
back to the lack of any clear specification in the Directive and the Commission Decision 
(as reviewed above). The definition of BMW could have been clearly defined by the 
Commission removing any ambiguity regarding what should be included in the definition 
for the purposes of reporting under the Directive. In this way the definition, would have 
been be harmonised across the EU.  

Guidance on how sampling of mixed waste streams should have been carried out in 
order to provide statistically significant estimates to an agreed level of accuracy should 
be provided, with the approach being made mandatory. 
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Table 5-2: Approach to Calculating the amount of BMW Landfilled 

Member State Approach 

Austria 
In Austria there is a ban on the landfilling of biodegradable waste. In the 
reporting period, 0 tonnes of BMW were sent to landfill. 

Belgium 
In Belgium there is a ban on the landfilling of biodegradable waste. In the 
reporting period, 0 tonnes of BMW were sent to landfill. 

Bulgaria 
Very little information is provided on the calculation of BMW to landfill. There 
is no breakdown by waste type so it is not possible to see how the figures are 
derived. A value for 2012 was not available at the time.  

Croatia N/A 

Cyprus 

It is not clear how the figures for BMW to landfill were derived. In the table 
provided, values for biodegradable material landfilled are given. Figures for 
different waste streams (it is not clear whether this relates to waste generated, 
treated or otherwise) are also provided, but it appears that they do not 
contribute to the figure for BMW sent to landfill. It therefore seems that there 
is no indication of the types of waste that contribute to the figures for BMW 
landfilled.  

Czech Republic  

Detailed tables are provided that outline the different waste types that 
contribute to the figures for BMW landfilled and other biodegradable waste 
landfilled. For the former, waste types from chapters 15 and 20 of EWC are 
included. For the latter, a variety of waste codes are listed, including some from 
chapters 15 and 20. These are listed below: 

 15 01 01 - paper and cardboard packaging 

 15 01 03 - wooden packaging 

 20 01 25 - edible oil and fat 

Denmark 
No data is provided in the implementation report (Denmark has a landfill ban in 
place). 

Estonia 

The approach used is not entirely clear from the implementation report. There 
is a table with various headings that have mixed codes within them, i.e. some 
code 20 and some other codes. There is no clear indication on whether the 
category “Biowaste contained in municipal waste” is to be used for the 
purposes of calculating the target or not, as there are code 20 wastes in the 
other main headings. It is presumed that everything other than the category 
“Other biodegradable waste” should be included in BMW landfilled, but it is 
not certain. If only “Biowaste contained in municipal waste” is used, the 
calculated proportion of BMW in MSW landfilled is only 35%, which is a low 
figure. If all but “Other biodegradable waste” are included, the proportion is 
around 50% which is more typical of untreated waste being landfilled.  

Finland 
Figures are provided for the amount of BMW landfilled and the amount of 
other biodegradable waste landfilled for 2010 and 2011. The report does not 
provide a breakdown by waste type. No information is available for 2012.  
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Member State Approach 

An estimate is provided for the amount of BMW landfilled in the Åland Islands. 
This value appears to be presented separately to the others, with no distinction 
made for the different reporting years.  

France No implementation report provided. 

Germany 
In Germany there is a ban on the landfilling of biodegradable waste. In the 
reporting period, 0 tonnes of BMW were sent to landfill. 

Greece 

The report does not provide any information on the approach to calculating 
BMW. Figures are provided for each reporting year. It is assumed that these 
relate to BMW rather than other biodegradable waste, although this distinction 
is not made. There is no breakdown by waste types.  

Hungary 

The values for BMW landfilled are presented– they are presented for municipal 
waste landfilled, with a percentage given for the how much of that is BMW. 
There is no breakdown by waste types so the source of the percentage figure is 
not clear. 

Ireland 

Values for BMW landfilled are provided for 2010 and 2011. For 2010, an 
estimated figure is given which is based upon the amount of BMW landfilled 
over a 6 month period in that year. The 2011 figure does not appear to be an 
estimate. The report states that ‘BMW quantities have been computed in 
accordance with the revised calculation methodology developed in the 
National Waste Report 2008’. This was a review of the biodegradable content 
of municipal waste on the basis of more comprehensive information that had 
become available from various research studies (available below) 

http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/waste/stats/nationalwastereport2008.htm  

Italy No implementation report provided. 

Latvia 

The approach appears to be to select any WStatR Annex III codes that relate to 
biodegradable wastes. The approach does not aim to distinguish between 
municipal or non-municipal waste categories: indeed the Annex III codes do not 
distinguish between sources, only types of waste. 

Lithuania 

For 2010 and 2011 a figure of 60% and 50%, respectively, is given for the 
proportion of biodegradable waste in MSW landfilled. For 2012, reference to 
an Order from late 2011 is given, on the “Procedure for establishing the 
composition of mixed municipal waste disposed of at regional non-hazardous 
waste landfills and estimating the quantity of biodegradable municipal waste”. 
The main task of this order is to acquire data about the biodegradability of 
landfilled municipal waste. Until 2016, all regional landfill operators (from 2016 
obligation were extend to operators of MBT or other municipal waste sorting 
plants, if these are in the region) according to this order were obligated to 
perform surveys of municipal waste going to landfilled 4 times per year. The 
Order sets out a waste sampling methodology, data collection tables, and 
organizational requirements (not only operator but also representatives from 
relative regional environmental protection department, regional waste 
management centre must participate in the survey). All collected data must be 

http://www.epa.ie/pubs/reports/waste/stats/nationalwastereport2008.htm
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Member State Approach 

reported to Ministry of Environment annually using tables from Annexes to the 
Order. 

A long list of additional biodegradable wastes is included which appear to be all 
the non-code 20 wastes. 

Luxembourg 
The report does not provide any information on how the value for BMW 
landfilled was calculated. It does not give values for 2010 or 2012.  

Malta No implementation report provided. 

Netherlands 
Very little information is provided. Values are given for each reporting year 
without any breakdown of waste types. Municipal waste is defined as waste 
collected by municipalities.   

Poland No implementation report provided 

Portugal 
The values for BMW landfilled are comprised of two waste types – paper & 
cardboard and ‘fermentable materials’.  

Romania No information of relevance provided within the implementation report. 

Slovakia 

The report lists waste types that contribute to the amount of biodegradable 
waste landfilled. However, no distinction is made between BMW and other 
biodegradable waste types. An attempt has been made to separate the two in 
the analysis below. However, the proportion of BMW in MSW landfilled is very 
low.  

Slovenia 

Values are provided for “Annual quantity of biodegradable substances in 
deposited municipal waste” and “Actual quantity of biodegradable substances 
deposited in municipal waste”. The distinction between the two figures is not 
clear. Given the name, it seems more likely that the ‘actual’ figures are the 
more precise of the two. Furthermore, it is not made explicit that the values 
provided relate to waste sent to landfill.  

Spain 
The report does not provide any information on the approach to calculating 
BMW landfilled. Tonnages are provided for each reporting year. There is no 
breakdown by waste types. 

Sweden 

Estimates are used to derive the BMW quantity of municipal waste. The same 
estimate (50%) of the biodegradable content of waste landfilled is applied to 
each reporting year. Although the figures relate to household waste, the 
reports makes it clear that this refers to household and comparable (i.e. 
municipal) waste.  

United Kingdom 
The report does not provide any information on the approach to calculating 
BMW. Tonnages are provided for each reporting year for each UK country. 
There is no breakdown by waste types. 

Source: Implementation reports for the period 2010-2012 
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From a review of the approach to calculating the BMW data above it is clear that there is 
quite a range of approaches used, with different levels of detail provided. Some key 
points are as follows: 

 Some Member States are not reporting the data at all; 

 Some Member States provide a the amount of BMW by a breakdown of waste 
categories, and others just provide totals; 

 Some Member States do not clearly define the difference between all 
biodegradable wastes landfilled from BMW landfilled; 

 Some Member States appear to be including categories other than LoW code 20 
in the amounts of BMW and some do not; 

 Some Member States make reference to sampling approaches and 
methodologies for mixed waste streams and provide further information, but 
most provide no further detail as to how the biodegradable proportion of waste 
landfilled is estimated: in some cases, the figures used are suspiciously round. 

The situation does not appear to have changed much since the previous implementation 
reporting period of 2007-2009: the following summarises the status of the data on 
BMW, quoted from the implementation report:81 

“Member States provided data for the sending of biodegradable waste, including 
biodegradable municipal waste. A number of Member States have not provided the full 
set of data, partly due to lack of information available. Some Member States provided 
more detailed data in accordance with waste catalogue while other Member States 
provided only the total number. More detailed information was given by Austria, Czech 
Republic, Estonia, Germany, Lithuania, Poland, and Slovakia. A table containing, usually 
less than 7 additional biodegradable waste categories (paper, wood waste), were 
reported by Bulgaria, Cyprus, France, Hungary, Latvia, Malta and Sweden. Most of the 
Member States replied on the question by answering with only one or two total numbers, 
e.g. Spain, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Netherlands, Slovenia and United Kingdom.” 

There are two different types of key issue that are evident here. Firstly, that some 
Member States are in contravention to their obligations under the Directive, as they are 
not submitting any data related to target compliance or are not submitting the required 
breakdown of at least all biodegradable and BMW only landfilled. The source of this is 
the Member States who are not submitting the required data. Consequently, there has 
been no data validation procedures, clarification requests sent to the Member States, 
corrections etc, and no dissemination of the calculation of the rate of BMW landfilled 
against the target set for each Member State. Nor have there been any penalties 
imposed on the Member States by the Commission for failing to meet the obligated 
targets. 

                                                      

 

81 ESWI (2012) Final Implementation Report For The Directive 1999/31/EC On The Landfill Of  
Waste, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/waste/reporting/pdf/Annex%205-1%20Landf.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/archives/waste/reporting/pdf/Annex%205-1%20Landf.pdf
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Secondly, the wide variation in the approach to reporting the data, notwithstanding the 
missing mandatory data issue, means that it is not possible to properly validate the data, 
nor understand how comparable the data is between Member States. This again seems 
to be the result of a lack of detail and prescription to provide a breakdown by waste type 
in the Commission Decision. 

The issue is significant, with 7 Member States not submitting implementation reports, or 
the BMW data within them. Moreover, the wide range in approaches clearly indicates 
that the data would probably not be comparable across the Member States even if the 
definition of municipal waste was consistently applied (which, as Section 3.4.2 indicates, 
we know it is not). It is difficult to assess the exact level of significance as more detail 
would need to be provided in the implementation reports to do this, but a high level 
review of plausibility is given in the section below. We note, however, that some 
countries do include textiles in their data and others do not: textiles account for, 
typically, around 4% of the municipal waste stream. If no progress had been made on 
recycling / reusing textiles since 1995, then the effect of including, or not including, 
textiles in the reporting system would be to change the proportion of BMW being 
landfilled by the same amount (4%). Expressed as a proportion of the last of the targets 
for BMW, this amounts to more than 10% of the material being landfilled.  

There are some good practice examples to highlight. 

Good practice – Approach to BMW Calculation in Ireland 

The approach to calculating the amounts of BMW landfilled in Ireland are described in 
detail in the National Waste Report of 2008, see Chapter 4 and Appendix F. The 
approach lists out all the different wastes within the mixed stream that are being 
landfilled and applies biodegradability factors to them. The breakdown of the mixed 
waste stream was provided by a separate waste characterisation study using sampling 
and statistical analysis in the same year. The biodegradability factors relate to the 
composition of the waste stream, such as textiles being comprised of both 
biodegradable natural fibres and non-biodegradable materials such as polyester. 
Interestingly, wood is only given a biodegradability factor of 50% because, it is argued, 
the high lignin content the material does not lead to its fully degrading in landfill, even 
over long periods of time. The combination of detailed waste characterisation and 
considered application of biodegradability factors related to collection schemes provides 
a basis for calculating the BMW data. The proportion of BMW out of MSW being 
landfilled was calculated as 61.6%. 

Good practice – National Obligations for Regular Sorting Analyses in Lithuania 

The approach in Lithuania changed in 2012 with the introduction of an Order to mandate 
waste operators sending waste to landfill to conduct a sorting analysis 4 times per year. 
The Order includes a template table for use alongside a list of different waste categories 
and columns for filling in the total weight of material sorted. The first section of the table 
relates to biodegradable wastes only, and therefore the calculation of the biodegradable 
content is clear and easy to make. 
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In terms of the recommendations for addressing the issues that have been raised in this 
analysis, there could be different approaches depending upon what the desired outcome 
is. That outcome might be expected to be affected by the longer term significance of the 
BMW targets under the Directive. The last of the targets applies to the year 2020 for 
Member States taking up the 4 year derogation, and it is expected that by then, new 
targets will have been introduced for recycling, and for the total amount of waste 
allowed to be landfilled. Therefore, recommendations such as changing the Commission 
Decision to mandate a harmonised, and more detailed, definition and reporting 
requirement for data regarding BMW landfilled might not be proportionate at the 
current time. However, there are some clear lessons thrown up by experience with the 
Landfill Directive targets in terms of the way in which targets are set, and in particular, 
how accurately the required approach to reporting on such targets is specified in legal 
documents. 

5.4.2 Plausibility of Landfill Directive Data 

To test the plausibility of the BMW landfilled data submitted by the Member States, a 
test is conducted below to compare the calculated proportion of BMW landfilled in all 
MSW landfilled. This figure for Ireland, indicated above, was ~62% and for work carried 
out by Eunomia within the UK, a figure of 65% was also calculated. This proportion might 
vary for other Member States, especially those who still have a lot of solid fuel heating in 
households which results in raised levels of non-biodegradable ash in the MSW waste 
stream. This is usually landfilled, so could have the effect of supressing the 
biodegradable fraction of what is being landfilled (especially if effective separate 
collection systems are in place for biodegradable materials). However, the proportion of 
BMW would still not be expected to fall much below 50%. The results of the comparison 
are presented in Table 5-3. Note countries that submitted a return of 0, or which did not 
submit the data or the implementation report, are not included, and hence, the list 
includes only 18 of the Member States. 
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Table 5-3: Calculated Proportion of BMW in MSW Landfilled 

Member State MSW 
Landfilled, 
tonnes 

BMW 
Landfilled, 
tonnes 

Proportion 
of BMW in 
MSW 
Landfilled, 
% 

Year 

Bulgaria 2,568,000 1,460,745 57% 2011 

Cyprus 451,000 303,480 67% 2012 

Czech Republic 1,828,000 905,602 50% 2012 

Estonia 129,000 64,132 50% 2012 

Finland 1,093,000 746,730 68% 2011 

Greece 4,507,000 2,914,164 65% 2012 

Hungary 2,609,000 840,942 32% 2012 

Ireland 1,344,000 771,551 57% 2011 

Latvia 516,000 310,101 60% 2012 

Lithuania 971,000 400,000 41% 2012 

Luxembourg 62,000 26,134 42% 2011 

Netherlands 138,000 96,000 70% 2012 

Portugal 2,593,000 1,407,045 54% 2012 

Slovakia 1,240,000 14,562 1% 2011 

Slovenia 316,000 150,490 48% 2012 

Spain 13,263,000 5,632,390 42% 2012 

Sweden 27,000 13,385 50% 2012 

United Kingdom 20,844,000 13,466,000 65% 2012 

Source: Eurostat (OECD/JQ MSW Indicators & 2010-2012 Implementation Reports for the 
Landfill Directive) 
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Note, the source of MSW landfilled for all Member States, other than the UK, is the 
OECD/JQ waste treatment indicator. For the UK, data submitted in the implementation 
report is used. This is because otherwise the BMW rate is around 120%. The reason for 
this is that the UK use different definitions of municipal waste under the WFD and 
Landfill Directive reporting obligations. 

A few comments on the cross-check above: 

 8 of the Member States are in the region of 55-70% BMW content. This range 
seems plausible; 

 A further 8 Member States are in the region of 40-55% BMW content. This may 
indicate that there is some issue with the data. However, one explanation is the 
amount of pre-treatment in the country. For example, Estonia, Lithuania and 
Spain have varying capacities of MBT plants that pre-treat waste being landfilled, 
and, so, would have reduced the biodegradable content of wastes landfilled. For 
the other countries which have less by way of MBT capacity, it would be 
necessary to investigate further into the waste composition and the definitions of 
BMW used to see whether the lower rate can be readily explained; 

 Hungary has a proportion of 35%, which seems very low given there is little by 
way of separate biowaste collection, or MBT capacity in the country. Therefore, 
this data would appear to be inaccurate; 

 Slovakia seems to have made mistakes with its data reporting: these would not 
have been picked up as there is no validation process carried out for these data. 
When the detailed codes which show the types of waste included are reviewed 
(see below), it is clear that mixed municipal waste (code 20 03 01) has not been 
included. This would be the major source of BMW landfilled in Slovakia, so is 
clearly an omission. 
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There is an incentive for the biodegradable content of waste landfilled to be low, so that 
the targets are met. The actual proportion of biodegradable waste currently in landfill is 
uncertain and assumptions made to produce the figure may well be subjective. There 
are a few countries which have low proportions of biodegradable waste in landfill (see 
Column “2012 Biodeg. Content of Landfill” in Table 5-4). It would be reasonably 
straightforward to select assumptions to give these quite lower than average figures. If 
the an average figure of 60% is used instead, the final column shows that Czech Republic 
would be quite significantly above the 50% target it have to meet the year after, and for 
both Hungary and Spain the 2009 target of 50% would be missed by a significant 
amount. Hence, showing the importance of properly validating the assumptions being 
used by the Member States with regard to biodegradable content of landfilled waste. It 
is noted that due to the missing implementation reports it is not possible to assess all 
Member States, so the potential magnitude of underreporting of biodegradable wastes 
is not known but expected to be more significant than identified here. 
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Table 5-4: Effect of Update Biodegradable Content of Landfilled Waste on 
Targets 

Country Target 
Year 

Target 2012 
Rate 

2012 
Biodeg. 
Content 
of 
Landfill 

Average 
EU 
Biodeg. 
Content 
of Landfill 

Revised 
Target 
Rate @ 
60% 

Czech Republic 2013 50% 59% 50% 60% 72% 

Hungary 2009 50% 36% 32% 60% 67% 

Spain 2009 50% 47% 42% 60% 67% 
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6.0 ELVs 

This Section focuses on the data reporting requirements, and steps related to obtaining 
the data required for the calculation of the end-of-life vehicle (ELV) targets. The 
following main sections set out the analysis that has been carried out: 

 Summary of ELVs Data Reporting Requirements; 

 Description of Key Steps in ELVs Data Reporting by Member States; 

 Identification of Issues Relating to ELVs Data Reporting; 

 Analysis of Issues Relating to ELVs Data Reporting; and 

 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to ELVs Data Reporting. 

6.1 Summary of ELVs Data Reporting Requirements 

Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 September 
2000 on end-of-life vehicles82 (hereinafter the ‘ELV Directive’) sets out measures to 
prevent and limit waste from ELVs and their components and ensures that, where 
possible, materials can be prepared for reuse or recovered.  

The key points of the ELV Directive are: 

 Vehicle and equipment manufacturers must consider the potential for 
dismantling, reuse and recovery of the vehicles when designing and 
manufacturing their products.83 They have to ensure that new vehicles are: 

o reusable and/or recyclable to a minimum of 85 % by weight per vehicle; 

o reusable and/or recoverable to a minimum of 95 % by weight per vehicle; 
and 

o they may not use hazardous substances such as lead, mercury, cadmium 
and hexavalent chromium (except for the materials and components 
exempted in Annex II to the ELV Directive). 

                                                      

 

82 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:02000L0053-20130611  
83 In the ELV Directive the term ‘reuse’ is defined as an “operation by which components of end-of life 
vehicles are used for the same purpose for which they were conceived.” This is in contrast to the Waste 
Framework Directive which defines the term as meaning “any operation by which products or components 
that are not waste are used again for the same purpose for which they were conceived.” Where the term 
‘reuse’ is used in this section it is considered to have the same meaning as set out in the ELV Directive. The 
term ‘reuse’ in the ELV Directive would fall under ‘preparation for reuse’ in the Waste Framework 
Directive (defined in Article 3(16)).  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:02000L0053-20130611
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 Economic operators such as manufacturers, importers and distributors, must 
provide systems to collect ELVs and, where technically feasible, use parts from 
repaired passenger cars. 

 Owners of ELVs delivered for waste treatment must receive a certificate of 
destruction. This is necessary to deregister the vehicle. 

 Producers must meet all, or a significant part, of the costs involved in the delivery 
of ELVs to a licensed waste treatment centre. There is no expense for the 
vehicle’s owner, except in rare cases where the engine is missing or the ELV is full 
of waste. 

 All waste treatment centres handling ELVs must apply for a permit or register 
with the competent authorities. 

 ELVs are first stripped before further treatment takes place. Hazardous materials 
and components are removed and separated. Attention is given to the potential 
for reuse or recovery of the waste. 

 The legislation applies to passenger vehicles and small trucks84 but not to large 
trucks, vintage vehicles and special use vehicles. Separate legislation applies to 
the reuse, recycling and recovery of vehicle parts and materials. 

 Clear quantified targets for annual reporting to the European Commission exist 
for the reuse and recovery of ELVs.  

Overall targets for ELVs are found in the first subparagraph of Article 7(2) of the ELV 
Directive. Member States shall take the necessary measures to ensure that the following 
targets are attained by economic operators:  

 No later than 1 January 2006, for all end-of life vehicles, the reuse and recovery 
shall be increased to a minimum of 85 % by an average weight per vehicle and 
year.  

 Within the same time limit (i.e. no later than 1 January 2006) the reuse and 
recycling shall be increased to a minimum of 80 % by an average weight per 
vehicle and year;  

 For vehicles produced before 1 January 1980, Member States may lay down 
lower targets, but not lower than 75 % for reuse and recovery and not lower than 
70 % for reuse and recycling;  

 No later than 1 January 2015, for all end-of life vehicles, the reuse and recovery 
shall be increased to a minimum of 95 % by an average weight per vehicle and 
year.  

                                                      

 

84 Vehicles designated as categories M1 and N1 in Directive 70/156/EEC and that are passenger vehicles 
for eight passengers plus the driver and trucks with a maximum mass not exceeding 3.5 tonnes 
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 Within the same time limit (i.e. no later than 1 January 2015) the re-use and 
recycling shall be increased to a minimum of 85 % by an average weight per 
vehicle and year.  

In order to calculate the targets, a range of statistical data is required from the Member 
States. The data is to be submitted across 4 tables detailing various requirements that 
enable the calculation of the targets. These are accompanied by methodological and 
implementation reports, and are supported through a number of guidance documents 
produced by the Commission. The current data reporting obligations are: 

 Statistical data: 
o Mandatory Data: 

 Reuse (total) 
 Recycled (total) 
 Energy recovery (total) 
 Disposal (total) 
 Recycled from shredding (by material) 
 Energy recovery from shredding (by material) 
 Disposal from shredding (by material) 
 Total weight of end-of-life vehicles which are exported per country 
 Total recycling of (part of) end-of-life vehicles exported  
 Total recovery of (part of) end-of-life vehicles exported  
 Total disposal of (part of) end-of-life vehicles exported 
 Total number of ELVs 
 Total weight of ELVs 

o Voluntary data: 
 Reuse (by material) 
 Recycled (by material) 
 Energy recovery (by material) 
 Disposal (by material) 

 Compliance reporting: 
o Annual methodological report 
o 3 yearly implementation report 

6.2 Description of Key Steps in ELV Data Reporting by 
Member States 

The description of the main steps taken in waste data reporting focused on nine 
Member States. Appendix A.1.0 summarises the criteria used to select these Member 
States. This includes small and large countries (by size of inhabitants), older and newer 
members of the European Union, good and bad performers with regards to rates of total 
recovery and reuse or total recycling and reuse, and countries with different data 
collection methods. However, two selected Member States did not respond to the 
questionnaire and did not participate in the interviews. Therefore, the Member States 
which were finally included in the assessment were: 

 Croatia; 
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 Czech Republic; 

 Finland; 

 France; 

 Netherlands; 

 Slovak Republic; and 

 United Kingdom. 

While differences were observed in the data collection and verification methods 
followed by the Member States, the key steps in ELV data reporting can be summarised 
in the overview presented in Figure 6-1. For nearly all Member States interviewed, data 
from collective schemes complements that from other stakeholders (e.g. waste 
treatment facilities, waste operators, and municipalities) and is reported directly to 
Regional or National Authorities. However, in the Netherlands and Sweden, the 
reporting method is characterised by the collective schemes and producers playing a 
central role in compiling and processing primary data (e.g. monthly, quarterly, annual 
reports from different stakeholders), as well as the calculation of recovery and reuse 
rates prior to the data being delivered to the National Authorities. The detailed 
descriptions of the reporting steps in each of the representative Member States 
reviewed in this study are given in Appendix A.3.0. 

Figure 6-1: Key Steps in ELV Data Reporting across Member States 

 

6.2.1 Data Sources 

The Commission Decision 2005/293, on monitoring of the reuse / recovery and reuse / 
recycling targets for ELVs, enables the use of different approaches to demonstrate that 
the targets are met. Typically, data can be obtained from primary data sources (e.g. 
producers, importers, authorised treatment facilities (ATFs), etc.), secondary data 
sources (producer responsibility organisations (PROs), statistical estimations, etc.) or a 
combination of these. One possibility to meet the relevant targets is that the reporting is 
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based on data provided by the ELV treatment operators. Alternatively, some countries, 
namely France, Germany, Ireland and United Kingdom, apply the so-called “metal 
content assumption” approach, and report all metals in reporting Table 2 only, 
regardless of whether metals are separated out during depollution and dismantling 
(reporting Table 1), or shredding (reporting Table 2), or whether metals are exported 
(reporting Table 3).85 Table 6-1 shows the variation in data sources for each Member 
States. 

Table 6-1: Variation in Data Sources 

Member State 

Data Sources 

Data collection 
from primary 
sources (1) 

Statistical 
estimation, 
surveys or 
shredder trials  
(2) 

Metal content 
assumption 
method (3) 

 

Combination of 
sources 

1. Austria Yes No No No 

2 Belgium Yes No No No 

3 Bulgaria Yes No No No 

4 Croatia Yes No No No 

5 Cyprus Yes No No No 

6 Czech Republic Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

7 Denmark Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

8 Estonia Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

9 Finland Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

10 France Yes Yes Yes Yes (1+2+3) 

11 Germany Yes Yes Yes Yes (1+2+3) 

12 Greece Yes No No No 

                                                      

 

85 The “metal content assumption” is explained in Article 1 (2) of Commission Decision 2005/293/EC. 
“When completing tables 1 to 4 of the Annex to this Decision, Member States may also use a data-based 
assumption concerning the average percentage of reused, recycled and recovered metals of end-of-life 
vehicles, hereinafter the ‘metal content assumption’. That assumption shall be supported by detailed data 
explaining the assumed percentage of metal content, as well as the assumed percentage of metal reuse, 
recovery and recycling. This data should be valid in respect of at least 95 % of the end-of-life vehicles 
arising in the Member State in question.” 
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Member State 

Data Sources 

Data collection 
from primary 
sources (1) 

Statistical 
estimation, 
surveys or 
shredder trials  
(2) 

Metal content 
assumption 
method (3) 

 

Combination of 
sources 

13 Hungary Yes No No No 

14 Ireland Yes Yes Yes Yes (1+2+3) 

15 Italy Yes No No No 

16 Latvia Yes No No No 

17 Lithuania Yes No No No 

18 Luxembourg Yes No No No 

19 Malta Yes No No No 

20 Netherlands Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

21 Poland Yes No No No 

22 Portugal Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

23 Romania Yes No No No 

24 Slovakia Yes Yes No Yes (1+2) 

25 Slovenia Yes No No No 

26 Spain Yes  Yes  No Yes (1+2) 

27 Sweden Yes Yes Yes86 Yes (1+2+3) 

28 United Kingdom Yes  Yes  Yes Yes (1+2+3) 

Source: Member State Quality Reports 

6.2.2 Data Collection 

In most Member States it is national authorities, such as, the Ministry of Environment, 
the national Environmental Protection Agency, or similar institutions that are in charge 
of data collection, analysis, verification and validation. In some countries, data is 
collected by operators and by inspection bodies (regional or national). In Sweden, for 

                                                      

 

86 Instead of “Metal content assumption” method, subtraction method is applied.  

 



160    09/10/2017  

instance, the collective scheme collects, compiles, and processes, primary data from 
different stakeholders. In addition, it also undertakes the analysis of the data to derive 
the recovery and reuse rates prior to delivering the data to the national authority.  

6.2.3 Data Verification  

Among those Member States interviewed for this study, considerable differences were 
found to exist in their approach to data analysis and verification. In general, data 
verification was reported to be undertaken by the organisation in charge of collecting 
the data, whether that is at the local, regional or national level. The exception is Sweden, 
where the data is collected and verified by a PRO, and then submitted to the national 
authority. 

The most widely-used data verification methods were reported to be formal checks and 
crosschecks (e.g. used in France, Estonia and the Netherlands).  Other verification 
methods mentioned are data comparison, 3rd party audit, and thorough analysis of data. 
For example: 

 Croatia compares data gathered from non-mandatory questionnaires (which 
became mandatory, as of the end of 2015) filled by ATFs with data from 
notifications of treatment of ELVs (pursuant to the ordinance on the 
management of end-of-life vehicles).  

 In France, the figures reported on the generation of ELVs under the ELV Directive 
are automatically cross-checked with the data on de-registration of vehicles using 
the SYDEREP tool (EPR data reporting system).87  

 In Finland, cross-checks are used to identify inconsistencies and double counting 
in the data, using the information obtained from the treatment and recovery 
trials. Moreover, Certificates of Destruction (CoDs) from PROs are cross-checked 
with information gathered from other authorities, such as the Finish Transport 
Safety Agency (Finish vehicle register). 

 In Estonia, data obtained from Waste Reporting Systems (WDMS) are cross-
checked with data from the Register of Products of Concern (PROTO). 

 In the Netherlands, figures on the generation of ELVs reported under the ELV 
Directive are cross-checked with the data on de-registration of vehicles. 

 In Greece, cross-checks are undertaken by AMVH (a collective scheme) on the 
basis of random sampling control. 

 In Lithuania, data on waste generation and treatment are verified in a two-stage 
process by the Environmental Protection Agency, prior to submitting it to the 
Commission. 

6.2.4 Transmission of Data to EU Level 

Member States are required to submit the following to the European Commission: 

                                                      

 

87 https://www.syderep.ademe.fr/en  

https://www.syderep.ademe.fr/en
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 Electronic forms to Eurostat, via the EDAMIS web-portal, to report data annually 
on ELV; 

 Annual Quality reports to Eurostat, using a template form, to accompany the 
data; and 

 Implementation reports (every three years) to DG Environment using a template 
questionnaire. The Implementation Reports outline how the ELV Directive has 
been transposed and implemented within each Member State. 

6.2.5 Data Verification at the European Level 

A verification process, conducted by contractors to Eurostat, is undertaken, including 
reviews of the data, and compilation of a report on the validity of the statistics, including 
a series of clarification questions to Member States where potential errors are identified. 
Further detail is given in Appendix A.4.2.4. 

6.3 Identification of Issues Related to ELV Data 
Reporting 

The identification of relevant issues in respect of statistics on ELV was undertaken by 
reviewing the reporting of ELV data and is carried out in the following sections: 

 Reporting obligations and guidance; 

 Data collection methods; 

 Elements of target calculation; 

 Validation and dissemination processes;  

 Other relevant studies; and 

 Main issues identified with ELV data reporting. 

6.3.1 Reporting Obligations and Guidance 

The key reporting obligations and associated guidance documents that relate to ELVs 
are: 

 

Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 
September 2000 on end-of-life vehicles.88 

 

Commission Decision 2005/293/EC of 1 April 2005 laying down detailed rules 
on the monitoring of the reuse/recovery and reuse/recycling targets set out 
in Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
end-of-life vehicles.89 

                                                      

 

88 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:02000L0053-20130611  
89 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32005D0293  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex:02000L0053-20130611
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32005D0293
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Commission Decision 2001/753/EC of 17 October 2001 concerning a 
questionnaire for Member States reports on the implementation of Directive 
2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on end-of-life 
vehicles.90 

 

Commission Decision 2002/151/EC of 19 February 2002 on minimum 
requirements for the certificate of destruction issued in accordance with 
Article 5(3) of Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on end-of-life vehicles.91 

 

How to report on end-of-life vehicles according to Commission Decision 
2005/293/EC (revised on 06 May 2013).92 

 

Applied Rules for validation and checking in the WEBFORMS on Reporting on 
End of Life Vehicles.93 

 

Guidance document on “How to perform a shredder campaign” prepared by 
ÖKOPOL GmbH Institut für Ökologie und Politik (on behalf of the 
Commission).94 

 

Background information on Guidance document on “How to perform a 
shredder campaign” prepared by ÖKOPOL GmbH Institut für Ökologie und 
Politik (on behalf of the Commission).95 

6.3.1.1 ELV Directive 

Article 9 of the ELV Directive obliges MS, at three-year intervals, to send a report to the 
Commission on the implementation of the Directive. According to the Directive, the 
report shall be drawn up on the basis of a questionnaire or outline drafted by the 
Commission in accordance with the procedure laid down in Article 6 of Directive 
91/692/EEC ( 9 ) with a view to establishing databases on end-of life vehicles and their 
treatment. The report shall contain relevant information on possible changes in the 
structure of motor vehicle dealing, and of the collection, dismantling, shredding, 
recovery and recycling industries, leading to any distortion of competition between or 
within Member States. The report shall be made to the Commission within nine months 
of the end of the three-year period covered by it. 

                                                      

 

90 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32001D0753  
91 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32002D0151  
92 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/ELV-Guidance-052013.pdf  
93 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Validation-Rules-for-End-of-Life-Vehicles.pdf  
94 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-guidance.pdf  
95 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-information.pdf   

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32001D0753
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32002D0151
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/ELV-Guidance-052013.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Validation-Rules-for-End-of-Life-Vehicles.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-guidance.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-information.pdf
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The proposed revisions to the Waste Framework Directive would repeal the obligation 
for Member States to provide implementation reports. Consequently, the monitoring of 
compliance will focus solely on statistical data reported annually by the Member States. 

A couple of points are worthy of note: 

 There is no specific mention in the ELV Directive about any methodological report 
that should accompany the statistical data, although such a report is mentioned 
in Commission Decision 2005/293. However, there are no mandatory 
requirements regarding the structure or content of the reports, potentially 
leading to quite variable approaches. 

 The ELV Directive applies to passenger vehicles and small trucks but not to big 
trucks, vintage vehicles and special use vehicles. This should not be confused with 
the list of waste codes 16 01 04* and 16 01 06, which include all types of end-of 
life vehicles, not only those covered by the ELV Directive. 

Issues identified: 

 Potential variation in approach to producing data quality reports; and 

 Incomparable data with WStatR due to different scope of ELVs compared to 
LoW codes. 

6.3.1.2 Commission Decision 2005/293 

Commission Decision 2005/293/EC outlines the format of four mandatory tables that 
should be completed by the Member States on an annual basis, starting with data for 
2006. The completed tables should be sent to the Commission within 18 months of the 
end of the year to which the data relates.  Member States are required to calculate the 
reuse/recovery and reuse/recycling targets set out in the first subparagraph of Article 
7(2) of Directive 2000/53/EC on the basis of the reused and recovered materials from 
de-pollution, dismantling and (post)-shredding operations. For reporting purposes, 
Member States need to complete tables 1 to 4 set out in the Annex to Decision 
2005/293/EC together with an appropriate description of the data used. 

There are some aspects of Decision 2005/293/EC that do support consistent and 
comparable data. The type of statements set out below are not mentioned in other 
Directives and related decisions, however, indicating a variation in approach to data 
quality during the development of waste Directives. 

For example, the second paragraph of the preamble clearly states that the intention of 
the Decision is to ensure that data is consistent across Member States: 

It is necessary to harmonise the characteristics and presentation of the 
calculation of the targets set out in the first subparagraph of Article 7(2), in order 
to make the data produced by Member States comparable. 

In addition, in order to further enhance comparability, the decision includes requests to 
use common data, for example: 

An EU average amount of fuel should be used…in order to…ensure the 
comparability of the national targets achieved in the Member States. 
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Finally, the description of how to collect data is fairly precise: the Decision clearly states 
that data: 

…shall be calculated on the basis of weighing notes, receipts or other forms of 
bookkeeping or disposal notes. 

These points all relate to improving data quality. There are, however, a few points to 
highlight following the review of the Decision: 

 Article 1 (1) of the Commission Decision 2005/293/EC stipulates that: 
…Member States shall complete tables 1 to 4 set out in the Annex to this 
Decision together with an appropriate description of the data used.   

There is no further description of what is required, meaning that there is no 
legally binding requirement on Member States to provide information pertaining 
to the quality of the data. This is only present in Eurostat guidance documents. If 
the requirements are not mandatory and insufficiently detailed, it is likely that 
they will not be applied uniformly. Moreover, the term “appropriate description” 
is somewhat vague and, interpreted with some latitude by Member States, 
leading to a very different level of detail being provided by Member States in 
their quality reports. In addition, as a rule, quality reports are not published 
anywhere, leading to a lack of transparency. 96 

 Article 1 also makes reference to supplying additional data on vehicle materials 
and components to avoid a potential problem with double counting. This 
statement indicates a potential source of inaccuracy in the data. This is positive 
as it demonstrates awareness of the problem, though from this it is not possible 
to determine whether all Member States would be able to avoid this problem in 
practice. 

 Article 2 states that exported ELVs should be included and imported ELVs should 
be excluded from the amount of ELVs treated within in a country. If Member 
States are not reporting in this way the data would be inaccurate. 

 Article 2 also states that export should be accounted for as treated, but that if 
Member States export to countries outside the EU for treatment the conditions 
should be broadly equivalent to those prescribed by Community legislation. This 
information may be difficult to obtain and lead to inconsistent approaches across 
Member States. 

Comments on the guidance notes: 

 Guidance note 4 of the Annex explains that there are different ways to calculate 
the amount sent for reuse:  

Member States not using the metal content assumption should calculate 
reuse (A) on the basis of the following subtraction method:  

                                                      

 

96 Although most member states agree to make them publically available on request 
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o The individual vehicle weight (Wi) minus weight of the de-polluted and 
dismantled end-of-life vehicle (body shell) (Wb), minus the weight of 
the de-polluted and dismantled materials sent for recovery, recycling 
or final disposal. 

 Member States using the metal content assumption shall 
determine A (excluding the metal components) on the basis of 
declarations from the authorised treatment facilities. 

The allowable variation in approach will result in inconsistent data being reported 
by Member States. 

 The individual vehicle weight (Wi) should be calculated: 

i. from the weight of the vehicle in service mentioned in the registration 
documents; or  

ii. the weight of the vehicle in running order mentioned in the certificate of 
conformity, described in Annex IX to Council Directive 70/156/EEC as 
amended; or 

iii. in case these data is not available, the weight determined by 
manufacturers’ specifications.  

In all cases, the individual vehicle weight shall not include the weight of the 
driver, which is set at 75 kg, and the weight of the fuel, which is set at 40 kg. The 
different approaches to calculating the vehicle weights may result in 
inconsistencies in the data between Member States, if the weight under the 
different methods is not the same. 

 The total number of ELVs (W) shall be calculated on the basis of the number of 
ELVs arising in the Member State, which is when a national authorised treatment 
facility issues a Certificate of Destruction (CoD). If the approach to issuing CoDs 
varies in the Member States the data will be inconsistent. There is a Commission 
Decision on the content of CoDs, but this contains nothing that is directly 
relevant to the reporting of statistics. 

One final, more minor comment: 

 The Decision states that ‘where possible, the list of waste codes should be used’. 
This would likely lead to some Member States using LoW codes and others not. 
The statement ‘where possible’ suggests that there is a lack of knowledge from 
those writing the guidance as to what material and components may or may not 
be classified according to LoW. If Member States take different approaches in this 
regard the data will be inconsistent. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of legal requirement on the how methodological reports are to completed; 

 Non-comparable data if exports are accounted for as treated even if conditions 
are not broadly equivalent to community standards; 

 Different approaches to accounting for reuse; and 
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 Potentially inconsistent data due to different approaches to determining the 
weight of the vehicle. 

6.3.1.3 Guidance Documents 

The main guidance document on ELV reporting has been published by Eurostat: How to 
Report on End-of-Life Vehicles According to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC (revised 
on 06 May 2013). This document outlines the main sections quality reports submitted by 
Member States should include and provides detailed information on definitions. 

As recommended in the guidance document, the quality report should be divided into 
three chapters:  

 Chapter 1: Information according Article 1(2) of Decision 2005/293/EC, including: 

o Section 1:  Source of information; 

o Section 2:  Quality of information sources; 

o Section 3:  Determination of the weight;  

o Section 4:  Recycling or recovery of exported ELVs respectively parts of 
ELVs; and  

o Section 5:  Other comments. 

 Chapter 2: Information according to Article 1(2) of Decision 2005/293/EC;97 and 

 Chapter 3: Information according to Article 1(3) of Decision 2005/293/EC, 
including: 

o Section 1:  Information on the national vehicle market;  

o Section 2:  National market information on export of used vehicles, ELVs 
and de-polluted body shells; and 

o Section 3:  Elements related to methods and quality of Section 1 and 2. 

The guidance usefully includes some plausibility conditions and Member States are 
advised to check these before submitting data to Eurostat. 

There are some comments, however: 

 There is a different definition of recycling from the Waste Framework Directive 
(WFD), despite recovery and disposal already being harmonised: 

“the definition for “recycling” in the ELV Directive will remain as it 
currently is until it will be formally harmonised with the definition of the 
WFD”. 

                                                      

 

97 In the Annex of the guidance document, a separate guide is provided for the application of the Metal 
content assumption. 
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 The revised definition under the proposed amendments to the Waste Framework 
Directive does not include backfilling but the older ELV Directive does, so there is 
inconsistency between the Directives. 

 There is also a reference to a potential problems with double counting, indicating 
that the Member State should include, in the Quality Reports, a:  

“…description of actions undertaken by the country to avoid double 
counting of ELVs and components”. 

 It is also recognised in the guidance document that:  
“Difficulties might appear in cases of import of ELVs, de-polluted ELVs, 
carcases or parts of ELVs where the shredding facility is not aware that 
these (shredder input) materials are imported”.  

If imports are not accounted for correctly this would lead to inaccurate data. 

Some minor comments include the following: 

 The structure and recommended content of the quality report does provide some 
detail regarding what should be included. There are specific sections related to 
the key uncertainties that have been identified – for example, exports / metal 
content assumption – and each section does have a number of sub-questions 
which seem to cover most of the main points. However, it is not entirely clear 
whether all questions should be answered. For example, the questions under 
Section 5: Other comments, say the information should be provided ‘if 
appropriate’, but some questions seem like they should be mandatory, such as 
“Description of the validation process: how do you establish the validity of the 
data?”   Having a more firmly defined list of what is required in the quality 
reports would be useful and help to provide more consistent and higher quality 
methodological reports from the Member States. 

 There is a good amount of detail on how to report on the vehicle market, 
including exports. A number of data sources are suggested with pros and cons of 
each being explained. However, this does leave Member States open to taking 
differing approaches, though these data do not relate to the ELV targets, so this is 
not a major issue of concern in the context of this study. 

 With regards to a stated plausibility check it is noted that: 
“As the figures for W1 and the other figures are derived by different 
sources and methodologies (e.g. W1 derived from registration documents) 
it is not a mathematical function but a plausibility check only.” 

It is not clear whether the sum should mass balance and, if not, to what extent 
deviation is acceptable. This ambiguous statement could lead to inconsistent 
approaches being adopted by Member States. 

There are also two detailed documents on the methodology for carrying out a shredder 
trial (noted above), including the margin of error within which the metal content 
assumption should be estimated, the frequency of the trials (every 4 years), and other 
matters besides. In our view, these documents provide plenty of information for 
Member States to enable comparable trials to be carried out. Therefore, as much as 
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could be done currently, to ensure accuracy and comparability of the metal content 
assumption, is being done.  

Issues identified: 

 Lack of detailed description on what should be reported in the data Quality 
Reports; 

 Inconsistent definition of recycling between ELV and WFD (e.g. backfilling); and 

 Inaccurate data if imports of ELVs being treated by shredders are not excluded. 

6.3.2 Data Collection Methods 

A review of the data collection methods described in Appendix A.3.4 was carried out. 
This focused mainly on the sources of data, to whom the data were submitted and the 
practical mechanism for submission. The following summarises the key findings: 

 The sources of data is fairly consistent across the different Member States. Data 
on the national vehicle market comes from producers and those running the 
national vehicle registration database. Data on the arisings and treatment of ELVs 
come from ATFs, sometimes through intermediate organisations such as PROs, 
dismantlers associations or environmental funds. In some countries, data from 
customs agencies is gathered but others do not mention this. The UK, for 
example, does not mention customs data and does not gather data on depolluted 
(and dismantled) body shells that are exported, though there would be no reason 
to do so since the metal content assumption is being used. However, Finland also 
uses the metal content assumption and it still notes that customs data on ELVs 
are gathered. Czech Republic also refers to a customs database and tracks the 
relevant LoW codes. Therefore, it is not clear why all countries do not track this 
data. 

 The data is submitted to different organisations within Member States, 
presumably depending upon pre-existing administrative structures. For example, 
data could be submitted directly to the Ministry of Environment, or to/through 
an Environment Agency. In some cases the data is also submitted via regional 
authorities or municipalities. In the UK the data were submitted to the 
Department for Business, although this has now changed to the Department for 
Environment. This allowable variability in data collection approach should not 
affect the nature or quality of the data being submitted. Data collected solely 
through private sector organisations might be of some concern if not audited, as 
there is some incentive to report in a less than accurate way. 

 In terms of how the data itself are collected, five of the Member State 
interviewed for this study indicated that collection took place through some form 
of electronic questionnaire or register system, with the remaining two gathering 
information in paper form. In practical terms, electronic registers would enable 
faster data handling and processing, and allow automated verification checks to 
be performed than would be the case with paper forms. Electronic reporting 
systems could, therefore, help to reduce administrative time, which could be 
used to focus, instead, on auditing, and ensuring data quality. The variation in 
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reporting mechanisms could, therefore, be a source of variation in the accuracy 
of data. 

Issues identified: 

 Data of variable accuracy if varying approaches to data verification are taken. 

6.3.3 Elements of Target Calculation 

In this section the various elements that make up the numerator and denominator of the 
targets set out in Article 7 of the ELV Directive are reviewed. This helps to identify where 
potential issues may arise. To calculate the reuse/recycling and reuse/recovery rates, the 
elements set out in Figure 6-2 are required. The individual elements shown in this figure 
are described in Table 6-2. 
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Figure 6-2: Overview of Elements Required to Calculate the Reuse / Recycling and Reuse / Recovery Rates for the 
ELV Directive Targets 
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Table 6-2: Description of Elements Required to Calculate the Reuse/Recycling and Reuse/Recovery Rates for the 
ELV Directive Targets 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 
D

e
n

o
m

in
at

o
r 

Weight of individual 
vehicles (all ATFs 
and non-
authorised) 

Included Questionnaires / 
reports / online 
databases for ATFs 
to fill in from 
business records 

Ensuring that all ATFs are included in the data reporting can be difficult as some are 
very small and are run reasonably informally. In addition, there are likely to be 
unregistered entities that are accepting vehicles from final owners informally, and 
selling on poorly depolluted body shells to metal recyclers. The number of ELVs 
being processed at these smaller facilities each year will be relatively small, but the 
number of sites can be significant so there is a potential for inaccurate data. 

Incomplete or burnt 
out vehicles 

 Not 
specified 

As above. Most Member States are accounting for abandoned, incomplete or burned out 
vehicles, while some do not, and few are not aware of this at all. This is a potential 
issue leading to inconsistent data. 

EU average weight 
of driver + fuel 

Excluded Guidance 
documents 

The guidance requires an average weight of fuel (40 kg) to be excluded from the 
vehicle when it is delivered to an ATF and weighed. In the UK the shredder trial 
indicated that the weight of fuel was around 11 kg, which is quite different to that in 
the guidance (40 kg), which seems high, and is likely to motivate shredder trials to 
change the default figure. Other countries said that they use an average weight of 
fuel as 6,6 kg or 10,69 kg, one country indicated that the amount of fuel in ELV is so 
small, that it is not taken into account at all. However, the overall proportion of fuel 
is only a few percent, so this is not considered a key issue. 

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r Sold for reuse 
(within the country 
or exported) 

Included Evidence from 
ATFs, trials, 
calculation 
approach 

The amount of reuse could potentially be calculated in a number of ways leading to 
inconsistencies in the amount reported. The figure should also include sale of parts 
exported to other countries. The amount reused should, in theory, be accounted for 
in the same year as the ELV was depolluted, but this may not be the case in practice 
as it may take time to sell on items. In addition, the exact weight should be used but 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

this is not always available to the dismantlers in practice because parts are sold by 
item not by unit of weight/volume etc. Consequently, this potentially leads to 
inconsistent and inaccurate data. 

Reuse of imported 
parts 

Excluded Not collected Any parts that are imported would most likely go directly to garages for immediate 
use, rather than to vehicle dismantlers for stock and potential further onward sale. 
Therefore, it is unlikely to be a source of issues with the data. 

Recycled materials 
from dismantling 

Included Questionnaires / 
online databases 
for ATFs to fill in 
from business 
records 

The amount of various materials / items of the vehicle sold for recycling should be 
accounted for in the records of the dismantler. The material will generally be sold by 
weight or volume (where, for example, oils are concerned) and so the actual weight 
should be reasonably accurate. However, book-keeping practices are not always 
robust and consistent. The amount recycled should, in theory, be accounted for in 
the same year as the ELV was depolluted, but this may not be the case in practice. 
There is a potential issue with data accuracy here. 

 

Energy recovery of 
materials from 
dismantling 

Included Questionnaires / 
online databases 
for ATFs to fill in 
from business 
records 

Combustible material that is not recyclable or difficult to remove could be sent to 
energy recovery plants or be attached to metallic parts sent to smelters e.g. rubber 
hoses. In principle this could be accounted for as recovery, but it is not easy to know 
exactly what amount would be combustible so could be a source of inconsistency. 

 

Body shell recycled 
or metal content 
assumption / 
ferrous from 
shredder output 

Included Weight data or 
estimates from 
shredder 
campaigns 

When using a trial / sampling approach to estimate the metal content of ELVs there 
is an inherent source of inaccuracy. However, there is reasonably detailed and clear 
guidance on how to perform shredder trials and a confidence level of 95% is also 
required, along with a frequency of every 4 years for a trial to be carried out. The 
fact that Member States can chose whether to use this approach or not is an 
inherent source of inconsistency though. As the approach is to reduce 



Study on Waste Statistics 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issue 

administrative burden and should be carried out to within a good level of accuracy 
the risk here is more related to inconsistent application of the guidance itself. 

 

Body shells 
imported to 
shredders 

Excluded Shredders data Body shells imported to a shredder in the country from elsewhere should be 
excluded from the data. In principle, shredder operators should track the sources of 
body shells but these may come via intermediaries, or bookkeeping practices might 
not be robust enough. This is a potential source data inaccuracy, but it would 
depend on the level of imports to a country.  

 

Non-ferrous 
recycling from 
shredders / metal 
content assumption 

Included Weight data or 
estimates from 
shredder 
campaigns 

As above, but the non-ferrous elements are the much smaller quantity and 
therefore likely to have a greater margin of error from shredder trials. The overall 
level of inaccuracy would be low though, due to the small quantity, so this is unlikely 
to be a significant issue. 

 

Energy recovery of 
SLF from post-
shredder tech 

Included Questionnaires / 
online databases 
for shredders to fill 
in from business 
records 

The shredder light fraction (SLF) would either be sold for recycling or to an energy 
recovery plant (due to the high proportion of plastic based material) or sent to 
landfill for disposal. In either case there is either a revenue stream or expenditure, 
which would normally be weight based. This information should therefore be clearly 
recorded by the shredder facility, however, there may be the potential for mis-
classification of final destination, recycling / recovery as there is no guidance on this 
issue. 
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Issues identified: 

 Potentially inaccurate data if not all ATFs submit ELV arising / treatment data, 
and informal (non-registered) depollution activities are occurring; 

 Inaccurate data if reuse / recycling is accounted for in different years to ELV 
arisings (stocking effects); and 

 Varied approaches to accounting for energy recovery of combustible parts 
attached to re-smelted metal components. 

6.3.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes 

6.3.4.1 National Data Validation Processes 

Given that there are no requirements for Member States to verify waste statistics on 
ELVs before reporting to the Commission, Member States use different methods, and in 
some instances, undertake no data verification at all. The seven Member States 
reviewed in more detail (see Appendix A.3.0) use more than 12 different data 
verification methods, none of which are explicitly described in the quality reports. 
Additionally, the scope of data verification within each Member State is not clearly 
stated. This means that the waste statistics reported by Member States will vary in their 
accuracy and might not be directly comparable. 

Issues identified: 

 Limited validation processes at the national level not identifying errors; and 

 No legally binding requirement to perform data validation before submission to 
Eurostat. 

6.3.4.2 Eurostat Data Validation Processes 

The validation process of Eurostat is reasonably robust and a number of the key issues 
are being picked up (see next Section). However, in places, the language used in the 
validation report could be tightened up to avoid misinterpretation. 

In addition, it would appear as if a number of issues are being left open, even after 
clarification questions have been asked and responses received, or when suggestions to 
DG Environment to follow up on issues are not carried out. Because not all data issues 
are followed up, the likelihood is that inaccurate data is being disseminated. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of follow up of issues identified in validation process. 

6.3.4.3 Issues Raised in Validation Report / Quality Reports 

Quite a range of issues are still being identified during the validation process. The issues 
with the 2013 data that were identified are summarised as follows. 

 Late reporting of data 

 Missing data 

 Wide differences in the number of CoDs and ELVs 
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 Reported number of ELVs well below expected level 

 Cross-checks for total weight of ELVs, and total treated, being exactly 
corroborated, which is unlikely as they are meant to be based on different data 
sources 

 Highly variable levels of reuse 

 Methodology report for shredder campaigns not being submitted by all member 
states 

 Not enough information in quality reports, explaining the data 

 Major drops in ELV arisings which are unexplained 

 High levels of export, and at the same time, only a small share of disposal 

 Systematic problems to assess the shredder output when shredder output is 
exported and only reported in the table for export, not table 2  

Some of these issues are important for validation purposes, and are already being 
addressed, and so are not considered further, for example: 

Systematic problems to assess the shredder output when a relevant amount of the 
shredder output is exported and reported in the table for export only: 

For evaluation purposes, it would be better to report all shredder outputs in reporting 
Table 2 and to report in reporting Table 3 the export of said outputs, (the same 
applies in principle to reporting Table 1. However this would require a change to the 
Commission Decision. 

All of the main issues noted in the validation report have already been identified in 
previous sections. 

In addition, the quality reports for the representative Member States were reviewed, 
and a number of further issues were identified: 

Issues identified: 

 Discrepancies in how Member States designate used car exports; 

 Variation in how Member States report on the fluid content of ELVs; 

 Potentially differing approaches to reporting on abandoned, burned out, or 
incomplete ELVs; and 

 Discrepancies in how Member States report on treatment of imported ELVs. 

6.3.5 Other Relevant Studies 

At the time of writing (early 2017), a key study was reviewing where ELVs are generated 
within the EU.98 The study was launched due to the significant data issues that were 
highlighted as part of the Eurostat validation processes, including major differences 

                                                      

 

98 Oeko-Institut (2016) “Assessment of the implementation of Directive 2000/53/EC on end-of life vehicles 
(the ELV Directive) with emphasis on the end-of life vehicles of unknown whereabouts” 
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between the expected number of ELVs, and the actual number of CoDs issued. The study 
included a number of key issues that are being assessed: 

 Information on export / import of used vehicles is necessary to validate the 
reported numbers of treated ELVs in Member States. The majority of the 
competent authorities for reporting on ELVs are, for various reasons, not able to 
report on export/ import of used vehicles within the EU, even if data is available 
to the national registration authorities (e.g. in cases where the vehicle is re-
registered in the country of destination). When a used vehicle is exported, and 
later dismantled, without being re-registered in the country of destination, it is 
difficult to keep track of such vehicles. 

 Information on export/ import of used vehicles is necessary to validate the 
reported numbers of treated ELVs in the Member States. Extra-EU export might 
be underestimated, since not all exported vehicles are reported, or known, to the 
national registers.  

 One crucial factor favouring the illegal shipment of ELVs is the difficulty of 
distinguishing between ELVs and used vehicles. No EU provisions currently 
establish legally binding criteria for such distinction.99  

 Illegal dismantlers are unlikely to fulfil the requirements for treatment as 
described in the ELV Directive. As such, all illegally treated ELVs pose an 
environmental and economic challenge. For ELVs dismantled illegally, final 
destruction of the vehicles is not reported to the relevant national competent 
authority.  

 Not all ELVs transferred to ATFs receive a CoD. This can happen, for example, 
when the origin of a vehicle is unknown (no vehicle documentation is available, 
or the vehicle is not registered in the MS in which the treatment takes place). 
Consequently, the ELV’s final destruction is not reported to the relevant 
competent authority.  

 It is known that ATFs and shredders do accept ELVs dismantled by unauthorised 
treatment facilities, resulting in unknown treatment and depollution conditions 
that could pose environmental pollution risks. 

 Vehicle holders’ and owners’ behaviour indicates a low level of public 
awareness of the obligations to track vehicles because of the environmental 
risks that ELVs pose. It also shows that the last owners of vehicles are not aware 
of their duties, especially their obligation to de-register the vehicle. Improper 
treatment of ELVs poses environmental risks and loss of valuable resources.  

                                                      

 

99 To address the issue and help enforcement, the waste shipment correspondents agreed in 2011 on the 
Correspondents' Guidelines No 9 on shipment of waste vehicles that include a list of criteria to distinguish 
between waste vehicles and used vehicles 
(http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/guidance.htm) 
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 It seems that many Member States have not yet established sufficient means to 
inform and motivate a vehicle’s last holder or owner to comply with the given 
legislation.  

6.3.6 Main Issues Identified with ELV Data Reporting 

The main issues that have been identified through the review carried out above are 
summarised as follows, and arranged by issues that relate to mandatory requirements, 
allowable variances and the wider statistical framework: 

 Mandatory requirements: 
o Not all mandatory reporting requirements are being met. 
o Missing reports on shredder campaigns. 
o Discrepancies between ELV arisings and CoDs. 
o Arisings and treatment data not including ELVs collected by non-

authorised (illegal) operators. 
o Difficulty in distinguishing between ELVs and used vehicles during 

export.  
o Lack of certainty about whether exported ELVs are treated in 

accordance with community standards 

 Variation in reporting within the terms of the Directive, Decisions and 
Guidance: 

o Variable Approach to Calculating the Weight of ELVs  
o Variation in Accounting for Abandoned Vehicles  
o Differing Approaches to Reporting ELV Treatment 
o Significant Changes in Stocking of ELVs and Parts   

 Wider statistical framework: 
o Inconsistent Definition of Recycling between ELV Directive and WFD  
o No Legally Binding Requirement for Structure or Content of Quality 

Reports 
o Varying Member State Approaches to Data Verification  

These issues are now analysed in more depth in the following section. 

6.4 Analysis of Issues Related to ELVs Data Reporting 

There are a wide range of issues with reporting on ELVs. The fact that a specific, detailed 
study on ELV whereabouts has been carried out, indicates that the data is not yet of 
acceptable quality. In addition, the 2014 Fitness Check report noted that: 

“some were very doubtful about the reliability of information provided by Member 
States.”100 

                                                      

 

100 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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A number of stakeholders interviewed during the course of this study also expressed 
significant concern about data quality. This section includes and analysis of a wide range 
of issues that have been identified, and draws upon existing analysis where necessary, 
rather than repeating previous research. 

6.4.1 Compliance with Reporting Obligations 

6.4.1.1 Not all Mandatory Reporting Requirements are being Met 

There are two main issues here, timeliness and missing data. The 2015 validation report 
was the most recent report available at the time of writing. With regards to timeliness, 
the authors state: 

“For many years a number of countries were not successful in reporting their data on 
time. Considering the obligation to deliver not later 18 month after the end of the 
reporting period it is difficult to understand the reasons for the delayed submissions. 
Such delays are hampering the timely publication and efficient evaluation of the data. 
In fact, the situation worsened in 2015 compared to the previous years, as 7 countries 
had more than an 8 week delay in reporting. As a result the data was published on 
the 4th September 2015 for only 23 out of 31 countries.” 

Member States are required to report data by the deadlines given in the ELV Directive. 
There does not appear to have been any attempt to impose any penalties on the 
Member States for missing the deadline, which has happened repeatedly in some cases. 
A recommendation for further action by DG Environment is made: however, it is 
understood from stakeholders that requests are not always followed up or actioned by 
DG Environment. 

Even when data is submitted there are still gaps in it. Again the authors note: 

“For the reference year 2013 MT, UK and SE missed to submit the obligatory data 
for all cells. 

For MT it is most likely that the data should be zero instead of empty. 

SE has failed to provide the detailed material breakdown for different recovery 
and disposal options for reporting table 2 since the reference year 2006, which 
was the first report by SE. Every year Sweden responds by saying they will 
improve the situation either in the next year or at least within a few years. 

The UK made an explicit statement regarding the missing cells on reporting Table 
3; however Eurostat is continuing to address the issue with the UK.” 

Furthermore, it became apparent during the interviews with Member States that the 
main challenge with data reported under the ELVs Directive seems to be actually 
collecting all the data required by the Directive. Only one third of the Member States 
interviewed reported that all data required by the ELVs Directive are available (i.e. 
France, Czech Republic and the Netherlands).  

In addition, a comment in the validation report also indicates that the Finnish data is not 
being derived according to the mandatory requirements of the Commission Decision: 
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When considering the answers given by FI, we recommend issuing a flag “e” = 
estimate for all values published, as the data is not based on monitoring as was 
envisaged by the directive, but instead on an estimate based only on the number 
of vehicles. 

As noted in Section 6.3.1.2, the Decision says that data should be reported: 

… on the basis of weighing notes, receipts or other forms of bookkeeping or 
disposal notes 

Therefore, the approach in Finland appears to be in contradiction to the Decision. 

In terms of addressing non-compliance, issues identified by Eurostat must be clearly 
flagged to desk officers in DG Environment. Follow up on issues identified by Eurostat to 
DG Environment is essential, with DG Environment reporting back to those carrying out 
the data validation in a timely manner.  

It is noted that a number of meetings were held between the Commission, the Member 
States and the industry around 2009 to 2010, to clarify the requirements in COM DEC 
2005/293. The outcome of these meetings is reflected in the Guidance Document of 
ESTAT on How to Report on ELVs. However, if many Member States are still unable to 
collect all of the required data it seems as though further collaboration would be 
appropriate, in order to help Member States ensure that mechanisms are in place to 
capture all the required data. 

Recommendations: 

 Support Member States to ensure all required data is captured through working 
groups and training sessions. 

6.4.1.2 Missing Reports on Shredder Campaigns 

The Decision also says that “Member States shall report to the Commission on the 
number of shredder campaigns performed on their territory”. However, there is no more 
detail about what should be reported leading to potentially variable content of 
submitted reports, which does not allow the Commission to assess whether the 
campaigns are being carried out to an adequate standard. 

A more pressing issue is that some methodology reports for shredder campaigns are not 
being submitted at all, or are out of date (i.e. over 4 years). The validation report makes 
the following comment: 

“16 countries agreed to make their methodology available to other national 
experts via the Circa network. Of the remaining submitted reports, 7 made no 
mention of making the description available in their agreement and only 2 
countries explicitly rejected approval to make their reports available. 

9 countries (BE, DK, SE, UK, NO) referred to shredder campaigns in their 2013 
reports and 4 countries (EE, FR, PT, FI) referred to their shredder campaigns from 
previous reporting years. Not all countries submitted the relevant studies, and 
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some of the shredder campaigns have been carried out more than 5 years before 
the reference year.  

We recommend asking all countries for the detailed studies (also those which 
didn’t mention to have conducted such campaigns) and, if it is of interest, to 
report on their experiences during a TAC meeting or a specialised workshop, as it 
might be of interest to the countries.”  

In addition, the 2014 Fitness Check study reported the following point from stakeholders 
regarding providing information on the use of shredder technology: 

Stakeholders  also  reported a need  for  Member  States  to  display  which  
technology  is  used to  achieve  the  targets,  notably  regarding  the  use  of  post - 
shredder  technology  (which  achieves  better  recycling  rates  by  further  treating  
the  materials  after  shredding).  Currently,  Member  States  report  their  recycling  
and  recovery  targets  without  mentioning  the  technology  used,  which decreases 
the potential for comparison between countries.101 

It is difficult to assess the significance of the missing reporting on the data, but where 
reports are not being submitted it may indicate that the campaigns are not actually in-
line with the requirements of the Directive and associated guidance documents, and 
thus, the data might not be of the desired level of accuracy.  

The Decision should be updated to mandate the submission of specific shredder 
campaign quality reports, based around a structure / set of requirements to be produced 
by the Commission. The document structure should be detailed, and relate to the 
different types of information that would be required to assess whether the campaign is 
meeting the minimum requirements set out in the relevant guidance documents. The 
Decision should also require Member States to submit information on the use and type 
of post-shredder technology. These updates could be made as part of the on-going 
compliance promotion initiative on the implementation of the ELV Directive, with 
emphasis on the ELVs of unknown whereabouts. 

Recommendations: 

 Update Commission Decision 2005/293 to mandate the submission of shredder 
campaign quality reports; 

 Produce shredder campaign quality report template / set of requirements; and 

 Update Commission Decision 2005/293 to mandate the submission of data on 
post-shredder technology in the quality reports, and update the quality report 
template. 

                                                      

 

101 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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6.4.2 ELV Arisings 

6.4.2.1 Discrepancies between ELVs Arisings and CoD 

The data reported by the Member States show that there are inconsistencies between 
the number of ELVs arising and the number of de-registered vehicles. There are also 
inconsistencies between the reported number of de-registered vehicles and the number 
of Certificates of Destruction (CoDs) issued.  The discrepancy indicates that ELVs may not 
be being dismantled at ATFs where CoDs are issued, or are not being dismantled at ATFs 
at all (the latter issue is considered further in the next section). This issue is one of the 
most significant that has been identified in relation to ELV data. 

The issue is summarised by the authors of the validation report: 

“The observations in differences between CODs and ELVs are quite diverse. More 
attention and subsequent guidance, and eventually even adjustments to the 
Commission Decision or the ELV Directive (or the registration requirements) will 
be required to harmonise the approach across the countries. The overall number 
of ELVs across the EU is still well below the expected level.” 

The 2014 Fitness Check study also notes that proper deregistration of ELVs is not 
occurring: 

“…it seems the provision ensuring ELV are deregistered is not consistently applied 
across Member States.102 

Table 6-3 show the number of de-registrations, CoDs and ELVs arisings for 16 Member 
States. In most Member States, a CoD shall be issued to the last owner of a vehicle when 
the ELV is delivered to the ATF, to ensure the proper treatment of the ELV. However, of 
the 16 countries reviewed, ELV arisings are only the same as the number of CoDs issued 
in 4 countries (Cyprus, Estonia, Germany and the Netherlands). For the Member States 
with both sets of data, the total difference between ELV arisings and CoD is around 15%, 
indicating that this is a significant issue. In addition, in only 7 out of the 16 countries is 
the number of de-registrations the same as CoD, with the others different or having 
missing data. 

Ideally, the number of de-registered cars should be equal to the number of CoDs issued 
(i.e. when all cars are de-registered with the intention to give them to ATFs for proper 
treatment). No explanation was provided by most Member States as to the difference 
(e.g. Germany, Malta, Netherlands, Sweden and the UK). In the case of Bulgaria, the 
reported number of ELVs arising is the same as the number of CoDs issued, while it is 
more than half the number of de-registered vehicles. This is because the total number of 
de-registered vehicles includes all de-registered vehicles, not just those for which a CoD 

                                                      

 

102 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014. 
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has been issued (e.g. the reason for de-registration is theft, export, storage in a private 
property, etc.).  

Furthermore, in a number of Member States there is no distinction between the various 
categories of ELVs (e.g. L, M, N and O) making it hard to provide accurate information on 
de-registration of vehicles by excluding only those vehicle categories that fall under the 
ELV Directive (i.e. M1 and N1).103 

Surprisingly, in Norway, the reported number of ELVs arising is lower than that of CoDs 
issued. The comment in the quality report suggests that this is due to stocking effects 
where CoDs are issued in later years, perhaps due to anticipation of higher metal prices. 

                                                      

 

103European Commission (2013) Vehicle Categories, accessed 17 August 2016, 

http://ec.europa.eu/transport/road_safety/topics/vehicles/vehicle_categories/index_en.htm 
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Table 6-3: Figures reported on the Number of De-Registered Vehicles and (i) the Certificates of Destruction Issued 
and (ii) on ELVs arising in 2013 

Member States 
De-registered 
vehicles 
(tonnes) 

De-
registered 
vehicles 
(units) 

CoDs** 
(units) 

ELVs 
arising** 
(units) 

Comments** 

Belgium 145,652 134,506* 134,506 Not known 

The ELV Monitoring System (EMS) automatically generates a CoD for each 
ELV the ATFs put in the system. The EMS automatically sends the information 
of all ELVs registered by the ATFs to the competent authority to de-register 
the vehicle. Therefore the number of final vehicle de-registrations equals the 
number of CoDs issued. The information is correct and complete. 

Bulgaria 62,723 
61,673* 

(117,633**) 
61,673 63,331 ELVs arising = ELVs collected in 2013 

Croatia Not available Not available 10,702 32,135 
The difference between the number of CoDs issued and the number of ELVs 
arising is due to the fact that not all ELVs are collected from their owners. 

Cyprus 11,759 
13,212* 

(21,137**) 
13,212 13,212 

The number of final vehicle de-registrations per year refers to vehicles that 
have been deregistered based on the number of CoDs issued and vehicles 
whose circulation licence has not been renewed for the last three years. 

Czech Republic 114,833 121,838* 
Not 
available 

Not 
available 

- 

Estonia 16,391 14,712* 14,712 14,712 - 

Finland 99,280 99,300* 61,786 99,300 The number of CoDs is lower that the ELVs arising due to the fact, that some 
citizens do not take ELVs to the official producers’ take-back system, but to 
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other waste handlers, who have no right to issue a CoD. In this case only 
temporary de-registration is done and the vehicles end up as “ghost 
vehicles”. 

France 1,210,605 1,115,280* 1,115,280 
Approx. 
1,500,000 

- 

Germany 490,771 

500,322* 

( Approx.. 
3,300,000**) 

500,322 500,322 

Final vehicle de-registrations have not been recorded in the statistics since 
2007, as there are only “off-road notifications”, which include both 
temporary and final vehicle de-registrations. Based on incidents that could 
still be differentiated prior to 2007, a final vehicle deregistration quota of 
approximately 40 % of all cars taken out of service has been ascertained 
under the framework conditions existing at that time. 

Malta Not available 

M1 – 
5,113** 

N1 – 401** 

1,288 
M1 – 4,779 

N1 – 372 
- 

Netherlands 189,138 
183,451* 

(569,137**) 
232,720 232,720 - 

Norway 163,518 141,452* 156,500 148,000 
The difference between the number of de-registered vehicles and ELVs 
arising represents the number of ELVs which were temporarily stored, most 
likely due to the anticipation of better steel prices. 

Poland 401,639 402,416* 402,416 459,166 - 

Slovak Republic 29,678 36,858* 
Not 
available 

36,858 - 

Sweden 240,626 
189,748* 

(295,301**) 
189,179 

Not 
available 

Total number of deregistered vehicles includes only passenger cars. 
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Source: Eurostat* and Quality reports**, 2013  

UK 1,116,125 1,149,459* 1,143,979 1,201,115 

The number of vehicles deregistered is slightly lower than the number of 
CoDs issued due to mis-matches in vehicle information for a number of 
vehicles as presented at the ATF, as against the details held for that vehicle at 
the registration authorities. 
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One other possible driver for the reported difference in CoDs and ELV arisings is a 
statement in the guidance document that suggests priority should be given to the 
number of ELVs. This allows for the number of CoDs and ELV to differ: 

 “as there may be more ELVs than CoDs issued, reporting should be done on the 
total number of ELVs.” 

This seems to allow for ELV arisings to be different from CoDs, but this appears to 
contradict Commission Decision 2005/293 which states that arisings should be based on 
CoDs only: 

“The total number of end-of-life vehicles (W) shall be calculated on the basis of 
the number of end-of-life vehicles arising in the Member State, which is when a 
national authorised treatment facility issues a certificate of destruction.” 

Other causes of difference noted by stakeholders in one ELV study are:104 

 The variable approach across Member States to defining ‘de-registration’, with 
some interpreting this as final de-registration, and others, including when 
vehicles are declared temporarily ‘off road’. 

 Temporary de-registrations (i.e. suspensions) can lead to automatic permanent 
cancellation after a certain period of time if the vehicle is not re-registered. 

 Change in ownership is not traced when the vehicle is temporarily de-registered. 

 The fact that there is no definition of ‘final de-registration’ in the legislation. 

 Varying definitions of suspension / temporary de-registration in the legislation. 

 Not all Member States setup electronic notification of CoDs. 

It is important to point out that a number of countries, and not just the ones reviewed in 
more detail (e.g. Czech Republic, Denmark  and Lichtenstein), have not provided any 
information on the national market for ELVs, with no data included on the de-
registration of ELVs and the number of issued CoDs. This makes it very difficult for the 
Commission to verify and validate the data on ELV arisings. 

As a final point, there also seem to be discrepancies in the data published by Eurostat on 
the number of de-registered vehicles by Member State, and the same figures submitted 
by Member States in their quality reports (e.g. Bulgaria, Cyprus, Germany, the 
Netherlands and Sweden). (Refer to Table 6-3, in which information published by 
Eurostat on the number of de-registered vehicles (units) is indicated by *, whereas 
information provided by the Member State Quality Reports is indicated by **). During 
the interviews with Member States, it became apparent that any discrepancies in the 
data submitted to Eurostat and that provided in the quality reports appear to be due to 
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http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/fileadmin/images/Consultation1_Docs/_4__Findings_ELV_workshop.pd
f 

http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/fileadmin/images/Consultation1_Docs/_4__Findings_ELV_workshop.pdf
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human error, and will probably not be amended until they are spotted by a third party 
(e.g. the Commission). 

In terms of solutions, some stakeholders indicated that potential improvements could be 
made using economic incentives to ensure that CoDs were always issued at the end of a 
vehicle’s life. For example, a returnable refund could be paid on first purchase, then 
transferred through subsequent changes of ownership. The deposit would only be 
returned once the CoD was generated. Moreover, dismantlers not providing ELV data 
could have their ability to issue CoDs removed. This would mean final owners have a 
strong incentive to ensure the vehicle goes to a licensed dismantler who could issue a 
CoD, and that there is an equally strong incentive for data to be fully reported by the 
ATFs themselves. This measure would require some cooperation between Member 
States to share data on deposit payments and CoD notifications, to ensure deposit 
payments could be cleared if they were purchased in one country and dismantled in 
another. A minimum standard for a common deposit system across the EU would help in 
this regard. It would also have the benefit of providing a disincentive for vehicles to be 
taken out of the EU, which would help mitigate the issue of unknown whereabouts. 
However, as the average age of the vehicle fleet is around 13 years, it would be some 
time before the expected benefits would accrue. 

Other economic measures could include automatically re-registering vehicles to the 
current owner and taking tax payments from that owner, until either notification of 
suspension, or final de-registration, occurred following the issuing of a CoD. In this way, 
final owners would have an incentive to ensure their vehicles were issued with a CoD, 
and therefore, permanently cancelled: otherwise they would continue to pay the vehicle 
tax. 

A similar effect could be achieved through the yearly reporting of deregistered vehicles 
to the national authorities, so that they could follow up with vehicle owners to 
determine their whereabouts. However, the administrative burden would be higher than 
the economic measures. 

The recommendations in the ELV Whereabouts study around ensuring proper definitions 
in the legislation, and removing loopholes that allow automatic de-registration, are 
sensible and should be carried through by DG Environment. 

Recommendations: 

 Update national vehicle registration systems to ensure vehicles not in use are 
fully tracked until they are permanently deregistered; 

 Define clear and common definitions of registration and ‘permanent 
cancellation’ for use by all Member States; 

 Mandate improved reporting on the stock of road vehicles and status of 
registrations; 

 Implement policies that ensure all ATFs Issue a CoD to the holder/owner of the 
ELV when it is dismantled; 

 Multiply inspections to treatment facilities to inspect legality and impose 
penalties or close down illegals; and 
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 Mandate the introduction of electronic notifications of CoDs by national 
authorities, including the exchange of information for issuing CoDs for imported 
and exported vehicles. 

6.4.2.2 Arisings and Treatment Data not Including ELVs Collected by 
non-Authorised (illegal) Operators 

The main issue from the illegal treatment of ELVs, in terms of data quality, is that the 
data on ELV arisings and treatment are not captured from these illegal operators. As 
they are operating illegally, it is clear that they do not meet the requirements of the 
Directive, and therefore, the reuse, recycling and recovery rates for ELVs treated by 
those operators might be expected to be lower than those treated at ATFs. The 
consequence is that the recycling rate for the country as a whole would be exaggerated 
if illegal operators were present in the country (but not the data), with the largest 
margins of error in the targets in countries with the largest number of illegal operators. 

The 2014 Fitness Check reports estimates that some 25% of all ELVs arising in the EU do 
not end up in ATFs, and of those that do, not all data is actually reported: 

“In  addition,  EGARA,  the  European  Group  of  Automotive  Recycler  Associations,  
mentioned  that the  data  reported  by Member  States  relied  too  often  on  the  
information  provided  by  ATFs contracted  by  manufacturers. The  recycling  and  
recovery  rates  achieved  by  independent treatment  facilities  appear  not  to  be  
taken  into  account,  thus  distorting the  figures. EGARA suggested   requiring   
industry   federations   to   report,   in   addition   to   producer   responsibility 
organisations (PROs). This seems to be already the case in Germany.” 105 

The 2014 Fitness Check goes on to conclude that the: 

“…figures  fail  to  account  for  the  number  of  free-riders  (legal  or  illegal  
operators that  do  not  report  on  recycling  and  recovery  rates)  and  the  quality  of  
recycling  and  recovery operations.” 

Table 6-4 shows some estimates made in the Fitness Check report for the number of 
ELVs treated illegally. The relative amounts are very high in some countries. The estimate 
for the UK in that study was low, although stakeholders recently interviewed for this 
study suggested that the number of ELVs treated at illegal operators could be highly 
significant, due to reduced levels of enforcement by the Environment Agency. Where 
N/A is recorded, this is not expected to relate to ‘zero’, or a small number, of illegally 
treated ELVs, and nor are many Member States with general issues of illegal activity 
included in the table, indicating that the overall problem could be much more significant. 
However, due to the uncertainty surrounding the extent of activity of illegal operators, it 
is difficult to provide accurate data on the amount of ELVs treated illegally within the EU. 

                                                      

 

105 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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Table 6-4: Estimates for Number of ELVS Illegally Treated 

Member State Estimated 
number of ELVs 
generated 

Number of 
ELVs legally 
treated 

Estimated number 
of ELVs illegally 
treated 

Austria 70,000 68,000 Small number 

Belgium ± 306,000 131,043 ± 175,000 

Denmark ± 100,000 102,202 Small number 

Finland ± 100,000 14,495 85,000 

Italy N/A 1,379,000 N/A 

Netherlands ± 200,000 192,224 None 

Poland ± 1,000,000 150,987 ± 850,000 

Portugal N/A 25,641 N/A 

Spain N/A 954,715 Small number 

Slovakia N/A 15,069 N/A 

Sweden N/A 283,450 Small number 

UK N/A 995,569 Small number 

Source: 2014 Fitness Check study 

Based on the review of the representative Member States carried out in this study, five 
out of the nine reviewed in more detail do not appear to account for the existence of the 
illegal dismantling activities when reporting to the European Commission. Croatia and 
Slovakia assume that illegal activity is non-existent, which is highly unlikely. The Czech 
Republic and the Netherlands have reported that illegal activity is assumed to be quite 
small, so that figures on the amount of ELV collected, treated and/or exported would be 
insignificant, and so are not incorporated into the reporting. France has estimated that 
the illegal ELV sector could account for up to 30% of the whole recycling sector for ELV 
parts. However, this information is not captured in the Quality Report, or in the figures 
submitted to the European Commission. The UK also noted that it does not account for 
illegal treatment in the figures it reports to the Commission. Finland on the other hand, 
was the only Member State which confirmed that data on ELVs from the informal sector 
is incorporated in the figures reported to the European Commission. Estonia and 
Bulgaria did not provide any further information on this issue.  
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The summary above suggests that the collection and treatment of ELVs by illegal 
operators, and the illegal shipment of ELVs, is one of the major challenges for Member 
States that will need to be addressed in the near future. 

One possible reason underlying the existence of illegal ELVs treatment could be the costs 
of compliance related with the treatment of ELVs according to the relevant requirements 
set out by the EU, and the scrap value of metal, meaning that it is much cheaper to treat 
ELVs illegally. The lack of reporting of this activity is likely to relate to the lack of 
guidance from Commission on how Member States should account for the illegal 
treatment in their reporting on ELVs, meaning that every Member State adopts its own 
approach. 

Good practice – Reducing illegal activity 

At the individual Member State level, however, some action has been taken. For 
example, in the Czech Republic, if any illegal waste management of ELVs is identified, it is 
immediately reported to the Czech Environmental Inspectorate. The Inspectorate carries 
out its own inspection and imposes a penalty if a violation is confirmed, in cooperation 
with the relevant regional authorities and the police. However, the illegal sector for ELVs 
in the Czech Republic is considered to be very small in size and thereby largely 
insignificant for the purposes of reporting on ELVs. 

The French government has undertaken over 1,750 inspections from 2012 onwards in an 
attempt to tackle the illegal sector for ELVs, and 100 illegally working sites have been 
shut down as a result.  

The UK government is aware of an informal sector for illegal dismantling, and resale of 
parts from ELVs through different mediums, including platforms such as e-bay, and 
illegal exports of parts from ELVs. However, the extent of it is not fully known. One of the 
activities that the enforcement authorities are currently undertaking is a specific 
campaign looking at the illegal internet sales of ELV parts in order to estimate the extent 
of illegal activity, and to try to limit its extent. 

Carrying out national campaigns to close down illegal sites by the inspection agencies 
would be a key recommendation to address this issue. This point is also echoed by the 
ELV Whereabouts study, which goes on to say that the ELV Directive should mandate the 
implementation of, and reporting on, inspection campaigns. Further aspects could also 
be included, such as obligating the source ATF to be recorded when selling dismantled 
parts, or, as outlined in the section above, providing economic incentives to final owners 
to ensure their vehicles are issued with a CoD and that CoDs can only be issued by ATFs. 

Good practice – Tracking of vehicle carcasses in the Netherlands 

Further tracking and control of body carcasses could be carried out, as in the 
Netherlands. The vehicle shells are not highly compacted before transportation so that 
the VIN can be tracked for any carcass until the point it enters the shredder at a 
shredding facility. This means that shredder facilities can be inspected and all body shells 
audited to ensure they are coming from ATFs, not illegal facilities. 
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Finally, Member States could also require registration for people delivering body shells 
to shredders and ban cash payments, as the UK has done to combat metal theft in 
general. If the illegal operators can’t sell the body shell to make some money there 
won’t be the incentive for unregulated sites to operate. 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate the use of inspection plans for the Member States; and 

 Provide incentives for illegal operators to register as ATFs. 

6.4.2.3 Variable Approach to Calculating the Weight of ELVs 

As discussed above, the Commission Decision allows for Member States to calculate the 
weight of ELVs in different ways. The guidance also suggests a cross check should be 
made between the total weight of ELVs and W1, which should be derived from 
registration weight, certificate of conformity, manufacturer's specifications or others 
means. The guidance states that this should be a plausibility check not a mathematical 
function, which is correct as the data is from different sources: 

“It is recommended that a cross check of the total balance as X2 + E1 + E2 + F3 = W1 
is undertaken to verify completeness (and avoid double counting) of Tables 1 - 4. As 
the figures for W1 and the other figures are derived by different sources and 
methodologies (e.g. W1 derived from registration documents) it is not a 
mathematical function but a plausibility check only [emphasis added].” 

The validation report notes that it is strange that Member States are reporting the same 
figure, as the check should not be expected to provide an exact match. 

As in the previous year’s, several countries have reported (in 2013: BE, CZ, IE, ES, 
FR, HR, CY, LU, NL, AT, FI, SE, UK, LI (and IT, RO in 2012 not having reported for 
2013 yet)) that the numbers for W1 and the total balance for reporting Table 1 to 
Table 3 match perfectly. As both numbers are derived from different sources this 
is highly unlikely; as a limited deviation would be expected. 

We recommend discussing this observation with the DG.ENV, if such an approach 
is in line with the requirements set by the ELV Directive and the related 
Commission Decision. If this is not the case, what actions need to be considered? 

In discussion with the validation report authors, it was agreed that the likely explanation 
is that the weights from vehicle documentation are not available to use, so that Member 
States are calculating W1 by dividing the total weight of ELVs by the total number. In this 
case total ELVs would exactly match W1. A stakeholder from the UK also indicated, in an 
interview, that the vehicle weights were not available from the registration documents, 
and hence, why average weights from dismantling trials are used. 

In terms of whether this observation is significant, or not, and whether it is an issue that 
should be picked up by DG Environment, a simple analysis has been carried out. This 
compares the average ELV weights between the countries mentioned in the validation 
report above as having exact mass balance in the cross check, and those that do not (i.e. 
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those with exact mass balance checks are probably not reporting in line with the 
Commission Decision). 

Figure 6-3 shows the outcomes of the analysis. The grouping on the left are the countries 
with exact mass balance checks, and on the right are those without. Although the data is 
slightly less tightly grouped on the left, the pattern of variance within the grouping is 
remarkably similar, as is the average vehicle weight of each grouping. This would tend to 
suggest that there is no major difference in the data if the mass balance check is exact or 
not, and therefore it does not appear to be an issue the Commission needs to investigate 
further. However, this analysis is only indicative, and there may be other reasons why 
one might be concerned at the lack of information from vehicle documentation. 
Moreover, although there are reasons for the variation in vehicle weights between 
countries (age of vehicle stock, consumption patterns etc) a 30% variation is quite 
significant, and might be worthy of further investigation in the future. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Figure 6-3: Analysis of Average Vehicle Weights 

 

Source: Eurostat ELV Data (env_waselvt), Accessed February 2017 

6.4.2.4 Variation in Accounting for Abandoned Vehicles 

Most of the Member States include abandoned, burned out or incomplete ELVs in the 
data, a few exclude these data (e.g. UK), and some do not actually know if they are 
included or not. The Netherlands indicated that such ELVs are non-existent as the owner 
of the vehicle is always known, due to financial incentives, and vehicle identification 
numbers (VINs) are well tracked, as well as there being a very dense collection network 
that means that it is very easy for the ELV owner to leave it at an ATF. Only the Member 
States that have been in the EU for the shortest period of time (e.g. Croatia) noted this is 
an important issue. The recycling rate would be affected in different ways depending 
upon what types of abandoned vehicles were included. For example, if burned out 
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vehicles were included a much higher majority of the remaining material would be 
metals, than a normal ELV. As metals as nearly all recycled, this would increase the 
average recycling rate of all treated ELVs. The number of these types of vehicles does 
vary by Member State, but exact figures were not available. The effect on the calculation 
of the targets is not likely to be significant though. 

The issue is likely to arise due to the tendency of Member States to interpret guidance 
differently, and the fact that there is no specific guidance on this issue in the 
documentation. For example, the UK stated that it considers ELVs as ‘naturally occurring 
ELVs’ to exclude incomplete, or burned out vehicles. In order to have comparable data 
and avoid various interpretations, it should be clearly stated in the guidance documents 
whether, and how abandoned, burned out and incomplete ELVs should be accounted 
for, not least since the action to deal with the underlying problems might be 
strengthened if, for example, it was made absolutely clear that the ELVs data should 
include all abandoned, burned out and incomplete vehicles. 

Moreover, Member States should be encouraged to implemented vehicle registration 
systems that significantly discourage the abandoning of vehicles in the first place, so that 
they are all delivered directly to the official systems (as per the Netherlands). 

Recommendations: 

 Make clear in the Guidance for Member States that abandoned, burned out or 
incomplete ELVs should be included in reporting; and 

 Encourage Member States to implement vehicle registration systems that 
provide disincentives for vehicles to be abandoned. 

6.4.3 ELV Reuse and Recycling 

6.4.3.1 Differing Approaches to Reporting ELV Treatment 

In general, the treatment of ELVs entails a number of processes (e.g. dismantling, de-
pollution, shredding, etc.), most of which are carried out at a range of facilities at 
different points in time. Not all of the treatment process is necessarily undertaken within 
a given Member State (for example, smaller countries typically only carry out pre-
treatment domestically and then export the outputs of these pre-treatment processes 
for final treatment). Member States report on the amount of ELV treated differently, 
with some accounting only for pre-treatment, i.e. dismantling and depollution activities, 
in the figures they report, whilst others take into account post-treatment as well, i.e. in 
most cases post-shredder treatment. Due to the range of approaches adopted, the 
figures reported are not necessarily comparable. The issues that have been identified in 
this study as relating to reporting on ELV treatment are now explored. 

Reuse 

There is an allowable variation in the way Member States can report on reuse. This 
allowance may have led to the wide variation in reuse rates, as highlighted by the 
validation report for 2013 reporting: 
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“The level of reuse is very different across the EU, with LT (30.2 %) and NL 
(23.8 %) being our best performers, along with 4 countries in 2013 with less than 
2 % of reuse.  

Considering the waste hierarchy it might be of interest to investigate more in-
depth into the reasons for the different level of reuse reported by different 
counties.” 

It is not entirely clear whether the different calculation methods, or the actual level of 
reuse, are the cause of the differences. Most of the Member States questioned indicated 
that missing ELV parts are considered as being reused, as suggested in Commission 
Decision 2005/293/EC.  Some Member States noted that figures for reuse are calculated 
on the basis of trials (both, dismantling and shredder). The guidance document states: 

‘4. Member States not using the metal content assumption shall calculate reuse (A) 
on the basis of the following subtraction method: the individual vehicle weight (Wi) 
minus weight of the de-polluted and dismantled end-of-life vehicle (body shell) (Wb) 
minus the weight of the de-polluted and dismantled materials sent for recovery, 
recycling or final disposal. Member States using the metal content assumption shall 
determine A (excluding the metal components) on the basis of declarations from the 
authorised treatment facilities.’ 

Taking an example of both approaches, quite significant differences can be seen. For 
example, the Netherlands does not use the metal content assumption and so calculates 
reuse as the total minus other recycling, recovery and disposal, the reuse rate there in 
2013 was 24%. In the UK, where the metal content assumption is used, and reuse is 
based upon data returns from the dismantlers, the reuse rate in 2013 was only 2%. 
There is at least a suggestion that the calculation method might be a cause of significant 
variances, rather than this being linked to the actual level of reuse (the second hand 
parts markets would need to be radically different in the Netherlands and the UK). 
Further analysis of the approach taken to calculate reuse in all Member States should be 
carried out, as noted by the authors of the validation report. 

Accounting for Post-shredder Material Flows 

One point about the variable definition of treatment is noted in the 2014 Fitness check 
study noted: 

“For  instance,  the  use  of  plastic  streams  obtained  by post-shredder  treatment  in  
a  blast  furnace  is  counted  as  recycling  by  some  Member  States  and “thermal 
recovery” by others. Thus, the reported recycling and recovery rates by Member 
States are not always comparable and can be overestimated.”106 

Interviews with stakeholders suggested that the variation might instead be due to the 
different ways in which the shredder light fraction can be used (either in thermal or non-

                                                      

 

106 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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thermal recovery processes). For example, shredder light fraction can be sent of an EfW 
plant as a refuse derived fuel (RDF) or be combined with resins as an infill in the 
manufacture of plastics products. Therefore, the statement in the Fitness Check is not 
necessarily correct as post-shredder plastics streams could indeed be sent to thermal 
recovery or recycling. 

The ELV Directive or Decision does not require Member States to provide detailed 
information on infrastructure (i.e. the difference between ATFs and shredders) or the 
use of post-shredder technologies. Moreover, there is no clear guidance on how to 
account for outputs of post-shredder technologies. This point was raised in the 2014 
Fitness Check: 

“France   expressed a need to agree on a common methodology at the EU level on 
how to calculate the performance of Post-shredder technologies as they greatly 
influence the achievement of the targets.” 

Variation in Approach to Accounting for Imports 

There are also some issues with a variation in approach to accounting for imports. There 
is a risk that ELVs imported to a country for depollution (following final deregistration), 
or carcasses for shredding, are recorded in one country in the total number of ELVs but 
accounted for in the treatment data of the importing country. Stakeholders noted that 
this may occur because shredder facilities might not know where the (depolluted / 
dismantled) carcase comes from. There was a view that a lot of trade is taking place in 
“central” Europe for such metal scrap, and issues with reporting could arise. It was also 
mentioned, in relation to this point, that stakeholders are quite reluctant to address this 
issue; probably because there is a high value in the metal content of ELVs. 

This issue is highlighted by the Commission Decision, which draws reference to potential 
problems with double counting, indicating that the MS should include in the Quality 
Reports “description of actions undertaken by the country to avoid double counting of 
ELVs and components”. In the guidance document “How to report on end-of-life vehicles 
according to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC” it is also noted that “Difficulties might 
appear in cases of import of ELVs, de-polluted ELVs, carcases or parts of ELVs where the 
shredding facility is not aware that these (shredder input-) materials are imported”.  

A few Member States countered the industry view, saying that imported amounts are 
minimal, while most mentioned that those are not included, one reason for that being as 
they are not issued CoDs. It is worth noting, though, the Swedish response: “All ELVs 
scrapped in Sweden will be included in the reporting no matter if the ELVs are imported 
or not.” This contradicts the guidance, where it is clearly stated that imports should be 
excluded. 

Variation in Approach to Accounting for Exports 

Regarding exports, most Member States interviewed noted that data related to exports 
was missing (i.e. exported ELVs or their parts or data on the final treatment of exported 
ELVs or their parts) because the source data was unavailable (as indicated by Croatia, 
Finland, Slovak Republic and the UK). The Croatian Quality Report states that “The 
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treatment facilities lack information on the final treatment of exported materials and 
thus have reported them as being fully recycled”. This assumption seems to apply to both 
the data on ELVs treated in Croatia and the data on ELVs exported to other countries for 
final treatment. The result is that Croatia reported a total reuse and recycling rate and a 
total reuse and recovery rate of 100% in 2013, which is highly unlikely in practice. 
Furthermore, this approach is not disallowed by the Eurostat guidance document on 
how to report on end-of-life vehicles, according to Commission Decision 2005/293. In 
the case of exports, according to the guidance document, “if no evidence for recycling or 
recovery is established, the exported material shall be regarded as disposed of”. Member 
States might have every reason to believe that they are sending ELVs for recycling or 
recovery, but they might not know the % so they choose 100%. The wording of the 
guidance should say something similar to ‘unless information has been obtained 
regarding the extent of recycling and recovery, then the ELVs should be reported as X% 
recycled and Y% recovered’ (where X and Y might be zero, or there might be a range of 
X’s and Y’s according to the quality of supporting info). In Croatia the magnitude of the 
issue is in the order of 10%-20% difference in reuse and recovery rate, as most rates 
across the EU are in the order 80-90%. 

Summary 

The exact magnitude of these issues is difficult to quantify, but reuse and recovery rates 
in Croatia could be substantially different to the actual figures, for example. Moreover, 
stakeholders interviewed in this study noted that there was a wide variation in 
approaches to how Member States track the treatment of ELVs, with some saying the 
data was fairly questionable. The potentially wide variation in how ELV treatment is 
reported appears to be an issue of concern. The most likely causes are the wide 
allowable variation of approaches in the legislation, the lack of robust data reporting 
systems at the national level and the lack of enforcement of illegal ATFs (see above). 

To deal with a number of issues above a solid registration and accounting system is 
required. This was recommended by stakeholders in the Netherlands during interviews 
in this study, and was also commented on during the 2014 Fitness check study: 

“Austria, Belgium, Denmark and the Netherlands are said to have efficient reporting 
systems. The  Netherlands  has  implemented  an  electronic  system where  all 
facilities  involved  in  treatment  of  ELVs  are  linked  and  where  data  are  regularly 
reinforced by statistical studies.”107 

The recommendation would be to mandate robust data reporting systems following a 
research or pilot study from the Commission, taking into account the good practice in 
countries like the Netherlands. The system for recording ELV treatment should then be 

                                                      

 

107 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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transposed into an EU wide standard, like ISO:9001, and subject to third party 
accreditation. This would cover ATFs and shredder facilities. 

The approach to tracking vehicle carcasses in the Netherlands, in relation to identifying 
illegal ATFs, is also relevant for mitigating issues with incorrect reporting of imported 
carcasses, and should be considered. There are also some good practice examples of 
enforcement in the Netherlands, and in the UK regarding data recording. 

Good practice – Dutch ELV data auditing 

A number of useful approaches to auditing the ELV treatment data were discussed with 
stakeholders in the Netherlands. For example, reported data on fluids collected from the 
ATF can be compared with the total number of ELVs treated and average weights of 
fluids. If the estimated amount is much higher than the actual amount this would be an 
indication that depollution was not being carried out properly, and/or the data were 
inaccurate. Checks of the total weight of ELV treated against CoDs issued can be made, 
and on the weight of body shells entering shredder facilities, i.e. if too high it is likely the 
car is not depolluted or dismantled properly. 

Good practice – UK approach to accounting for reuse 

A number of stakeholders across the EU suggested that accounting for reuse is difficult 
as the weight of reuse is required for reporting under the Directive, whereas 
transactions for spare parts sold for reuse are rarely done on a weight basis. The UK 
Government has developed spreadsheets with average weights of different parts for 
dismantlers to use. This makes the process simpler and more accurate as dismantlers no 
longer have to estimate / guess the weight. 

Recommendations: 

 Develop a mandatory ELV treatment data standard which outlines a common 
approach to data reporting, accredited through third party auditors; 

 Implement electronic registries to accurately track treatment data, based upon 
EU good practice; and 

 Produce guidance for Member States on how to effectively audit ATFs and 
shredder facilities. 

6.4.3.2 Significant Changes in Stocking of ELVs and Parts 

As ELVs could be generated in one year, i.e. when a CoD is issued, but the actual 
dismantling, and final treatment of parts and materials, can occur in subsequent years, 
the target calculations might be skewed if significant stocking takes place (and especially 
if the change in stocks is significant from one year to the next). This would mean that the 
figures reported to the Commission would be inaccurate and might not be comparable 
across Member States. Figure 6-4 shows an example of the various time delays that 
could occur through the treatment process. 
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Figure 6-4: Example ELV Treatment Time Lag 
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This time line could be a few months, or even, a few years, if operators stock carcasses in 
order to hedge on fluctuating material prices. 

During interviews, various stakeholders alluded to this issue. In Croatia, for example, 
ATFs will only report the weight of ELVs actually treated within the year, not the figures 
for the number of ELVs accepted for treatment, or sent for treatment. This means that if 
10 ELVs were sent and received by an ATF in 2013 but only eight were treated during 
2013, the remaining two will be reported as having been treated in later years, whilst the 
number of ELVs arising in 2013 would still be reported as 10. 

The validation report also makes mention of this issue: 

“Discrepancies might also occur due to stock storage effects. For instance when a 
vehicle is de-registered and the ATF issues a CoD, this ELV is not necessarily 
shredded in the same year. This might be an issue for consideration when 
discussing the review of the Commission Decision.” 

This effect also relates to individual elements of ELVs. For example, due to the fact that it 
is not always economically feasible to recycle fluids, especially for small ATFs, it is 
common for fluids to be collected and treated in other countries, and at quite different 
points in time: in some cases, the collection frequency for stored fluids might be a few 
years (since transport of small quantities of liquids might be difficult to justify on cost 
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grounds). Therefore, there may be no recycling of fluids in one year, but an unfeasibly 
high, even greater than 100%, rate of recycling the next year. This issue has only been 
highlighted by the UK. However it is believed, that other Member States would face 
similar issues.  

This effect can be quite significant, as in Germany, which reported a recycling rate above 
100 %. According to the information provided in the Quality Report, the German 
recycling rate since 2010 exceeded 100 % due to the postponed treatment and 
recycling/recovery of accumulated ELVs following the introduction of an Environmental 
Premium in 2009 to incentivise the scrapping of old vehicles. It was noted that once the 
backlog from the Environmental Premium has been cleared completely, the recycling 
rates in Germany will return to normal, i.e. close to 100%. This is indicated by an 
“Adjusted” recycling rate, recalculated in order to gauge the effect of the Environmental 
Premium, which shows the recycling rate to be 99.7 % for the year 2013. 

This issue should continue to be tracked by Eurostat’s waste data centre team, and an 
investigation of how this stocking issue could be mitigated in the report should be 
undertaken. 

6.4.4 ELV Exports 

6.4.4.1 Difficulty in Distinguishing between ELVs and Used Vehicles 
during Export 

To date, the whereabouts of many ELVs generated in the EU are unknown, potentially as 
they are exported to outside the EU. As a result, the statistics on ELVs treatment are not 
necessarily an accurate representation of the reality.  

During the interviews with Member States it became apparent that a considerable 
number of vehicles which are de-registered in the Member States are exported as used 
cars, as opposed to being exported as ELVs. This means that a large number of ELVs are 
exported illegally. This is a problem because those exported “used cars” become waste 
(ELVs) outside of the EU and may not be treated according to the EU standards, resulting 
in higher risks of environmental pollution (see Section 6.4.4.2 below). It is, however, not 
currently possible to estimate the amount of these ‘wrongly designated’ exports, and to 
account for them appropriately in the reporting to the Commission. Consequently, the 
waste statistics reported by Member States on ELVs are not directly comparable. This is 
also highlighted in the 2014 Fitness Check study: 

“One  crucial  factor  favouring  the  illegal  shipment  of  ELVs  is  the  difficulty  of  
distinguishing between  ELVs  and  used  cars.  The  question  of  when  a  used  car  
ceases  to  be  a  product  and becomes  waste  according   to   the   Waste   
Framework  Directive   (2008/98/EC)   is answered   in different ways across Member 
States.” 

There are differences in the definitions of end-of-life vehicles and used cars between the 
Member States, which seems to be a contributing factor to the illegal shipment of ELVs. 
The waste shipment correspondents, produced some additional guidelines in 2011; 
“Correspondents' Guidelines No 9 on shipment of waste vehicles”. However, these 
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guidelines are not legally binding so the problem persists, as noted in the ELV 
Whereabouts study:108 

“In practice, it is difficult to distinguish between a used vehicle and an ELV. The 
Correspondents’ Guidelines No 9 on shipment of waste vehicles defines criteria for the 
differentiation between second-hand vehicles and ELVs. However, this document is 
not legally binding except for in the few Member States that incorporated the 
Guidelines’ content into the law, such as Austria and the Wallonia region in Belgium.” 

Export of ELVs as ‘used vehicles’ should be, at least partly, hindered by the measures 
introduced in the new Circular Economy package. Some of the financial incentives to be 
put in place include a take-back system and the introduction of a burden of proof for the 
exporter, to ensure that the vehicle being exported is indeed a used car. Furthermore, 
the exchange of information between the manufacturer, the final owner of the ELV and 
recyclers shall be made more transparent, which should help address the issue 
somewhat. This is important for the statistics being reported on ELVs, as it should 
minimise the amount of exported ELVs designated as used cars, and thereby lead to 
more accurate and reliable data on the amount of exported ELVs being reported. 

Stakeholders also indicated that EU registration systems should be linked up, such that if 
a vehicle is deregistered in one country, and designated as an ELV, then is re-registered 
in another country, this would automatically be flagged up. 

The ELV Whereabouts study also includes some preliminary findings that would improve 
the situation.109 This includes: 

 enhancing the data reporting obligations by requiring Member States to submit 
further data on imports and exports; 

 making Correspondents Guidance No 9 legally binding; and 

 establishing procedures to require certain documentation for exporting “old” 
vehicles (e.g. > 14 years). 

Recommendations: 

 Make Correspondents' Guidelines No 9 on shipment of  waste  vehicles legally 
binding in revisions to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC; 

 Introduce a burden of proof for the exporter, to ensure that the vehicle being 
exported is indeed a used car not an ELV; 

 Introduce a new table for reporting on vehicle exports in Commission Decision 
2005/293/EC; and 

 Ensure EU registration systems are linked up to track re-registrations etc. 

                                                      

 

108 http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/index.php?id=49  
109 P. 16, 
http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/fileadmin/images/Consultation1_Docs/_4__Findings_ELV_workshop.pd
f  

http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/index.php?id=49
http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/fileadmin/images/Consultation1_Docs/_4__Findings_ELV_workshop.pdf
http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/fileadmin/images/Consultation1_Docs/_4__Findings_ELV_workshop.pdf
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6.4.4.2 Lack of Certainty about whether Exported ELVs are Treated in 
Accordance with Community Standards 

The Quality Report template Chapter A, Section 4 states that Member States shall 
provide: 

“evidence (see Article 2 (2)) on the kind of treatment ((recycling (F1) / recovery (F2) / 
disposal (F3)) in the case of export. If no evidence for recycling (F1) or recovery (F2) is 
established, the exported material shall be regarded as disposed of (F3).” 

However, there is little further description on what type of evidence is required or strict 
monitoring of this requirement during the validation process, leading to potentially 
inaccurate data if Member States are reporting export to countries outside of the EU 
where treatment is not meeting Community standards. As noted above, Croatia reports 
all ELVs exported as 100% reused / recovered: it most likely has no evidence of the reuse 
/ recovery performance, but it might well have evidence of the type of treatment.  

The validation report also states: 

High export and at the same time only a small share of disposal: 

We recommend particular attention to the countries HR, LT, MT, IS, asking for 
clarification, and if there is any evidence that the export is effectively recycled / 
recovered and which proportion of the export has been disposed of. 

Some stakeholders indicated that one potential reason for lack of evidence is that the 
Member States haven’t implemented the legal powers to require ATFs to provide 
evidence on the final treatment of exported ELVs, despite Table 3 in Commission 
Decision 2005/293/EC requiring Member States to report this data. However, many of 
the Member States reported low levels of export or have not mentioned this as an issue. 
What is probably more likely is that exports of ELVs to countries outside the EU are 
mostly occurring illegally (see previous section). To improve data accuracy some 
additional measures could be taken though. 

Recommendations: 

 Provide a detailed guidance document on how to account for ELVs and 
components exported outside of the EU. 

6.4.5 Wider Statistical Framework 

6.4.5.1 Inconsistent Definition of Recycling between ELV Directive and 
WFD 

Regarding backfilling there are discrepancies in the definitions of recycling and recovery 
between the ELV Directive and the revised Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC). 
The definition of recycling in the WFD excludes, from recycling, “reprocessing into 
materials that are to be used as fuels or for backfilling operations”, while this is included 
in the definition of recycling in the ELV Directive, as this points to the Waste Framework 
Directive from 1975: 
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“8. ‘recovery’ means any of the applicable operations provided for in Annex IIB to 
Directive 75/442/EEC” 

Taking into account the weight of shredder residues (~20% of ELV weight), tyres (~ 3.5% 
of ELV weight) and glass (~3% of ELV weight), which are materials that may be backfilled, 
it becomes clear that whether this operation is defined as recovery or not, could be a 
deciding factor in compliance with the targets. 

In the Circular Economy Package it is suggested to have “Simplified and improved 
definitions and harmonised calculation methods for recycling rates throughout the 
EU”.110 Nevertheless, it is not clear whether their measures will solve the above 
mentioned issue, as the proposed revisions to the ELV Directive do not explicitly state 
that the definition of recovery will be harmonised with the WFD. 

The guidance document suggests that one approach would be to add backfilling to the 
ELV reporting tables: however, it would seem much more sensible to ensure the 
definitions are harmonised (and that references to outdated versions of Directives are 
avoided). No information was available on the extent to which backfilled material from 
ELV treatment is currently included in the recovery targets, so the magnitude of the 
issue could not be determined. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure definition of recovery is harmonised with the WFD during the revisions 
to the ELV Directive such that backfilling is excluded from the ELV recovery 
targets. 

6.4.5.2 No Legally Binding Requirement for Structure or Content of 
Quality Reports 

The lack of legally binding guidance on how to complete the quality reports means that 
not all Member States follow whatever guidance is currently available (e.g. the Eurostat 
guidance document on “How to report on end-of-life vehicles”111). Furthermore, Member 
States tend to interpret guidance differently, leading to reporting which may not always 
be comparable across the Member States. Four out of the seven Member States 
reviewed in more detail did not provide all the information required in the quality 
reports (i.e. Croatia, Finland, Slovak Republic and the UK). 

Furthermore, due to the fact that the quality reports are not publically available, there is 
a lack of transparency on the reporting by Member States. Making the quality reports 
publically available could potentially address this issue, and might even lead to an 
improvement in the quality of the information provided. This point was also observed in 
the DG Environment public consultation addressing potential measures to improve the 

                                                      

 

110 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm  
111 Eurostat (2013) How to Report on End of Life vehicles According to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC, 
May 2013 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/index_en.htm
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implementation of certain aspects of the Directive on end-of-life vehicles (in the ELV 
whereabouts study).112 

As a minor point, it is noted that there are a lot of reporting requirements, suggestions 
and examples on what to put in the Quality Report. It seems difficult to know exactly 
what has been reported on or not. A check list approach could be used to ensure 
important information is not missed, or alternatively, a more detailed Quality Report 
template could be created, which might lead to reduced efforts in respect of verification. 
The lack of a detailed description of what is required may also be a reason why the 
Quality Reports are not completed entirely consistently. 

Recommendations: 

 Make all the information that is required to effectively judge the quality of the 
statistics obligatory in the Quality Reports, and update Eurostat guidance 
document template to be more detailed; and 

 Make quality reports easily available to the public alongside the data 
disseminated by Eurostat. 

6.4.5.3 Varying Member State Approaches to Data Verification 

The use of verification methods for data validation varies significantly across the 
Member States, and in some instances no data verification is undertaken at all. 
Approaches vary from a one stage formal check (of structure or content; as done in 
Slovakia), to three stages of data validation (as performed in France and UK), including 
3rd party audit. Fundamentally, validation should be done at the earliest stage of data 
collection as possible, since it should cover the whole process of data collection. In 
general, validation of generation and treatment of ELVs is limited due to a lack of a 
“balance sheet” in statistics regarding ELVs, including, but not limited to, the possible 
double counts in reported ELV arisings, varying pre-treatment techniques, partial 
dismantling before treatment (e.g. discarded vehicles), and weight losses. Thus the 
plausibility check when comparing/validating waste generation and waste treatment 
statistics lacks a clear ‘balancing’ approach, and as a result, might be said to rely rather 
more on judgement and expertise as a result.  

Given that there are no requirements for Member States to verify waste statistics on ELV 
before reporting to the Commission, it is not surprising that Member States use different 
methods. 

Recommendations: 

 Develop a minimum standard for data verification at the Member State level 
and mandate through Commission Decision 2005/293/EC. 

                                                      

 

112 Oeko-Institut e.V. (2016) DG Environment public consultation addressing potential measures to 
improve the implementation of certain aspects of the Directive on end-of-life vehicles, with emphasis on 
ELVs of unknown whereabouts, http://elv.whereabouts.oeko.info/index.php?id=58  
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6.5 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to ELVs Data 
Reporting 

This section provides a summary of the priority actions related to ELV reporting that 
have been analysed in the study. They are structured according to whether the action is 
to be carried out at the national or European level. Finally, an overview of the likely costs 
of the intervention is given. 
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Table 6-5: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to End-of-Life Vehicle Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Update national vehicle registration systems to ensure vehicles not in 
use are fully tracked until they are permanently deregistered. 

Cost: the cost to Member States to change national registration systems 
to account for the new definitions is not known as detailed research on 
this matter would be required, but could be 10’s to 100’s of thousand 
Euros. 

 Define clear and common definitions of registration and ‘permanent 
cancellation’ in the ELV Directive for use by all Member States. 

 Ensure EU registration systems are linked up to track re-registrations. 

 Mandate improved reporting on the stock of road vehicles and status 
of registrations. 

 Encourage Member States to implement vehicle registration systems 
that provide disincentives for vehicles to be abandoned. 

 Make clear in the Guidance for Member States if abandoned, burned 
out or incomplete ELVs shall be included into reporting or not. 

 Introduce electronic notifications of Certificates of Destruction by 
national authorities, including the exchange of information among 
Member States for issuing CoDs for imported and exported vehicles. 

Cost: The implementation of an electronic CoD system may be in the order 
of €100k to over €1m depending on the complexity of the system and 
scale of the sector in a given Member State. 

 Mandate the introduction of electronic notifications of CoDs by 
national authorities, including the exchange of information for issuing 
CoDs for imported and exported vehicles. 

 Implement policies that ensure all ATFs issue a Certificate of 
Destruction to the holder/owner of the ELV when it is dismantled. 

Cost: varying cost depending on the type of policy. Using the registration 
system to enable this after it had been updated to use new definitions 
might not be that costly. The administrative cost could still be 100’s of 
thousands of Euros, depending on the size and complexity of the national 
system. Implementing deposit refund systems could be more expensive 
and the cost would be highly variable so is not estimated here. 

 Implement electronic registries to accurately track treatment data, 
based upon EU good practice. The registries should track flows 
within, and to and from the country, including ensuring the final 
treatment of exported ELVs are also recorded. They should include 
the flows to and from shredders, as well as the nature of the 
technology used. 

 Develop a mandatory ELV treatment data standard which outlines a 
common approach to data reporting, accredited through third party 
auditors. The standard could describe how items for reuse can be 
measured, and how ELV carcasses could be tracked to shredding 
facilities, for example. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: the cost of implementing systems to meet the required minimum 
standard would depend on the existing situation so cannot be estimated 
with any certainty. However, this could be a few hundred of thousand 
Euros to a million or more. 

 Provide a detailed guidance document on how to account for ELVs 
and components exported outside of the EU. The document could 
include details on what mechanisms and tools could be used to 
capture data on exports, such as requiring dismantlers to submit 
information on ELVs they know are being exported. 

 Introduce a burden of proof for the exporter, to ensure that the 
vehicle being exported is indeed a used car not an ELV. 

Cost: exact nature of a potential system to be determined at the national 
level. This may include providing some evidence from a qualified mechanic 
that the vehicle is no longer road worthy and uneconomic to repair. This 
could cost hundreds or over a million Euros per year. 

 Make Correspondents' Guidelines No 9 on shipment of waste vehicles 
legally binding in revisions to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC. 

 Introduce a new table for reporting on vehicle exports in Commission 
Decision 2005/293/EC. 

 Member States to provide incentives for illegal operators to register 
as ATFs 

Cost: varying cost depending on existing situation and cost of measure. 

 Member States to develop inspection plans to ensure all ATFs are 
identified and compliant with national regulations on the depollution 
and dismantling of ELVs. 

Cost: varying cost to develop inspection plans depending on number of 
ATFs and level of inspection and enforcement activity. However, this 
should not be more than 10’s of thousands of Euros to develop an 
inspection plan. 

 European Commission to mandate the use of inspection plans for the 
Member States. 

 Produce guidance for Member States on how to effectively audit 
ATFs and shredder facilities 

 Member States to multiply inspections to treatment facilities to 
inspect legality and impose penalties or close down illegals. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: varying cost depending on number of ATFs and the level of 
inspection and enforcement activity required. Inspecting 1,000 ATFs per 
year could cost around €250,000, for example113. 

 Improve the quality of data through ensuring robust data verification 
procedures are carried out. 

Cost: The cost of improving data validation would be dependent upon the 
level of detail of existing data capture systems, the extent to which they 
are digital or paper based – and the nature of any digital system – and the 
availability of other source of information for corroboration. Implementing 
basic checks which are not currently done at all would not be costly. A 
possible range in costs might be in the order of €5k to €20k. 

 Develop a minimum standard for data verification at the Member 
State level and mandate through Commission Decision 2005/293/EC  

 Support Member States to ensure all required data is captured 
through working groups and training sessions. 

 Update Commission Decision 2005/293 to mandate the submission of 
shredder campaign quality reports, include data on post-shredder, 
and update the quality report template. 

 Make quality reports easily available to the public alongside the data 
disseminated by Eurostat. 

 Ensure definition of recovery is harmonised with the WFD during the 
revisions to the ELV Directive such that backfilling is excluded from 
the ELV recovery targets. 

 

 

                                                      

 

113 Assuming each ATF requires 2 days of administration time, 1 day for the inspection and 1 for write up of a report. Each inspector could work 235 days per year 
and the cost of an inspector was €30k per year. 
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7.0 WEEE 

This section focuses on the data reporting requirements and steps related to the 
calculation of the WEEE collection and recycling targets. The following main sections set 
out the analysis that has been carried out: 

 Summary of WEEE Data Reporting Requirements; 

 Key Steps in WEEE Data Reporting by Member States; 

 Identification of Issues Relating to WEEE Data Reporting; 

 Analysis of Issues Relating to WEEE Data Reporting; and 

 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WEEE Data Reporting. 

7.1 Background and Definitions 

Nine million tonnes of WEEE were generated in the EU in 2005 and that was expected to 
increase to more than 12 million tonnes by 2020, however, the trend over the 10 years 
since then show fluctuating quantities at a little over 9 million tonnes.114 WEEE is a 
complex mixture of materials and components and contains hazardous materials as well 
as expensive and scarce resources.  

Directive 2002/96/EC115 on waste electrical and electronic equipment was the first 
Directive to address how to improve the environmental management of WEEE and to 
enhance the resource efficiency of collection, treatment and recycling of electrical and 
electronic equipment at the end of its life. It entered into force in February 2003 and 
provided for the creation of collection points at retailers, and public collection points 
where consumers can return their WEEE free of charge. The aim of these systems was to 
increase the collection rates and to ensure the proper treatment of WEEE.  

Directive 2002/96/EC and its amendments (see Annex XI) was repealed by Directive 
2012/19/EU, known as the WEEE Recast (hereafter the WEEE Directive) and this became 
effective on 14 February 2014. Article 2(1) of the recast Directive widens the scope of 
the Directive 2002/96/EC on WEEE (“the old WEEE Directive” in this report) from 10 
categories, to effectively all electrical and electronic equipment (EEE), set out under six 
broad categories (from August 2018). This is important as confusion over scope (i.e. 
what is in and out) currently affects the accuracy of reporting in terms of the Placed on 
the Market (POM) calculation. Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 will 

                                                      

 

114 European Commission (2015) Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE), 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/index_en.htm 
115 Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27th January 2003 on Waste 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) (OJ L 37/24 of 13.2.2003) 
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further establish the methodology for the calculation of the quantity of EEE placed on 
the market and of the quantity of WEEE generated. 

The definitions of producer and distributor are also very relevant to the data issues: 

‘Producer’ means any natural or legal person who, irrespective of the selling technique 
used, including distance communication within the meaning of Directive 97/7/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council of 20 May 1997 on the protection of consumers 
in respect of distance contracts: 

(i) is established in a Member State and manufactures EEE under his own name or 
trademark, or has EEE designed or manufactured and markets it under his name or 
trademark within the territory of that Member State; 

(ii) is established in a Member State and resells within the territory of that Member 
State, under his own name or trademark, equipment produced by other suppliers, a 
reseller not being regarded as the ‘producer’ if the brand of the producer appears on 
the equipment, as provided for in point (i); 

(iii) is established in a Member State and places on the market of that Member State, 
on a professional basis, EEE from a third country or from another Member State; or 

(iv) sells EEE by means of distance communication directly to private households or 
to users other than private households in a Member State, and is established in 
another Member State or in a third country. 

‘Distributor’ means any natural or legal person in the supply chain, who makes EEE 
available on the market. This definition does not prevent a distributor from being, at the 
same time, a producer. 

7.1.1 Producer Registers 

Each producer, or their authorised representative (where appointed under Article 17 of 
the Directive), has to be registered and have the possibility of entering all relevant 
information online in their national register reflecting their activities in that Member 
State. In practice, in some Member States producers may register directly onto 
electronic registers monitored by the relevant national institution, or in others the 
collective scheme to which they enrol may register all affiliated producers to the national 
register on their behalf. In any case the registration of producers enables the national 
authority to monitor producers of EEE for data reporting purposes.  

Information to be submitted upon registration is as follows according to Annex X to the 
WEEE Directive: 

1) Name and address of the producer or of the authorised representative where 
appointed under Article 17 of the WEEE Directive (postal code and location, 
street name and number, country, telephone and fax number, e-mail, as well as a 
contact person). In the case of an authorised representative as defined in Article 
17, also the contact details of the producer that is represented. 

2) National identification code of the producer, including European tax number or 
national tax number of the producer. 
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3) Category of EEE set out in Annex I or III to the WEEE Directive, as appropriate. 
4) Type of EEE (household or other than household equipment). 
5) Brand name of EEE. 
6) Information on how the producer meets its responsibilities: individual or 

collective scheme, including information on financial guarantee. 
7) Selling technique used (e.g. distance selling). 
8) Declaration stating that the information provided is true. 

A change under the recast was that distance sellers (under Article 17) have to appoint an 
Authorised Representative in the Member State in which they are selling so as to fulfil 
their obligations as a producer. The aim is to reduce free-rider activity, but of course, this 
still requires enforcement, which is not a simple matter.  

It is also worth noting that under Article 18, Member States have to ensure that 
authorities responsible for implementing the Directive cooperate with each other, in 
particular to establish an adequate flow of information between national registers to 
ensure that producers comply with the provisions of the Directive. 

7.1.2 WEEE Separate Collection  

In accordance with Article 5 of the WEEE Directive, Member States shall ensure that 
“systems are set up allowing final holders and distributors to return such waste at least 
free of charge. Member States shall ensure the availability and accessibility of the 
necessary collection facilities, taking into account, in particular, the population density”.  

Moreover, “when supplying a new product, distributors are responsible for ensuring that 
such waste can be returned to the distributor at least free of charge on a one-to-one 
basis as long as the equipment is of equivalent type and has fulfilled the same functions 
as the supplied equipment”. In addition, “distributors provide for the collection, at retail 
shops with sales areas relating to EEE of at least 400 m2, or in their immediate proximity, 
of very small WEEE (no external dimension more than 25 cm) free of charge to end-users 
and with no obligation to buy EEE of an equivalent type”. A derogation for these retailer 
obligations is allowed where there is a Distributor Take Back scheme to support 
alternative free collection.   

To accomplish these requirements “producers are allowed to set up and to operate 
individual and/or collective take-back systems for WEEE from private households”. In any 
case, according to Article 12 “each producer shall be responsible for financing the 
operations referred to in paragraph 1 relating to the waste from his own products. The 
producer may choose to fulfil this obligation either individually or by joining a collective 
scheme”. These collective schemes are typically Producer Responsibility Organisations 
(PROs) funded and formed by producers, which in turn, must usually be authorised by 
the national authority.  

The collection, treatment and accounting system for WEEE collected and treated must 
both demonstrate that the general national targets are met but also that each producer 
can demonstrate it has fulfilled its individual obligations. As WEEE will be collected and 
dealt through collective schemes, where there is more than one PRO in a given country, 



212    09/10/2017 

some PROs can end up with surplus WEEE credit notes, and some can end up with a 
deficit. Consequently some countries, such as the UK, have an end of year settlement 
centre to allow trading to ensure that all parties concerned are fairly represented and 
meet their targets. 

Germany has an alternative system that uses a ‘Clearinghouse’ (Stiftung Ear), according 
to the Electrical and Electronic Equipment Act (ElektroG).  Stiftung Ear was founded by 
producers in conjunction with the incorporation of the WEEE Directive into national law. 
The Stiftung Ear ensures the correct implementation of the ElektroG, as it performs the 
following functions: 

 Registration of producers that place electrical and electronic equipment on the 
market in Germany.   

 Collection of data on the amounts of electrical and electronic equipment placed 
on the market.   

 Co-ordination of the provision of containers and the take-back of waste electrical 
and electronic equipment at the public waste disposal authorities (öffentlich-
rechtliche Entsorgungsträger, örE).   

 Report of the annual flow of amounts to the Federal Environment Agency.   

 Identification of free-riders and the reporting of these to the Federal 
Environment Agency 

Operational tasks, such as the taking-back of electrical and electronic waste, logistics, 
sorting, dismantling and recycling, and then, disposal, are not performed by Stiftung Ear.  
The producers have been responsible for these themselves since 24th March 2006.  They 
are economically and functionally responsible for the recycling and disposal of electrical 
and electronic waste.  

In terms of business to business (B2B) WEEE across the EU, this is not part of the general 
collection and financing arrangements. The general practice is that for ‘new’ WEEE 
(waste coming from EEE which was placed on the market after 13 August 2005) and 
‘historic’ WEEE on a like for like replacement basis, the supplier (or their PRO) should 
collect and treat the WEEE free of charge, although the Directive does allow for 
contractual arrangements with a ‘get out’ clause (i.e. Article 13 of the Directive allows 
producers of B2B WEEE to determine their own arrangements, and many producers will 
have clause in the supply contract saying they are not responsible for financing or 
collecting their products the end of their life). In this case, and for ‘orphan’ WEEE (such 
as old fax machines where the producer no longer exists), the WEEE is ‘unobligated’: 
there does, however, generally remain a duty on the company discarding the WEEE still 
to have it collected and treated to the standards required under the WEEE requirements. 
Small businesses might also be able to take WEEE to a household WEEE collection point.   

Unobligated/unreported WEEE, which is treated, but which does not fall within the 
obligated companies / PRO system, is an important area of potential data mis-reporting. 
Unreported WEEE includes: 

 a proportion of B2B WEEE;  
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 retailer returns of EEE from customers that subsequently becomes WEEE; and 

 WEEE collected in most cases with other metal/ scrap waste by operators who do 
not have a contract with the PRO and do not report the relevant quantities to 
them or to the national authorities.  

Some of this will be treated in authorised WEEE recycling/treatment plants, although 
some will follows other routes, notably: 

 scrap metal collections, in the case of non-hazardous WEEE appliances such as 
washing machines and dishwashers; and 

 preparation for reuse, including the third sector (i.e. the part of an economy or 
society comprising non-governmental and non-profit-making organizations or 
associations, including charities, voluntary and community groups, cooperatives, 
etc), where the site carrying out the activity is not an approved WEEE treatment 
facility.   

7.2 Targets and Data Reporting Requirements 

The WEEE Recast notably changed the collection targets and the method for calculating 
collection rates, which were previously set at 4 kg of WEEE from private households only 
per inhabitant per year.  

From 2016, the minimum collection rate has been 45% calculated on the basis of the 
total weight of WEEE collected (in accordance with Articles 5 and 6) in a given year in the 
Member State concerned, expressed as a percentage of the average weight of EEE 
placed on the market in the three preceding years in that Member State. From 2019, the 
minimum collection rate to be achieved annually is 65% of the average weight of EEE 
placed on the market in the three preceding years in the Member State concerned, or 
alternatively, 85 % of WEEE generated on the territory of that Member State. 

For the separately collected WEEE, product-specific minimum recycling and recovery 
targets apply as outlined in Annex V of the Directive and summarised in Table 7-1.  

Table 7-1. Quantitative targets on WEEE as described in Annex V of the 
Directive 2012/19/EU on waste electrical and electronic equipment. 

Period Annex Category 
Prepared for re-
use and recycled 

Recovery 

15 August 2015 - 14 
August 2018 

I 1 or 10 80% 85% 

15 August 2015 - 14 
August 2018 

I 3 or 4 70% 80% 

15 August 2015 - 14 
August 2018 

I 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 or 9 55% 75% 
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Period Annex Category 
Prepared for re-
use and recycled 

Recovery 

15 August 2015 - 14 
August 2018 

I Gas discharge lamps 80% - 

From 15 August 2018 III 1 or 4 80% 85% 

From 15 August 2018 III 2 70% 80% 

From 15 August 2018 III 5 or 6 55% 75% 

From 15 August 2018 III 3 80% - 

Source: Directive 2012/19/EU on waste electrical and electronic equipment 

 

The WEEE Directive entails a number of reporting obligations that stem from the need to 
monitor progress towards target accomplishment. Specifically: 

 Article 7(2) states that information on separate collection should be “transmitted 
to the Member States free of charge, including at least information on WEEE that 
has been (a) received by collection and treatment facilities; (b) received by 
distributors; (c) separately collected by producers or third parties acting on their 
behalf”.  

 Article 10 deals with waste shipments, and it implies that information on 
treatment carried out in other Member States and third countries should be 
retrieved (see below). 

 Article 11(4) states that “Member States shall ensure that, for the purpose of 
calculating these targets, producers or third parties acting on their behalf keep 
records on the weight of WEEE, its components, materials or substances when 
leaving (output) the collection facility, entering (input) and leaving (output) the 
treatment facilities and when entering (input) the recovery or recycling/preparing 
for re-use facility. Member States shall also ensure that, for the purposes of 
paragraph 6, records on the weight of products and materials when leaving 
(output) the recovery or recycling/preparing for re-use facility are kept.” 

 Article 16 contains the main reporting obligations for the Member State. Article 
16(1) establishes the obligation for MS to draw up a national register of 
producers. Article 16(4) states that “Member States shall collect information, 
including substantiated estimates, on an annual basis, on the quantities and 
categories of EEE placed on their markets, collected through all routes, prepared 
for re-use, recycled and recovered within the Member State, and on separately 
collected WEEE exported, by weight.” Moreover, “Member States shall, at three-
year intervals, send a report to the Commission on the implementation of this 
Directive and on the information set out in paragraph 4. The implementation 
report shall be drawn up on the basis of a questionnaire laid down in Commission 
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Decisions 2004/249/EC116 and 2005/369/EC117. The report shall be made available 
to the Commission within nine months of the end of the three-year period covered 
by it” (Article 16(5)). Commission Decision 2004/249/EC118 outlines the format of 
the questionnaire to be filled in by Member States and sent to the Commission; 

 Annex X offers detailed information on the requirements regarding registration 
(part 1) and reporting (Part 2) as expressed in Article 16. Specifically for reporting 
the information required is: 

1. National identification code of the producer; 
2. Reporting period; 
3. Category of EEE set out in Annex I or III, as appropriate; 
4. Quantity of EEE placed on the national market, by weight per category; 
5. Quantity, by weight, of waste of EEE separately collected, recycled 

(including prepared for re-use), recovered and disposed of within the 
Member State or shipped within or outside the Union per category; 

 

Furthermore, Decision 2005/369/EC119 sets out the specific formats in which information 
should be submitted to Eurostat. The Decision includes four articles addressing general 
guidelines for the completion of two tables enclosed in the Annex to the Decision. The 
first table outlines the items to be reported, which includes: 

 Electrical and electronic equipment put on the market; 

 WEEE collected from private households; 

 WEEE collected other than from private households; 

 Waste treated in the Member State; 

 Waste treated in another Member State; and 

 Waste treated outside the European Union. 

These items should be reported for each of the 10 product categories (until 2018), which 
are: 

1) Large household appliances;  

2) Small household appliances; 

3) IT and telecommunications equipment; 

4) Consumer equipment plus Photovoltaic Panels;  

                                                      

 

116 Commission Decision 2004/249/EC of 11 March 2004 concerning a questionnaire for Member State 
reports on the implementation of Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) (OJ L 78/56 of 16.3.2004) 
117 Commission Decision 2005/369/EC of 3 May 2005 laying down rules for monitoring compliance of 
Member States and establishing data formats for the purposes of Directive 2002/96/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on waste electrical and electronic equipment (OJ L 119/13 of 11.5.2005) 
118 Ibid.  
119 Ibid. 
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5) Lighting equipment;  

6) Electrical and electronic tools; 

7) Toys, leisure and sports equipment;  

8) Medical devices;  

9) Monitoring and control instruments; and 

10) Automatic dispensers.  

The second table is built on results from the first table and refers to the accomplishment 
of the targets listed below, to be reported for each of the 10 product categories: 

 Recovery (t) 

 Recovery rate (%); 

 Reuse and recycling (t);  

 Reuse and recycling rate (%); and 

 WEEE reused as a whole appliance (reported on a voluntary basis).  

Finally, the guidance document, ‘How to report on Waste Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (WEEE) according to Commission Decision 2005/369/EC’120 was revised by 
Eurostat in May 2015, prior to the last reporting period (Jun 2015) at the time of 
writing.121 This document outlines the main sections that should be included in the 
quality reports submitted by Member States on an annual basis and provides detailed 
information on definitions. 

7.3 Description of Key Steps in WEEE Data Reporting by 
Member States 

The description of the main steps of reporting on waste statistics relating to WEEE has 
been limited to nine representative Member States, selected because they have 
different types of data collection, data reporting and data verification systems in place. 
Appendix A.1.4 summarises the criteria used to select these Member States to ensure a 
representative sample.  

The Member States assessed were: 

 Cyprus; 

 France; 

 Germany; 

                                                      

 

120 Eurostat (2015) How to Report on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) according to 
Commission Decision 2005/369/EC, May 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf 
121 Close to publication a revised guidance document was released, but this was not assessed in this study 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-
20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
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 Latvia; 

 Luxembourg; 

 Poland; 

 Portugal; 

 Sweden; and 

 United Kingdom. 

Figure 7-1 presents an overview, at a high level, of the main steps, and stakeholders, 
involved in the process of reporting on WEEE, based on the information included in the 
Member States’ quality and implementation reports submitted as part of the reporting 
for the WEEE Directive. The detailed descriptions of the reporting steps in each of the 
representative Member States reviewed in this study are given in Appendix A.3.5. 

There is some variation in who compiles the data: in the UK, France, Latvia, Luxembourg 
and Sweden, collective systems (Producer Responsibility Organisations, or PROs) are the 
main type of organisation responsible for compiling, collating and analysing the data 
retrieved from producers, collection points and treatment plants. Germany has a 
clearing house system, as noted earlier, which fulfils the same co-ordinating role. The 
PROs prepare annual reports that are then sent to regional and/or national authorities, 
which in turn review and verify the data prior to submitting them to the European 
Commission. Furthermore, collective schemes also commonly audit a sample of 
statements submitted by producers on the amount of WEEE put on the market (for 
example in France). 

In other Member States, for example, Cyprus, Poland and Portugal, all, or part, of the 
primary data is collected by producers, collection points and treatment plants. The data 
is sent to collective systems, but also, to regional/national authorities. This model of 
reporting creates two parallel flows of information. In some Member States, the 
electronic register of companies and the amount of electrical and electronic equipment 
put on the market are co-managed by the national authorities (for example in Bulgaria), 
particularly when it is related to tax collection (for example in Portugal).  
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Figure 7-1: Overview of Reporting on WEEE 

 

7.3.1 Data Sources 

As indicated above, all the information reported to the European Commission by 
Member States on WEEE is based on the following primary sources of data: 

 Producers, as in manufacturers, distributors and importers of electrical and 
electronic equipment (EEE), which report data on the amount of EEE placed on 
the market (POM) (directly, or via a PRO, or clearing house). 

 Those involved in collection and take-back, which are generally the distributors 
(e.g. retailers) and the producer responsibility organisations (PROs) that arrange 
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collection, or the public (i.e. municipal) WEEE collection points. These 
organisations track, and report on collection and transport of WEEE to treatment 
plants in country, or in other countries.  

 Treatment plants, which report on quantities of WEEE treated, quantities 
prepared for reuse, and exports for (further) treatment in other countries. 
Treatment can refer either to the primary processes (e.g. depollution, 
dismantling and shredding), or to secondary processes, including material 
recovery processes for, for example,  plastics, metals or circuit boards found in 
WEEE. Often, primary and secondary treatment will be carried out in different 
countries, and in some cases, secondary treatment will be outside the EU.  

7.3.2 Data Collection 

Data reporting is important to ensure that there is a record of the amount of WEEE 
collected and transported, in order to track the number or tonnage of those items, and 
where those items are sent. The PROs need information to demonstrate compliance on 
behalf of their members. Waste management companies and local authorities may need 
data to report against performance targets and contract requirements.  

While WEEE transfers will be recorded under specific arrangements in each Member 
State, the WEEE is generally only examined in detail and weighed by category when 
received at the first approved treatment centre, or approved exporter, as only at this 
point can evidence be generated to satisfy producer obligations (via the PRO or directly). 
Importantly, protocols are used in some circumstances in most countries to estimate 
WEEE composition, for example, the categories in mixed loads of WEEE, or the quantity 
of unobligated WEEE in mixed scrap metal. This approached is used to a) keep WEEE 
costs for producers down and b) to ensure that all WEEE that is treated is counted 
towards the targets, even where not formerly reported by an authorised WEEE 
treatment centre. 

7.3.3 Data Verification 

There are no specific requirements for Member States to verify data before submitting 
them to the European Commission. However, in the quality reports they submit, in 
accordance with Article 3 of the Commission Decision 2005/369/EC, Member States, 
“shall provide the Commission with a detailed description of how the data have been 
compiled, and shall give an explanation of estimates and methodology used”. In addition, 
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a guidance document for reporting on WEEE was provided in May 2015 and updated in 
May 2016 and regularly updated by Eurostatat the time of writing.122,123 

7.3.4 Transmission of Data to EU level 

Member States submit the following to the European Commission: 

 Annual electronic forms to Eurostat via the EDAMIS portal, to report on the 
amount of electrical and electronic equipment put on the market, as well as on 
WEEE collected, quantities of WEEE treated, recycled and recovered 124; 

 Quality reports (every year) to Eurostat, using a template form; and 

 Implementation reports (every three years) to DG Environment using a template 
questionnaire125. The Implementation Reports outline how the WEEE Directive 
has been implemented nationally. 

7.3.5 Data Verification at the European Level 

A verification process, conducted by contractors to Eurostat, is undertaken, including 
reviews of the data, and compilation of a report on the validity of the statistics, including 
a series of clarification questions to Member States where potential errors are identified. 
Further detail is given in Appendix A.4.2.5. 

7.4 Identification of Issues Related to WEEE Data 
Reporting 

The identification of issues was undertaken by reviewing the reporting of WEEE data and 
is carried out in the following sections: 

 Reporting obligations; 

 Elements of target calculation; 

 Data collection methods; and 

 Validation and dissemination processes. 

7.4.1 Reporting Obligations and Guidance 

The key reporting obligations and guidance documents that relate to WEEE are: 

                                                      

 

122 Close to publication a revised guidance document was released, but this was not assessed in this study 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-
20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4  
123 Eurostat (2015) How to Report on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) according to 
Commission Decision 2005/369/EC, May 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf  
124 Commission Decision 2005/369/EC of 3 May 2005 laying down rules for monitoring compliance of 
Member States and establishing data formats for the purposes of Directive 2002/96/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council on waste electrical and electronic equipment (OJ L 119 of 11.5.2005, p. 13) 
125 Commission Decision 2004/249/EC of 11 March 2004 (OJ L 78 of 16.3.2004, p. 56) 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
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Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 
2012 on waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE)126 

 

Commission Decision 2005/369/EC of 3 May 2005 laying down rules for 
monitoring compliance of Member States and establishing data formats for 
the purposes of Directive 2002/96/EC127 of the European Parliament and of 
the Council on waste electrical and electronic equipment (notified under 
document number C(2005) 1355)128 

 

Commission Decision 2004/249/EC of 11 March 2004 concerning a 
questionnaire for Member States reports on the implementation of Directive 
2002/96/EC129 of the European Parliament and of the Council on waste 
electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) (notified under document 
number C(2004) 714)130 

 

The guidance document How to report on Waste Electrical and Electronic 
Equipment (WEEE) according to Commission Decision 2005/369/EC131,132  

 
Eurostat Template for Methodological Report133 

                                                      

 

126 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012L0019   
127 Although it refers to the already repealed Directive 2002/96/EC, this Commission Decision is in place as 
acknowledged by the WEEE Directive in article 16(5). 
128 Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27th January 2003 on Waste 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) (OJ L 37/24 of 13.2.2003) 
129 Idem. 

130 Commission Decision 2004/249/EC of 11 March 2004 concerning a questionnaire for Member State 

reports on the implementation of Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) (OJ L 78/56 of 16.3.2004) 

131  /Eurostat (2015) How to Report on Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) according to 
Commission Decision 2005/369/EC, May 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf 
132 Close to publication a revised guidance document was released, but this was not assessed in this study 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-
20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4  
133 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Template+methodology+report/74284bde-
6065-4490-aa8b-79ab6c3079d3  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012L0019
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Template+methodology+report/74284bde-6065-4490-aa8b-79ab6c3079d3
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Template+methodology+report/74284bde-6065-4490-aa8b-79ab6c3079d3
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DG Environment study on “Equivalent conditions for WEEE recycling 
operations taking place outside the European Union”134 

 

Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 establishing the 
methodology for the calculation of the quantity of EEE placed on the market 
and of the quantity of WEEE generated.135 

7.4.1.1 WEEE Directive 

There are no major concerns with the description of the data reporting requirements in 
the WEEE Directive, although, as pointed out elsewhere in this report, the lack of clearly 
defined obligation for how Member States should actually report on the quality of the 
data is likely to lead to a variety of approaches taken. 

It is noted that the WEEE categories covered by the WEEE Directive (i.e. WEEE collected 
from private households, WEEE collected from sources other than from private 
households) are different from those referred to under the WStatR (i.e. discarded 
equipment generated per NACE category), which ensures the figures are not directly 
comparable. 

Issues identified: 

 Inconsistent definitions between different reporting obligations under WSR and 
the WEEE Directive. 

7.4.1.2 Commission Decision 2005/369/EC on Rules for Monitoring and 
Data 

There are two tables reported by Member States, one for data on collection and export, 
and one with the numerator, denominator and appropriate performance calculations for 
monitoring compliance against the Directive targets. Both tables are straightforward and 
clear.  

Some issues have been identified: 

 The preamble of the Decision notes that estimates are allowed but without giving 
any indication of the quality of those estimates, allowable margins of error etc. 
Potentially leading to different interpretation of the statement. 

‘(2) Balancing the risks of inaccuracies against the administrative burden of 
achieving precise information, Member States should be allowed to use estimates 

                                                      

 

134 Bio Intelligence Service (2013) Equivalent conditions for waste electrical and electronic equipment 
(WEEE) recycling operations taking place outside the European, Final Report for DG Environment 
Union http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/pdf/Final%20report_E%20C%20S.pdf  
135 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32017R0699  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/pdf/Final%20report_E%20C%20S.pdf
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:32017R0699
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when determining the amount of materials and components of waste electrical 
and electronic equipment which is recovered, reused or recycled.’  

 Article 3 gives the requirements for a methodology report to be submitted, but 
gives no further detail on level of detail is required. A non-binding template for 
this methodology report is provided by Eurostat. Therefore, there is no legally 
binding requirement on the content of these reports, potentially leading to a 
wide variation in the information submitted (notwithstanding the non-binding 
suggested structure provide by Eurostat, see below).  

Issues identified: 

 Data of variable accuracy due to a lack of clearly defined criteria for accuracy in 
the estimates for WEEE treatment; and 

 Lack of legally binding requirement on the content of the Methodology 
Reports. 

7.4.1.3 Eurostat Guidance Document 

The introduction has embedded weblinks to the eDAMIS web form guidance and Word 
template for methodology report, which is helpful. There is also clear guidance on when 
to include the figure ‘0’, or the letter ‘M’, the latter being for missing data. Whilst there 
are some minor issues that could improve the clarity of the guidance document, not 
significant issues have been identified. 

7.4.1.4 Eurostat Template for Methodology Report 

A methodology report template is provided as a Word document for Member States to 
use and fill in. The template is broken down into a reasonably detailed structure and 
relates to parts of the legislation where further information is referred to e.g. providing 
evidence on proper treatment of WEEE exported from the Union. This is helpful and 
should lead to a more consistent set of methodology reports, which in turn will aid data 
verification, and should enhance comparability. However, as noted above, there is no 
obligation to report according to this structure, whilst the template could usefully 
indicate the desirability of further important information on how the data is gathered, in 
order to be used in the verification process. 

A few points re worthy of note: 

 There is a question asking Member States whether they agree to the report being 
made public and/or available to the TAC (Technical Adaptation Committee). 
Transparency of documents related to quality of European Statistics is highly 
desirable, and the lack of mandatory requirement to make the reports available 
is likely to limit the quality of the data as there is no means for third parties to 
check and critique these reports. 

 The template goes on to say “Some countries reported difficulties to allocate the 
input to an incineration (or smelting process) to the (energy) recovery on the one 
hand and to (metal / inert) recycling on the other hand. Therefore it is of general 
interest how your country applies the distinction”. It would seem more important 
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than ‘general interest’ to understand how Member States are actually allocating 
WEEE that is treated at incineration or smelting plants. The guidance would 
ideally make clear the approach that should be followed rather than simply 
asking Member States what they currently do (although it may be that the 
question is designed as a precursor for the elaboration of the preferred 
approach) 

 The following highlights the fact that some countries have different national 
categories of EEE to those in the Directive categories. “Some countries collect the 
data for other product categories. If so, please explain which product categories 
are applied in your country and how you divide these categories to the categories 
of Decision 2005/369/EC”. The approach to dividing the categories may provide a 
source of error, depending on the accuracy of the estimations used. However, 
the recently implemented Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 (see 
Section 7.4.1.6) should reduce the potential for mis-classification. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of transparency of methodology reports as there is no requirement to 
make them public. 

7.4.1.5 DG Environment Document on Ensuring Equivalent Standards for 
Exported WEEE 

The authors of the report provide some options for how Member States should ensure 
equivalent standards, but the report sits on the fence regarding whether third party 
auditing or self-reporting is acceptable or not, presumably leaving to the discretion of 
the Member States. This document helps narrow down the requirements for Member 
States but still leaves a reasonably wide range of options for Member States to choose 
from. As a result, the actual method chosen by each Member State to ensure compliance 
with Article 10(2) of the Directive (above) is likely to vary. This would result in 
inconsistent data if Member States were making different judgements as to what should 
be eligible for inclusion in the reporting.  

Issues identified: 

 Inconsistent data due to a potential variety of approaches taken to assessing 
whether exported WEEE is treated to equivalent standards of those in the EU 
(with a potential to overestimate performance if exported WEEE is included 
where it should not be). 

7.4.1.6 Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 

This Regulation was implemented in April 2017, which followed the main analysis carried 
out for this report. However, prior to publication reference was inserted to it. The 
Regulation goes a long way to improving the accuracy and consistency of the reported 
data for the calculation of targets. 
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7.4.2 Elements of Target Calculation 

In this section the various elements that make up the numerator and denominator of the 
targets set out in the WEEE Directive are reviewed. This helps to identify where potential 
issues may arise. To calculate the collection and reuse/recycling rates, the elements set 
out in Figure 7-2 and Figure 7-3 are required. The individual elements shown in these 
figures are described in Table 7-2 and Table 7-3. 
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Figure 7-2: Overview of Elements Required to Calculate the Collection Rates for the WEEE Directive Targets from 
2016 onwards on the basis of EEE placed on the market (PoM) 
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Table 7-2: Description of Elements Required to Calculate the Collection Rates for the WEEE Directive Targets from 
2016 onwards on the basis of EEE placed on the market (PoM) 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 
D

e
n

o
m

in
at

o
r 

Sales Data on EEE (all 
registered producers) 

Included Electronic data 
portals/forms, 
annual reports 
from company 
sales data 

Data from regular reporting obligations is generally reported directly from producers or 
through PROs through, so should be reasonably accurate. 

Member States do have their own EEE codification systems, so this sometimes has to be 
translated to the Directive reporting categories, which is an issue. 

It is noted that PoM figures are a proxy for the actual amount of WEEE generated and 
available for collection each year. From 2018 the amount of WEEE generated will be 
used, however as an alternative option. 

Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 establishes the methodology for the 
calculation of the quantity of EEE placed on the market and of the quantity of WEEE 
generated.  

 

Sales Data on EEE (free-
rider) 

Included Not collected, no 
information from 
MSs 

Non-registered producers are freeriding on the system, and sales from these companies 
would not be included above. The amount of EEE placed on the market from free-riders 
does not currently appear to be estimated by the MSs. In reality, this should be minimal 
as producers are required to register nationally before sales can take place, so the 
amount of freeriding should be low. There is some risk of reasonably inaccurate data 
though. 

Batteries included in 
EEE 

Excluded Producer data If the weight of the batteries is not excluded from the total weight of the EEE product the 
data will be overestimated. This is a potential issue as manufacturer data does not always 
include the separate weight data. The requirement to ensure the data does exclude 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

batteries is again reinforced in the recent Commission Implementing Regulation 
2017/699 establishing the methodology for the calculation of the quantity of EEE placed 
on the market and of the quantity of WEEE generated. So this should not be a major 
issue if the pre-populated or updated data does indeed exclude the weight of any 
batteries. However, it is not entirely clear whether this would definitely be the case. 

EEE exported for sale in 
another country 

Excluded As above. More of an issue for distance sellers and private imports. 

EEE imported for sale 
from another country 

Included As above. More of an issue for distance sellers and private imports. 

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r 

Collection of WEEE in 
MS (all PROs/ 
producers) 

Included Electronic data 
portals/forms, 
annual reports 
from collective 
schemes 
/producers /others 
(e.g. municipalities 
etc) data 

Not all WEEE comes to authorised sorting and treatment facilities. Some comes through 
scrap yards etc, where it is not easy to categorise. Therefore, there is the potential for 
some data to be missed. 

WEEE collected then 
exported 

Included As above. If WEEE is collected through authorised channels the amount exported should be 
included in the data. Where the collection is occurring through not authorised or illegal 
operators, the data would not be included, not least as no information is available for 
illegal activities. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

WEEE imported for 
treatment from 
another country 

Excluded As above. If any WEEE imported for treatment is accounted for as WEEE collected in the destination 
Member State, due to failings in the data capture system or other reason, this would be 
an issue. 
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Figure 7-3: Overview of Elements Required to Calculate the Reuse / Recycling Rates for the WEEE Directive Targets 
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Table 7-3: Description of Elements Required to Calculate the Reuse / Recycling Rates for the WEEE Directive 
Targets 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 
D

e
n

o
m

in
at

o
r WEEE Collected See 

Numerator 
in table 
above. 

See Numerator in 
table above. 

See Numerator in table above. 

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r 

WEEE sent to 
recycling/prep for 
reuse and recovery 
facilities 

Included Electronic data 
portals/forms, 
annual reports 
from treatment 
plants 

Material entering the recycling/ preparation for reuse or recovery facilities should be 
weighed so it is likely to be accurate. 

There is the potential for mis-classification of the destination though. For example, it is 
important to define what EEE has become WEEE and what has not. If there is no 
intention to discard as such, i.e. the item is being transferred with the intention of reuse, 
it is not waste. Where ‘preparing for reuse’, is required, however, this can be more 
complex. 

WEEE exported for 
treatment (as long as is 
equivalent standards) 

Included As above. There are several issues here. Firstly, WEEE can be exported illegally; second, it is not 
easy to assess whether treatment standards are ‘equivalent’ (see main text). 

WEEE sent to pre-
sorting facilities, 
storage etc 

Excluded As above. There is the potential for incorrect reporting (and possibly double-counting) if the 
operations are not well classified. 

Batteries in WEEE Excluded Estimates, data 
from sorting plants 

Batteries in WEEE should be excluded from the reporting. These data should be recorded 
by WEEE treatment facilities, but this is not always straightforward, especially when the 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data 
Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

WEEE is ‘separated’ through shredding. There is some likelihood that batteries are being 
included in the data when they should not be. 
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Issues identified: 

 Batteries may not be being excluded from EEE PoM data; 

 EEE placed on the market from unregistered producers (free-riders) not 
included in the data; 

 Batteries in WEEE may not be being excluded from the amount of treated 
WEEE; and 

 Varying approaches to accounting for WEEE exported for treatment. 

7.4.3 Data Collection Methods 

The WEEE Directive, and the supporting Regulations, Decisions and guidance documents 
do not include much guidance on how the Member States should actually collect the 
required data. Therefore, a review of the data collection methods described by the 
representative Member States was undertaken with a view to understanding the extent 
of variation within them. The following summarises the key findings: 

 The sources of data is reasonably consistent across the different Member States. 
EEE PoM data generally comes from producers/importers or in some cases 
through a producer responsibility organisation. WEEE collection data comes from 
what are generally described as collective schemes or producer responsibility 
organisations, which operate the collection systems. However, the primary 
source of the data might vary depending on how the operation of the collective 
scheme is structured. Finally, for treatment data, the source is generally the 
sorting or treatment plants to which WEEE is sent. 

 The data is submitted to different organisations within the Member State, 
presumably depending upon pre-existing administrative structures. For example, 
data could be submitted directly to the Ministry of Environment, or to/through 
an Environment Agency, Environmental Protection Agency, National Waste 
Management Agency or Chief Inspectorate of the Environment. In some cases 
data is also submitted via regional authorities. This allowable variability in data 
collection approach should not affect the nature or quality of the data being 
submitted. 

 In terms of data collection methods most Member States seem to use electronic 
reporting forms already, though one country mentioned the use of paper notes. 
Therefore, there seems to be a fairly high degree of consistency. Paper based 
reporting is likely to be phased out over time. 

7.4.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes 

7.4.4.1 National Data Validation Processes 

The process of data verification varies considerably amongst Member States. Plausibility 
checks are a common verification method, as they seek to identify instances where a 
data point looks unrealistically high or low (e.g. as compared to previous years), which 
may flag whether an error has been made. Eight of the Member States reviewed in more 
detail reported that such checks were in place (with the exception being France). These 
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checks include comparing data against previous years (in a time-series) or against data 
from other sources. France undertakes only 3rd party audits, which are carried out by 
collective schemes to verify ~10% of statements made from producers on the amount of 
WEEE put on the market. 

7.4.4.2 Eurostat Validation Process 

The authors of the 2015 validation report suggest that further analysis is recommended 
to validate the quality of the data in a number of places, but it is noted as being outside 
of scope of that contract. Feedback from the waste data centre team suggests that 
issues raised in the validation report are not being followed up by DG Environment in all 
cases. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of follow-up of issues reported to DG Environment through validation 
processes. 

7.4.4.3 Issues Raised in Validation Report 

A review of the 2015 validation report for WEEE highlights a few issues. For example: 

 Mandatory data is being submitted late, and in some cases, are completely 
missing; 

 Several Countries have highlighted the issue that not all producers and importers 
report the quantity put on the market from, for instance, internet trade, trade 
with used goods or other free-riders. Not all countries mention this problem, but 
it is, apparently, a general issue. The report authors expect the effects to be more 
relevant for smaller countries, though they note that further investigation is 
needed to assess the magnitude of this effect. 

 For some categories, countries and years, the amount of WEEE treated exceeds 
the amount collected. In most cases the ‘surplus’ is limited, and was reportedly 
caused either by stock effects, or by specific campaigns to collect “historical” 
WEEE. 

7.4.5 Interviews with Stakeholders 

During the first round of interviews with stakeholders for this study, it became apparent 
that there were some issues around the point at which different Member States actual 
report when WEEE has been recycled. This issue was not determined through the 
reviews carried out in the previous sections. 

Issues identified: 

 Inconsistencies in the point at which Member States report WEEE as having 
been recycled. 
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7.4.6 Main Issues Identified with WEEE Data Reporting 

The main issues that have been identified through the review carried out above are 
summarised as follows, and arranged by issues that relate to mandatory requirements, 
allowable variances and the wider statistical framework: 

 Mandatory requirements: 
o Not all Mandatory Reporting Requirements are being Met 
o Batteries not excluded from EEE PoM data 
o Significant amounts of WEEE not being Included in the Statistics 
o Undocumented Shipments of Exported WEEE 
o Batteries not excluded from WEEE treated 

 Variation in reporting within the terms of the Directive, Decisions and 
Guidance: 

o Ambiguous definition of scope of EEE 
o Imports from non-registered Producers not accounted for in the Placed 

on the Market Data 
o Ambiguity surrounding point at which EEE becomes waste 
o Inconsistencies in the point at which Member States report WEEE as 

having been recycled 

These issues are now analysed in more depth in the following section. 
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7.5 Analysis of Issues Related to WEEE Data Reporting 

7.5.1 Not all Mandatory Reporting Requirements are being Met 

The 2015 Validation report states that: 

“Only 50% [of countries] submitted the required information on time. Four weeks 
later, by the end of July 2015, 10 countries had still failed to submit data, 9 failed to 
submit a detailed description of how the data was compiled. By 25 November 2015, 
EL, IT and RO had not submitted any data and EL, IE, IS, IT, RO had failed to submit a 
detailed description of how the data have been compiled.” 

There are data gaps for a number of countries where WEEE reporting is concerned. The 
situation 6 months after the deadline in 2015 was as presented in Table 7-4. 

Table 7-4: WEEE Data Completeness: Number of Gaps in Reporting (as of 
25.11.2015) 

Countries 
with gaps: 

2011 2012 2013 

EL - - No data received 

HR  24 2 - 

IT 62 62 No data received 

CY 1 1 15 (TRT_NEU, TRT_OEU) 

MT 1 - - 

PL 22 22 . 

RO - - No data received 

UK 41 41 22 (RCV, RCY_REU)  

IS 
No data received No data received 6 (Gas Discharge 

>Lamps, GDL) 

LI 40 40 51 (diverse) 

Source: 2015 Validation Report 

Note: The numbers in the table above refer to the total number of fields that Member States are mandated 
to report that are missing data. 
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The UK suggests that the missing data is in fact a zero return due to the regulations in 
place that prohibit WEEE being exported for treatment outside of the UK, unless this 
concerns the reuse of whole items. Some Member States offer reasons for the missing 
data but others do not. It is understood from interviews with stakeholders that the 
missing data is not often followed up by DG Environment following the validation 
process, and where feedback from the Member States is not adequate, or indeed, 
completely missing. 

This issue affects many Member States and is significant. It is clear that so-called 
mandatory reporting is not treated as such, and needs to improve significantly, to ensure 
that the information is available to the Commission to understand if the mandatory 
targets are (in danger of being) missed, and so as to understand comparative 
performance and trends. DG Environment ought to be more pro-active in following up 
with Member States and ensuring that all mandatory data is submitted. 

7.5.2 Ambiguous Definition of Scope of EEE 

The scope of the original WEEE Directive, with its 10 categories (that remain relevant 
until 15th August 2018 under the recast Directive) and various exemptions, caused 
considerable doubt in some areas over what was considered in, and what was out, of 
scope. In addition to EU guidance, some Member States also produced their own 
guidance. The UK developed a ‘decision tree’ and other guidance to help potential 
producers establish whether their products and operations where in scope.  

Some examples of areas for interpretation are as follows: 

 Items which are ancillary or incomplete products in themselves; 

 Whether the item is dependent on an electrical current (to fulfil its main 
function); 

 Where an item forms part of another item which is not in scope (e.g. car 
radio, or removable control devices which form part of a fixed installation); 

 What is meant by a luminaire (re. Category 5 exemptions); 

 What constitutes a large scale industrial tool (re. Category 6 exemptions); or 

 What is meant by an implanted or infected product (re. Category 8 
exemptions).    

The situation has not been helped by inconsistencies between WEEE and RoHS 
Directives, and the use of the ‘binding list’ in Annex II of the old Directive (Annex IV in 
the recast), which was, and still is, non-exhaustive (and hence, while helpful in some 
ways, could potentially be seen to exclude products not represented). 

In addition, there is some uncertainty around the difference between B2C equipment 
and B2B equipment.136 Equipment, such as a laptop, may be used in both a domestic and 
professional context; therefore the producer needs to define the intention explicitly.  

                                                      

 

136 B2C – business to consumer, and B2B – business to business 
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Article 2 of the WEEE recast Directive reduces the number of categories in scope of the 
Directive to six and essentially becomes more ‘open’ scope (i.e. all encompassing). After 
15th August 2018 the scope of the Directive will apply to the following EEE categories 
which are detailed in Annex III (with Annex IV providing a non-exhaustive list of the types 
of products that are included under each category): 

 Category 1 – Temperature exchange equipment; 

 Category 2 – Screens, monitors, and equipment containing screens having a 
surface greater than 100 cm2; 

 Category 3 – Lamps; 

 Category 4 – Large equipment with any external dimension of more than 50 
cm; 

 Category 5 – Small equipment with no external dimension of more than 50 
cm; and  

 Category 6 – Small IT and telecommunication equipment with no external 
dimension of more than 50 cm. 

Article 3 sets out the following definitions for EEE and WEEE:  

 ‘Electrical and electronic equipment’ or ‘EEE’ means equipment which is 
dependent on electric currents or electromagnetic fields in order to work 
properly and equipment for the generation, transfer and measurement of 
such currents and fields and designed for use with a voltage rating not 
exceeding 1,000 volts for alternating current and 1,500 volts for direct 
current.137 

 ‘Waste electrical and electronic equipment’ or ‘WEEE’ means electrical or 
electronic equipment which is waste within the meaning of Article 3(1) of 
Directive 2008/98/EC, including all components, sub-assemblies and 
consumables which are part of the product at the time of discarding.138 

While the Recast Directive has a more open scope than before, there are still exemptions 
that are open to interpretation, in particular around: 

 ‘large-scale fixed installations’; 

 equipment specifically designed solely for the purposes of research and 
development that is only made available on a business-to-business basis; 

 medical devices and in vitro diagnostic medical devices, where such devices 
are expected to be infective prior to end of life, and active implantable 
medical devices; 

 equipment which is part of another type of equipment not within scope;   

 items that do not need electricity to fulfil their primary function; and  

                                                      

 

137 Directive 2012/19/EU, Article 3(1)(a) 
138 Directive 2012/19/EU, Article 3(1)(e) 
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 B2B vs B2C equipment.    

The scope issue is critical if accurate and comparable reporting is to be achieved since 
incorrectly defining something as ‘in’, or ‘out’, of scope affects the accuracy of the Placed 
on the Market calculation and can result in free-riders who avoid their obligations, in 
part, or totally. Similarly WEEE collection and treatment data will potentially be 
inaccurate for the same reason.  

Despite improved guidance at the EU level (which for example now has a decision tree 
similar to that in the earlier UK guidance), there remains scope for interpretation and 
variation from one Member state to another.      

Recommendation 

 Remove scope for Member States interpreting definition of EEE by further 
clarifying in the legislation, rather than in guidance documents, to make the 
correct interpretation legally binding. 

7.5.3 Placed on Market Data 

The WEEE recast has helped to harmonise registration and reporting obligations for 
producers. Feedback from a few stakeholders, however, suggested that they believed 
that the data was ‘fairly’ accurate, but that it did not account for: 

 Companies who placed small volumes of EEE on the market, and therefore fell 
below the minimum thresholds set out in the national legislation of some 
countries; and 

 ‘Free riders’ who are illegally placing products on the market without registering 
with the appropriate authorities.  

Some stakeholders stated that they were unsure about the accuracy of the data or that 
it was not possible to put an exact figure on the margin of error in the data.  

These topics are addressed further below along with other matters that have been 
identified.     

7.5.3.1 Imports from non-registered Producers not accounted for in the 
Placed on the Market Data 

Free-riders include, for example, producers that are registered but not fully declaring 
their PoM figures, producers that are not registered at all, or retailers/distributors who 
are avoiding their take back obligations.    

The stakeholders consulted as part of the project believed that private sales, through 
distance (online) selling, were the most significant issue as these are not generally 
included in the PoM figures at all. It was recognised that this was a growing issue due to 
increasing online sales of EEE. It was suggested that the absolute tonnages being 
imported through private sales was still minimal compared to the total amount of EEE 
PoM across the EU, though evidence here is limited.  
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A study by WRAP/Valpak for the UK Government139 estimates that in 2015, EEE POM 
registered to the Environment Agency accounted for 88% of total POM, and that 133kt 
(7%) was estimated to be placed on the market by unregistered companies (free riders). 
This could be because “they are unaware of the regulations e.g. small companies based 
abroad selling through market place sites may not be familiar with UK regulatory 
requirements”. The assumption is that much of this is associated with PV panel 
producers, who are less familiar with the regulations since they have only been obligated 
for two years. 99kt (5%) is estimated to be exempt from the scope of the regulations in 
2015 and this is expected to be lower in 2019 due to the more open scope. These 
numbers are quite speculative, however, and to be treated with caution.  

 Article 16(1) of the WEEE Directive states that: 

Member States shall, in accordance with paragraph 2, draw up a register of 
producers, including producers supplying EEE by means of distance 
communication. That register shall serve to monitor compliance with the 
requirements of this Directive. 

Producers supplying EEE by means of distance communication as defined in 
Article 3(1)(f)(iv) shall be registered in the Member State that they sell to. Where 
such producers are not registered in the Member State that they are selling to, 
they shall be registered through their authorised representatives [AR] as referred 
to in Article 17(2). 

With regard to producers as defined in Article 3(1)(f)(iv), Article 17(2) of the Directive 
states that: 

the Member State in which they are established shall ensure that these producers 
appoint an authorised representative [AR] in the Member State(s) to which they 
sell EEE by means of distance communication while not being established in that 
Member State(s), in order to have somebody ensuring compliance with their 
obligations as producers.  

Essentially, between Articles 16 and 17, there is a requirement for all distance sellers, 
wherever they are located, to be registered directly through their own legal entity in the 
MS in question, or via an AR. However, interpretation of this seems to vary across 
Member States.  The Irish Regulations are far more explicit and demanding in regard to 
the obligations of distance sellers than the UK Regulations for example. The UK 
Regulations only require producers established in another Member State to appoint an 
AR in the UK, or join a producer compliance scheme approved in the UK, before they 
begin to place EEE onto the UK market. The UK regulations also oblige all UK producers 
selling direct to end users in other Member States to keep records of these sales, 
including how the obligations in other Member States have been complied with, for a 
period of six years.   

                                                      

 

139 EEE Flow October 2016 
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Having a single electronic register of producers and ARs allows the authorities to check 
whether distance sellers are represented in a MS. Having a large number of producer 
compliance schemes, and independent registration by producers, can complicate things 
and increase the chances that distance sellers are being missed. The key issue is the level 
of resource it takes to track free-riders, and related issues such as illegal imports to avoid 
duty payments, import of counterfeit goods, etc.  

The larger online sellers, such as Amazon, e-bay, AO (appliances online), e-buyer.com 
etc., generally have warehouse operations in each MS that they supply significant 
quantities to, although there will also be cross border trade within the EU. These 
organisations are well-known, and have their reputations to consider, and hence, are 
more likely to make efforts to be compliant through having a direct registration as a 
producer (i.e. generally an importer) and distributor, or the same through an AR.     

The main challenge is thought to be in regard to direct sales from outside the EU, and 
straight to a customer’s property via a courier or postal service. This is likely to come 
from less well-known, and ‘pop-up’, online sellers, with their legal entities in the Far-
East. Alibaba.com, for example, is a Chinese company that only has legal entities outside 
the EU, although it does post an “INTERNATIONAL LAW ENFORCEMENT INFORMATION 
REQUEST GUIDE” on its website; 
(rule.alibaba.com/rule/detail/5038.htm?tracelog=footer_rule_5038) 

Some non-EU websites do make efforts to identify, and add, duty requirements, but 
would not automatically add producer responsibility fees as this is not how the national 
systems work. Some Member States, such as Ireland, do, however, require that any 
website that’s sells EEE must show the WEEE producer (or AR) registration number.       

Some stakeholders felt that these issues with online sales are due to limited oversight 
and enforcement by customs agencies in the Member States. One stakeholder stated 
that EEE is often imported under different codes/descriptions (often these codes do not 
even relate to EEE) and that there was no consistency across Member States. It was 
suggested that stakeholders in the sector need to encourage the authorities to clamp 
down on direct private imports. It is clearly in the interests of producers to help the 
authorities identify free-riders so as to reduce compliance costs and illegal competition.    

It was also noted that governments have little incentive to tackle this issue as it meant 
that there was a greater quantity of ‘unreported’ (in PoM figures) WEEE to collect, which 
makes the achievement of the collection targets easier (by diminishing the effective size 
of the denominator in the calculation). 

Ongoing work by Eunomia for the OECD suggests that private imports are growing 
significantly, and may be accounting for over 20% of the amount of electrical goods 
purchased in some countries, so the issue is significant.      

Recommendations: 

 Ensure Member States enforce Article 16 and 17 of the WEEE Directive and 
ensure that the Authorised Representative approach applies to all distance 
sellers, whether in the EU or not;  
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 Require single, consolidated national electronic registers of producers and ARs 
in all Members States, and ensure all producers of EEE are registered are report 
the data; and 

 Harmonise requirements for non-EU websites to show producer registration 
details, and import duty details, for the country in question, so as to provide a 
simple checking mechanism for enforcement authorities. 

7.5.3.2 Batteries not Excluded from EEE PoM Data 

The inclusion of the weight of batteries placed on the market could lead to a distortion 
of the data and result in double counting if the PoM figures are reported separately 
under the Batteries Directive. Batteries are often a very significant proportion of a 
product’s weight, for example, in smart phones and tablets, and so this could have a 
significant influence on the data, and its comparability.    

Feedback from stakeholders was mixed, however. Some reported that the weight of 
batteries was excluded from the PoM figures by the compliance schemes who charge 
their members according to the weight of products that they place on the market. Other 
stakeholders, on the other hand, reported that data is reported based on the average 
weight of products, inclusive of their batteries. It is not clear to what extent this is a 
significant issue or not, but if the cost per kg/unit that producers are charged for 
batteries placed on the market is higher than for the WEEE product within which the 
battery is contained, then producers would have an incentive to pay the relevant WEEE 
fee for the whole product. This would affect the accuracy of both the WEEE and the 
batteries data. The problem is made more difficult to resolve by virtue of the fact that 
many modern electrical appliances have in-built batteries that cannot easily be removed 
(e.g. smart phones and tablets). It should be noted that the problem could be minimised 
or eliminated in many cases through improved (eco-)design. 

Commission Implementing Regulation 2017/699 again requires the data to exclude 
batteries, however, due to the issues mentioned above it does not necessarily solve the 
problem of knowing the weight of batteries. Thus further recommendations are still 
made herewith. 

Recommendations: 

 Introduce mandatory requirement in Batteries or WEEE Directive for businesses 
placing EEE on the market to provide battery weight data for products with 
integrated batteries; and 

 Each Member State should have a clear methodology, or protocol in place, to 
allow the subtraction of battery weight by device category. Ideally this protocol 
would be harmonised across the EU through legislation.     

7.5.4 Treatment Data 

7.5.4.1 Ambiguity Surrounding the Point at which EEE becomes Waste  

There are issues around defining the point at which EEE becomes WEEE (i.e., when it 
becomes waste). This is relevant in terms defining, and measuring, the amount of WEEE 
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that is collected and subsequently prepared for reuse, recycled, or treated in some other 
way. Article 3(1) of Directive 2008/98/EC defines waste as:  

any substance or object which the holder discards or intends or is required to 
discard.  

Reuse of EEE is distinct from ‘preparation for reuse’ in that it takes place prior to the EEE 
becoming WEEE – that is, before it becomes waste. Under Directive 2008/98/EC 
‘preparation for reuse’ is defined as: 

“…checking, cleaning or repairing recovery operations, by which products or 
components of products that have become waste are prepared so that they can 
be re-used without any other pre-processing.”  

Given that items have entered the waste stream, it is relatively easy to measure and 
quantify the volumes that are being processed. Reuse, on the other hand, is defined in 
Directive 2008/98/EC as meaning: 

“…any operation by which products or components that are not waste are used 
again for the same purpose for which they were conceived.” 

An example of how these definitions apply to EEE and WEEE flows in a typical Member 
State is provided in Figure 7-4. The figure clearly distinguishes between the pathways by 
which EEE is reused, and where products become waste (i.e. are discarded), how they 
may subsequently be prepared for reuse, recycled, or disposed of. The distinction is 
important in this context as Member States need to ensure that EEE which is reused is 
not included within the data on WEEE. 

In many instances, this should not be a problem as the channels whereby EEE is reused – 
online exchanges and second hand sales, for example – make it unlikely that data is 
mistakenly reported as WEEE. However, the subtle difference between the concepts of 
reuse and preparation for reuse have caused confusion in certain instances – for 
example, in relation to the activities of the charity sector who are involved with 
coordinating / facilitating the reuse of textiles, furniture, and EEE in many Member 
States. These organisations are concerned that the classification of these products as 
‘waste’ could impose significant additional legislative liabilities.  

On the other hand, many municipalities / national governments are keen to see the 
management of these products classified as ‘preparation for reuse’ as this could assist 
them in achieving the 50% municipal waste recycling target set out in the Waste 
Framework Directive (as well as the proposed future targets). The ambiguity between 
‘reuse’, and ‘preparation for reuse’ in these instances can lead to inconsistencies in 
reporting.           
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Figure 7-4: Overview of EEE and WEEE Flows in Relation to EU Waste 
Definitions 

 

Source: BiPRO, Bio Intelligence Services, and United Nations University (2015) Study on WEEE Recovery 
Targets, Preparation for Re-use Targets and on the Method for Calculation of the Recovery Targets, Report 
for European Commission, April 2015, p. 82 

In the proposal for the WFD, under ‘Definitions’, preparing for re-use is defined as: 

'16. "preparing for re-use" means checking, cleaning or repairing recovery operations, 
by which waste, products or components of products that have been collected by a 
recognised preparation for re-use operator or deposit-refund scheme are prepared so 
that they can be re-used without any other pre-processing;'[1] 

In the above definition, the use of the term ‘waste’ is followed by a comma, so that there 
is a list of things which includes ‘waste, products or components of products that have 
been collected by a recognised preparation for re-use operator’. Whenever the term 
‘preparation for re-use’ has been referred to prior to this proposal, the distinction 
between ‘preparation for re-use’ and ‘reuse’ has generally been related to the fact that 
the former is an activity related to material that has already become ‘waste’ whereas 

                                                      

 

[1] The existing definition in the WFD reads: ‘preparing for re-use’ means checking, cleaning or repairing 
recovery operations, by which products or components of products that have become waste are prepared 
so that they can be re-used without any other pre-processing; 
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‘reuse’ relates to items that have not been discarded and have not become waste. If the 
intention is to maintain this distinction, then either 

a) The comma should not be present; or  

b) The word ‘waste’ is superfluous in the definition. 

This paragraph needs to be re-worded, recognising the fact that a ‘recognised 
preparation for re-use operator’ typically deals both with items that have become waste, 
and items that are offered, sometimes for charitable reasons, to the operator so that it 
can re-sell them, often with little or no activity required prior to resale (they never 
became waste). As it stands, this paragraph can be read such that it would include all re-
sold items, including those that never became waste.  

Recommendations: 

 Remove ambiguity in definition of ‘preparation or reuse’ in new legislative 
proposal and give guidance on the distinction between the two. 

7.5.4.2 Undocumented Shipments of Exported WEEE  

On an EU level, and as discussed in the section above, the Countering WEEE Illegal Trade 
(CWIT) project has stated that only 35% of WEEE produced in Europe in 2012 was 
reported through official collection and recycling systems, while 50% was reportedly 

mismanaged or illegally traded within the European Union.140 The remaining 15% (1.5 

million tonnes) was exported, the vast majority (1.3 million tonnes) in undocumented 
shipments to non-OECD countries. The study estimated that 70% of the exported WEEE 
was in working order and could be reused; whilst 30% had no reuse value and had to be 
discarded.141  

Although some WEEE is considered hazardous, and, therefore, cannot legally be 
exported from EU Member States to non-OECD countries, a large volume of WEEE is 
leaving the EU in undocumented shipments every year.142 Although some stakeholders 
reported that this is less than 1%, a study from the UK found that up to two thirds of 
WEEE generated in the UK does not end up in the approved UK processing facilities, but 
is instead exported for processing abroad (although some of this is within the EU).143 
Estimates suggests the loss in profit to UK WEEE processors is about USD7.5 million (€5.8 
million). Illegal trade and mismanagement of WEEE divert large amounts of material 

                                                      

 

140 Huisman, J., Botezatu, I., Herreras, L., et al. (2015) Countering WEEE Illegal Trade (CWIT) Summary 
Report, Market Assessment, Legal Analysis, Crime Analysis and Recommendations Roadmap, August 2015, 
http://www.cwitproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/CWIT-Final-Summary1.pdf 
141 Ibid. 
142 European Environment Agency (2012) Movements of Waste Across the EU’s Internal and External 
Borders, 2012, www.eea.europa.eu/publications/movements-of-waste-EU-2012 
143 EIA (2011) System Failure: The UK’s harmful trade in electronic waste. EIA Waste Report, May 2011, 
http://www.greencustoms.org/docs/EIA_E-waste_report_0511_WEB.pdf 
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from WEEE reprocessors operating in compliance with the regulations leading to 
economic losses in the sector.144 

The large amount of undocumented WEEE indicates that, despite current legislation 
which prohibits the export of WEEE to non-OECD countries for purposes other than 
reuse, a significant amount of unusable electrical waste is still being illegally 
exported.145,146 As the CWT study suggests, a large amount of exported WEEE is intended 
for reuse rather than recycling. However, because the export of WEEE for reuse is 
permitted, many unscrupulous operators will export damaged goods under the pretence 
of being destined for reuse. Illegally exported WEEE often ends up in countries with poor 
environmental and health and safety standards (or, if such standards exist, they are 
often not adequately enforced).147,148 The non-functional WEEE items have to be 
disposed of when they arrive at their destination – an activity which is often undertaken 
by the informal sector at great cost to the environment and human health. 149 

The amount of WEEE exported by Member States varies according to the category of 
WEEE. This was reflected in discussions with stakeholders who stated that for their 
categories, anywhere between 1% and 80% of materials arising from WEEE could be 
exported for recycling (it was not known whether this related to whole WEEE or the 
material from dismantled WEEE). The stakeholders were represented by formal 
operators in the sector who operated within the law and, therefore, stated that they 
took steps to ensure that the facilities to which they send WEEE meet minimum 
treatment standards (e.g. CENELEC, WEEELABEX, or BS/EN 50625-1:2014 standards). 

Improving the systems for electronic reporting of waste movements would also help this 
issue, as tracking of waste flows within, between Member States and outside the EU 
would be improved.  

Recommendations: 

 The WEEE Directive Annex VI minimum requirements for shipping of WEEE 

should be fully enforced in all Member States; 

                                                      

 

144 Huisman, J., Botezatu, I., Herreras, L., et al. (2015) Countering WEEE Illegal Trade (CWIT) Summary 
Report, Market Assessment, Legal Analysis, Crime Analysis and Recommendations Roadmap, August 2015, 
http://www.cwitproject.eu/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/CWIT-Final-Summary1.pdf 
145 Directive 2012/19/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 4 July 2012 on waste electrical 
and electronic equipment (WEEE) (recast) (OJ L 197/38 of 24.7.2012) 
146 OECD (2001) Decision of the Council concerning the Control of Transboundary Movements of Wastes 
Destined for Recovery Operations 
147 Greenpeace (2008) Toxic Tech: Not in Our Backyard, Uncovering the Hidden Flows of e-Waste. 
148 Rucevska, I., Nellemann, C., Isarin, N., et al. (2015) Waste Crime - Waste Risks: Gaps in Meeting the 
Global Waste Challenge, Report for United Nations Environment Programme and GRID-Arendal, Nairobi 
and Arendal, 2015 
149 European Environment Agency (2012) Movements of Waste Across the EU’s Internal and External 
Borders, 2012, www.eea.europa.eu/publications/movements-of-waste-EU-2012 
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 Facilities to which WEEE is sent should meet minimum treatment standards 
(e.g. CENELEC, WEEELABEX etc) including those to which WEEE is exported 
outside of the EU; 

 Penalties for illegal shipments should be harmonised to simplify enforcement in 
trans-border cases of illegal exports, and to prevent criminals from shifting 
activities to lower-risk countries within the EU; and 

 Ensure electronic waste reporting system for WEEE is implemented to fully 
track waste flows within, from and into each Member State. 

7.5.4.3 Significant amounts of WEEE not being Included in the Statistics 

Accurate data on collection is important to ensure reliable reporting against the Article 
7(1) collection targets. The majority of stakeholders consulted as part of this project 
stated that they believed the data on the amount of WEEE collected to be very accurate 
(it should be noted that they often represented formal operators within the WEEE sector 
and were responsible for specific material flows). This was tempered by one stakeholder 
who suggested that reporting by many municipalities was, in many instances, not very 
reliable.  

The potentially limited reliability of the reported data is borne out by other evidence. A 
number of WEEE categories carry significant value if the WEEE can be prepared for 
reuse, or if the associated secondary materials they contain, particularly metals, are sold 
on local / international markets. Consequently in many countries a large amount of 
WEEE is collected and managed outside of formal producer responsibility schemes, 
including: 

 WEEE not obligated under producer responsibility organisations from B2B 
operations that becomes part of the general ‘scrap metal’ collection; 

 Household WEEE that is disposed of as scrap metal at a recycling centre or 
collected by informal recyclers looking for a financial return; and 

 Retailer take-back of customer returns that may or may not become waste as it is 
intended for reuse/resale.       

Note, further information is available from the recent workshop on WEEE flows.150 

The WRAP/Valpak UK EEE Flow Report of October 2016, was able, using ‘The Study on 
Collection rates of waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE)’ by the European 
Commission, October 2014, to estimate that the total UK WEEE generated in 2015 was 
1,528kt. The UNU established this tonnage based on historic sales multiplied by product 
lifespan. This number includes all WEEE arising including that discarded in the residual 
waste stream (not separately collected). The study noted that reported WEEE, as 
received for treatment or reuse by an authorised treatment facility (a UK AATF or 
approved exporter), accounted for only 44% of total WEEE thought to be generated in 

                                                      

 

150 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/events_weee_en.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/events_weee_en.htm
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2015. A lot of reuse and recycling activity occurs outside of the producer responsibility 
WEEE system and this was estimated to be 475kt (31%) of WEEE generated, including:  

 Large Domestic Appliances (after de-gassing) being treated within the scrap 
metal stream, which accounts for 57% (273kt) of the tonnage outside the formal 
sector. It is worth noting that in the UK protocols are used to estimate the 
amount of WEEE present and properly treated in scrap metal (light iron) loads. 
These estimates are based on audits that sampled a number of ‘representative 
loads’.     

 B2B IT equipment treatment which accounts for 13% (63kt) of the tonnage 
outside the formal sector.  

 Other unreported, which is the remaining tonnage after all else is accounted for 
(including residual and reported), which is 29% (139kt) of the tonnage. This 139kt 
is thought to include other B2B unreported recycling (including other asset 
management activity), third sector and social enterprise reuse (with exemptions 
from waste licensing and being an AATF), export for reuse and other scrap metal 
activity. 

WEEE in the residual waste stream is estimated at ~24% in 2015, this largely going to 
landfill or EfW. The stakeholder group for the WRAP study considered this to be too 
high, particularly compared with collected tonnages i.e. this equates to each household 
disposing of more than 13kg per annum in their residual waste. No other data is 
available, and nor was a more robust methodology proposed with which to challenge 
this number for the UK. There are also thought to be a small number of thefts from 
collection facilities for the scrap metal value. 

Given these very large discrepancies in regard to the WEEE data in the UK, it seems 
possible that similar data gaps are present in other Member States. Reporting on the 
amount of WEEE collected typically takes place at the facility to which it is delivered for 
treatment / export. It is therefore essential to ensure that data is reported back by these 
facilities, even if they are not part of the formal WEEE treatment system. 

There are a number of reasons why WEEE might be unreported. Firstly, some WEEE has 
residual value and hence there are recycling activities undertaken outside the formal 
producer compliance routes. In some (predominantly eastern and southern) Member 
States, the informal scrap metal sector still has a quite significant role and unreported 
treatment may be taking place that is also illegal, e.g. refrigerator processing without de-
gassing. The existence of unlicensed facilities / illegal operators who deal with scrap 
metal can also lead to greater inaccuracies in the reported data for those WEEE 
categories that have a net residual value. Some stakeholders interviewed felt that the 
long term failure to deal with the issue of illegally collected and treated WEEE was not 
acceptable. They felt that this was an issue of priority and that the Commission should 
show strong leadership to ensure the situation does not persist. The scrap metal sector 
was one area where illegal activity was considered to be commonplace, and should be 
dealt with much more robustly than in the past. 

In addition, there is the issue of illegal export of WEEE to non-OECD countries under the 
pretext of reuse/preparing for reuse, but where inappropriate treatment takes place. 
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These concerns are well documented although the scale of the problem remains hard to 
accurately measure, however the recent Countering WEEE Illegal Trade (CWIT)151 project 
(which came to an end in August 2015) offers the most accurate picture for the EU as a 
whole. In addition to mismanagement, the CWIT project revealed cases of fraud, tax 
evasion and money laundering, indicating the availability of charges for financial crime 
charges to deal with offences. Export of WEEE is covered further in Section 7.5.4.2. 

It was suggested by one stakeholder that the use of an independent register could help 
improve the accuracy of the data on the amount of WEEE collected. This is consistent 
with the Commission’s legislative proposal for revising the Waste Framework Directive in 
which it is proposed that Article 35(4), relating to hazardous waste (noting that not all 
WEEE is hazardous), be revised as follows: 

Member States shall set up an electronic registry or coordinated registries to 
record the data on hazardous waste referred to in paragraph 1 covering the 
entire geographical territory of the Member State concerned. Member States may 
establish such registries for other waste streams, in particular those waste 
streams for which targets are set in Union legislation. Member States shall use 
the data on waste reported by industrial operators in the European Pollutant 
Release and Transfer Register set up under Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 of the 
European Parliament and of the Council152.  

In addition, in relation to municipal waste, the Commission have proposed the following 
amendment to the Waste Framework Directive under Article 11a(4): 

Member States shall establish an effective system of quality control and 
traceability of the municipal waste to ensure that conditions laid down in 
paragraph 3(a) and (b) are met. The system may consist of either electronic 
registries set up pursuant to Article 35(4), technical specifications for the quality 
requirements of sorted waste or any equivalent measure to ensure the reliability 
and accuracy of the data gathered on recycled waste.  

In addition, some form of auditing of producer compliance schemes and recycling 
facilities is key to obtaining reliable data. This mitigates the moral hazard that exists 
when reporting relates to payments being made (PRO fees) or penalties for missing 
collection and recycling targets. Romania, for instance, has reportedly encountered 
challenges with monitoring and checking WEEE collection, recovery and recycling data. 

                                                      

 

151 Countering WEEE (waste electrical and electronic equipment) Illegal Trade (CWIT), 
2015; undertaken by INTERPOL, United Nations University (UNU), United Nations 
Interregional Crime and Justice Research Institute, the WEEE Forum, the Cross Border 
Research Association, Zanasi & Partners and Compliance and Risks. 

 
152 “Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18 January 2006 
concerning the establishment of a European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register and amending Council 
Directives 91/689/EEC and 96/61/EC (OJ L 33, 4.2.2006, p.1).” 

http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-i/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-d/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-h/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-h/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-k/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-u/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-u/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-o/
http://weee-forum.createsend1.com/t/r-l-firhtht-l-b/
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153 Whilst a national system for reporting is in place, there is no auditing of producer 
compliance schemes or individual producers that takes place to verify the data, and the 
responsible authority relies on the reports from producers/ producer compliance 
schemes, collectors and recycling facilities.  

Good Practice - Use of treatment evidence notes in the UK 

In the UK, authorised WEEE recycling facilities must obtain a separate licence from the 
Environment Agency (EA) to issue evidence notes on WEEE treated (this license is in 
addition to their environmental permit). This approach is also taken in other Member 
States. To demonstrate their obligations have been met, producer compliance schemes 
must submit evidence notes (supplied by the approved authorised treatment facilities, 
AATFs) to the EA. This mechanism is used to provide a robust auditing process, in which 
only audited facilities can issue proof of recycling. These facilities are paid for treating 
the WEEE through the fees paid by producers who place EEE on the market.  

As noted earlier, however, this does not deal with the issue that a large quantity of WEEE 
is delivered to facilities that are not authorised to issue evidence to producer compliance 
schemes. In these instances, a robust permitting system – that is, one where the 
conditions within environmental are clearly stated and effectively enforced – is required 
to ensure that all treatment facilities accurately report on the amount and category of 
WEEE that they receive for treatment. Alternatively, Member States could ensure that 
WEEE can only be sent to facilities that have been authorised by the appropriate 
authority / regulator to treat specific WEEE categories. 

One stakeholder interviewed suggested that if the CENELEC standards were 
implemented in all Member States, this would provide a good basis for harmonising the 
approach to WEEE treatment, and the capture of data related to this activity.154 
Therefore, it would be sensible for the Commission to mandate this, or similar, standards 
within the legislation itself, and ensure compliance through utilising national 
accreditation systems (e.g. ISO auditors). 

Good Practice - Mandatory standards in Ireland 

In Ireland, along with setting a fee to pay retailers for collection, mandatory standards 
were also introduced and the collection rate jumped from 30% to 65%. This is unlikely to 
have been a massive increase in collected WEEE, but rather WEEE that was not 
previously reported being included, showing that significant progress can be made on 
this issue. 

                                                      

 

153 Ministry of Agriculture and Environmental Protection (2014) Best Practices on WEEE &RoHS 
Management, EU Member State Experience, Accessed on 23rd February 2017, http://plac.euinfo.rs/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/plac-pp-1.pdf  
154European Commission (2016) Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) - Standards on WEEE 
treatment, accessed 15 August 2016, http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/standards_en.htm 

http://plac.euinfo.rs/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/plac-pp-1.pdf
http://plac.euinfo.rs/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/plac-pp-1.pdf
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One further issue noted by stakeholders was that a lot of WEEE is just put in shredders 
mixed with other wastes. In principle much of this activity should be banned by the 
conditions in Annex VII of the WEEE Directive, as the listed material and components 
should be subject to ‘selective treatment’. Article 3.1.i of the annex defines removal as" 
‘removal’ means manual, mechanical, chemical or metallurgic handling with the result 
that hazardous substances, mixtures and components are contained in an identifiable 
stream or are an identifiable part of a stream within the treatment process. A substance, 
mixture or component is identifiable if it can be monitored to verify environmentally safe 
treatment. Shredding may not absolutely ensure that the hazardous components are 
fully identifiable in the resulting waste streams if proper manual removal of parts does 
not occur first. Shredding without prior removal of all hazardous parts parts does appear 
to be occurring, and would be mitigated if the strict reporting mechanisms noted above 
are implemented. 

Recommendations: 

 All facilities treating WEEE should be licensed and recorded on an electronic 
register; 

 Ensure that the requirements of Annex VII are enforced, possibly through 
setting minimum standards for WEEE treatment to avoid the use of shredders 
and enhance the ability to report accurate data; 

 Ensure permits for treatment facilities should include a requirement to report 
WEEE (and batteries) separately from other products treated at the facility (e.g. 
in shredders); 

 Undertake spot checks / audits of WEEE and other scrap metal treatment 
facilities to ensure that no WEEE is being treated illegally, and therefore not 
being missed from official reporting; and 

 Require all data from PROs to be validated by accredited third party auditors to 
address potential for mis-reporting of data.  

7.5.4.4 Inconsistencies in the Point at which Member States report WEEE 
as having been Recycled 

Inconsistencies in the point at which Member States report WEEE as having been 
recycled can make it more or less challenging for countries to achieve the recycling 
targets. Part of the difference in approaches arises due to differences in the extent to 
which WEEE is treated and processed within the country of its origin. In a number of 
Member States, the full treatment cycle of WEEE is undertaken at a single treatment 
facility and in the same country from which the WEEE was collected (e.g. in Germany, 
France, Portugal, Poland and Sweden). In other countries (e.g. Latvia, Cyprus and 
Luxembourg), WEEE is only subjected to pre-treatment operations with products, or 
components thereof, being exported to plants in neighbouring countries for further 
treatment.  

This translates into inconsistencies in the figures reported by Member States on the 
amount of WEEE recycled. For example, in Latvia and Cyprus, the figure reported on 
WEEE treated only refers to the amount of WEEE received by pre-treatment plants for 
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dismantling or sorting, because there are no final treatment plants for energy recovery 
or recycling in these countries. The outputs from these plants (in the form of materials 
such as plastic, metals, etc.) are then exported as WEEE to other countries where legal 
recycling/recovery operations are undertaken. Similarly, in Luxembourg only pre-
treatment – in this context this refers only to depollution – is carried out within the 
country. In these countries, all WEEE collected is reported as WEEE exported for 
treatment and no account is taken of material losses along the value chain.  

In contrast, in Germany and France the figures reported on the amount of WEEE treated 
within the country refer to the actual recycling and recovery operations taking place 
domestically and, therefore, account for material losses along the value chain (i.e. 
material that cannot be recycled and have to be sent for thermal recovery or disposal). 
In Portugal, the amounts of WEEE treated in other Member States are accounted for as 
treated domestically. In Poland, the figure reported on WEEE treated in the Member 
State refers only to the amount of WEEE received by pre-treatment plants. Similar to 
Cyprus and Latvia, there are no final treatment (recovery/recycling) plants within the 
country. However, based on the discussion during interviews with stakeholders, once 
WEEE is dismantled in pre-treatment plants, the output is referred to as individual 
materials (e.g. plastic, metals, etc.) for the purposes of reporting on exports for 
treatment to other countries. For this reason, Poland stated that it does not report any 
figures for WEEE exported for treatment. However, according to the WShipR reports 
submitted by Poland, the country exported 93.5 tonnes of WEEE to Germany in 2012, 
which were not accounted for as WEEE exported to other Member States under the 
WEEE Directive. Sweden undertakes recycling and recovery treatment of WEEE 
domestically. WEEE reported as treated therefore refers to the pre-treatment operations 
and WEEE recycled and recovered refers to the amounts of WEEE entering recycling and 
recovery plants. 

The challenges faced in tracking the flows of WEEE from point of collection to a final 
recycling process should not be underestimated. Work carried out by Eunomia on 
municipal level reporting of WEEE flows in Wales suggested that WEEE was one of the 
more challenging waste streams to track from the point of collection to its ‘actual end 
destination’ (Figure 7-5).155 A number of the municipalities that were interviewed as part 
of the project reported that it was very hard to track WEEE beyond the first treatment 
facility. It was reported that extensive mixing of WEEE with other waste streams, such as 
scrap metal and plastics, made it particularly challenging to track the onward flow of 
municipal materials and thereby account for subsequent material losses. 

The guidance documents provide some steer to the Member States but there is some 
scope for variable approaches to submitting data on the denominator used for recovery 
and recycling rates, so these are unlikely to have been consistent across Member States. 

                                                      

 

155 Eunomia Research & Consulting (2016) Recycling Destinations Data Review, March 2016, 
http://gov.wales/docs/desh/publications/160321-eunomia-recycling-destinations-data-review-final-
report-en.pdf  

http://gov.wales/docs/desh/publications/160321-eunomia-recycling-destinations-data-review-final-report-en.pdf
http://gov.wales/docs/desh/publications/160321-eunomia-recycling-destinations-data-review-final-report-en.pdf
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Guidance on the reporting of WEEE reads: “Please consider that the amount of 
treatment to be reported in Column #5, #6, #7 refers to the general term treated, 
including pre-treatment and sorting [emphasis added]. It is not considered as recycled 
but reported for the purpose to distinguish the location of the treatment only”. As the 
document does not refer to WEEE treated at a specific stage in the treatment process, 
and different treatment stages can take place in different countries, the calculation of 
WEEE treated is left open to interpretation by Member States.156  

The wide variation in approach taken by Member States is hampered by the complexity 
of gathering accurate data, but the root cause would be the lack of a clearly defined 
approach in the legislation itself, rather than supporting guidance documents (which, in 
themselves, remain ambiguous). It would be prudent for the Commission to investigate 
what a suitable and consistent reporting point should be, and mandate this clearly in the 
legislation. The supporting guidance documents should provide examples only. The 
method should be consistent with the new approach being considered for reporting 
against the municipal waste recycling targets.  

Again, the standards on WEEE treatment developed by CENELEC following the Mandate 
to the European Standardisation Organisations for Standardisation in the Field of Waste 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment (Directive 2012/19/EU (WEEE))157, might serve as a 
reference in order to clarify what should be accounted for as ‘treatment’ (i.e. WEEE 
entering a specific treatment operation as described in these standards). 

Recommendations: 

 Clarify the point at which ‘treatment’ should be reported, and what it should 
and should not include; 

 Appropriate methods for adjusting the reported quantities should be 
developed recognising the difficulties in tracing quantities through to their end 
destination; and 

 Default adjustments should be set by the Commission and applied to Member 
States who cannot supply the requisite level of evidence about the end 
destination of the material, and the standards at which the WEEE is treated 
(see Section 7.4.1.5). 

 

                                                      

 

156 Note, new guidance was released close to publication of this report 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-
20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4  
157(2013) Mandate to the European Standardisation Organisations for Standardisation in the field of Waste 
Electrical and Electronic Equipment (Directive 2012/19/EU(WEEE)) (M/518 EN) 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE-Monit-Guidance-Eurostat-20150528.pdf/468c7681-23e8-497d-a7d3-b1cec93f7ac4
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Figure 7-5: Proportion of Individual Materials Tracked by Welsh Municipalities to a Final Recycling Process 

  

 

Note: In this figure, co-mingled materials refer to a mixed material stream, such as the sorting rejects from a primary or secondary MRF, and not the co-mingled 
materials collected at the kerbside and which are subsequently sorted into individual material streams. 
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7.5.4.5 Batteries not Excluded from WEEE Treated 

According to Annex VII of the WEEE Directive, batteries have to be removed from any 
separately collected WEEE. This can, however, be done in different ways through 
disassembly or post fragmentation/shredding at a WEEE treatment facility. The degree 
to which batteries are removed completely, and intact, is not accurately known and is 
likely to vary from one type of plant to another. Some Member States, however, do 
undertake audits to ensure that any batteries are actually removed and the necessary 
data recording undertaken in line with the requirements of the Batteries Directive and 
national compliance schemes. 

Feedback from stakeholders was mixed on this issue. A few reported that batteries were 
removed as part of the pre-treatment process and their weight was therefore not 
included in the final WEEE treatment figures. A respondent from Sweden, however, 
noted that the weight of the battery is included in the product when PoM and so the fact 
that the weight was not excluded at the end of a product’s life was not explicitly an error 
(although the WEEE Directive does require the EEE data to exclude the weight of the 
batteries). The weight of batteries in some projects, such as batteries and tablets, is a 
reasonably large proportion of the overall weight of the product, so this issue could be of 
significance for some product categories. 

It was not possible to obtain a clear understanding of what the extent of the issue is 
based on feedback from stakeholders. It is worth noting, however, that the trend in 
consumer electronics has been towards more integrated batteries that are not easy to 
remove and are also a very significant proportion of the products weight e.g. in tablets 
and smart phones for example.  The UK guidance on this issue158 is given below by way 
of an example: 

Good Practice - Requirements on deducting batteries from WEEE reporting in the UK 

“Do not include the weight of batteries in any evidence notes you issue, or in any 
quarterly return you send to your environmental regulator. You must have a method for 
deducting the weight of batteries from the total weight of WEEE you receive. 
For AATFs carrying out multiple activities on site this may not always be possible. See the 
examples for guidance on what to do for the activities listed. 

Example 1: AATFs and AEs accepting single category WEEE streams 

- Remove batteries from the WEEE before treatment, this is a BATRRT requirement. 
Deduct the tonnage of batteries removed from the tonnage of WEEE received. 

Example 2: AATFs and AEs with site-specific protocols 

                                                      

 

158 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance/waste-
electrical-and-electronic-equipment-weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance/waste-electrical-and-electronic-equipment-weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance/waste-electrical-and-electronic-equipment-weee-evidence-and-national-protocols-guidance
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- Where possible calculate the actual weight of batteries, otherwise use the site specific 
protocol agreed with your environmental regulator. 

Example 3: AATFs carrying out continuous bulk processes or sending WEEE to other 
facilities for treatment you can: 

- develop a site specific protocol for the percentage weight of batteries to be deducted 

- collate battery weight from treatment sites that take your WEEE and deduct this from 
the tonnage of WEEE you originally received 

If neither of the above are practical, use the SMW (small mixed WEEE) protocol 
percentage, deducting 0.06 percent from the total weight of WEEE. 

Keep records to prove this. The amount of WEEE evidence issued should match the 
amounts of WEEE treated, recovered and recycled, minus the weight of batteries.” 

One of the industry stakeholders interviewed also made reference to the average 
proportion of batteries in small WEEE. At a minimum, the Commission should consider 
including in the legislation a mandatory reduction for batteries where actual evidence is 
not provided, with the level of reduction in the reporting in a guidance document so that 
it can be easily updated. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure that battery removal and data recording at WEEE treatment plants is 
regularly audited by national authorities; and 

 Ensure that national protocols are in place where necessary and their correct 
use monitored and enforced. 

7.6 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WEEE Data 
Reporting 

This section provides a summary of the priority actions related to WEEE data reporting 
that have been analysed in the study. They are structured according to whether the 
action is to be carried out at the national or European level. Finally, an overview of the 
likely costs of the intervention is given. 
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Table 7-5: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Data 
Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure that all facilities treating WEEE are licensed and recorded on 
an electronic register. 

Cost: the costs of implementing an electronic register of all treatment 
facilities would depend on the approach already taken in the Member 
States, but should not be significant, i.e. tens of thousands of Euros. 

 Ensure that the requirements of Annex VII are enforced, possibly 
through setting minimum standards for WEEE treatment to avoid the 
use of shredders and enhance the ability to report accurate data. 

 Ensure that facilities to which WEEE is sent meet minimum treatment 
standards (e.g. CENELEC, WEEELABEX etc including those to which 
WEEE is exported outside of the EU). 

 Ensure that permits for treatment facilities include a requirement to 
report WEEE (and batteries) separately from other products treated 
at the facility (e.g. in shredders). 

 Ensure that national protocols for determining the amount of 
batteries in WEEE are in place where necessary and their correct use 
monitored and enforced. 

Cost: the costs of implementing the requirements of the standards on the 
industry would depend on the existing situation and would therefore be 
highly variable. However, some stakeholders indicated the cost of 
implementing CENELEC standards might be in the order of €10-15k per 
treatment centre. The total could reach hundreds of thousands or millions 
of Euros across individual Member States. 

 Undertake spot checks / audits of WEEE and other scrap metal 
treatment facilities to ensure that no WEEE is being treated illegally, 
and therefore not being missed from official reporting. 

Cost: – the cost of enforcement would vary from between Member States 
depending on existing level of activity etc, so it is not possible to give a 
reliable estimate in this study. However, it could be in the order of 10’s to 
100’s of thousand Euros. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure electronic waste reporting system for WEEE is implemented 
to fully track waste flows within, from and into each Member State. 

Cost: the costs of implementing a fully electronic and integrated waste 
information system for Waste Shipments has been investigated by DG 
Environment.159 Based upon this, costs for a relevant WEEE tracking 
system could be in the order of hundreds of thousands to a few million 
Euros per Member State. 

 Clarify the point at which ‘treatment’ should be reported, and what it 
should and should not include. 

 Develop appropriate methods for adjusting the reported recycled 
quantities recognising the difficulties in tracing quantities through to 
their end destination. 

 Set default adjustments to apply to Member States who cannot 
supply the requisite level of evidence about the end destination of 
the material, and the standards at which the WEEE is treated. 

 Ensure that the WEEE Directive Annex VI minimum requirements for 
shipping of WEEE are fully enforced in all Member States. 

 Harmonise penalties for illegal shipments to simplify enforcement in 
trans-border cases of illegal exports, and to prevent criminals from 
shifting activities to lower-risk countries within the EU. 

 Require all data from Producer Responsibility Organisations (PROs) to 
be validated by accredited third party auditors to address potential 
for mis-reporting of data. 

Cost: the cost of enforcement would vary from between Member States 
depending on existing level of activity etc, so it is not possible to give a 
reliable cost estimate in this study. However, this could be in the order of 
one to ten thousand Euros per producer. 

 Set requirement in the WEEE Directive for all producer data to be 
audited by third parties. 

 Ensure a clear methodology, or protocol is in place, to allow the 
subtraction of battery weight by device category. Ideally this protocol 
would be harmonised across the EU through legislation. 

Cost: – the cost to make develop protocols should not be significant, 
enforcement may be more costly and would depend upon the existing 
level of enforcement in the Member State. The cost to develop such 

 Introduce mandatory requirement in Batteries or WEEE Directive for 
businesses placing EEE on the market to provide battery weight data 
for products with integrated batteries. 

                                                      

 

159 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/studies.htm  

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/studies.htm
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

protocols should not be more than several tens of thousands of Euros per 
Member State, less if a harmonised approach was developed at the EU 
level first. 

 Require single, consolidated national electronic registers of producers 
and Authorised Representatives in all Members States, and ensure all 
producers of EEE are registered are report the data. 

Cost: the costs of implementing an electronic register of all authorised 
representatives would depend on the approach already taken in the 
Member States, but should not be significant. For example, tens to a 
hundred thousand Euros. 

 Ensure Member States enforce Article 16 and 17 of the WEEE 
Directive and ensure that the Authorised Representative approach 
applies to all distance sellers, whether in the EU, or outside. 

 Harmonise requirements for non-EU websites to show producer 
registration details, and import duty details, for the country in 
question, so as to provide a simple checking mechanism for 
enforcement authorities. 

 Review interpretation of the definitions of EEE and reuse in national 
legislation and data capture systems. 

Cost: depends on current situation but not expected to be significant. 

 Remove scope for Member States interpreting definition of EEE by 
further clarifying in the legislation, rather than guidance documents, 
to make legally binding. 

 Remove ambiguity in definition of ‘preparation or reuse’ in new 
legislative proposal and give guidance on the distinction between the 
two. 
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8.0 Batteries 

This section focuses on the data reporting requirements and steps related to the 
calculation of the battery collection and recycling efficiency targets. The analysis is 
structured as follows: 

 Summary of Batteries Data Reporting Requirements; 

 Key Steps in Batteries Data Reporting by Member States; 

 Identification of Issues Relating to Batteries Data Reporting; 

 Analysis of Issues Relating to Batteries Data Reporting; and 

 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Batteries Data Reporting. 

8.1 Summary of Batteries Data Reporting Requirements 

8.1.1 Background and Definitions 

Directive 2006/66/EC on batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and 
accumulators160 (hereafter referred to as the Batteries Directive) was adopted in 2006 
and has been subject to a number of revisions since. It regulates the placing on the 
market and collection, treatment, recycling and disposal of batteries in the European 
Union (EU) with the aim of improving environmental performance.  

It sets maximum quantities for certain hazardous substances (mercury and cadmium) in 
certain batteries;  tasks Member States with encouraging improvements to the 
environmental performance of batteries; requires proper waste management of these 
batteries, including recycling, collections, ‘take-back’ programs and disposal; sets waste 
battery collection rates and levels of recycling efficiency; sets financial responsibility for 
programs; and makes rules covering most phases of this legislation, including labelling, 
marking documentation, reviews, and other administrative and procedural matters.  

The last amendments to the Directive were incorporated in 2013161, largely around 
changes to exemptions around cordless power tools and button batteries. 

A couple of key definitions are given first: 

 A ‘producer’ is defined in the 2006 Directive as any person in a Member State 
that, irrespective of the selling technique used, including by means of distance 

                                                      

 

160 (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 and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC (OJ 
L 266, 26.9.2006, p. 1–14 ) 
161 DG Environment (2015) Batteries and Accumulators - Legislation, accessed 23 January 2015, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/batteries/legislation.htm 
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communication as defined in Directive 97/7/EC of the European Parliament and 
of the Council of 20 May 1997 on the protection of consumers in respect of 
distance contracts, places batteries or accumulators, including those 
incorporated into appliances or vehicles, on the market for the first time within 
the territory of that Member State on a professional basis. 

 A ‘distributor’ means any person that provides batteries and accumulators on a 
professional basis to an end-user. 

The Directive applies to all types of batteries and accumulators, categorised as: 

 Portable batteries (such as AA, AAA etc. and rechargeable batteries found in 
portable devices); 

 Vehicle and other automotive batteries and accumulators; and 

 Industrial batteries and accumulators.  

8.1.2 Targets and Data Reporting Requirements 

It also promotes a high level of collection and recycling of waste batteries and 
accumulators and improved environmental performance of all operators involved in the 
life cycle of batteries and accumulators, e.g. producers, distributors and end-users and 
those operators directly involved in the recycling and treatment of waste batteries and 
accumulators. 

To ensure all Member States contribute towards the Directive’s main objective of a 
cleaner environment, the Directive also sets out a number of collection rate targets and 
circumstances in which a Member States may deviate from that target.  

The minimum collection rate targets (by weight) set out in Article 10, for portable 
batteries only162, are as follows: 

 25% by September 2012; and 

 45% by September 2016. 

The collection rate is calculated on the basis of average annual sales in the three 
preceding years, in order to approximate the amount of battery waste arising in a year, 
in order to have comparable targets for all Member States. 

Likewise, the Directive sets out a number of recycling targets (of those batteries 
collected) to be met by Member States by 26 September 2011. The recycling ‘efficiency’ 
targets, by weight, of lead acid, nickel cadmium and other batteries and accumulators, as 
set out in Annex III, Part B, are as follows: 

                                                      

 

162 There is no target for non-portable batteries. Unlike waste portable batteries, waste industrial and 
automotive batteries are large, their users are professionals, and they are mainly collected by 
professionals, due to their economic value. Stakeholders views were that the vast majority of industrial 
and automotive batteries are already being collected. 
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 recycling of 65 % by average weight of lead-acid batteries and accumulators, 
including recycling of the lead content to the highest degree that is technically 
feasible while avoiding excessive costs; 

 recycling of 75 % by average weight of nickel-cadmium batteries and 
accumulators, including recycling of the cadmium content to the highest degree 
that is technically feasible while avoiding excessive costs; and 

 recycling of 50 % by average weight of other waste batteries and accumulators. 

In order to calculate progress against, and compliance with, the targets, a range of 
statistical data is required from the Member States. The Batteries Directive states that 
that these data shall be accompanied by quality and implementation reports, which are 
supported through a number of guidance documents produced by the Commission. The 
current data reporting obligations are: 

 Statistical data 
o Mandatory Data 

 Sales (total) 
 Collection (total) 
 Total mass input 
 Total mass output 
 Pb/Cd mass input 
 Pb/Cd mass output 

o Voluntary data 
 Sales (by chemistry type) 
 Collection (by chemistry type) 

 Mandatory compliance reporting 
o Annual methodological report 
o 3 yearly implementation report 

8.2 Key Steps in Batteries Data Reporting by Member 
States 

The description of the main steps of waste data reporting has been limited to eight 
representative Member States, which were selected because they have different types 
of data collection, data reporting and data verification systems in place. Appendix A.1.5 
indicates the criteria used to select these Member States to ensure a representative 
sample. This includes small and big countries (by size of inhabitants), older and newer 
members of the European Union, good and bad performers with regards to collection 
rates of waste batteries and accumulators (good performers being defined as having 
high rates of collection), countries with and without verification procedures for checking 
data and countries with different methods of collecting data.  

The following Member States were assessed: 

 Cyprus 

 France 

 Germany 
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 Hungary 

 Luxembourg 

 Poland 

 Portugal 

 Sweden 

Figure 8-1 presents an overview, at a high level, of the main steps and stakeholders 
involved in the process of reporting on waste batteries and accumulators, based on the 
information provided in the Member States’ quality and implementation reports for the 
Batteries Directive. The detailed descriptions of the reporting steps in each of the 
representative Member States reviewed in this study are given in Appendix A.3.6. 

Figure 8-1: Overview of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 

  

8.2.1 Data Sources 

All the information reported to the European Commission by Member States on waste 
batteries and accumulators are based on the following primary sources of data: 

 Producers of batteries and accumulators (including importers and, in theory, 
distance sellers), in regard to batteries and accumulators placed on the market; 

 The producers, or their producer responsibility organisations (PROs), who obtain 
evidence of the collection, treatment and recycling of waste portable batteries; 
and 

 Recyclers and treatment plants for waste batteries and accumulators, who 
provide data on recycling efficiencies. 

It is worth noting that WEEE recyclers also have a large role to play in removing batteries 
from EEE, segregating them, and sending them for recycling.    

8.2.2 Data Collection  

Data on batteries and accumulators are captured differently across Member States, to 
include reports, forms, online registers and surveys, submitted either directly to the 
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relevant government body or via a producer responsibility organisation (PRO), which 
then submits it to the relevant government body. 

In accordance with Article 8 of the Batteries Directive, Member States have to ensure 
that appropriate collection schemes are in place for waste portable batteries and 
accumulators, and that they are free of charge. This is done through local collection 
points (e.g. in offices), via distributors (e.g. battery retailers) and via collective schemes.       

The set-up of these collective schemes is often delegated to other economic operators 
that must also comply with all requirements that laid down in Article 8(1) of the 
Directive and transposed into national legislation. These operators are typically Producer 
Responsibility Organisations (PROs), i.e. organisations funded and/or formed by 
producers, importers and manufacturers of batteries, which, in turn, are recognised and 
authorised by the national authority. In some cases, municipalities can organise the 
collection, as is the case with Denmark, but that is not typically the case.  

8.2.3 Producer Registers 

The Batteries Directive also requires all Member States to ensure all producers of 
batteries and accumulators are registered, and this is often done via a web-based 
electronic system. Registration is subject to the same procedural requirements in each 
Member State, and producers of batteries and accumulators have to provide to the 
registration bodies the following information: 

 name of the producer and brand names (if available) under which they operate in 
the Member State; 

 address(es) of the producer; 

 indication on the type of batteries and accumulators placed on the market: 
portable batteries and accumulators, industrial batteries and accumulators, or 
automotive batteries and accumulators; 

 information on how the producer meets its responsibilities: by individual or 
collective scheme; 

 date of the application for registration; 

 national identification code of the producer, including European tax number or 
national tax number of the producer (optional); and 

 declaration stating that the information provided is true. 

Producers may register directly, monitored by the relevant national institution, or enrol 
into a PRO’s collective scheme, which will register all affiliated producers to the national 
register on their behalf. This enables the national authority to monitor producers of 
batteries and accumulators for data reporting purposes.  

8.2.4 Data Verification 

The Directive obliges Member States to submit quality reports on an annual basis along 
with the data they report in order to inform the Commission on how data reported was 
calculated, what the sources of information were, any assumptions made and the 
reliability of the data. However, there are no specific requirements on Member States 
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regarding the nature or depth of verification checks that could be conducted at the 
national level before the data is submitted to Eurostat. 

8.2.5 Transmission of Data to EU level 

Member States submit the following mandatory information to the European 
Commission: 

 Electronic forms to Eurostat via the EDAMIS web-portal, to report data annually 
on collection rates, sales, recycling efficiencies and progress against recycling 
targets for different types of batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and 
accumulators;  

 Quality reports (every year) to Eurostat, using a template form; and 

 Implementation reports (every three years) to DG Environment using a template 
questionnaire. The Implementation Reports outline how the Batteries Directive 
has been implemented nationally, in accordance with Article 24(2) of the 
Batteries Directive. 

8.2.6 Data Verification at the European Level 

A verification process, conducted by contractors to Eurostat, is undertaken, including 
reviews of the data, and compilation of a report on the validity of the statistics, including 
a series of clarification questions to Member States where potential errors are identified. 
Further detail is given in Appendix A.4.2.6. 

8.3 Identification of Issues Related to Batteries Data 
Reporting 

The identification of issues was undertaken by reviewing the reporting of batteries data 
and is carried out in the following sections: 

 Reporting obligations; 

 Elements of target calculation; 

 Data collection methods; 

 Validation and dissemination processes; and 

 Relevant studies. 

8.3.1 Reporting Obligations and Guidance 

The key reporting obligations and guidance documents that relate to batteries and 
portable accumulators are: 
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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 and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC163 

 

Commission Regulation 493/2012 laying down, pursuant to Directive 
2006/66/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council, detailed rules 
regarding the calculation of recycling efficiencies of the recycling processes 
of waste batteries and accumulators164 

 

Commission Decision of  29 September  2008 establishing,  pursuant  to  
Directive  2006/66/EC  of  the  European  Parliament  and  of  the  Council,  a 
common methodology for the calculation of annual sales of portable 
batteries and accumulators to end-users165 

 

How to report Data for Directive 2006/66/EC and Commission Regulation 
493/2012 on batteries and accumulators for reference year 2015166 

 

How to report on batteries and accumulators according to Directive 
2006/66/EC and Commission Regulation 493/2012 167 

 

Guidelines on the application of Commission Regulation 493/2012 on 
recycling efficiencies (DG ENV Document)168 

8.3.1.1 Batteries Directive 

The Batteries Directive includes a number of references to reporting obligations, 
including Article 10(3), which states: 

Member States shall monitor collection rates on a yearly basis according to the 
scheme set out in Annex I. Without prejudice to Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of 
the European Parliament and of the Council of 25 November 2002 on waste 
statistics (1), Member States shall transmit reports to the Commission within six 

                                                      

 

163 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32006L0066  
164 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012R0493  
165 http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32008D0763  
166 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Data+2015/5b48a703-
bb0c-4188-877b-4e6f19b0f030  
167 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Method+2015/05854b0e-
bd60-4b71-a3a9-fc444015c0b7  
168 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidelines+on+recycling+efficiencies+batteries
/817be49d-7e71-4f13-9eaa-d873955a45cc  

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32006L0066
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32012R0493
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32008D0763
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Data+2015/5b48a703-bb0c-4188-877b-4e6f19b0f030
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Data+2015/5b48a703-bb0c-4188-877b-4e6f19b0f030
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Method+2015/05854b0e-bd60-4b71-a3a9-fc444015c0b7
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Batteries+Guidance+Method+2015/05854b0e-bd60-4b71-a3a9-fc444015c0b7
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidelines+on+recycling+efficiencies+batteries/817be49d-7e71-4f13-9eaa-d873955a45cc
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Guidelines+on+recycling+efficiencies+batteries/817be49d-7e71-4f13-9eaa-d873955a45cc
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months of the end of the calendar year concerned. Reports shall indicate how 
they obtained the data necessary to calculate the collection rate. 

and Article 12(5), which states that: 

Member States shall report on the levels of recycling achieved in each calendar 
year concerned and whether the efficiencies referred to in Annex III, Part B have 
been met. They shall submit the information to the Commission within six months 
of the end of the calendar year concerned. 

Also, Article 22 states that Member States shall produce Implementation Reports every 
three years based upon the use of a questionnaire (para 2) and that these should include 
any measures taken that affect the impact of batteries on the environment (para 3). 

A review of these articles indicates potential problems:  

 Although there is a requirement to provide data, and to indicate how the data 
were obtained, there is no reference to any required, even desired, level of 
accuracy in the reporting; 

 there is no legally binding requirement for the structure or content of the 
methodological report. This may be a source of inconsistent and inaccurate data 
if verification is varied because the quality of some reports is low. 

A comment, in passing, could also be made on the naming of the report. The term 
‘quality report’ and ‘methodological report’ are both referred to by Eurostat: 
presumably, the quality report should provide further detail on the data than just the 
methodology. Greater clarity could potentially be achieved if the Directive explicitly 
referred to ‘Methodological Reports’ or ‘Quality Reports’, rather than just ‘reports’, to 
indicate more clearly what type of reporting was required. 

In addition, the Directive asks for recycling efficiency and ‘rate of recycled content’ to be 
calculated. However, the definition of ‘rate of recycled content’ is potentially misleading. 
This could imply that this refers to the proportion, or rate of, say, recycled lead in new 
batteries (i.e. the recycled content), but this is not is being calculated. The calculation is 
the mass of lead output divided by the mass of lead input, for example. This calculation 
is a material specific recycling efficiency, and it would have been less ambiguous if were 
not referred to as rate of recycled content, but as ‘material specific recycling efficiency’ 
along with ‘overall recycling efficiency’. 

Issues identified: 

 Lack of legally binding requirement on the content of the Methodological 
Reports. 
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8.3.1.2 Regulation on Batteries Recycling Efficiencies and DG Env 
Guidance Document 

Commission Regulation 493/2012169 sets out detailed rules regarding the calculation of 
recycling efficiencies for waste batteries and accumulators, as per the 
indicators/parameters defined in Annex III, Part B of the Directive. 

The main elements of the Regulation are summarised below: 

 Scope (Article 1): 
o Article 1 sets up the scope of the Regulation, which covers all recycling 

processes for waste batteries and accumulators. 

 Calculation of recycling efficiency (Article 3): 
o This section sets out a list of methods that must be used by Member 

States for calculating recycling efficiency and rate of recycled content, as 
well as further instructions on how to report to the Commission. 

 Annexes I to III provide further detail on the calculation methods specified in 
Article 3. 

 Annexes IV to VI provide templates for the information that must be reported 
regarding recycling efficiencies for all types of batteries and accumulators, to 
include: 

o lead-acid batteries and accumulators; 
o nickel-cadmium batteries and accumulators; and 
o other batteries and accumulators. 

Overall the Regulation provides a reasonable amount of detail, a lot of which is fairly 
technical. Therefore, a further technical guidance document was produced by DG 
Environment, to provide answers to some frequently asked questions on the 
requirements of the Regulation, and provide some more examples to help Member 
States understand what is required.170 The guidance document, itself, is more detailed, 
and mainly provides clear guidance to help Member States accurately report the data. 
Nonetheless, the issues are quite technical, and it may require a technical expert to 
advise the statistical officers in the Member States to ensure the tables are completed 
accurately. A few key points are to be noted following a review of the Regulation and the 
DG Environment guidance document: 

 Section 1.5 of the guidance document gives more detail on the types of batteries 
for which the efficiency of the recycling process needs to be calculated. The final 
comment states: “In cases where two or several types of "other" waste batteries 

                                                      

 

169 (2012) Commission Regulation (EU) No 493/2012 of 11 June 2012 laying down, pursuant to  2006/66/EC 
of the European Parliament and of the Council, detailed rules regarding the calculation of recycling 
efficiencies of the recycling process of waste batteries and accumulators (OJ L 151, 12.6.2012, p. 9–21 ) 
170 GUIDELINES ON THE APPLICATION OF COMMISSION REGULATION EU 493/2012 
LAYING DOWN DETAILED RULES REGARDING THE CALCULATION OF RECYCLING EFFICIENCIES OF THE 
RECYCLING PROCESSES OF WASTE BATTERIES AND ACCUMULATORS 
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are processed together in one line (e.g. AlMn and ZnC or NiMH and Li-Ion), the 
recycling efficiency of this process will be calculated on the basis of the average 
input and output composition. However, it has to be ensured that waste batteries 
which are more difficult to recycle are not mixed and "diluted" with waste 
batteries of another chemistry”. The final sentence supposes that mixing is 
currently occurring, and is something that would affect the calculation of 
recycling efficiency, by masking the poor performance of harder to recycle 
chemistry types. This might reflect the difficulties in the sorting processes which 
separate out a mixed portable battery stream, but this could be a deliberate act. 
There is no further guidance on how Member States should ensure that mixing or 
“diluting” does not take place. 

 Annex I(3) states that recyclers shall determine the share of different types of 
waste battery or accumulator present in an input fraction by conducting a sorting 
analysis of the fraction (by continuous or representative sampling). The 
Regulation appears to allow a potentially large variation in the type of sampling 
methodology used, thereby resulting in a potential lack of inconsistency in the 
way the data is captured between Member States, and variation in the accuracy 
of reporting. 

 There is a FAQ on the above point in the DG Env guidance document, however, 
the answer does not seem clear or provide the Member State with further useful 
information. The question and response are: 

o Question: How to conduct a sorting analysis of waste batteries? 
o Answer: Annex I (3) of the Regulation stipulates this can be done through 

continuous or representative sampling. Sorting in the recycling facility can 
be done manually, mechanically and/or automatically. The objective of 
sorting is to decrease the impurity fraction of a dedicated recycling 
process. 

The response does not provide any guidance on the sampling method to be used, 
other than repeating the statement from the Regulation that the sampling could 
be continuous or representative. There is no information on how a 
representative sample should be taken in order to deliver statistically significant 
results, or enable comparability between Member States. Moreover, the 
response discusses the objective of sorting to be to reduce impurities, but this 
statement is irrelevant as the purpose of this analysis (rather than the purpose of 
the sorting), according to the Regulation, is to determine the share of each 
battery type entering the recycling facility, and needs not to be linked with 
measuring impurities. 

 Section 2.1.2 of the guidance document includes further detail on how the 
chemical composition of the waste batteries could be determined. There is no 
standard approach given, although a suggestion to use EPBA data is made, 
however, for rechargeable batteries the recycler is recommended to use 
representative sampling. No detail is given on the nature of this sampling or how 
to achieve statistically significant results, providing a potentially significant source 
of variation in the level of accuracy which can be attached to the data on 
recycling efficiencies. 
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 In Section 2.1.3 of the guidance document Figure 2 attempts to explain what an 
external jacket is and how it is different from an outer casing: the latter should 
not be accounted for in the recycling data. 

 
However, the diagram is contradictory as the component is labelled as an ‘outer 
casing’ even though the figure is supposed to be about explaining what an 
external jacket is. This labelling appears to be a mistake in the guidance 
document, as if the component of a lead acid battery being pointed at were 
removed the acid would not be contained and the battery would not be able to 
function as it was intended, which is how external jackets are defined in the 
guidance “After removing its external jacket/part the battery cannot function 
anymore”. Neither is there any other mention of an ‘external jacket’ in the 
diagram which one would expect in an example seeking to explain what that 
component was. The effect of this unclear guidance might be that some Member 
States report the plastic casing as an external jacket, following the written 
guidance, and others as an outer casing, following the diagram.  If this guidance is 
being misinterpreted it could lead to inconsistencies in the way Member States 
report the amount of batteries entering the recycling process (i.e. mass input). 
On industry stakeholder also noted that this guidance was incorrect. The 
guidance should be updated. 

 Section 2.1.4 of the guidance document describes how the weight of outer 
casings should be deducted from the input fraction. In the case where cells are 
processed with outer casings at the same time in pyro-metallurgical processes 
the recycler is advised to “perform a sampling in order to evaluate the weight 
ratio between the outer casing and the cells for several battery packs used in 
various appliances”. This sampling could occur at any recycler within any Member 
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State. The nature of the sampling carried out could lead to inconsistencies in the 
data reported within a Member State, and between Member States. 

 Under Section 2.2.3 some conditions are given as to when slag can be accounted 
for as recycling for the purposes of the recycling efficiency calculation. One 
condition is that “the slag fulfils the national criteria for use as construction 
material”. As national criteria may vary between Member States, this is another 
potential source of inconsistency in the data. 

  Section 4.1 of the guidance document gives some commentary on the rules 
regarding accounting for export of batteries for recycling. It states that sound 
evidence is required to show that recycling took place under equivalent 
conditions as required by the Directive. This might not always be a 
straightforward task, and it is likely to be approached differently by many 
Member States, leading to inconsistent reporting of data. However, the 
document does note that “A Commission delegated act to lay down criteria for 
the assessment of such equivalent conditions is under preparation”, which should 
minimise the potential variances in future. 

Issues identified: 

 Reliance on non-legally binding guidance documents to ensure all necessary 
definitions are clear; 

 Lack of defined level of statistical accuracy in the legislation or guidance; 

 Masking of recycling efficiency through diluting input streams with different 
chemistry types; 

 Potential variation in approaches to calculating chemistry specific input 
fractions to recycling plants; 

 Ambiguous and incorrect guidance documents leading to different 
interpretations; 

 Potential variation in approaches to calculating mass input and output from 
recycling plants; and 

 Potential incorrect inclusion in the data of batteries exported outside the EU 
which are not treated in accordance with community standards. 

8.3.1.3 Commission Decision on Calculation of Sales Data 

This decision is a short document providing further details on the calculation of annual 
sales data.171 Article 2 of the decision states that the calculation could be based upon 
“collected data or statistically significant estimates based on collected data”. The 
allowance to report data based upon estimates may results in varying approaches across 
the Member States and inconsistencies in the reported data. Moreover, the wording 
‘statistically significant’ alone is not a fully defined statistical concept: the test of 

                                                      

 

171 COMMISSION DECISION of  29 September  2008 establishing,  pursuant  to  Directive  2006/66/EC  of  
the  European  Parliament  and  of  the  Council,  a common methodology for the calculation of annual 
sales of portable batteries and accumulators to end-users 
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statistical significance that needs to be met is not articulated (for example, no p-value, or 
confidence interval, is specified). Effectively, the Member States are left to decide 
themselves what is statistically significant, allowing for a range of errors to be 
introduced.  

 Issues identified: 

 Lack of defined level of statistical accuracy in the legislation or guidance. 

8.3.1.4 Eurostat Guidance Documents 

To support Member States in reporting on waste batteries and accumulators, Eurostat 
developed two documents: 

 How to report Data for Directive 2006/66/EC and Commission Regulation 
493/2012 on batteries and accumulators for reference year []. The objective of 
this document is to provide general guidance on the reporting of batteries data, 
details on reporting deadlines, how to use the eDAMIS web portal and provide 
some answers to frequently asked questions. 

 How to report for Directive 2006/66/EC and Commission Regulation 493/2012 on 
batteries and accumulators. The objective of this document is to provide some 
guidance on how the Methodological Report should be drafted. 

A review of these documents leads to the following comments: 

 How to report Data for Directive 2006/66/EC and Commission Regulation 
493/2012 on batteries and accumulators for reference year []: 

o After the description of the eDAMIS forms there is a separate Q&A 
section. Some comments on these are: 

 Question 2.3 relates to the calculation methodologies according to 
Regulation 493/2012. These questions overlap with the more 
detailed explanation of the Regulation given in the DG 
Environment guidance document reviewed above. Therefore, this 
advice should be harmonised in one place to avoid potential 
confusion, or even, contradictory guidance. 

 The response to Question 2.4 on exports overlaps with Question 
4.1 in the DG Environment Guidance document. In addition, it 
refers the reader to a JRC note from 2015 (JRM/mc 
env.a.2(2015)644597 of 10 March 2015), with no link to the 
source, and which could not be found on the JRC or DG 
Environment or Eurostat website. In addition, the answer to 
Question 2.3 also refers to the meeting minutes of old TAC 
meetings, which data users might not have easily to hand, or any 
access to. Additional, explanatory notes should be accessible, or 
important information should be extracted into the guidance 
document itself. 

 The answer to Question 2.5 says “Ideally the breakdown into 
‘Lead-Acid’, ‘NiCd’ and ‘Other’ should sum up to this total”. This 
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answer is vague, and suggests to the data user that it is acceptable 
to submit data for which no mass balance exists. There appears to 
be no reason why the sub-components of all batteries and 
accumulators should not add up to the total. It follows that the 
guidance should be unequivocal. The ambiguity noted here has, 
indeed, led to inconsistent approaches by the Member States, as 
highlighted below. 

o How to [draft a methodological] report for Directive 2006/66/EC and 
Commission Regulation 493/2012 on batteries and accumulators: 

 The structure of the methodological report and content guidance 
is basic, and unlikely to be adequate to ensure delivery of the 
information that would be required to properly assess the quality 
of the statistics, not least, the comparability between Member 
States. This point is also noted above. 

In general the guidance documents are clear, but in places, the wording is unclear, and is 
therefore open to mis-interpretation, or creates a barrier to full understanding of the 
requirements. This should be rectified in order to make the guidance documents easier 
to understand for the reader. For example, Question 2.1 “Is the reference year for all 
quantitative reports the whole calendar year?” has the answer “Generally, statistics 
follow waste data annually and it seems quite impossible to divide reports into periods 
1.1.-26.9 and 27.9.-31.12 of a given year”. The response does not clearly answer the 
question: the answer should simply state that the data should be reported according to 
calendar year, if (as appears to be the case) that is the intention. 

The explanatory diagram under Question 2.8 states that the reader should “See also 3.4 
above”, however, there is no section or question or other reference to 3.4 in the 
document, so it is unclear what is being referred to and is assumed to be a clerical 
mistake. 

As an aside, the naming of the documents is a little inconsistent, and in fact the naming 
is incorrect within one guidance document. In addition, the naming convention for the 
batteries data is different to the other waste stream reporting obligations (WEEE etc). 
The first document, for example, is where the description of the eDAMIS portal is 
located, but there is no mention of eDAMIS in the title, whereas for the other waste 
streams the naming seems clearer, more logical and is more consistent between them. 
The lack of clear document labelling may result in key guidance being missed. 

Issues identified: 

 Ambiguous and incorrect guidance documents leading to different 
interpretations; and 

 Inaccurate data on batteries collected (total or sub-components) if mass 
balance checks are not respected. 
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8.3.2 Elements of Target Calculation for Batteries 

In this section the various elements that make up the numerator and denominator of the 
targets set out in the Batteries Directive are reviewed. This helps to identify where 
potential issues may arise. To calculate the collection and reuse/recycling rates, the 
elements set out in Figure 8-2 are required (a diagram for the recycling efficiency is not 
included due to the complexity of the calculation method). The individual elements 
shown in these figures are described in Table 8-1 and Table 8-2. 
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Figure 8-2: Overview of Elements Required to Calculate the Collection Rates for the Batteries Directive Targets 
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Table 8-1: Description of Elements Required to Calculate the Collection Rates for the Batteries Directive Targets 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

D
e

n
o

m
in

at
o

r 

Sales Data on 
Portable Batteries (all 
registered producers) 

Included Electronic data 
portals/forms, annual 
reports from company 
sales data 

In principle sales data should come from companies’ internal stock databases, so should 
be quite accurate. However, as noted above, there is a variety of approaches that could 
be taken to generate this data, including surveys. 

It is noted, however, that placed on the market (PoM) figures are a proxy for the actual 
amount of battery waste produced and available for collection each year. The latter 
being the actual figure for the denominator that, in theory, the collection rate should 
be calculated with. 

Sales Data on 
Portable Batteries 
(non-registered 
producers i.e. free-
riders) 

Included Not estimated Sales from non-registered producers might not be included in the data that forms the 
denominator of the collection rate calculation. This will artificially increase the recycling 
rate. 

Sales Data on non-
portable batteries 

Excluded As above. Non-portable batteries should be straightforward to exclude: however, there is the 
potential for the definition to be mis-applied by producers/importers. 

Batteries exported 
for sale in another 
country 

Excluded As above. If customs data is used for ‘sales’ and re-export is not taken into account, there may be 
a small issue. However, most producers will pay fees for batteries placed on the 
market, so there is a strong incentive to not report batteries PoM that are subsequently 
re-exported for sale in another country. There is potentially an issue with the point of 
reporting if OEMs are utilising batteries in products that are then re-exported to 
another country for sale on that market. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

Batteries imported 
for sale from another 
country 

Included As above. There is potential issue if batteries are imported and not included in the data, as 
tracking imports is not watertight, and batteries imported within electrical products 
might not be captured in the data. 

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r 

Collection of Portable 
Batteries PoM in MS 
(all PROs/ producers) 

Included Electronic data 
portals/forms, annual 
reports from collective 
schemes /producers 
/others (e.g. 
municipalities etc)  

The amount of batteries collected should be straightforward to measure as there will 
be some transfer and weighing under most circumstances. Whether the collected 
batteries are portable or non-portable is an issue, and discussed below. 

Non-portable 
batteries 

Excluded As above. Where collection schemes cover multiple sources of mixed batteries, it is difficult to 
determine whether the batteries are portable or non-portable at that stage, as some 
batteries of the same physical characteristics could be used for both applications. 
Moreover, sorting of mixed batteries may be done automatically where it would not be 
possible to even visually identify which batteries might be portable. 

Collected batteries 
not sold within the 
country 

Excluded Not currently 
identified. 

In principle, batteries that are not sold within the country should be excluded from the 
numerator. For example, batteries that a consumer buys on holiday that run out after 
they have returned home. However, without some kind of deposit refund system 
(where all batteries sold on the national market have specific labelling and all returned 
batteries are scanned in), it would be very difficult to determine imported batteries. 
Conversely, some consumers would take batteries sold within the country abroad 
where they would be collected elsewhere, so to some extent these amounts may 
cancel out. However, batteries can also be imported in WEEE, which does occur in 
relative high amounts. Moreover, there is increasing sales over the internet from other 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

countries which results in batteries becoming waste in a different country to where 
they were placed on the market. 
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The risk of there being inconsistencies in the approach to calculating the collection 
target is low, as the method is clearly detailed in the Directive with a good example 
table. It is also described in the Eurostat guidance documents, and there are cross-
checks in the eDAMIS web-forms, with the correct calculation method used for 
comparison. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate Placed on the Market data due to batteries from non-registered 
‘free-riders’ not being included; 

 Inaccurate Placed on the Market data due to non-portable batteries not being 
excluded; 

 Inaccurate Placed on the Market data due to batteries in WEEE not being 
included; 

 Inaccurate collected data due to non-portable batteries not being excluded; 

 Inaccurate collected data due to imported batteries not being excluded; and 

 Inaccurate collected data due to batteries in WEEE not being included. 

 

A review of the elements of required for calculating the recycling efficiency is given 
below. 
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Table 8-2: Description of Elements Required to Calculate the Recycling Efficiencies for the Batteries Directive 
Targets 

 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 
D

e
n

o
m

in
at

o
r 

Share of different 
types of battery in 
input fraction 

Included Continuous or 
representative 
sampling 

With sampling there could be a reasonably high risk of inaccurate data. There are no 
clear guidelines on how to perform sampling surveys nor is there a common minimum 
level of statistically accuracy for these surveys. 

Material 
composition of 
each battery type 

Included Common data sets, 
producers, sampling 

If sampling is used to estimate the average composition of each battery type, then 
there is a risk of inaccurate data. 

The approach allows a wide variation in approaches to gathering data which is likely 
to be quite inconsistent across the Member States.  This is discussed above. 

External jackets Included Material composition 
(above) 

The fraction of the input battery that makes up the ‘external jacket’ should be part of 
the composition data gathered above. 

Outer casings Excluded Material composition 
(above) / input 
material 

There is some guidance on what outer casings are, but it is not 100% clear (see 
above). There still is a possibility that these are not excluded from the input mass if 
there is some uncertainty about what the outer casing is. The proportion of the input 
that is outer casings can be estimated through sampling, if they are processed 
through pyro-metallurgical treatments. This sampling may lead to varying levels of 
accuracy across the Member States depending upon the sampling method used. This 
is discussed above. 

H2O (i.e. should be 
dry weight) 

Excluded Scientific data on 
water contents of 
acids 

The water content might be uncertain due to the amount that may have evaporated, 
or different proportions in the acid. 
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 Element Should be 
Included or 
Excluded? 

Main Data Collection 
Approaches 

Potential Issues 

N
u

m
e

ra
to

r 
Mass of each 
element recycled 

Included Plant output data In principle the data should be based upon weighed amounts of material sold on to 
reprocessors as this would need to happen because some payment would be 
occurring. There is probably a low risk to this data being inaccurate. 

Exported material Included Plant output data 
through ‘first recycler’ 

In principle this data should be quite accurate, however, as highlighted above, many 
countries are not including this information. Either because they do currently have 
the processes in place, are not following up the information or do not have 
requirements in place for exporters to report this information back to the ‘first 
recycler’. 

Carbon used as 
reducing agent 

Included Material inputs to 
plant 

The quantity of carbon should be accurately measured as it will be an input material 
to the process which has to be purchased. 

Oxygen used as an 
oxidising agent 

Included Material inputs to 
plant 

The quantity of oxygen should be accurately measured as it will be an input material 
to the process which has to be purchased. 

Elements in 
recycled slag 

Included Plant output data The amount of slag produced from the process should be well known by the plant 
operators. 

Emissions to 
atmosphere 

Excluded Mass balance Emissions to atmosphere are not measured so would not be included in the output 
data. 

Oxygen from 
atmosphere 

Excluded Chemical balance Oxygen from the atmosphere is calculated through and understanding of the chemical 
balance across the process. The amount of oxygen used as an oxidising agent is 
known, so that additional amount should be calculated through knowing the amount 
of oxides that are produced and the mass input. This would rely on very accurate 
mass input though.  
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The risk of errors related to miscalculation of the recycling efficiency targets is higher 
than for the collection targets. Data from multiple plants, various stages of reprocessing, 
different countries, etc., all needs to be taken into account. There are a number of 
allowable variations in terms of how to calculate the targets, which would naturally lead 
to incomparable data. 

Issues identified: 

 Incomparable Recycling Efficiency data due to variation in approach to 
accounting for sub elements of the calculation. 

8.3.3 Data Collection Methods for Batteries 

Neither the Batteries Directive, nor the supporting Regulations, Decisions and guidance 
documents, clarify how Member States should actually collect the required data. 
Therefore, a review of the different data collection methods described by the 
representative Member States was undertaken. The following summarises the key 
findings: 

 The sources of data is reasonably consistent across the different Member States. 
Sales data typically come from producers/importers, or in some cases through 
one or more producer responsibility organisations. Collection data comes from 
what are generally described as collective schemes, or producer responsibility 
organisations, which arrange the collection systems. However, the primary 
source of the data might vary, depending on how the operation of the collective 
scheme is structured. Finally, for recycling efficiency data, the description 
suggests some variation, but in essence, the data comes from treatment plants or 
‘first recyclers’ (as defined by Commission Decision 493) where there are multiple 
stages, or holders of batteries in cases where there are no national treatment 
plants and the waste is exported to another country. The variation across the 
representative Member States suggests there is some risk of inconsistencies in 
the reporting across Member States. 

 The data is submitted to different organisations within the Member State, partly 
reflecting existing administrative structures. For example, data can be submitted 
directly to the Ministry of Environment, or to/through an Environment Agency, 
Environmental Protection Agency, National Waste Management Agency or Chief 
Inspectorate of the Environment. In the case of Germany and Poland, the data is 
also submitted via the Federal Authorities, and municipalities, respectively. This 
allowable variability in data collection approach should not have a significant 
effect on the nature or quality of the data being submitted. 

 In terms of how the data itself are collected, 5 of the representative Member 
States indicated that it was through some form of electronic questionnaire or 
register system, with the remaining 3 simply stating the data was collected 
through ‘annual reports’, which would most likely be in the form of PDF, Word or 
Excel documents submitted to the relevant agencies. In principle, there should be 
no effect on data reporting from utilising one delivery mechanism or another: 
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however, in practical terms, electronic registers would be quicker to handle and 
process the data, and would enable automated verification checks to be 
performed more easily, reducing administrative time used on auditing and data 
quality. Therefore, the variation in reporting mechanism could be a source of 
data uncertainty owing to the ease by which verification can occur, and problems 
can be identified. 

Issues identified: 

 Inconsistent data due to variation in point of reporting; and 

 Fewer verification checks being undertaken on data not submitted to an online 
database. 

8.3.4 Validation and Dissemination Processes for Batteries 

8.3.4.1 National Data Validation Processes 

There is no guidance in the documents provided by the European Commission (outlined 
above) on the expected approach, or approaches, to verifying the accuracy of data 
relating to batteries and accumulators prior to submitting it to the Commission. Given 
the shortage of guidance, some Member States have developed their own guidance 
documents to facilitate reporting tasks. For example, France has drafted guides for 
producers and processing operators with the aim of improving the quality of statements 
they submit alongside waste data, and facilitating the data verification process. 

It is clear from the analysis that there is little consistency in the way verification 
procedures are currently being carried out. Some Member States, such as Germany, 
have a robust verification procedure in place, with many layers of checks throughout the 
data collection, analysis and reporting process. This includes automatic checks via the 
online reporting system: plausibility checks by the German Environment Agency (UBA); 
data checks by the Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and 
Nuclear Safety; and data quality audits carried out by external experts.  

In contrast, other Member States, such as Sweden, follow much simpler verification 
procedures, where data is simply compared with previous years’ results, and reviewed at 
early stages of the reporting process through simple internal checks. In the case of 
Cyprus, basic checks with licensing data is made. 

Third party audits for verifying and validating the data is used by some Member States. 
Cyprus, Portugal, Germany, France and Luxembourg all use external audits to verify data. 
On the other hand, Poland, Hungary and Sweden do not undertake any third party 
auditing, although Sweden has noted that it is planning to do so within the next few 
years. 

When the verification processes are compared against the issues that were identified in 
the 2014 data validation report, there does appear to be some correlation. For example, 
the German data goes through quite detailed and multilayer checks, and no 
inconsistencies were found by Eurostat, whereas Sweden, which applies more basic 
checks, showed time series breaks that could not be explained, and Cyprus, which uses 
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basic comparisons as the means of verification, provided no data or methodological 
report. 

It is difficult to make unequivocal conclusions on the basis of the selected sample, but it 
does appear as though some Member States are taking much greater care to check 
national data before it is submitted to Eurostat. Where these checks are being carried 
out, there appear to be fewer gaps, and fewer anomalies in the data. That does not 
necessarily imply that the data itself is more accurate, but the likelihood of this being the 
case is strong. 

Issues identified: 

 Gaps and anomalies in data arising partly as a result of insufficiently rigorous 
verification processes at the Member State level. 

8.3.4.2 Eurostat Validation Process 

The validation report which was reviewed related to the first reporting year on the 
recycling efficiency targets. Therefore, many issues were raised, but this would be 
expected to be progressively resolved over time. For example, the report states that 
clarification requests were sent to 19 countries, but no response was obtained from 4 
countries. Moreover, from the responses received, the root cause of the issue does not 
seem to have been resolved for a number of countries. This would suggest that the data 
that was disseminated could have been inaccurate. Examples of the remaining 
uncertainties identified are as follows: 

 However, this statement does not explain the inconsistencies. 

 France’s methodology and the answer to clarification request do not provide 
sufficient information to solve this issue. 

 Clarification request responses did not help to elucidate the above-mentioned 
issues.  

 The answers to the clarification request did not resolve the above mentioned 
issues. 

 These issues cannot be fully understood so far. 

 Slovenia’s answer to the clarification request and the methodology do not clearly 
explain why this data is missing. 

Issues identified: 

 Inaccurate data as Member States are not responding to requests for 
clarification (and validation process does not allow for following up of 
uncertainties until they are fully resolved). 

8.3.4.3 Issues Raised in Validation Report 

The Validation reports produced by Eurostat include summaries of the data that have 
been submitted by the Member States, and which countries have missing data. The 
validation of the 2014 data (submitted on 20th December 2015) noted missing data for a 
number of countries: 
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 All countries (28 Member States and 3 additional countries) except CY, EL, ES, IS, 
IT, NL and RO reported data (7 country datasets missing). 

 All countries except CY, EL, IT, NL, RO, DK, UK plus IS and NO (9 missing datasets) 
submitted methodologies of how the data was compiled. However, these 
descriptions varied considerably in scope and quality.  

Most of the gaps are in the data on recycling efficiencies and rate of recycled content, 
with that for collection rates being comparatively better. The data gaps are presented 
below Figure 8-3.  

This information shows that despite reporting obligations being legally binding, quite a 
few Member States are failing to meet these mandatory requirements. Moreover, 10 of 
the countries that did report still failed to meet the required deadline of 30th June. Some 
countries attempt to provide an explanation regarding the missing data, whereas others 
offer no clear explanation. For example, Denmark explains that it is aware the data is 
inadequate, but it is not able to report correct data at the moment. 

Some issues are also reported regarding rate of recycled content being too high or too 
low, but most Member States seem to report data within realistic bounds. 

The conclusions of the validation report summarise the issues, but also paint a quite 
critical picture of the current state of reporting of batteries data. 

Data gaps: 

The validation report for the reference year 2014 reveals an unsatisfactory situation 
regarding data gaps, especially for the newly-introduced data about recycled content of 
lead and cadmium. In this context, the situation is the worst for Ni-Cd Batteries recycling. 
In total, 17 countries provided no rates of recycled cadmium content. Generally, data 
gaps exist for Ni-Cd Batteries recycling more often than for Lead-Acid Batteries. 

Including or not industrial / automotive batteries: 

Industrial / automotive batteries should not be included in the breakdown of sales and 
collection data on portable batteries and accumulators. The recycling data, however, has 
to include industrial / automotive batteries. This issue caused some inconsistencies for 
data reporting in previous reporting years and has further improved for the reference 
year 2014.  

Export of waste batteries: 

Member States still dealt differently with exports of batteries for recycling. While some 
countries included batteries sent abroad in their recycling figures, others did not. The 
“Guidelines on the Application of Commission Regulation EU 493/2012” clarifies the 
export of batteries in relation to recycling efficiency: waste batteries sent abroad for 
recycling should be included in the recycling efficiency of the country of origin.  

As these issues still cause major reporting problems, they should be addressed and 
clarified by DG Environment and the Member States.  

Data quality: 
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Problems with data quality and data gaps occur as they concern Commission Regulation 
(EU) No 493/2012 and the rates of recycled content. Data checks, which were performed 
by calculating the share of lead and cadmium in the batteries, indicate data 
inconsistencies for recycled batteries content. 

Additionally, data checks of the input fractions to the recycling process showed breaks in 
the time series for 12 countries. These striking increases and decreases of the figures 
cannot be explained without deeper analysis.  

The great number of clarification requests also indicates inconsistencies and problems 
with data quality. As a result, the improvement of data quality, especially for Ni-Cd 
Battery recycling, presents a major challenge for the forthcoming reporting period. 

Source: Eurostat Validation Report on Batteries 

Issues identified: 

 Missing mandatory data on batteries collected; 

 Missing mandatory data on recycling efficiency; 

 Missing mandatory data for recycling efficiency calculation on batteries 
exported to treatment plants in other Member States; 

 Inaccurate data on recycling efficiencies; and 

 Inconsistent data resulting from considerable variation in scope and quality of 
methodological reports. 

8.3.5 Relevant Studies 

A key recent study which considered inter alia data quality issues was a Fitness Check of 
certain waste stream Directives, carried out for DG Environment. 172 The study 
highlighted a couple of important issues: 

 Violations of the Directive in terms of not being able to identify the producer of 
batteries and documents missing registration numbers; and 

 Estimates made for battery wastes arising are significantly different to the 
reported average placed on the market for the previous three years, which is 
meant to be a reasonable approximation. This analysis shows that the three year 
average approach might not be a good approximation to make, making the 
collection rates quite inaccurate. 

Issues identified: 

 Batteries from non-registered ‘free-riders’ not being included in the Placed on 
the Market data; and 

                                                      

 

172 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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 Approach to approximating battery waste arisings using previous 3 years’ sales 
data may be significantly inaccurate. 

8.3.6 Main Issues Identified with Batteries Data Reporting 

The main issues that have been identified through the review carried out above are 
summarised as follows, and arranged by issues that relate to mandatory requirements, 
allowable variances and the wider statistical framework: 

 Mandatory requirements: 
o Failure to comply with mandatory reporting requirements 
o Approach to Defining Batteries PoM as ‘Portable’ 
o Batteries PoM in EEE not Included in Data 
o Industrial / Automotive Included in Collection Data for Portable 

Batteries 
o Batteries in WEEE not Accounted for 
o Export Data not Included in Treated Tonnages / Recycling Efficiency 

Calculations 

 Variation in reporting within the terms of the Directive, Decisions and 
Guidance: 

o Variable Approaches to Sourcing Data on Batteries Placed on the Market 
o Estimates for ‘Free-riders’ not Included in Data on Batteries Placed on 

the Market 
o Batteries Privately Imported not Included in PoM Data 
o Incorrect Mass Balance Checks 
o Inaccurate and Variable Approach to Calculating Resource Efficiency 

Targets 

 Wider statistical framework: 
o PoM / Available for Collection Figures Significantly Different 
o Lack of legal requirement for structure and content of quality reports 
o Inadequate template for quality reports 
o Inconsistent validation processes at the national level 
o European level data validation not adequately addressing data quality 

These issues are now analysed in more depth in the following section. 

8.4 Analysis of Issues Related to Batteries Data 
Reporting 

In this section the issues related to batteries data is assessed in detail. The issues are 
structured according to the type of data i.e. placed on the market (sales) data, collection 
data and data related to the calculation of recycling efficiency. 

It is worth pointing out that many stakeholders interviewed, especially those from the 
private sector organisations, echoed the statement in the validation report that there 
are serious concerns with a large proportion of the data reported under the Batteries 
Directive, and that confidence in the accuracy of the data disseminated by Eurostat is 
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low. Moreover, it was noted that this is not just an issue of compliance, battery 
treatment plants rely on sound data in order to assess market trends and make 
investment decisions for upgrades or new recycling plants to react to the constantly 
changing and innovating market. The lack of credible statistics creates a barrier to the 
effectiveness of European battery recycling businesses. Although not the only issue it 
was noted as not helping a difficult market with some recyclers close to closing down. 

8.4.1 Failure to Comply with Mandatory Reporting Requirements 

The failure to comply with mandatory reporting requirements is indicated above. The 
following tables show the extent of the data gaps in the batteries data. 
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Figure 8-3: Data Gaps for 2014 Batteries Reporting
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Source: Eurostat Validation report for 2014 data. 

This issue relates to many Member States and is fairly significant. The most recent data 
being assessed in this study was the first year of a new reporting obligation, so a lack of 
familiarity with the requirements may be one of the main reasons for the missing data. 
Difficulties in obtaining the required data might also be relevant in early years. Denmark, 
for instance, noted that it could not report the data is it was unavailable. The lack of 
follow up on responses to clarifications requested by Eurostat, and the lack of pressure 
from DG Environment to ensure Member States are meeting the mandatory reporting 
requirements under the Batteries Directive would also be important factors. 

It is clear that mandatory reporting needs to improve significantly in order to understand 
performance against what are legally binding targets. 

A considerable variation in the scope and quality of the methodological reports is also 
apparent. This is not, perhaps, surprising when the structure and content is not 
mandated and the guidance is limited, mostly including general statements such as: 
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‘Please describe the information and especially potential shortcomings of the data or 
any deviations from the required specifications of the data.’ 

The quality reports should ask for information from the Member States to elicit the likely 
risk of inaccurate data, and should specifically relate to the various elements of the 
target calculation method (see Section 8.3.2). 

Recommendations: 

 Improve approaches to data gathering and verification in order to improve 
timeliness and completeness of data reporting; and 

 Run one off batteries compliance project with the Member States to improve 
the structure of quality report, run guidance workshops etc. 

8.4.2 Issues Related to Batteries Placed on the Market Data 

8.4.2.1 Variable Approaches to Sourcing Data on Batteries Placed on the 
Market 

The Commission Decision on a common methodology for the calculation of annual sales 
data allows for a range of approaches i.e. “collected data or statistically significant 
estimates based on collected data”. Allowing data to be based upon estimates may 
result in widely varying approaches across the Member States, and has the potential to 
give rise to inaccuracies and inconsistencies in the reported data.  

What is missing is the relevant test of statistical significance that should be applied. This 
could lead to potentially ‘significant’ variances in the data across the Member States 
since the implied test of ‘statistical significance’ in one Member State might be very 
different from that deemed acceptable in another. For example, it allows for one 
Member State to generate estimates where the 90% confidence interval spans a range 
of values 20% higher or lower than the central value, whereas another might generate 
estimates where the same confidence interval spans a range of values within 1% of the 
central value. The Commission guidance document on ELV shredder trials indicates that 
accuracy is usually calculated to either 90% or 95%.173 The key point is that there is no 
harmonised definition so the data is very likely to be of variable (and probably unknown) 
quality even if Member States believe they are abiding by the Decision. One stakeholder 
noted that the guidance to the Member States on producing the sales data was very 
unclear, but some of this is being corrected in the new legislative proposals.  

As a side point, where estimates are being made Member States they should be 
providing an indication of the level of confidence attached to these estimates, based on 
appropriate statistical analysis. However, there is no specific requirement to report on 
this in the Methodological Report guidance document so this critical information for 
assessing the accuracy of the data could well be omitted. This point was also picked up 
by the stakeholder who indicated that there is a lack of harmonised approach to assess 

                                                      

 

173 http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-guidance.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-campaign-guidance.pdf
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the quality and accuracy of the data. It should be clear if estimates are provided, the 
accuracy of which is known only to within +/- 20%, then a reported fall in the centrally 
reported figure of 5% might not imply any change at all, although this fall in the 
denominator might be expected to lead (under current approaches to reporting) to an 
increase in the reported collection rate. 

Notwithstanding the potential issues with the approach to estimating sales data, this is 
not likely to be a major issue in practice, as Member States do not appear to be making 
use of estimates for the sales data. None of the representative Member States indicated 
that they were using statistical estimates. 

Cyprus is using sales data from retailers and this is audited by a reputable third party 
auditor. The Green Dot systems pays for the audits (which in turn would be funded by 
the producer fees). However, if significant discrepancies are identified, the importer pays 
for the audit work carried out. It was considered that the data should be quite accurate.  
In Slovenia, business sales figures reported by producers are used, and these data do 
include the quantity of batteries re-exported. It is was also mentioned that customs 
officials regularly monitor the reports.  

Sweden reported that its figures are based on business sales figures. In addition, some 
stakeholders with an EU wide perspective indicated that the ‘placed on the market’ data 
is mostly based on sales data, and that, to their knowledge, re-exported batteries are not 
included in the data, but for some countries this is not the case and the data is not 
considered to be very accurate, although some stakeholders said that this view was 
based upon a few examples rather than a thorough review. 

In the UK, battery producers must register with the appropriate environmental regulator 
(directly, or via a Battery Compliance Scheme) and accurately record the tonnage and 
chemistry of batteries placed on the market. The data is usually import / sales data, and 
it is assumed that all imported batteries are sold on the UK market, the main issue, 
therefore, being that re-export is not being taken into account. Exact figures were not 
available, but stakeholders suggested that up to 10% could be re-exported to Ireland, 
where they are actually sold, and potentially also included in the sales data there, i.e. 
there may be double counting of sales across the two Member States. 

It is also worth noting that producers are defined in some Member States (e.g. the UK) as 
those having a business presence in that country, and the first person in the selling chain 
(including importers) to make batteries available for supply or sale on that market. This 
definition automatically excludes distance sellers that supply direct into the MS without 
using an agent or other legal entity in the country, and is at odds with the 2006 Directive 
definition. 

Other stakeholders thought that this issue would not be that significant as there is a 
financial incentive not to pay the producer fees, however, it does appear to be occurring 
to a degree. The effect for the countries not excluding re-export would be that the 
collection rate would be lower than it should be. For example, if the collection rate was 
45%, if the placed on the market figure was reduced by 10%, the collection rate would 
increase to 50%. 
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The intention of the Directive is clearly for the placed on the market figure to relate to 
what is sold in that country, so if Member States are taking this approach they should be 
required to change the source of the data. In addition, third party audit of the sales data, 
funded, ultimately, by the producers should also be mandated. 

Overall, it appears that collected sales data is generally used and re-exports are taken 
into account, the UK case does not appear representative of the general approach taken. 
The sales data doesn’t appear to be significantly inaccurate, however, some stakeholders 
have raised concerns, so some recommendations for further action do seem warranted 
in order to further improve accuracy and comparability. 

Recommendations: 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation method to 
mandate source of sales data from business sales figures, taking into account 
re-export, and to provide a proper definition of ‘statistically significant’; 

 Mandate use of third party audits and financing of these audits by the 
producers themselves; and 

 Update guidance document to help MSs produce comparable data. 

8.4.2.2 Estimates for ‘Free-riders’ not Included in Data on Batteries 
Placed on the Market 

The Directive states that all producers placing batteries on the market should be 
registered through a national electronic register. However, in practice, this registration is 
based upon self-reporting i.e. it requires the producer/distributor to a) know that there 
are relevant regulations in place and b) not knowingly avoid registration to avoid paying 
fees etc. Therefore, it is possible that batteries are being sold to consumers which are 
not from registered producers and therefore would not be included in the ‘placed on the 
market’ data. All stakeholders agreed that this was an issue. In addition, some of the 
comments made in the recent Fitness Check related to reported violations of the 
Batteries Directive across the Member States, included, as one of these, not being able 
to identify the producer of batteries and no registration numbers on documents.174  

These would indicate that batteries were being sold on the market by unregistered 
producers, i.e. free riders. These include distance/online sellers selling directly into a 
Member State (e.g. from e-bay or Amazon) and those that sell EEE (with batteries 
included) that isn’t registered under the WEEE Directive, or if it is, where the batteries 
are not reported to the authorities as required, under the Batteries Directive. Both of 
these particular areas are covered in more detail in separate sections below: the 
discussion here concerns the problem in general.  

In terms of the overall significance of the issue, some stakeholders indicated that the 
quantity of unregistered batteries being sold on the market would be small. 

                                                      

 

174 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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Stakeholders noted that this related to the structure of the batteries market, where a 
large proportion of the market is from the large multi-national producers, which would 
all be registered. This is also summarised in a report for the European Portable Batteries 
Association:175 

“As over 95% of batteries are usually put on the market by only 30% of producers, any 
additional registrations are likely to have only a marginal effect on POM and 
collection rates.” 

Other stakeholders interviewed said that the main producers, 33% of the producers by 
number, are responsible for 99% of the batteries placed on the market. Other 
stakeholders simply indicated that the perception was that the amount of free riders 
was low. There were some stakeholders, however, who did indicate that the 
contribution of free riders could be higher, with figures of 8% and 10% being given. It is 
not clear how these figures have been derived, however, as sales data from free-riders is 
unlikely to be known. One point to note, however, was that none of the representative 
Member States who provided feedback were actually including the estimated proportion 
of free-riders in the sales figures. 

There reported variation in estimates for free-riders across the Member States was 
mentioned by one of the stakeholders who were interviewed. They suggested that there 
was a correlation between the level of free-riding and the number of registered 
producers. For example, the number of producers registered per country varies from 
~1,500 down to a few hundred. Where the total number of registered producers was 
below the average, the view was that there was be a higher number of batteries missing 
from the sales data in these countries.  

Based on the stakeholder views, the proportion of batteries missing from the sales data 
could be as high as 10% across the Member States. If an average figure of 5% was used 
for the proportion of batteries not reported, for example, and if the reported collection 
rate was 45%, then if the free riders were taken into account, the collection rate would 
fall to ~43%. 

The Fitness Check report noted that national authorities focus mostly on eliminating free 
riders under market surveillance activities, and other stakeholders suggested that the 
level of market surveillance activities varied between the Member States. Some Member 
States with better surveillance, such as Belgium, were considered to have a very low 
number of free riders. However, it was also suggested that a lack of enforcement was 
due to declining budgets available to some of the relevant authorities, and staff being 
spread too thinly across different waste streams. This is certainly true in the UK, 
according to discussions with trading standards and customs officials.  

                                                      

 

175 Perchards, and SagisEPR.com (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, Report for European Portable 
Battery Association (EPBA), August 2013, http://www.epbaeurope.net/documents/Perchards_Sagis-
EPBA_collection_target_report_-_Final.pdf 
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One other aspect that was mentioned was about custom’s codes being insufficiently 
detailed in order to pick up all batteries, or batteries contained in other products (see 
Sections 8.4.2.4 and 8.4.2.5), being imported into a country. This provides a barrier to 
market surveillance activities and, therefore, to identifying unregistered producers/ 
distributors. This was considered most relevant for mixed product importers who buy 
bulk quantities of various products from China, for example, for sale in low value ‘cost 
cutting’ shops, where the exact detail of the imported boxes of products is not always 
given.  

Finally, one stakeholder indicated that one cause of the presence of free riders was the 
relatively high fees for compliance (as most batteries have a positive cost of collection 
and recycling) compared to the margins they make on sales. One small importer even 
mentioned, when told of the fees, that it would not now be worth their while to deal in 
batteries. 

In terms of whether estimates of free riders are included in the sales or not, one 
stakeholder noted that this is not done in France because ADEME does not believe it is 
within its scope to make these estimates. This is not, perhaps, surprising as there is no 
mention at all of accounting for free riders in any of the legislation or guidance 
documentation. 

Good practice examples, of where free riders were minimised, were given by some of 
the stakeholders. 

Good practice – Market Surveillance in Belgium 

Belgium is considered to have a very high level of participation in the PRO schemes and 
consequently the sales data is quite accurate. This relates to the comprehensive market 
surveillance activities that are carried out. For example, authorities check market 
segments individually such as the jewellers which may be importing watches with 
batteries. Firstly they find the relevant industry association(s), then write letters to each 
of their members reminding them that there is a legal obligation to register any batteries 
that are sold in Belgium and outlying the possibilities that are in place in order to comply 
with the legislation. For those companies that do not register they then carry out site 
visits, however, most of the time a letter was deemed sufficient. 

Good practice – Self-Regulation in a Competitive Compliance Scheme Market 

The UK has numerous compliance schemes for batteries, and margins are very tight due 
to the touch competition between schemes to have producers register with them. The 
competition in the market means that there is a strong incentive for compliance 
schemes to make their own efforts to find all unregistered producers before the other 
schemes do, so that they can receive fees from them. One scheme operating indicated 
they had picked up 100’s of unregistered smaller producers/distributors, and never had 
to report anything to the Environment Agency. This level of self-correction is less likely to 
occur in countries with single, or very few, compliance schemes. 

Good practice – Carry out Study to Check Customs Data on Imports 
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Cyprus is carrying out a study this year with the port authorities to check imports from 
any battery related code and cross check with the sales figures to see what the 
difference is. This provides a secondary source of data to check the accuracy of the 
placed on the market figures. However, this might not be as feasible for other Member 
States which many points of entry into the country for goods. 

To try and estimate the quantity of batteries sold on the market by free riders to an 
acceptable level of accuracy would, most likely, be costly, and if not well specified, could 
lead to a further source of inconsistent data across the EU. However, the lack of 
mandatory requirements and/or guidance on the market surveillance activities which 
could be carried out in order to minimise free riders could be addressed. Good practice 
examples should be gathered from the Member States and a harmonised standard 
developed for Member States to work within. 

Some stakeholders also suggested that market surveillance could be improved by 
exchanging, and analysing, reported data between producer responsibility organisations 
/ compliance schemes and the state administrations (agency, customs office etc). 

One other option could be to automatically include a 5% to 10% uplift in the PoM figure, 
unless the Member State can prove otherwise that the presence of free riders is below 
this level. This puts the onus on the Member States to gather this information and they 
would be more likely to do so as if proved compliance with the target would be easier. 

Recommendations: 

 Increase market surveillance activities in order to reduce the level of 
unreported batteries placed on the market; and 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation method to 
mandate market surveillance activity based upon a harmonised standard. 

8.4.2.3 Approach to Defining Batteries PoM as ‘Portable’ 

The definition of portable batteries has caused issues since implementation of the 
Directive, as some Member States defined a portable battery as any battery that could 
be manually carried. Poor definition may mean that batteries could fall through the 
cracks between the three battery categories, not being considered portable, automotive 
or industrial. Further guidance has followed and the situation seems to have improved. 

The general view from the stakeholders was that the definition was working reasonably 
well in relation to the ‘placed on the market’ data. Some comments offered were: 

 Producers know who batteries are being sold to and therefore should be able to 
categorise this reasonably accurately. 

 The system is not bullet proof, but training is given to companies. There is a very 
small chance that non-portable batteries are included in the [portable batteries] 
data. 

 Placed on the market data is not a real issue as most producers know well what 
they are putting on the market, they know the clients they are selling to and 
whether the batteries are for automotive or industrial purposes. 
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 Our understanding is that to a large extent it is working well, the definition is 
quite clear, but it is recognised that there are some local issues. 

 There is not the impression that producers are trying to bring portable batteries 
into the industrial flow to avoid paying the producer fees – there are also take 
back obligations and fees for automotive and industrial (depending on chemistry 
type) so there is not a strong financial driver to do so. 

 We are very confident that non-portable batteries are not included in the 
[portable] data. 

Conversely, others gave the example of the UK, where a big producer is still in a legal 
battle with UK Government over the definition. Also doubts were raised about the 
definition, stating that when the guidance changed, the collected amounts did drop (see 
below), but the placed on the market figure did not. One stakeholder’s view was that 
this may indicate that producers are still not reporting accurately, but on the other hand, 
it could be an indication that the POM figures were reasonably accurate to start with and 
therefore no change was needed. 

The issue was also described in a report for the EPBA, which noted uncertainty about the 
amounts ‘placed on the market’ as a result of varying interpretations of the term 
‘portable’ battery, as well as overriding battery legislation whose battery scope is based 
on customs tariff codes.176 The use of customs codes makes it difficult to distinguish 
between portable and industrial batteries and to accurately capture the weight of 
batteries incorporated into EEE (see below). This was thought to cause differences in 
amounts per capita in countries with similar consumption patterns. Options suggested 
for dealing with the uncertainties in ‘placed on the market’ volumes included ‘clarifying 
the term portable battery’, and ‘requiring recycling efficiencies to be reported separately 
for each battery type (e.g. portable batteries).’ Return rates could then be assessed 
against each of the chemistry types. 

The cause of many issues seems to be different application of the definition within the 
Member States, rather than the definition itself. For example, decisions trees are used in 
some Member States and not in others, and these may vary slightly. 

Good practice – Use of Decision Trees to Act as Guidance to Industry 

Some stakeholders noted that decision trees were being used by a number of Member 
States to help industry determine which batteries should be classified as portable. These 
include a range of yes/no questions which result in the classification of battery that 
should be used. These all refer to the exclusivity of the battery use, which one 
stakeholder noted was important to reduce ambiguity. 

                                                      

 

176 Perchards, and SagisEPR.com (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, Report for European Portable 
Battery Association (EPBA), August 2013, http://www.epbaeurope.net/documents/Perchards_Sagis-
EPBA_collection_target_report_-_Final.pdf 
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An example from the UK: 

 

 

This does not appear to be a significant issue, however, to increase comparability it 
would be advisable for a harmonised set of guidance (such as a decision tree) to be 
produced by the Commission, in consultation with the industry, and used by all 
producers in all Member States. 

Recommendations: 

 Implement a decision tree, harmonised at the EU level, to provide consistent 
guidance on when to define batteries placed on the market as ‘portable’ or 
otherwise; and 

 Develop a detailed decision tree approach for the Member States through a 
Commission Decision. 
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8.4.2.4 Batteries PoM in EEE not Included in Data 

The WEEE Directive specifically states that the EEE PoM data should exclude batteries. 
These batteries should be accounted for as ‘placed on the market’ under the reporting 
obligations of the Batteries Directive. However, it does appear that not all of these 
batteries are included in the reporting under the Batteries Directive.  

Many stakeholders noted this issue as becoming one of some significance. Some said 
that they do not have the same confidence in the data on batteries directly placed on 
the market as they do for batteries in EEE, as it is more difficult to monitor. Others noted 
that they needed to find a better way to deal with integrated batteries in appliances, and 
that there was almost certainly considerable difference between countries. This issue 
could be significant as it was mentioned that 30% of portable batteries placed on the 
market are integrated into EEE, many of these being rechargeable batteries in IT and 
communication devices. Conversely, some stakeholders said that a large proportion of 
EEE placed on the market was from large producers, and that these producers should be 
registered, and submitting the data correctly.  

One stakeholder noted, however, that classification was an issue. For example, it is not 
always clear that some products have batteries in them. Increasingly, electronics and 
batteries are included in a wider range of products beyond the mainstream consumer 
electronics items, for example, in toys, watches, medical devices and even in small 
product tracking devices (e.g. used to monitor temperature in the food supply chain). 
The example of button cell batteries in musical greetings cards was also given. The 
presence of batteries may be missed as it is not clearly linked to the description of the 
item. In addition, some small importers of products containing batteries may be 
unaware of the regulations.  The advance of the Internet of Things is likely to make this 
issue far more complex and difficult to track.  

Another reason for inaccuracy or under-reporting is that a lot of EEE currently being 
placed on the market has non-removable internal batteries (i.e. smart phones, tablets 
etc). Therefore, producers/distributors rely on weight data from the OEMs (original 
equipment manufacturer) to know what the size of the battery is within the product. 
Some stakeholders mentioned that for smaller, less well-known manufacturers, 
information on the weight of the batteries is not available, meaning that they cannot be 
registered with the compliance schemes. 

In addition, one stakeholder mentioned that a lack of guidance on how batteries within 
equipment from OEMs should be dealt with is causing confusion and inconsistent 
application across the Member States. For example, if OEMs are incorporating batteries 
from a local manufacturer, and these batteries are already declared as PoM, this would 
not have to be declared. On the other hand, if the equipment is imported then the 
batteries have to be declared. The issue acquires relevance because some companies 
placing EEE on the market cannot differentiate between sources, and different 
approaches to dealing with this are taken in different countries. The root cause was 
considered to be a lack of clear guidance. 
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The scale of the issue was not reported by the stakeholders, most likely due to lack of 
information, but if 10% more of the batteries were unreported in EEE (which does not 
seem unreasonable given the range of issues identified above), for example, and the 
reported collection rate was 45%, then including them in the POM data would reduce 
the rate to ~41%. 

Some good practice, as noted by stakeholders, is summarised as follows. 

Good practice – Close Cooperation between Battery / WEEE Compliance Schemes 

This issue can be mitigated when the compliance schemes cover both batteries and 
WEEE, as in the UK and Cyprus, as a few stakeholders noted there is greater knowledge 
about batteries issues and the same organisation can ensure that the EEE producers are 
reporting correctly, as far as this is possible. If both waste streams are not covered by 
producer organisations in the country then some efforts should be made to ensure 
cooperation between schemes, in order to focus on issues related to batteries 
compliance in EEE.  

It has not been possible to determine the exact significance of this issue. However, given 
that products with irreplaceable batteries are on the rise, some efforts should be made 
to mitigate this issue and ensure it does not worsen in future. 

Recommendations: 

 Setup national advisory boards / technical working groups for battery and 
WEEE compliance schemes to share knowledge on battery reporting in order to 
increase compliance; 

 Introduce mandatory requirement in Batteries or WEEE Directive for businesses 
placing EEE on the market to provide battery weight data for products with 
integrated batteries; 

 Each MS should have a clear methodology, or protocol in place, to allow the 
subtraction of battery weight by device category. Ideally this protocol would be 
harmonised across the EU through legislation; and 

 Carry out a Europe wide research study to investigate the potential under-
reporting associated with batteries in WEEE. 

8.4.2.5 Batteries Privately Imported not Included in PoM Data 

One further issue that was highlighted by a few stakeholders is regarding the private 
imports of spare batteries and EEE containing batteries, which are not registered with 
compliance schemes, and not included in the sales data. The perception is that this trade 
is growing but stakeholders were not able to make any estimates of the relative 
significance of it.  

From unpublished work undertaken by Eunomia staff for WRAP concerning UK battery 
flows, which included discussions with trading standards and customs, it is known that 
third party replacement batteries for such things as laptops and mobile phones can be a 
particular problem, often being counterfeit (and sometimes dangerous), let alone being  
unregistered under the UK Batteries Regulations.       
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While the Directive requires that distance sellers are registered, in practice it is difficult 
to enforce this when the seller is outside the EU in particular. EPR schemes have typically 
been developed on the basis that producers/importers have a physical legal entity in the 
country where products are sold. The growth in online sales, therefore, presents a 
number of distinct challenges, including: 

 Issues relating to compliance, e.g.: 
o Producer fees may not be collected if the online seller is based in a 

third country, and thus free-riding occurs (indeed even if not based in 
a third country there are reports of online retailers not complying with 
EPR requirements); 

o Meeting requirements in terms of take-back and collection will also be 
more difficult if e-commerce retailers have no physical presence in the 
country; and 

o Online retailers may find it difficult, or perceive as overly burdensome 
relative to the risk of being caught, to properly understand their 
responsibilities due to a lack of clarity in guidance documents, 
especially where they are selling to customers based in other 
countries; 

 Administrative and enforcement challenges, e.g.: 
o A lack of understanding among authorities about what is placed on 

the market can mean that achievements of EPR schemes in terms of 
collection rates, for example, may be overstated; 

o Online sales may require greater collaboration between national 
authorities, and potentially a move towards harmonisation of 
reporting requirements within product categories; and 

o Limits on the power of national authorities to enforce sanctions on 
overseas online retailers may mean that the competence of regulators 
is not keeping pace with the development of the market.  

Some of the issues have, of course, been recognised in the WEEE Recast Directive which 
requires a registered in–country representative to sell in the EU, but enforcement 
remains an issue.  

A key, overarching, challenge relating to online sales and EPR, particularly where items 
are purchased online from retailers based in third countries, is the lack of data. This is 
not necessarily due to online retailers seeking to avoid transparency as to the 
destination of products purchased from their site. In fact, there are examples where 
online retailers based in one country will not ship certain products to other countries.177 
However, in response to this issue - which many consumers see as an impediment to 

                                                      

 

177 Interestingly, Macy’s and Target both indicate on their websites that they have now teamed up with a 
company called Borderfree to offer international sales. While Borderfree notes that it ensures compliance 
with all import taxes and duties, it is unclear whether EPR requirements are met. 
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their freedom to purchase items at reduced prices online -  a ‘work-around’ has been 
devised in the form of ‘package forwarding companies’, including: 

 Borderlinx; 

 Viabox; 

 Myus; 

 Bongous; and 

 Shipito. 

These companies will sell a consumer the use of an address, typically based in a location 
where sales tax is low, such as Delaware in the USA (where it’s actually 0%). In such a 
case, items purchased on American websites can then be delivered to this address, from 
where they will then be forwarded to the consumer’s actual address in other countries 
around the world. This means that even if online retailers were required to disclose to 
regulators the address to which products sold had been shipped, this would not inform 
them as to the ultimate destination. 

There is no guidance on how Member States should account for batteries in private 
imports in the sales data. In theory, customs data could help identify some of this flow 
but only if it was reported, and if the coding was sufficiently precise, though above, we 
indicated that it is not. Some batteries, or EEE, could be in mixed boxes without specific 
codes (as noted in the sections above). 

Enforcement could be increased, but there are many issues to consider regarding private 
imports from outside of the EU. Whatever guidance is developed, it is clear that this 
should be harmonised across the EU to avoid inconsistent approaches, not least because 
for many countries, this issue is only now emerging. Therefore, the recommendation 
would be for the Commission to consider the potential approaches to mitigation, and 
advise the Member States through mandatory and non-mandatory means. 

Recommendations: 

 Carry out an EU wide research study to investigate the potential under-
reporting of batteries from private imports, and what potential measures could 
be implemented to monitor this activity and increase compliance. 

8.4.2.6 PoM / Available for Collection Figures Significantly Different 

The Fitness Check report suggested that collection targets should be expressed relative 
to the amount of batteries “available for collection” rather than as “proportion of those 
placed on the market”.178 The amount of batteries available for collection at a given time 
is much lower than the quantity of batteries placed on the market: one study, for 

                                                      

 

178 BIOIS, Arcadis, and IEEP (2014) Ex-post Evaluation of Certain Waste Stream Directives, Report for DG 
Environment, 2014 
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Belgium found the former was only 60% of the latter; in the Netherlands the 
corresponding proportion was 42%. A report for EPBA states this could be because of:179 

 Hoarding by end users; 

 Unreported waste batteries in WEEE; 

 Increasing share of rechargeable batteries (with longer lifespans); and 

 Increasing amounts of portable ICT devices exported as second hand equipment. 

If arisings of waste batteries were actually 50% lower than the current estimate based on 
placed on the market data, this would have a significant impact on the collection rate. 
Changing the metric would provide a more accurate signal with respect to the collection 
rate, however, stakeholders reported that improving on this would require 
disproportionate investments in data gathering.180 However, a similar modelling 
approach to that being developed for WEEE arisings could be considered for batteries, in 
in order to make the collection rates more meaningful. 

One of the main reasons for the differences which was noted above was also reported 
during the stakeholder interviews in this study. The average lifespan of alkaline batteries 
is 1-2 years, but for rechargeables, it is in the region of 7-10 years, and it was also noted 
that there is some indication that householders ‘hoard’ rechargeable batteries (and 
some products which use them) for very long periods ‘just in case’ they need them in the 
future. They only get rid of them when completely spent, or when a new ‘better’ 
chemistry (or product) comes onto the market (e.g. Lithium Ion replacing NiCd). Given 
that rechargeable batteries are becoming more prevalent, using the average of the 
previous 3 years placed on the market as the basis for the denominator in the calculation 
of the collection target could be too short. 

Although this looks like an important issue, the Directive does not require Member 
States to report in any other way than by using the average of the last 3 years’ sales 
data: as such, changing the calculation methodology is not considered further in this 
study. However, it is suggested that the Commission consider this issue in more detail in 
the current evaluation of the Batteries Directive. It is recommended, in this context, to 
consider whether the methodology currently being developed for the calculation of 
WEEE arisings could be applied to batteries in order to make the collection rates more 
meaningful. 

8.4.2.7 Incorrect Mass Balance Checks 

The 2015 batteries validation report makes the following comment about the sum of 
batteries and accumulators not matching the total: 

                                                      

 

179 Perchards, and SagisEPR.com (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, Report for European Portable 
Battery Association (EPBA), August 2013, http://www.epbaeurope.net/documents/Perchards_Sagis-
EPBA_collection_target_report_-_Final.pdf 
180 Ibid. 
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‘Batteries and Accumulators’ are the total amount and ideally the sum of ‘Lead-
Acid Batteries’, ‘Ni-Cd Batteries’ and ‘Other Batteries’…In evaluating the data for 
sales and collection (in tons), it became clear that for some countries the sum of 
Lead-Acid Batteries, Ni-Cd Batteries and Other Batteries is higher than the total of 
Portable Batteries and Accumulators (applies for Products put on the market as 
well as for Waste collected). A potential explanation could be that batteries from 
cars/ industries are misleadingly included in Lead-Acid Batteries / Ni-Cd Batteries 
/ Other Batteries. Such inconsistencies were found for one Member States and 
one country (AT, NO). 

The response from Austria, in essence, indicated that the total was only slightly different, 
so that the data was highly plausible, but without really explaining why there was a 
difference. This point is also picked up in the validation report, “this statement does not 
explain the inconsistencies”. As the issue only seems to affect one Member State, it is 
believed not to be of major significance. 

The cause of this issue was first identified in the section above, where the wording states 
that ‘ideally’ the total should equal the sum. If the wording says ‘ideally’ rather than 
‘should’, it is perhaps less surprising that, for at least one Member State, the data do not 
‘balance’ as it should. 

For clarity, however, the guidance should be updated to state that the sum of the 
component parts (i.e. the split by different chemistries) should equal the total amount of 
batteries. 

Recommendations: 

 Update Eurostat guidance document regarding sum of component parts. 

8.4.3 Issues Related to Batteries Collected Data 

8.4.3.1 Industrial / Automotive Included in Collection Data for Portable 
Batteries 

As discussed above, there is a small risk that automotive and industrial batteries placed 
on the market are classified as portable. There is also a risk that automotive and 
industrial batteries (i.e. non-portable) are accounted for within the collection data. This 
would present a serious problem as the collection targets are for portable batteries only, 
and lead-acid batteries, which can be difficult to define either way, are 
disproportionately heavy compared to most portable batteries. Numerous stakeholders 
also indicated that the issue was more significant in respect of collection rates than 
placed on the market. 

The issue is also raised in the validation report as an explanation for the difference in the 
mass balance checks (see Section 8.4.2.7): 

“A potential explanation could be that batteries from cars/ industries are 
misleadingly included in [portable] Lead-Acid Batteries / Ni-Cd Batteries / Other 
Batteries [collection statistics].” 
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A large part of the issue was that, previously, lead-acid batteries were being reported as 
portable, but this was due to the vague definition (as some automotive / industrial 
batteries can be carried). As a result, in the UK, collection rates of around 400% were 
being reported.  

The issue surrounding shortcomings in the definitions is also discussed in more detail in a 
report for EPBA. In some countries, the amount of lead batteries reported in waste 
portable battery collection volumes is up to four times the amount of portable lead 
batteries placed on the market, showing that there is a clear confusion in respect of the 
data collection:   

“Eliminating these volumes would probably reduce Poland’s 2011 collection rate 
of 35% to around 25% and the UK’s 2012 rate of 27% to around 13%. Collection of 
these lead batteries is driven by their abundant availability (twice the volume by 
weight of all portable batteries on the market), higher material value, lower 
collection costs and the impossibility at the collection stage of identifying whether 
these batteries were placed on the market as portable batteries.” 181 

No information was available in this report on the total number of countries that 
experienced this problem, but it is very likely to be more than just the United Kingdom 
and Poland. The figures noted in that report have since moved on, and this issue has 
been addressed to some extent, now that a revised definition has been introduced, 
following which, the figures for collected portable batteries did fall, indicating that over-
reporting was previously occurring. 

The current significance of this issue was discussed with stakeholders. Member States 
take different approaches to sourcing the data on collection (as indicated in Section 8.2.1 
above), and this will relate to the proportion of non-portable batteries included in the 
data.  

It was noted that the source of collection of the batteries can be used to approximate 
the type and therefore the accuracy of the data can be implied. Where the data comes 
from a single PRO which operates the only collection scheme through small bins in retail 
outlets (such as Cyprus), stakeholders suggested that the collection data should relate 
quite accurately to portable batteries only (the rationale being that the size of the 
collection bins is quite small and so automotive / industrial batteries are likely to be too 
big to fit in the bins). It was accepted that sometime residents deposit car batteries next 
to the bins, as they believe this is acceptable, and these are collected, but the volumes 
are small.  

In most Member States it is believed that weighing will not occur at the collection point 
but at a transfer station/sorting plant or treatment centre.  At this point it is not 

                                                      

 

181 Perchards, and SagisEPR.com (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, Report for European Portable 
Battery Association (EPBA), August 2013, http://www.epbaeurope.net/documents/Perchards_Sagis-
EPBA_collection_target_report_-_Final.pdf 
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necessarily possible to know the exact source of the batteries. Therefore the likelihood 
of non-portable batteries being included in the data is higher. To mitigate this, many 
Member States seem to have implemented a weight-based definition with portable 
batteries being defined as any battery less than a certain weight (from 1kg to 5 kg 
depending on the country). The variable approach to setting the weight limit will, 
evidently, be a source of inconsistency between the Member States, however, one 
stakeholder indicated that for a representative Member State, the proportion of 
portable batteries sold between 1kg and 5kg was a very small (i.e. <0.1%). Therefore the 
variability in the threshold should not lead to any significant incomparability. However, 
there are still some non-portable batteries under this weight limit which would be 
incorrectly accounted for.  

One stakeholder gave an example of a Member State where the proportion of total 
industrial batteries under 5 kgs was only 4%. Another stakeholder mentioned that 95% 
of batteries below 5kg are portable, and that to have consistent data, this should be set 
as a threshold above which all batteries should be considered as non-portable industrial, 
except where it is very clear (for example, from visual inspection) which batteries are for 
industrial purposes, such as a bulk load of batteries from an industrial source.  

Other examples of incorrect categorisation of batteries were given. For example, smaller 
batteries from electric bicycles, or button cells from industrial measurement devices, are 
often mixed with other batteries in the collected figures. In addition, batteries from 
emergency lighting are also taken to collection points by professional persons. This was 
considered less a question of identification, but more an issue of poor practice.  

A number of other stakeholders were not concerned with incorrect classification as they 
indicated the flows and inaccuracies are not so big, or they knew what they were 
collecting because of the location of the collection points, so there was a limited scope 
for inaccuracy, and another said that they were very confident that collection data did 
not include portable batteries (although they did not explain why). Notwithstanding this, 
and the weight thresholds being set by many Member States, the data suggests that 
around 4-5% of batteries below this threshold could be non-portable, which would still 
present an issue when seeking to accurately measure performance against the targets. 

The problem seems to lie in the fact that non-portable batteries are deposited at 
collection points which should in principle be for portable batteries only. Therefore, the 
cause is more poor practice rather than gaps in the legislation. Member States should 
ensure respective organisations increase communication and training for battery users in 
order to encourage the correct disposal routes are used for each types, and location 
points clearly distinguish between portable and non-portable types to facilitate accurate 
data reporting. This action probably as much as is feasible to accomplish, as it is very 
difficult to distinguish between small (<1kg) portable and non-portable batteries in a 
mixed battery waste stream. In other words some misclassification is almost certain 
unless systems which track individual battery types were implemented, such as a deposit 
refund system on portable batteries. 

However, to set a level playing field and increase data comparability, given that some 
countries already establish a weight limit, it would seem sensible to incorporate, within 
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the definition of portable batteries, an accepted method to be applied where a weight -
based definition is used, and to harmonise the weight-based approach (based, for 
example, on a limit of 4kg or 5kg). Where this approach is followed, Member States 
using it would be required to reduce the reported quantity collected by a specified 
percentage, in line with relevant studies (with the assumption implying a relatively high 
deduction, so as to encourage Member States to develop more accurate approaches). 

Recommendations: 

 Allow reporting of collected portable batteries against a harmonised weight-
based definition of portable battery being under a set weight limit (e.g. 4kg or 
5kg) unless otherwise visually identifiable using a harmonised decision tree 
approach. This should be accompanied by a requirement to reduce the 
reported figures by a relevant proportion, in line with market data. 

 Encourage battery collection schemes to improve communications and training 
for battery users regarding end of life disposal, and facilitate separation of 
portable and non-portable batteries at collection points where possible. 

8.4.3.2 Batteries in WEEE not Accounted for in Recycling 

40% of portable batteries are rechargeable and 80-90% of these are included in EEE. 
Such batteries are typically disposed of in WEEE, rather than being separated out by the 
final owner, and do not find their way into collection points as separately collected 
batteries.  

There are also high rates of intra-EU exports and imports of WEEE (rates of up to 20-25% 
are not uncommon), and the batteries could be removed from WEEE in the destination 
country, and then delivered to a battery collector along with other batteries placed on 
the market in that country. This is in addition to the second hand exports of used EEE 
that subsequently become waste in another country, which have the potential to 
significantly distort the reporting as they appear within ‘placed on the market’ amounts 
in one country but appear in the collection statistics of another. Some stakeholders said 
that very few batteries were exported in WEEE from their country, and on the other 
hand, that not many WEEE recyclers were declaring batteries collected in WEEE as being 
recycled. 

A lack of compliance with the WEEE Directive is most likely the main cause, as batteries 
should be removed in the country of collection before export. However, this is 
sometimes difficult when the batteries are integrated, and not easily removable. The 
CENELEC standards would help this issue, although there is also an exemption whereby 
batteries do not have to be removed if a tool is needed, which would apply to many of 
the integrated batteries.  

To help solve this issue, the standards should be made mandatory and this exemption 
removed. Non-mandatory guidance is unlikely to be especially effective as the process 
can be time consuming, and therefore costly, for recyclers to remove batteries from 
small appliances and devices with integrated batteries at WEEE pre-treatment facilities, 
so there is an incentive not to follow such guidance. That said, some plants do use 
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mechanical separation techniques (fragmenting rather than fine shredding of 
equipment) with the aim of allowing batteries to be removed on a picking line 
afterwards, although anecdotally this approach is not always thought to be 100% 
effective.  

One stakeholder noted that one solution could be to set a batteries extraction target for 
treatment plants. For example, out of every 1 tonne of WEEE, 8.5kg of batteries, on 
average, can be extracted. 

Recommendations: 

 Mandate the removal of batteries from WEEE before export, and require 
Member States to enforce this requirement. 

8.4.4 Issues Related to Batteries Recycling Efficiency Data 

8.4.4.1 Export Data not Included in Treated Tonnages / Recycling 
Efficiency Calculations 

The Eurostat validation report states: 

From the countries’ data and methodological reports, it became clear that there 
is a high share of data with inconsistencies. This can be attributed to Member 
States dealing differently with exports of batteries for recycling. Some countries 
included batteries sent abroad while others did not. 

The authors make reference to Chapter 4.1 of the DG Environment Guidance document 
which clearly indicates that, if batteries are exported, the first recycler, or supplier to the 
recycler, should submit the recycling efficiency report to their national authorities. 
Therefore, from their point of view, this data should be included by all Member States. 
They go on to say the omissions are likely to be due to the countries not obtaining the 
data from abroad, or being unaware they need to take this into account. For 6 countries, 
the responses to clarifications were: 

 EE: "…no reports submitted for 2014, because Ni-Cd batteries were not recycled in 
the reporting period. Ni-Cd batteries are recycled outside Estonia and we are 
expecting to see recycling information in the 2015 reports." 

 LT: “…who exported waste batteries and accumulators to other Member States 
(Estonia, Belgium, Poland and Germany) for recycling.” and that “…they didn’t 
receive any reports or other data from waste treatment companies located in 
other Member State. Therefore, Lithuanian exporters of waste batteries and 
accumulators could not prepare their annual reports about waste battery and 
accumulator recycling efficiency.” 

 MT: “Malta is taking the necessary measures to develop a framework that would 
allow Malta to report such information as of next year” 

 PT: “We do not for the moment have information on the recycling efficiency and 
recycled lead content for the other three lead-acid battery recycling units in 
Spain.” 
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 LI: “Batterien, welche bei Verkaufsstellen oder Entsorgungsunternehmen entsorgt 
werden, werden nicht erfasst [Batteries, which are disposed of at sales points or 
waste disposal companies, are not recorded].” 

In addition, in the clarification response for Belgium regarding the variation in Mass 
Input data from 2013 to 2014, the authors also noted that: 

Addressing the 2014 figure for Lead-Acid Batteries, Belgium’s answer explains 
that “…the lower amount of lead acid batteries in the recycling efficiency web 
form 2014, is due to the fact that the Belgian lead batteries exported for recycling 
are not included.” The figure that includes recyclers from abroad was also 
provided; however, it was not reported over the eDAMIS Webforms for 
confidentiality reasons. 

This also indicates that data was not included when it should have been. The rationale 
regarding confidentiality does not seem to have been investigated further, though our 
own experience suggests that this is often given by recyclers as a reason for not 
reporting where such reporting is not deemed mandatory. Moreover, issues regarding 
confidentiality would only seem relevant if the export data (presumably to one recycler) 
was identified separately. In this case the national and export data is combined, which 
would suggest that the ‘confidentiality’ argument is a specious one.  

Sweden also noted in its Methodological Report: 

“There is no follow up on how exported waste batteries are recycled; there is no 
feedback from foreign recyclers.” 

This indicates that Sweden, also, does not properly account for exported tonnages in the 
recycling efficiency data. This issue was not picked up by the authors of the validation 
report. 

In addition, a few Member States have responded with a 0. For the case of the United 
Kingdom, the response to a clarification request was: 

“Regarding your specific response on recycling efficiencies, UK companies that 
recycle batteries in the UK are required to submit recycling efficiency information 
under the Environmental Permitting Regulations. Therefore companies that treat 
or export batteries are not required to give us this information.” 

To be clear, the Directive requires Member States to gather all recycling information, not 
just from nationally based companies, and also information on exports. Therefore, the 
United Kingdom – and other countries highlighted above - should put in place measures 
to require companies that treat or export batteries to submit data so as to meet their 
legal obligations under the Batteries Directive. If this approach is properly enforced and 
implemented, the arguments for not reporting for reasons of confidentiality (and other 
reasons) are removed.  

During interviews, a stakeholder also noted that the Netherlands are not including 
export data as the previous approach to Recycling Level, which was based on national 
treatment only, is still being used. 
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As part of the review of data reporting steps taken in this study, the systems of 8 
representative Member States were described after consultation with national 
competent authorities. These are presented in Appendix A.3.4. One of the common 
issues that was picked up for almost all Member States reviewed (with the exception of 
Germany and France) that may be affecting the quality of the data being reported, is the 
lack of formal follow-up procedures for monitoring waste batteries exported for 
treatment abroad. Only Germany and France seem to have a process in place to do so. In 
Germany the UBA cross-checks statistical data for transboundary waste shipments with 
data provided by collective schemes. Furthermore, in France, ADEME requires all PROs 
exporting waste batteries and accumulators abroad for treatment to verify that they are 
being treated in compliance with the requirements of Directive 2006/66/EC by following 
up with foreign recyclers, and requiring annual reports with data on recycling 
efficiencies. One stakeholder noted that the approach taken by France was good 
practice, and the annual report produced by the Observatory on Batteries and 
Accumulators, part of ADEME, was one of the most comprehensive among the Member 
States.182 

Portugal also appears to have a procedure in place to obtain information on recycling 
efficiencies of waste batteries and accumulators exported to Spain for treatment. 
However, currently, data exists only for one treatment plant out of four Spanish facilities 
used for treatment. It is not clear if Portugal makes estimates for the recycling 
efficiencies of the rest of the treatment plants for the purposes of reporting on waste 
batteries and accumulators. 

The other Member States reviewed in more detail (i.e. Cyprus, Hungary, Luxembourg, 
Poland and Sweden) do not have a process in place to monitor whether exported waste 
for recycling is actually recycled in the importing country for the purposes of reporting. 
This indicates, firstly, that they may not be fully complying with the obligations laid down 
in Annex III to the Batteries Directive183. Furthermore, the figures they may be reporting 
to the Commission may be under- or over-estimating the amount of waste batteries and 
accumulators that are actually being recycled.  

In terms of significance, this issue seems reasonably significant as it covers a reasonable 
proportion of the Member States, and the relative differences in the figures may be 
quite large. In Portugal, for example, only 1 out of the 4 plants to which material was 
sent were included. However, some stakeholders interviewed indicated that all the 
members of their organisation were correctly accounting for export data (although their 
members only represented 2/3 of battery collectors). 

                                                      

 

182 http://www.ademe.fr/en/batteries-and-accumulators-in-france-summary  
183 (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 and repealing Directive 91/157/EEC (OJ 
L 266, 26.9.2006, p. 1–14 ) 

http://www.ademe.fr/en/batteries-and-accumulators-in-france-summary
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In terms of export outside of the EU, one organisation said none of its members were 
doing this, and another stakeholder stated that it was not economically viable to export 
most batteries so exports are not very significant. Also as there is a strong EU market for 
recycling of lead-acid batteries, for which there is a value. 

What is surprising is that with a number of detailed Regulations and guidance 
documents, from both Eurostat and DG Environment, a number of Member States did 
not report correctly regarding exports. This has led to quite a significant variation in the 
reported data. However, 2014 was the first reporting year for the recycling efficiencies 
data required by Regulation 493/2012, and it is expected that in future reporting rounds, 
issues like this might progressively be resolved, though past experience suggests this 
might take a considerable period of time. Responses to clarification questions from the 
Member States above suggest that many are working on approaches to correctly capture 
the relevant data. 

Intra-EU flows are very difficult to track as there are only a handful of treatment plants 
for most chemistry types, meaning batteries traverse numerous borders, and there is no 
tracking on where batteries come from. Where a battery is hazardous, a notification of 
export from the previous country would be required, but the chain of exports would still 
not always be known. The exporters should know where the batteries are sent to, for 
the purposes of reporting the recycling efficiencies in the country of origin – as they 
need to ensure the batteries get to authorised treatment plants, but not necessarily the 
other way round if batteries from multiple sources are sent by one logistics company. 

One stakeholder suggested that the extent of the incorrect accounting for imports and 
exports could be considered through looking at inputs to the recycling processes on a 
per capita basis. One example given was Sweden, which imports a high proportion of 
batteries for treatment. This is clearly shown in Figure 8-4 where Sweden is an outlier, 
and the per capita input is more than double the average. France and Belgium are also 
known to treat a lot of batteries, and the per capita figures are also quite high. This 
suggests that batteries exported from another country for treatment, are being included 
in the data in the country where the treatment itself takes place, rather than just the 
batteries which are collected for treatment within that country. 
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Figure 8-4: Grammes of NiCd Batteries Input to Recycling Processes per 
Capita by Member State 

 

Source: Eurostat batteries and population data 

Stakeholders suggested that an EU wide tracking system for batteries would help with 
this issue. This has been trialled recently in the Netherlands with the EPBA, but there 
have been some issues with the off-the-shelf software. A full investigation into the 
potential options for a battery data reporting system should be carried out by the 
Commission, in a similar manner as conducted for a harmonised data reporting system 
for the Waste Shipments Regulation data.184 This would enable an accurate 
determination of the source and destination of all battery flows, and help ensure that 
the recycling efficiency rates reflected, as closely as possible, those which were actually 
achieved for batteries collected and treated in each Member State. 

This seems to be one of the most significant issues with the quality of the data for 
recycling efficiency. The principle of the first recycler reporting the data does not seem 
to be well understood or applied in the countries. The legislation says that this should be 
an exporter from the country in which the batteries become waste, but it seems as 
though this is being interpreted as the first time the battery enters a treatment plant. 

                                                      

 

184 Trasys (2014) Feasibility Study for the establishment of an Electronic Data Interchange for Waste 
Shipments, Report for DG Environment, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/pdf/1a_Project_Charter_EDI_for_WSR.pdf  
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Further guidance on this issue may be needed, and a harmonised, and EU relevant IT 
tool for tracking battery flows within the EU would be highly valuable. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure systems are in place to track the destination of all battery wastes 
produced in their territory; 

 Improve guidance, enforce from EU and national level in the short term; and 

 Develop an EU wide methodology and default IT tool for tracking battery flows 
within the EU, mandated the use of the tool through the legislation. 

8.4.4.2 Inaccurate and Variable Approach to Calculating Recycling 
Efficiency Targets 

The statistics on recycling efficiency were highlighted by numerous stakeholders as being 
of low quality and reliability, and there is significant concern as to the accuracy of the 
rates being reported. A number of stakeholders indicated that the approach to 
producing the recycling efficiency data could easily be manipulated in order to derive a 
wide range of rates, depending upon how strict and accurate the operator wanted the 
method to be.  It was noted that some reported recycling efficiencies are very high, and 
above levels the industry believes are possible. The validation report also picked up this 
issue, where it highlights a recycling efficiency of 97.8% for lead acid batteries, whereas 
most are below 90%. The Fitness Check report from 2014 also noted that:185 

“Lead - acid  batteries have  a  recycling  efficiency  in the  range  of  68%  to  83%” 

That having been said, Ecobat claims that, in recycling lead acid batteries, the ECOBAT 
operations reach a best case recycling efficiency of more than 90%, recycling the lead in 
its smelters and the polypropylene cases and sulphuric acid.186  

In addition, for NiCd batteries, the majority of recycling efficiencies are between 75% 
and 82%, whereas rates in three Member States are in the order of 95%. The range for 
‘Other batteries and accumulators’ is very large (from 52% to 96%) which in part may be 
due to the variable composition of battery chemistries: however, this may still be 
indicative of variable approaches to calculating the rates themselves. Not only were the 
overly high rates noted in the validation report, but also, some being reported were 
implausibly low. This point was also noted by stakeholders, where recycling operators 
are only giving battery suppliers a statement to the effect that the minimum recycling 
efficiency was being complied with, rather than the actual rate. Hence the reported 
figures are not necessarily real rates. 

Possible reasons for this issue would be the complexity of the approach, and it not being 
well understood, the un-transparent and variable approaches to calculating targets, and 

                                                      

 

185 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/target_review/Final%20Report%20Ex-Post.pdf  
186 http://ecobatgroup.com/ecobatgroup-en/sustainability/recycling_loop.php 
 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/target_review/Final%20Report%20Ex-Post.pdf
http://ecobatgroup.com/ecobatgroup-en/sustainability/recycling_loop.php
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not wanting to give away commercially sensitive information. The lack of transparency is 
due to a lack of an obligation on the recyclers to make the figures public. One of the EU 
associations indicated that even they do not even receive the recycling efficiency data 
from their members. It was also noted that recyclers are not publicising their rates since 
if they achieve a high recycling efficiency, there is no benefit compared to someone who 
is still meeting the minimum level, i.e. battery collectors are choosing the minimum cost 
recycler not the one that can deliver the higher rate, and perversely some might 
perceive higher rates as higher cost operators (and so might not contract with that 
recycler). 

The potential variability in calculating the rates is now considered. 

Table 8-3: Potential Issues with Components of Recycling Efficiency 
Calculation 

Reporting Element Potential Issues with Data Reporting 

Input share of batteries 

Commission Decision 493 allows for continuous or 
representative sampling to be used which could lead to a 
variable approach and inaccurate data. However, it was 
noted by stakeholders that the input chemical 
composition to their plant is critical process information 
and the different battery chemistries are sorted to an 
accuracy of 95-98%. The high level of accuracy means 
that there is unlikely to be a significant issue here. 

Chemical / material 
composition 

The composition of each battery type is frequently 
sampled to a high degree of accuracy, as above, so again 
variability here would not be significant. 

Recycling of slags 

There proportion of slag produced varies significantly 
depending upon the chemistry type and process involved 
(e.g. hydrometallurgical or pyrometallurgical). However, 
for some alkaline batteries processes the proportion 
could be up to 25%, so this is a reasonably significant 
issue. Moreover, the guidance states that it is only 
allowable as recycling if the national guidelines on the 
use of this material for construction purposes allows it. It 
was indicated by stakeholders that this guidance does 
vary across the Member States. Finally, the guidance may 
allow this in two countries but the market for the 
material may not exist, leading to a further cause of 
variation. 

Dry weights 
Omitting the water content of batteries, including in the 
acids, is done in a variety of ways. This mostly relates to 
the process, if thermal then the water is evaporated and 
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Reporting Element Potential Issues with Data Reporting 

not included in the output. If a hydroxide is produced as 
an output, the chemical balance can be calculated. The 
water content of the batteries input to the plant would 
still be uncertain, however. 

Carbon / oxygen inputs 

It was indicated by stakeholders that the inputs to the 
plant should be well known and accurate. The use of 
carbon as a reducing agent is subject to the condition 
that its use is validated by a peer review. However, it was 
also noted that in practice this is difficult to implement, 
as the plant needs to find neutral people with enough 
knowledge. This is one mechanism that was suggested as 
being used to manipulate the calculation. 

Carbon / oxygen outputs 

The emissions to atmosphere are not recorded, and 
therefore would not ever be attributed to recycling. If 
oxygen forms part of an oxidisation process, then it could 
be included in the recycled quantity if an oxide is 
produced (such as zinc oxide). The input amount of 
oxygen with in the batteries and the added component 
should be known, so in theory a chemical balance can be 
used to understand how much oxygen has come from the 
atmosphere. However, this approach is not always being 
followed. 

 

This is a significant issue which needs further attention, notwithstanding the existing 
legislation and guidance documents. Industry stakeholders made it clear that there is no 
level playing field at the moment, which is not what they want, even if creating this has 
some cost attached to it. EU associations are working on a certification standard for 
recycling efficiency calculations (like CENELEC for WEEE), which would make it possible 
to have an auditor validate the data reporting process. Having a clearly defined EU 
standard to which recycling plants must be accredited would help solve many of the data 
issues. The standard should be developed by the Commission and made mandatory in 
the legislation. It should, however, be flexible enough to accommodate the rapidly 
innovating and changing battery market. 

Recommendations: 

 Ensure that all battery recyclers are accredited to an EU standard which 
includes methodologies on data reporting, enforced by third party auditors; 
and 

 Develop an EU wide battery recycler standard and accreditation scheme for use 
in the Member States. 
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8.4.5 Wider Statistical Framework 

A few issues related to the wider statistical framework, and potentially sources of the 
data quality issues discussed above, are now discussed: 

 There is no detail in the Directive explaining the structure and format of the 
‘methodological reports’. Therefore, there is no legally binding requirement on 
the Member States as to, for example, the content that they are expected to 
provide, the level of detail, and the quality of these reports. This leads to an 
inconsistent set of methodological reports that are delivered to Eurostat for 
assessment, making verification of the data more complicated and time 
consuming, and potentially leading to inaccurate data in some Member States as 
well as inconsistency across the data. This is recognised by those producing the 
validation report for Eurostat, who say the descriptions in the methodological 
reports “varied considerably in scope and quality”. The structure of the 
Methodological Reports should relate to data reporting guidance in the Directive 
and Regulation as a minimum, for example, where sampling is allowable, the 
report should have a clear section asking Member States for details on the 
sampling methods used. 

 There is no consistent, standard or minimum level of data verification required at 
the national level. No cross-checks or plausibility checks are required before the 
data is submitted to Eurostat. This lack of harmonised approach will mean that 
data is inconsistent across the Member States, as some issues will be picked up in 
one country with a detailed set of checks and not in another with more basic 
checks. 

 The large number of gaps in the published data, missing quality reports, lack of 
response and follow up to clarification questions, suggests that the data 
validation process at the European level is not working as effectively as it could 
be. At the very minimum the data issues should be investigated by Eurostat until 
the cause is well understood, rather than leaving unanswered questions. In 
addition, no follow up or corrective action is being taken by DG Environment to 
ensure gaps are filled. This issue must be sorted for the next reporting round 
(2016) as there are mandatory targets to be met. 

These points are discussed further in the conclusions to this study in Section 10.0. 

8.5 Summary of Priority Actions Relating to WFD Data 
Reporting 

This section provides a summary of the priority actions related to batteries data 
reporting that have been analysed in the study. They are structured according to 
whether the action is to be carried out at the national or European level. Finally, an 
overview of the likely costs of the intervention is given. 
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Table 8-4: Summary of Priority Actions Relating to Batteries Data Reporting 

Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

 Ensure systems are in place to track the destination of all battery 
wastes produced in their territory. Given that there are many 
Member States without battery recycling plants for many chemistry 
types, and therefore a high proportion of batteries cross-borders 
within the EU for treatment, it would be justified to develop an EU 
wide system. Member States can develop their own tool as long as it 
meets the minimum common standards to ensure the national 
systems can communicate effectively with each other, or they can 
use a default IT tool produced by the European Commission where 
national budgets or competences do not allow for the creation of 
such a tool. 

Cost: the cost would depend on whether the Member States developed 
their own tool or used the EU default. For the European Commission the 
cost of developing a battery tracking tool would vary depending on the 
scope and coverage of the system. An initial scoping study of around 
€100k to €200k should be carried out by the Commission. The cost of the 
toll itself could be in the region €0.5 to €5m depending on the complexity 
etc. Ideally, the tool would be funded through contributions from 
producers placing batteries on the market. 

 Develop an EU wide methodology and default IT tool for tracking 
battery flows within the EU, mandated the use of the tool through 
the legislation. 

 Ensure that all battery recyclers are accredited to an EU standard 
which includes methodologies on data reporting, enforced by third 
party auditors. 

o Includes mandatory removal of batteries from WEEE before 
export. 

Cost: the cost to develop a battery recycler standard is estimated around 
€150-300k. The cost of meeting the standard would be quite variable but 
may be thousands to tens of thousands of Euros. The cost of auditing of 
the standard would be variable, but this would ideally be done by private 
sector accredited auditors and funded by the PRO schemes (and therefore 

 Develop a battery recycler standard and accreditation scheme. 

 Improve guidance, enforce from EU and national level in the short 
term. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

the producers) themselves. The cost of an audit might be anywhere from 
€1k to €20k per recycler each year. 

 Mandate use of third party audits and financing of these audits by the 
producers themselves. 

Cost: the cost of enforcement would vary from between Member States 
depending on existing level of activity etc, so it is not possible to give a 
reliable cost estimate in this study. However, this could be in the order of 
one to ten thousand Euros per producer. 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation method 
to mandate source of sales data from business sales figures, taking 
into account re-export, and to provide a proper definition of 
‘statistically significant’. 

 Update guidance document to help MSs produce comparable data. 

 Increase market surveillance activities in order to reduce the level of 
unreported batteries placed on the market. 

 Have a clear methodology, or protocol in place, to allow the 
subtraction of battery weight by device category. Ideally this protocol 
would be harmonised across the EU through legislation. 

 Setup national advisory boards / technical working groups for battery 
and WEEE compliance schemes to share knowledge on battery 
reporting in order to increase compliance. 

Cost: the cost of additional market surveillance is dependent on the 
current level of activity, the size of the market etc, so is difficult to 
estimate without detailed research, but may be tens of thousands of 
Euros. The cost to make develop protocols should not be significant, 
enforcement may be more costly and would depend upon the existing 
level of enforcement in the Member State. A working group meeting once 
a year would not entail much expenditure. 

 Update the Commission Decision on the common calculation method 
to mandate level of market surveillance activity based upon a 
harmonised standard. 

 Investigate the potential under-reporting of batteries in WEEE. 

 Investigate the potential under-reporting of batteries from private 
imports, and what potential measures could be implemented to 
monitor this activity and increase compliance. 

 Introduce mandatory requirement in Batteries or WEEE Directive for 
businesses placing EEE on the market to provide battery weight data 
for products with integrated batteries. 

 Implement a decision tree, harmonised at the EU level, to provide 
consistent guidance on when to define batteries placed on the 
market as ‘portable’ or otherwise. 

Cost: there are good examples of decision trees at the Member State level 
so it would not be a lengthy task to further improve and harmonise the 
definition at EU level. 

 Develop a detailed decision tree approach through a Commission 
Decision. 

 Improve approaches to data gathering and verification in order to 
improve timeliness and completeness of data reporting. 

 Run one off batteries compliance project to improve the structure of 
quality report, run guidance workshops, amongst other things. 
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Actions at the National Level Actions at the EU level 

Cost: if some of the measures above were implemented, such as IT based 
tracking systems, recycler accreditation schemes, the additional cost to 
provide better data and verify it more robustly would be minimal. The cost 
to run a one-off support programme to improve the guidance, structure of 
quality reports, run data monitoring and compliance workshops, country 
visits to most problematic Member States etc. Estimated cost of 
programme €50-100k. 
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9.0 Waste Shipments Regulation 

In order to identify the key steps associated with reporting on waste shipments across 
Member States, we examined the implementation reports that Member States 
submitted to Eurostat pertaining to Article 51 of the WShipR. We supplemented data 
gaps, where possible, with the information gathered during a course of phone interviews 
with key representatives from selected representative Member States. The 
representative Member States selected for interviewing on waste shipments reporting 
were the same ones that were selected for the interviews relating to reporting under the 
Waste Statistics Regulation. This was due to the limited information we had available on 
the Member States’ reporting process on waste shipments, given that Member States do 
not submit quality reports along with the data they report as they do for all other waste 
streams. The quality reports formed the basis of the analysis for this study for all other 
waste streams. Therefore, the section below contains less detail on the process of 
reporting on waste shipments than the equivalent sections for all other waste streams.    

The full interview topic guides and contact details of those interviewed can be found in 
Appendix A.2.0. 

9.1 Overview of Main Steps in Waste Data Reporting 

Figure 9-1 presents an overview, at a high level, of the main steps and stakeholders 
involved in the process of reporting on waste shipments, based on the information 
provided by Member States in their reporting to the Commission and via the interviews. 
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Figure 9-1: Overview of Reporting on WShipR  

 

 

 

 

 

There are two main reporting obligations, firstly the Basel Convention report under 
Article 51(1) and the EU questionnaire under Art. 51(2)) in Annex IX to the Regulation. In 
addition, there are triannual reports to the European Commission on the 
implementation of the WSR.187 

9.1.1 Data Sources and Collection 

In most Member States, the Ministries of Environment (or other ministries responsible 
for environmental issues, hereinafter - MoE) are responsible for delivery of reports on 
the Basel Convention. Data is collected by a number of institutions involved with waste 
shipments. These include the national EPA, the designated Competent Authorities (as 
per Article 53 of WShipR), inspectorates, statistical institutions, the customs office 
and/or police. In number of Member States, data is also collected at the regional level. 
Typically: 

                                                      

 

187 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/reports.htm  

Legend: 
CA – Competent Authority(ies) designated as per 
Article 53 of Regulation 1013/2006 on waste 
shipments;  
EPA – Environmental Protection Agency,  
EC – European Commission;  
MS – Member State,  
BCS - Basel Convention Secretariat;  
WShipR - Regulation 1013/2006 on waste 
shipments 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/shipments/reports.htm
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 Competent Authorities on WShipR gather data relevant to waste shipments from 
notification documents and movement documents, as well as from waste 
importers/exporter reports of waste shipments, as required by Article 18 of 
WShipR; 

 Authorities responsible for inspections gather and provide data on illegal 
shipments, as well as on the number of inspections; and 

 Data from waste reports supplement statistical estimations where there are gaps.  

 

9.1.2 Notification Documents and Movement Documents 

There are two main processes in place for controlling the shipments of waste, according 
to WShipR. These are: 

 The general information requirements of Article 18, which are applicable to 
shipments for recovery of wastes, listed in Annex III (‘green’ listed wastes - non-
hazardous, such as paper or plastics) or IIIA; and 

 The requests for prior written notification and consent for other types of 
shipments of wastes, including: 

o shipments of wastes listed in Annex IV (‘amber’ listed wastes containing 
both hazardous and non-hazardous parts) or in Part 2 of Annex V 
(European list of wastes, e.g. wastes from mining, quarrying and physical 
and chemical treatment of minerals); and 

o  shipments for disposal of wastes listed in Annex III (‘green’ listed wastes).  

When waste shipments are subject to prior written notification and consent procedure, 
the person who organised the shipment (notifier) must submit the relevant movement 
documents to the Competent Authorities three days before the waste is shipped. 
Furthermore, waste treatment facilities are obligated to report data on the quantities of 
waste received, as well as on the amount of waste recovered/disposed. Usually Member 
States submit data from movement documents for waste streams shipped under 
notification procedures. 

For some wastes, including all hazardous material, the notifier submits an application to 
the competent authorities of the country of dispatch. The quantities of the waste 
shipped are shown on the movement documents and are thus known to the competent 
authorities. The data is used for reporting quantities of waste shipped under the 
WShipR. 

However, for most green-listed waste for recovery for which data is not available 
because the competent authorities are not required to provide consent for such 
shipments. Thus, data is not available except in the case of export or import of such 
waste whereby customs authorities collect the relevant data. However, some of such 
shipments destined to certain non-OECD countries may be subject to the notification 
procedure. Although the data for such shipments can be made available, not all Member 
States feel obliged to report them because these shipments do not fall within the scope 
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of the Basel Convention. Although the WSR does not oblige Member States to report the 
quanitities of these shipped wastes, some report while others do not.  

9.1.3 Authorities Involved in Inspections of Waste Shipments 

This would typically be the relevant Competent Authority in the Member State, as well 
as custom authorities, road police and national environmental inspectorates. These 
bodies collect data on illegal waste shipments, as well as on the number of inspections. 
The information is used to generate the WShipR reports.  

9.1.4 Data Verification 

There are no requirements for data on waste shipments to be verified by the Member 
States before submitting it to the European Commission.  

Eurostat however does have a range of checks it would typically follow to review the 
data received by Member States on waste shipments. These include: 

 Time-series analysis: These are checks between current data and previously 
reported data to identify any major annual changes in the parameters reported 
(e.g. Y-codes and other waste type codes, treatment codes, destination, etc.). For 
such checks, criteria are set for what would be an acceptable relative change (e.g. 
50 %) or absolute change (e.g. 5kg/capita). When both the criteria are exceeded, 
the figure is highlighted for a manual check. 

 Violations of the provisions of the Waste Shipments Regulation with regards to 
transboundary shipments: These checks highlight potentially illegal exports of 
hazardous wastes, or disposal to non-OECD or non-EFTA or non-EU countries, 
according to Article 36 of the WShipR. If it appears that the Member State is not 
complying with the provisions of the Regulation, Member States are asked to 
provide clarifications. 

 Consistency between the reported Y-codes and the European List of Waste Codes: 
Some Member States now also report using the European List of Waste codes 
(LoW) alongside the Basel Y-codes. However, there have been cases of 
inconsistencies between the reported Y-codes and the reported LoW codes. 
Some of the waste reported as hazardous under the Y-codes (from Y1-Y45) is 
reported with a non-hazardous LoW code. Where this has occurred, Member 
States have been asked to clarify whether the waste is hazardous or non-
hazardous. 

 Consistency with reporting across Member States: These checks identify 
differences between imports, as reported by one Member State, and the 
corresponding exports, as reported by another Member State. Where 
discrepancies are identified, the Member States are asked to provide 
clarifications.  
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9.1.5 Transmission of Data to EU Level 

Member States submit reports on waste shipments to the European Commission 
annually, through the EDAMIS web-portal, covering the following four separate data 
sets: 

 WASTE_BASEL1_A (Part I of the Basel report); 

 WASTE_BASEL2A_A (Part IIA of the Basel report Table 6, 7, 8A and 8B; 
hereinafter BR-II-A);   

 WASTE_BASEL2B_A (Part IIB of the Basel report, hereinafter BR-II-B); and 

 WASTE_EUQUEST_A (Annex IX to the WShipR, hereinafter EUQ)   

When reporting to the Basel Convention Secretariat  on the quantities of waste imported 
and exported, Member States only include the Basel Y-codes and, to a large extent, the 
detailed Basel codes (A and B codes). The European Waste Catalogue (EWC) or the List of 
Waste (LoW) codes are not requested. However, if Member States would also indicate 
the European LoW codes in their reporting, the quality of the reporting could be 
improved. The Commission has therefore requested that EU Member States indicate the 
LoW codes in their reporting under the WShipR, on a voluntary basis.  

At the EU level, there are two main bodies responsible for reporting on waste shipments; 
Eurostat, which manages data pertaining to Part IIA of the Basel report; and DG 
Environment, which is in charge of managing information received via Part I and Part IIB 
of the Basel report and Annex IX to the WShipR. 

9.1.6 Data Gaps 

It is important to point out that there are existing gaps in data on the transboundary 
shipment of ‘green’-listed waste destined for recovery. Data for such shipments do not 
exist because competent authorities are not required to provide consent. However, 
customs data is available for the case of export of such waste to third countries (or 
import therefrom). Consequently, data on the movements of non-hazardous wastes 
within, and outside of the EU, is very limited. Commission proposals to amend the Waste 
Statistics Regulation in order to include data collection for non-hazardous waste have 
been made, but have been unsuccessful thus far. 
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10.0 Conclusions 

The conclusions to the study are set out below in the following sections, describing the 
key source of the issues and the main recommendations to help solve them. 

10.1 Main Causes of Issues 

The main causes of the current situation are judged to be: 

Too much leeway for interpretation in legally binding obligations 

Whilst the principle of subsidiarity is well understood, and the tendency is to specify less 
rather than more in legislation as a result, the application of this principle to 
performance measurement and reporting should not hamper generating reliable and 
comparable data. If targets, and the rules and definitions which underpin their 
derivation, are specified loosely, then it is not just the data which are not comparable, 
but the target itself becomes subject to interpretation.  

 If the intention is to ensure comparability of data, and equality of treatment of Member 
States under a given target, then there should ideally be no, or minimal, latitude in terms 
of how the requirements are set in legislation and can be interpreted. Many important 
aspects, which would, in order to ensure comparability, be dealt with in legally binding 
documents are being left to non-binding guidance documents to address; not always 
successfully, and sometimes leading to the Guidance itself seeking to impose rules to 
compensate for the absence of sufficient clarity in legislation. These are not strictly 
followed by all Member States or in all cases. The approach that has been adopted up to 
this point does not appear to be delivering robust and comparable data: the 
requirement for accurate reporting on performance against a target that is 
unambiguously applied must be given a higher priority. 

For example: 

1) The current definition of municipal solid waste (MSW) allows for a wide range of 
waste to be included or excluded from the scope. 

2) The term ‘significant losses’ when calculating recycling rates is open to interpretation. 

3) The specification of the Landfill Directive (LFD) target allows for interpretation of what 
is biodegradable municipal waste, with large variances seen in what Member States 
choose to include (e.g. some Member States include textiles within the definition of 
‘biodegradable municipal waste’, some exclude them, and others include a proportion of 
‘textiles’). 

4) There are different approaches to establish whether the outputs from biological 
treatment are deemed to provide ‘ecological improvement’, and therefore, allowed to 
be accounted for in the WFD recycling targets. 
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5) There are differences in how the scope of electrical and electronic equipment (EEE) 
placed on the market is defined in different Member States. This results in ambiguities, 
such as where an item forms part of another item which is not in scope (e.g. car radio, or 
removable control devices which form part of a fixed installation). 

6) There is ambiguity around the point at which WEEE is reported as recycled. 

7) There is ambiguity around how the battery resource efficiency targets should be 
calculated, with latitude for manipulation of reported figures clearly possible. 

 

Insufficient verification of the data at EU and national level 

The major issue with data verification at the EU level is that in most cases, the process is 
reactive, seeking to identify data issues only through statistical validation checks that 
raise flags where, for example, there are breaks or anomalies in time-series data. This 
approach is best-suited to explaining patterns or anomalies in the datasets, rather than 
identifying reasons why some reporting methods are inadequate for the purpose. One 
reason for this is that appropriate approaches and standards for data reporting are not, 
as indicated above, set out with sufficient clarity in the legally binding documents.  

A more proactive approach would be based upon a thorough understanding of the 
actual sources of data, how the data is reported, where the risks to inaccurate reporting 
lie, and how approaches to mitigate these risks could be developed. The ability of 
verification procedures to act on such matters would be enhanced if more was done to 
specify minimum requirements regarding reporting, and clarity as regards those 
approaches which are considered acceptable or not. This report has assessed the actual 
sources of data and sought to identify where the major risks reside.  

Verification processes at the national level could also be improved to ensure the quality 
of the data that is reported at the EU level. Currently there is no minimum level of 
verification for most reporting obligations, and consequently there is a wide variation in 
the verification procedures used by the Member States. This results is additional time for 
Eurostat to carry out checks in order to identify errors in the data that could easily have 
been identified before submission. The extent to which data that is provided by ‘third 
parties’ are audited is also highly variable. Much appears to be taken on trust, with 
limited scrutiny of data provided by parties who might be said to have an interest in 
overstating performance (see below). 
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Lack of incentives for accurate data reporting 

The potential for mis-reporting of performance data linked to meeting mandatory 
targets is rarely discussed. Organisations, private or public, may have an incentive to mis-
report, especially when there is some financial or reputational benefit to be gained from 
doing so. For instance, where producer responsibility applies, the challenge is to design 
the system in such a way that producers, and / or those who discharge obligations on 
their behalf, have no incentive to misreport their data. Producers have an incentive to 
under-report the amount of products placed on the market in order to save paying fees, 
and this also has the effect of increasing the reported recycling rate. Producer 
responsibility organisations, who seek to inflate recycling performance, might tend to 
under-report the total waste arisings (or amount placed on the market), and overstate 
the amount reported as recycled. Similar concerns apply to data gathered by public 
authorities: waste companies have an incentive, reputational, and sometimes, financial, 
to inflate their performance on recycling to indicate their contribution to meeting 
targets. Finally, Member States may not have incentives to engage with investigations 
regarding the quality of reporting in detail if the data indicate compliance with targets. 

Some examples of this are: 

1) Lack of investigation into the reporting of recycling rates under the Packaging 
Directive, notably for plastic packaging (where loss rates following sorting of primary 
packaging are known to be large188), but also for metals (where some Member States 
report very high recycling rates from residual waste), as further investigation might lead 
to further material losses being included. 

2) One Member State, following implementation of a requirement for mandatory 
auditing of data, estimated the amount of packaging placed on the market to be 20% 
higher than was hitherto reported. This measure was heavily opposed by the packaging 
industry prior to implementation. This indicates the potential scale of the error in the 
denominator being used to calculate recycling targets: many Member States have not 
implemented such practices (although they could do so). 

3) A Member State reporting under the Landfill Directive indicates a level of variation in 
the biodegradable content of what is landfilled that is not consistent with what can 
reasonably be expected based on what would be considered a normal level of variation 
in the composition of municipal waste, and how the waste is being managed.  

4) Stakeholders indicated that some battery recycling plants only report compliance with 
the targets to suppliers of batteries, rather than the actual recycling efficiency, so that 

                                                      

 

188 Whether these are deemed to be ‘significant’ or not is what should determine whether the reporting is 
allowable at the point where materials exit a sorting plant 
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they can charge the same fees as competitors even though their actual efficiency might 
be lower. 

10.2 Overarching Solutions 

Strengthen approaches to addressing mis-reporting of data 

This includes in particular the following areas: 

1) It is difficult to conceive an EPR scheme where there is no incentive to mis-report. So 
for all organisations, such as PROs, and the producers who may report to them, there is a 
need for random checks on those that may have an incentive (financial, or reputational) 
to mis-report. The oversight of industry practices ought to be carried out by independent 
bodies. Those carrying out audits should not be funded directly by those who are being 
audited, to ensure there is no incentive for the auditors themselves to turn a blind eye to 
mis-reporting. However, audits should, ultimately, be funded by the industry. This should 
be managed through contributions from producer fees, where data relates to EPR, or 
from those operating municipal waste management services. The funds and audits 
would be managed by the national competent authorities. 

2) The extent to which data being reported by Member States to the European 
Commission can be considered as reliable and accurate varies in accordance with the 
methods used. For instance, approaches used for gathering data on municipal waste 
range from periodic surveys of a sample of the relevant population of actors, to a check 
on all mass flows by tracking waste movements via electronic reporting. The use of 
electronic registries, and of tracking systems, can support the development of better 
quality statistics at the Member State level. 

In terms of reporting by the Member States to the European Commission, the 
expectation is that they should be reporting accurately, not just showing compliance. 
Therefore, some random checks by the European Commission on the Member State data 
should also be carried out.  

 

Implement cutting edge IT based waste data reporting systems in the 
Member States 

The breadth of issues across the various waste streams, and the length of time for which 
some have persisted, suggests that is it time to invest in cutting edge waste information 
systems across the EU, for all waste streams. The relevant information technology is now 
available and costs have fallen considerably in recent years due to the widespread 
proliferation of smart mobile devices. Mobile based apps are being launched in countries 
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like India to monitor tens of thousands of waste producers.189 If this technology is being 
used in developing countries, it seems time for the EU to take a step forward in the 
design of the waste data and information architecture, not least given that it has 
generally shown global leadership in the development of waste legislation. If the 
argument for the implementation of comprehensive waste information systems is made 
on the basis of individual reporting obligations, it might not be especially compelling. 
However, considering major issues are found under each obligation and a more 
comprehensive system could cover all reporting obligations, the argument seems much 
more compelling. It should also be recognised that the extent of illegal, or ‘suspected 
illegal’, activity might be diminished by the use of systems designed to track the 
movements of waste to ensure that management routes being used are legal ones. 

Moreover, the data system could also be used for the Waste Shipments Regulation, 
which would again spread out the costs. The current development of a harmonised 
information system for the Waste Shipments Regulation should be integrated into the 
wider development of a fully comprehensive waste information system.190 The research 
studies carried out for harmonising waste shipments data provide relevant information 
for developing the wider system.  

A general schematic for the scope of the system is given below in Figure E-2. The data 
capture system should start at the point when a material or product  becomes waste (1) 
and follow it through until the point at which that waste is reused or reprocessed into a 
new material (including where that happens outside of the EU, where possible), or 
where it enters a recovery or disposal facility (4). It should also track intermediate flows 
such as from collection companies and sorting or dismantling facilities (2-3). If the EU is 
to develop a truly circular economy, then tracking waste materials ought to become no 
less important than tracking the sale of materials and products in other parts of the 
supply chain. 

Under the Waste Statistics Regulation minimum technical standards for waste 
information systems at the Member State level and common data communication 
standards could be introduced, so that if Member States implement national systems, 
the information can be input to a combined EU wide database without barriers. The 
European Commission could also support the development of a standard European 
waste information technology system that could be used by Member States not able to 
make their own national systems. These Member States could then still comply with the 
new standards despite lack of competences or budget. Such a system should take into 
account the nature of waste collection and management operations with a view to 

                                                      

 

189 http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-
management/articleshow/52192883.cms  
190 To have the one without the other borders on being irrational: few countries are interested only in 
products and service that they export, as opposed to the products and services that they sell within their 
borders. 

http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-management/articleshow/52192883.cms
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/city/delhi/Government-launches-app-to-monitor-solid-waste-management/articleshow/52192883.cms
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gaining data and information of practical value which can be used to derive performance 
data of relevance to key Directives and priority waste streams. 
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Figure E-10-1: Key Processes and Flows to be Captured in WIS 
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Tighten up the EU-wide Specifications of Definitions, Criteria and Targets 

The exact policies and measures Member States can implement should be left to the 
competences of the national authorities, under the principle of subsidiarity. However, 
the framework under which these policies and measures are designed, including data 
capture systems, should be more clearly elaborated in legislation as a means to enable 
harmonisation and cross-comparability of data across the EU. Definitions that relate to 
the targets (e.g. definitions of MSW, definitions of ‘recycling’), the specification of the 
targets themselves and how they are to be measured (including e.g. how recycling is to 
be measured and how substance can be given to terms such as ‘ecological benefit’), 
should be defined in the legislation. The balance of the requirements between the 
Directives themselves, or supporting Commission Decisions on the one hand, and non-
legally binding documentation on the other, should be reviewed, with more of the key 
definitions and requirements being moved from the guidance to the legislation. The 
definitions used to define what is to be reported on, and the basis and quality of the 
data expected to be reported, cannot themselves become matters that are subject to 
the principle of subsidiarity. To the extent that they do, then the targets themselves 
become open to interpretation and data will be rendered non-comparable. The 
measures being taken within the legislative proposals under the Circular Economy 
package are to be welcomed in this regard: the principle though, of ensuring that more 
of ‘the rules’ of performance measurement and reporting of data is set out in legislation 
would be useful to apply whenever Directives are revisited / developed in future. 

This approach would minimise the latitude Member States have in interpreting key 
definitions, ensure that compliance is adjudged against a clearly defined target, and it 
would be fair. It should also give rise to more robust evidence to support the 
Commission (and Member States themselves) in enforcement actions.  

Finally, those industries seeking to help deliver improved waste management in the EU 
would likely find greater support for their work. Clarifying definitions and performance 
measurement would help create a more level playing field and create a more solid 
foundation for investment across the Member States for those businesses operating 
within the waste management sector. 

 

Improve the standards for data verification 

Minimum standards for data verification should be introduced by the Commission to 
apply to all Member States. Standards should be agreed in cooperation with the national 
statistical offices.  

The standards would ensure a minimum level of data verification takes place before the 
data is submitted to Eurostat. This could include a defined list of cross-checks that 
should be undertaken, as well as requirements for independent checks (see above). The 
former approach is already implemented on a voluntary basis for WStatR data. 
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This should free up resources for more in-depth assessment of the quality of the 
statistics, including ensuring that all issues are dealt with before the data is 
disseminated, and for in-country visits to be undertaken. This appears to be essential in 
order to properly understand the root cause of data issues and therefore, solutions to 
them. 

More detailed definitions of what should be provided in the Quality Report delivered by 
Member States should be set in relevant Commission Decisions, in order to mandate 
minimum levels of information to help data verification. The detail should be thorough 
and include, at least, all the key elements discussed in this report. 

 

Assess synergies among the reporting obligations, in particular under the 
Waste Statistics Regulation 

The Waste Statistics Regulation should be assessed with a view to enhance its ability to 
inform waste policy development and monitor its implementation in the EU and 
Member States, as well as create efficiency savings by taking into account the reporting 
requirements in the waste stream directives. 

Objectives, concepts, classifications and level of detail of the Waste Statistics Regulation 
differ widely from those of the waste directives. A feasibility study should be carried out 
to analyse if a revision of the Waste Statistics Regulation would result in efficiency 
savings by harmonising reporting requirements with the waste stream directives and 
eventually a single reporting system, without generating excessive burden on 
respondents.  

It is not currently possible to access data that relates to the management of wastes by 
waste type and source, a fundamental dataset for fully understanding how waste is 
managed in the EU and its Member States. Linking waste sources with waste 
management might drive take up of electronic reporting of data from the point of 
generation through to its final destination.  

Synergies with reporting under the waste directives (landfill, packaging, ELVs, batteries 
and WEEE) should be sought so that all data collection becomes part of an integrated 
reporting system at least at the national level. This would improve the efficiency of data 
gathering and verification and improve accuracy.  

As a first step towards more integration of reporting on waste to the Commission the 
feasibility of a single reporting system covering all waste stream directives could be 
analysed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



336    09/10/2017 

  



Study on Waste Statistics 

 

Appendix 
 

 

  



338    09/10/2017 

 

A.1.0 Selection of Representative Member 

States 

A.1.1 Municipal Waste  

Table A - 1 and Table A - 2 summarise the countries selected and the criteria used to 
ensure a generally representative group for the WFD, JQ and the WStatR respectively. 
This includes small and big countries (by size of inhabitants), older and newer members 
of the European Union, countries with and without verification procedures for checking 
data before reporting to the European Commission and countries with different methods 
of collecting and analysing data. Member States were also grouped against a 
performance criteria bespoke to each reporting obligation, as below:  

 Waste Framework Directive / Joint Questionnaire: recycling rate (%); and 

 Waste Statistics Regulation: generation of waste excluding major mineral wastes 
(kg per capita).  

Nine Member States were selected for the WFD and JQ. Four complete responses were 
received for the WFD, and six for the JQ.   

Ten Member States were selected for the WStatR. Eight responses were received.  
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Table A - 1: Selection Criteria for Member States for the Waste Framework Directive & Joint Questionnaire on Municipal 
Waste 

 

Member 
State 

Size 

(number of 
inhabitants) 

(2016) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership 
–Rank 

(out of 8)191 

Recycling 
rate of 
municipal 
solid 
waste (%) 

(2014) 

Recycling 
rate – Rank 

(out of 28) 

Criteria specific to the WFD Response 
received 
(WFD / JQ) Data 

collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 
(Y/N) 

Data 
calculation 
method 

Point at which 
waste quantities 
are measured for 
reporting on 
recycling 

Cyprus 

858,000 26 12 6 26.0 20 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
Estimates 

Yes 2 Output from 
sorting 

WFD, JQ 

Czech 
Republic 

10,512,419 11 12 6 25.4 21 Regular 
reporting 
obligations 
(online 
database) + 
estimates 

Yes 2 Output from 
sorting 

WFD, JQ 

Germany  
80,780,000 1 58 1 64.0 1 Survey Yes 4 Input into 

sorting/treatment 
process 

Incomplete 
responses 
received  

Italy  
60,782,668 4 58 1 43.0 9 Unclear Yes 2 Input into final 

reprocessor 
No 
response 
received  

Ireland 
4,604,029 20 43 2 36.0* 11 Survey + 

Regular 
Yes 1 Input into final 

reprocessor 
WFD, JQ 

                                                      

 

191 Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for the 
purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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Member 
State 

Size 

(number of 
inhabitants) 

(2016) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership 
–Rank 

(out of 8)191 

Recycling 
rate of 
municipal 
solid 
waste (%) 

(2014) 

Recycling 
rate – Rank 

(out of 28) 

Criteria specific to the WFD Response 
received 
(WFD / JQ) Data 

collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 
(Y/N) 

Data 
calculation 
method 

Point at which 
waste quantities 
are measured for 
reporting on 
recycling 

reporting 
obligations + 
estimates 

Latvia  
2,001,468 24 12 6 20.0 22 Survey Yes 4 Point of collection No 

response 
received 

Poland 

3,8495,659 23 12 6 32.3 12 Survey + 
Regular 
reporting 
obligations 

Yes 2 Input into final 
reprocessor 

JQ 

Spain 

46,507,760 5 30 4 32.5 14 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
Estimates 

Yes 4 Output from 
sorting  & Input 
into final 
reprocessor 

JQ 

United 
Kingdom 

64,308,261 3 58 1 44.0 8 Survey (online 
database) 

Yes 3 Point of 
Collection, Output 
from sorting  & 
Input into final 
reprocessor 

WFD, JQ 

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Report. (*Latest data not available. 2012 figures used) 
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Table A - 2: Selection Criteria for Member States for the Waste Statistics Regulation 

 

Member State 

Size 

(number of 
inhabitants) 

(2016) 

Size- Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)192 

Waste generated 
excl. minerals 

(kg per capita) 

(2014) 

Waste 
generated – 
Rank 

(out of 28) 

Data collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure in 
place for 
data checks 
(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N)  

Austria 
8,507,786 15 21 5 1,735 14 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey 
Yes Yes 

Belgium 11,203,992 9 58 1 4,999 27 Survey + estimates Yes Yes 

Croatia 

4,246,700 21 3 8 620 1 Regular reporting 
obligations (online 
database) + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Cyprus 
858,000 26 12 6 964 4 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Germany  
80,780,000 1 58 1 1,810 16 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey 
Yes No 

Italy 
60,782,668 4 58 1 1,830 17 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Lithuania  
2,943,472 22 12 6 993 5 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey + 
estimates 

Yes No 

Luxembourg 
549,680 27 58 1 2,423 23 Regular reporting 

obligations 
Yes Yes 

Netherlands 
16,829,289 8 58 1 2,555 25 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey 
Yes Yes 

                                                      

 

192 Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for the 
purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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Member State 

Size 

(number of 
inhabitants) 

(2016) 

Size- Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)192 

Waste generated 
excl. minerals 

(kg per capita) 

(2014) 

Waste 
generated – 
Rank 

(out of 28) 

Data collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure in 
place for 
data checks 
(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N)  

Sweden 
9,644,864 14 21 5 1,920 19 Regular reporting 

obligations + survey + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Reports 
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A.1.2 Packaging and Packaging Waste  

Table A - 3 summarises the criteria used to select Member States to ensure a 
representative sample. This includes small and big countries (by size of inhabitants), 
older and newer members of the European Union, good and bad performers with 
regards to collection rates of packaging and packaging waste (good performers being 
defined as having high rates of recycling and recovery), countries with different 
verification procedures for checking data and countries with different methods of data 
collection.  

Nine Member States were selected for packaging and packaging waste. Responses were 
received from all of them.  

 

 



344    09/10/2017 

Table A - 3: Selection Criteria for Member States for Packaging and Packaging Waste 

 

Member 
State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

 

Size- 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)193 

Recycling rate 

(%) 

(2013) 

Recycling 
rate - rank 

(out of 28) 

Recovery 
rate (%) 

(2013) 

Recovery 
rate - rank 

(out of 28) 

Data 
collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 
(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

Belgium 

11,203,992 9 58 1 78.7 1 96.6 2 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Denmark 

5,627,235 17 43 2 64.8 14 85.6 10 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Estonia 

1,315,819 25 12 6 58.4 20 77.7 11 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Germany 

80,780,000 1 58 1 71.8 3 97.7 1 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

                                                      

 

193Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for 
the purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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Member 
State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

 

Size- 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)193 

Recycling rate 

(%) 

(2013) 

Recycling 
rate - rank 

(out of 28) 

Recovery 
rate (%) 

(2013) 

Recovery 
rate - rank 

(out of 28) 

Data 
collection 
method 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 
(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

Greece 

10,926,807 10 35 3 58.63* 19 52.8 26 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Malta 

425,384 28 12 6 38.1 27 38.2 28 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Poland 
38,495,659 6 12 6 36.1 28 50.4 27 Regular 

reporting 
obligations 

Yes Yes 

Spain 

46,512,199 5 30 4 66.6 10 73.1 15 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Sweden 

9,644,864 14 21 5 71.9 2 87.4 9 Regular 
reporting 
obligations + 
surveys + 
estimates 

Yes Yes 

Notes: *Values correspond to 2012.  

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Reports 
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A.1.3 End-of-Life Vehicles 

Table A - 4 summarises the criteria used to select Member States to ensure a 
representative sample. This includes small and big countries (by size of inhabitants), 
older and newer members of the European Union, good and bad performers with 
regards to rates of total recovery and reuse or total recycling and reuse and countries 
with different data collection methods. 

Nine Member States were chosen for ELVs. Responses were received from seven of 
them. 
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Table A - 4: Selection Criteria for Member States for ELV 

 

Member 
State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out 
of 28) 

Years as 
a 
member 
of the 
EU 

Length of 
EU 
membership 
– Rank 

(out of 8)194 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Data collection 
method 

Reporting 
method** 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 

(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

Bulgaria 7245677 16 9 7 94.1  7 93.2 2 
Statistics + Regular 
reporting obligations 

Unclear Yes No 

Croatia 4,246,700 21 3 8 100.0 3 100.0 1 
Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

2 Yes Yes 

Czech 
Republic 

10,512,419 11 12 6 86.3 24 80.3 26 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+ Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

2 Yes Yes 

Estonia 1,315,819 25 12 6 86.4 24 77.7 25 
Statistics + Regular 
reporting obligations 

Unclear Yes No 

                                                      

 

194 Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for 
the purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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Member 
State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out 
of 28) 

Years as 
a 
member 
of the 
EU 

Length of 
EU 
membership 
– Rank 

(out of 8)194 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Data collection 
method 

Reporting 
method** 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 

(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

Finland 5,451,270 18 21 5 95.0 6 82.5 23 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

2 Yes Yes 

France 65,856,609 2 58 1 89.3 19 85.3 15 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

+ Metal content 
assumption method 

2 Yes Yes 

Netherlands 16,829,289 8 58 1 95.9 5 86.0 13 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

1/2 Yes Yes 

Slovak 
Republic 

5,415,949 19 12 6 93.7 8 92.5 3 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

2 Yes Yes 
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Member 
State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out 
of 28) 

Years as 
a 
member 
of the 
EU 

Length of 
EU 
membership 
– Rank 

(out of 8)194 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recovery 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates, 
(%) 

(2013) 

Total 
recycling 
and 
reuse 
rates – 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Data collection 
method 

Reporting 
method** 

Verification 
procedure 
in place for 
data 
checks 

(Y/N) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

United 
Kingdom 

64,308,261 3 43 2 88.9 20 85.5 14 

Regular reporting 
obligations from 
primary sources 

+Statistical estimation, 
surveys or shredder 
trials 

+Metal content 
assumption method 

2 Yes Yes 

Notes: 

** Model 1 (calculations/reports by collective schemes) 

Model 2 (calculations /reports by National Authorities) 
 

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Reports 
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A.1.4 Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment  

Table A - 5 summarises the criteria used to select Member States to ensure a 
representative sample. This includes countries of different size (based on the number of 
inhabitants), older and newer members of the European Union, good and bad 
performers with regards to collection rates of WEEE (good performers being defined as 
having high rates of collection), and countries with and without verification procedures 
for checking data and countries with different methods of collecting data. 

Nine Member States were chosen for WEEE. Responses were received from eight of 
them.  
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Table A - 5: Selection Criteria for Member States for WEEE 

Member State 

Size, by 
number of 
inhabitants 

(2016) 

 

Size- Rank 

(out of 28) 

Years as a 
member of 
the EU 

Length of 
EU 
membershi
p –Rank 

(out of 8)195 

Collection 
rate 

(kg per 
capita) 

(2013) 

Collection rate - 
rank (out of 28) 

Data collection method 

Verification 
Procedure in 
place for data 
checks (Y/N) 

Response 
received (Y/N) 

Cyprus 858,000 25 12 6 2.6 25 
Regular reporting obligations 
+ Estimates 

Yes 
Yes 

France 65,856,609 2 58 1 6.9 10 Regular reporting obligations Yes Yes 

Germany  80,780,000 1 58 1 7.7 7 
Regular reporting obligations 
+ Estimates 

Yes 
Yes 

Hungary  9,879,000 13 12 6 4.85 2 Regular reporting obligations Yes No 

Latvia 2,001,468 24 12 6 2.4 26 Regular reporting obligations N.S.* Yes 

Luxembourg 549,680 27 58 1 9.5 5 Surveys and estimates N.S.* Yes 

Poland 38,495,569 6 12 6 4.3 18 Regular reporting obligations N.S.* Yes 

Portugal 10,427,301 12 30 4 4.74 15 
Regular reporting obligations 
+ Estimates 

Yes 
Yes 

Sweden 9,644,846 14 21 5 17.3 1 Regular reporting obligations Y Yes 

Notes:  *N.S.: Not specified in the quality reports.  

                                                      

 

195 Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for 
the purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Report
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A.1.5 Waste Batteries and Accumulators  

Table A - 6 summarises the criteria used to select Member States to ensure a 
representative sample. This includes small and big countries (by size of inhabitants), 
older and newer members of the European Union, good and bad performers with 
regards to collection rates of waste batteries and accumulators (good performers being 
defined as having high rates of collection), countries with and without verification 
procedures for checking data and countries with different methods of collecting data. 

Nine Member States were chosen for waste batteries and accumulators. Responses were 
received from eight of them.  
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Table A - 6: Selection Criteria for Member States for Waste Batteries and Accumulators 

 

Member State 

Size (number of 
inhabitants) 

Size- Rank 

(out of 28) 

Years as a 
member of 
the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)196 

Collection rates of 
waste batteries and 
accumulators, 2013 
(%) 

Collection 
rates – Rank 

(out of 19)197 

Data collection 
method 

Verification 
Procedure in 
place for data 
checks (Y/N) 

Response 
received (Y/N) 

Cyprus 
858,000 25 12 6 16.0 * 18 Regular 

reporting 
obligations 

Yes Yes 

France 
65,856,609 2 58 1 34.0 11 Electronic 

registers 
Yes Yes 

Germany 
80,780,000 1 58 1 43.0 6 Electronic 

registers 
Yes Yes 

Hungary 
9,879,000 13 12 6 31.0 13 Regular 

reporting 
obligations 

Yes Yes 

Latvia  2,001,468 24 12 6 27.0 19 Unclear Unclear No 

Luxembourg 
549,680 27 58 1 63.0 2 Regular 

reporting 
obligations 

Yes 

 

Yes 

Poland 
38,495,659 6 12 6 30.0 14 Electronic 

registers 
Yes Yes 

                                                      

 

196 Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for the 
purposes of this selection. This is why the ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
197 Some Member States reported the same rates for 2013 and were thus assigned the same ranking. This is why the ranking is out of 19 and not out of 28. 
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Member State 

Size (number of 
inhabitants) 

Size- Rank 

(out of 28) 

Years as a 
member of 
the EU 

Length of EU 
membership –
Rank 

(out of 8)196 

Collection rates of 
waste batteries and 
accumulators, 2013 
(%) 

Collection 
rates – Rank 

(out of 19)197 

Data collection 
method 

Verification 
Procedure in 
place for data 
checks (Y/N) 

Response 
received (Y/N) 

Portugal 
10,427,301 12 30 4 31.0 13 Electronic 

registers 
Yes Yes 

Sweden 

9,644,864 14 21 5 64.0 1 Electronic 
registers and 
data from 
municipalities 

Yes Yes 

Notes: *Value of waste collected in 2014, data not available for 2013  

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Reports 
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A.1.6 Shipments of Waste  

The criteria used to select representative Member States can be found in Table A - 7. 
Member States are not required to submit quality reports for the purposes of reporting 
under the WShipR, which were the main source of information for establishing the key 
steps involved in reporting on waste statistics for all other waste streams. Therefore, for 
the purposes of this study, the same representative Member States selected for 
reviewing in more detail for the Waste Statistics Regulation, have also been selected for 
the Waste Shipments Regulation. 

Nine Member States were chosen for waste shipments. Responses were received for six 
of them.  

Table A - 7: Selection Criteria for Member States for Waste Shipments 

 

Member State 

Size 
(number of 
inhabitants) 

Size- 
Rank 

(out of 
28) 

Years as a 
member 
of the EU 

Length of 
EU 
membership 
–Rank 

(out of 8)198 

Waste 
generated 
excl. 
minerals 

(kg per 
capita) 
(2014) 

Waste 
generated 
– Rank 

(out of 28) 

Response 
received 
(Y/N) 

Austria  8,507,786 15 21 5 1,735 14 No 

Belgium 11,203,992 9 58 1 4,999 27 Yes 

Croatia 4,246,700 21 3 8 620 1 Yes 

Germany 80,780,000 1 58 1 1,810 16 No 

Italy  60,782,668 4 58 1 1,830 17 No 

Lithuania 2,943,472 22 12 6 993 5 Yes 

Luxembourg 549,680 27 58 1 2,423 23 Yes 

Netherlands 16,829,289 8 58 1 2,555 25 Yes 

Sweden 9,644,864 14 21 5 1,920 19 Yes 

Source: Eurostat and Member State Quality Reports 

 

 

 

                                                      

 

198Some Member States have been members of the EU for the same number of years (as countries tend to 
join in groups) and were assigned the same ranking for the purposes of this selection. This is why the 
ranking is out of 8 and not out of 28. 
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A.2.0 Topic Guides and Interviewees 

As outlined in Section 2.0, primary research through interviews was undertaken at two 
separate stages – Step 3 and Step 4. In the sub-sections below, the topic guides and 
interviewees that engaged with the research are outlined according to these two stages.  

A.2.1 Step 3 Topic Guides  

A.2.1.1 General (across all waste streams) 

(Note: The following questions were only asked during the interview if the Member State 
did not provided a suitable answer in the quality reports.) 

1. Can you briefly outline the process of data reporting on [insert waste stream] to 
include:   

Member State Source of Data 

Process of Data 
Collection (e.g. 
surveys, 
questionnaires, 
electronic registers) 
& Analysis 

Process of Reporting to 
Local/Regional/National 
Authorities & European 
Commission  

Key Stakeholders 
involved 

[x]     

 
 

2. Which government bodies are responsible for reporting what data to the Commission?  
a. Follow up question: Do these bodies crosscheck the data for inconsistencies and 

double counting across the different reporting obligations (i.e. different 
legislation), before reporting it to the Commission? (Prompt: 
Ministry/Department of Environment or equivalent, statistical office as well, 
etc.) 
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A.2.1.2 Municipal Waste  

For Data Reported under the OECD/Eurostat Joint Questionnaire  

1. How do you gather data on the total amount of municipal waste (MW) generated that 
is reported under the OECD/Eurostat Joint Questionnaire (JQ) (e.g. door to door 
collection, bring schemes, collective schemes, both, other)?  

 

 

2. In the figures you report on MW generated and recycled under the JQ, do you include 
or exclude home composting? 

 

 

3. In the figures you report on MW generated and recycled under the JQ, how do account 
for waste collected by producer responsibility organisations? 

 

 

4. When reporting on the total amount of municipal waste generated under the JQ, 
which of the following waste types do you include in the figures: 

a. End of Live vehicles (ELV) 
b. Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) 
c. Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
d. Biodegradable-/bio-waste 
e. Packaging waste:  

i. If you include packaging waste, do you include only a share of the 
packaging (corresponding to household and similar waste) and how do  
you determine this share? 

 

 

5. Do you use the list of waste codes for statistical purposes, in particular for reporting on 
municipal waste under the JQ? 

 

 

6. In calculating municipal waste generated and treated under the JQ, do you include 
only household waste or also commercial and industrial waste that is similar to 
household waste in nature and composition?  

a. How do you determine which waste is similar in nature and composition to 
household waste?  

b. Is such similar waste collected alongside household waste, or do you also 
include waste collected by other operators?  

c. Do you have an idea about the share of similar waste in the total? 
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7. If you collect some of your municipal waste through a bring scheme, how do you 
determine the coverage of that bring scheme (e.g. is it assumed that one set of road 
containers in a village cover the whole village)? (Note: Will explain to interviewee what 
we mean by coverage)199 

a. Follow up question: To what extent, when calculating recycling rates for MW 
reporting under the JQ, can you be sure that the sources of waste contributing 
to the recycling collection rates are the same sources as the ones contributing to 
the residual collection rates? (For example, if residual waste is collected via 
door-to-door collection it will only cover one source of waste such as household 
or similar. However if recycling waste is collected via a bring scheme, you cannot 
be sure that it is the same of source of waste as for residual. You need both 
figures to work out the recycling rates). 

 

 

8. At a national level, what percentage of households are covered by a municipal waste 
collection system?  

a. Follow up question: For the percentage remaining, how is that accounted for in 
the figures you report to the Commission (prompts: estimates and if so, based 
on what)? 

 

 

9. How do you measure and report on MW recycling figures under the JQ? (prompts: 
report amount of material at point at which waste is collected vs. report amount of 
material that comes out of a sorting facility or report amount that goes into treatment 
(e.g. recycling) facilities or report the amount that comes out of final treatment facility) 
(Note: MBT is not considered ‘final treatment’) 

a. Follow up question: Does this measurement point vary depending on the waste 
fraction or material stream e.g. plastic, paper, metals? 

 

 

10. According to the Municipal Waste Statistics guidance developed by the Commission, 200 
the figure you report on MW generated under the JQ, should only refer to the amount 
of MW that is being generated nationally. The figure you report on MW treated under 
the JQ should refer to the amount of MW that is generated nationally, to include any 
waste exported, and should exclude any waste imported (to enable the relation of 

                                                      

 

 

 

200 See 5)h) http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Municipal-waste-statistics-guidance.pdf  

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Municipal-waste-statistics-guidance.pdf
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treatment of data to those for waste generation). To what extent do you carry out 
data checks on the reported figures for MW generated and treated under the JQ to 
account for any inconsistencies (also considering material losses during treatment e.g. 
carbon, moisture)?  

 

 

11. For Czech Republic only: We understand that there are two separate datasets used to 
collect and report data on MW under the WFD and the JQ (i.e. the Czech Environment 
Ministry and Statistical Office), which report differing results. Can you please explain 
why these differing results arise and what steps have been taken to address them?  

 
 

12. For Italy only: We understand that you track municipal waste from point of origin 
through to the output of the recycling plant. At what point do you count recycling rates 
for the purposes of reporting under the JQ, WStatR and the waste directives? 

 

 

13. For Ireland only:  We understand that you subtract waste losses from the reported 
figures on municipal waste, which you gather through surveys. Could you provide us 
with more information about the frequency of such surveys and the waste streams 
covered, as well as the loss rates applied for the purposes of reporting under the JQ, 
WStatR and the waste directives? 

 

 

14. Under the JQ reporting, how do you gather data on the total amount of municipal 
waste sent to landfill?  

  

 

15. What percentage of the total amount of MW sent to landfill that you report under the 
JQ, is pre-treated prior to landfilling? 

  

 

16. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 
JQ? If so, can you briefly outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  

a. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 
briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved.  

  

 

17. Is there consistency between the amount of municipal waste generated and treated, 
as reported under the JQ and the amount of household and similar waste generated 
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and treated, as reported under the WStatR (to be checked before the interview)? If so, 
would you have some explanation about the difference in the amounts?  

  

 

18. Is there consistency between the amount of municipal waste going to landfill, as 
reported under the JQ and the amount of biodegradable municipal waste going to 
landfill, as reported under the Landfill Directive (to be checked before the interview)? 
If so, would you have some explanation about the difference in the amounts?  

  

 

19. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 
Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 
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For Data Reported under the Waste Statistics Regulation (WStatR)  

 (Note: The following questions will only be asked during the interview if the Member 
State did not provided a suitable answer in the quality reports.) 

1. How do you gather data on the total amount of waste generated by households, 
reported under the WStatR (e.g. door to door collection, bring schemes, collective 
schemes, both, other)?  

  

 

2. In the figures you report on waste generated by households and waste arising from 
recovery operations from household & similar waste reported under the WStatR, do 
you include or exclude home composting? 

  

 

3. In the figures you report on waste generated by households and waste arising from 
recovery operations from household & similar waste under the WStatR, how do 
account for waste collected by producer responsibility organisations? 

  

 

4. When reporting on the total amount of waste generated by households under the 
WStatR, which of the following waste types do you include in the figures: 

a. End of Live vehicles (ELV); 
b. Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE); 
c. Waste Batteries and Accumulators; 
d. Biodegradable-/bio-waste; and 
e. Packaging waste. 

  

 
5. Do you use the list of waste codes for statistical purposes, in particular for reporting on 

household waste under the WStatR? (prompts: European Waste Catalogue/List of 
waste codes; Basel codes – Y, A, B;) 

  

 

6. How do you measure and report on household waste that is recycled under the 
WStatR? (prompts: report amount of material at point at which waste is collected vs. 
report amount of material that comes out of a sorting facility or report amount that goes 
into treatment (e.g. recycling) facilities or report the amount that comes out of final 
treatment facility) (Note: MBT is not considered ‘final treatment’) 

b. Follow up question: Does this measurement point vary depending on the waste 
fraction or material stream e.g. plastic, paper, metals? 
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7. Under the WStatR reporting, how do you gather data on the total amount of 
household waste sent to landfill?  

  

 

8. What percentage of the total amount of household waste sent to landfill that you 
report under the WStatR, is pre-treated prior to landfilling? 

  

 

9. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 
WStatR? If so, can you briefly outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  

a. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 
briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved.  

  

 

10. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 
Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 

  

11. There is some inconsistency between the amount of municipal waste generated and 
treated, as reported under the Eurostat/OECD Joint Questionnaire and the amount of 
household and similar waste generated and treated, as reported under the WStatR (to 
be checked before the interview)?Would you be able to offer some explanation about 
the difference in the amounts?  

   

 

12. There is some inconsistency between the amount of WEEE collected from private 
households, as reported under the WEEE Directive and the amount of discarded 
equipment201 generated by households, as reported under the WStatR (to be checked 
before the interview)? Would you be able to offer some explanation about the 
difference in the amounts?  

   

                                                      

 

201 Except discarded vehicles and batteries and accumulators waste (W08 except W081, W0841) 
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For Data Reported under the WFD  

1. Under the rules for reporting recycling for the purposes of the targets in the WFD, 
Member States have to ensure that when collected or sorted waste is reported as 
recycled, no significant losses to recycling occur. Do you have estimations for such 
losses and do you make adjustments to the data so that significant losses between 
collection and recycling are deducted from the reported amounts? 

  

 
2. How do you report recycling of exported waste under the WFD?  

a. What mechanism do you use to get assurance that the waste is actually 
recycled? 

b. Do you report all the amount exported as recycled or do you make some 
adjustments, and if so, what adjustments are made? 

  
 
3. Is there an informal recycling sector? If so, could you give an indication of its size (in 

terms of tonnes of waste processed or number of people involved or economic value 
or similar).  

c. Follow up question: If it’s significant, to what extent and how do you account for 
the amount of waste collected/recycled/recovered/landfilled by the informal 
sector in the ‘official’ national figures reported under the WFD? 

  

 
4. Is material extracted from the incineration of MW (e.g. incinerator bottom ash and 

metals) added to the recycling figures you report under the WFD? (Note: EU guidance 
currently says that metals extracted from incineration should not be included in the 

recycling figures for municipal solid waste. This is being revised in the new Circular 
Economy package202).  

 

  

 
5. Do you include any materials extracted from mixed residual waste in the recycling 

figures reported under the WFD (e.g. at MBT facilities)? If so, what materials are 
included in the reported recycling tonnages?  

b. Follow up question: Do you use any quality criteria to determine whether 
compost can be added to the recycling figures reported under the WFD (given 

                                                      

 

202 The new CE package includes the following clause for both municipal solid waste and packaging waste (it is not year 
clear what constitutes “minimum quality requirements”):  “5. For the purposes of calculating whether the targets laid 
down in Article 6(1)(f) to (i) have been achieved Member States may take into account the recycling of metals that 
takes place in conjunction with incineration in proportion to the share of the  packaging waste incinerated provided 
that the recycled metals meet certain quality requirements.” 
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that there are no EU-wide quality criteria for compost) and if so, could you 
please share these criteria with us? 

  

 
6. Do you include preparation for reuse in your recycling rates reported under the WFD?  

d. If so, do you gather information of it separately?  
e. What is the share of preparation for reuse from waste generated? 

  

 

7. Do you follow any technical specifications on which municipal waste materials to send 
to energy recovery? (prompts: are any materials suitable for recycling sent to recovery 
e.g. in some Member States, plastics are being incinerated when above a threshold 
calorific value) 

  

 

8. How do you use the data collected for the purposes of reporting under the WDF 
according to the chosen calculation method (1-4) for the purposes of reporting under 
the JQ and WStatR or vice-versa? 

  

 

9. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 
WFD? If so, can you briefly outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  

f. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 
briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved.  

  

 

10. Is there consistency between the amount of municipal waste that is recycled, as 
reported under the WFD (for those MS which use calculation method 4) and the 
amount of municipal waste that is treated, as reported under the JQ (to be checked 
before the interview)? If so, would you have some explanation about the difference in 
the amounts?  

  

 

11. Is there consistency between the composition of municipal waste, as reported under 
the WFD and the composition for municipal waste, as report under the JQ (to be 
checked before the interview)? If so, would you have some explanation about the 
difference in the amounts? 
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12. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 
Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 

  

  



368    09/10/2017 

A.2.1.3 Packaging and Packaging Waste 

1. Are you using for reporting purposes under the PPWD, classifications for household 
and similar waste and for packaging waste in accordance with the European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) or the List of Waste (LoW)? (Note: Household and similar waste should 
be classified using the codes under Chapter 20 and packaging waste should be classified 
using the codes under Chapter 15, as it is excluded from Chapter 20).  

  

 
2. How do you gather data on the amount of packaging waste placed on the market, as 

reported under the PPWD?  
g. Do you gather data on one-way and reusable packaging as well?  
h. Do you gather data on packaging generated from households and from 

businesses? 
  
 

3. Do you exclude small producers who are not obligated to be members of specific 
‘producer responsibility schemes’ from the figures you report on the amount of 
packaging waste placed on the market under the PPWD? 

i. Follow up question: If so, do you make adjustments to the figure you report on 
the amount of packaging waste that is reported as recycled under the Packaging 
Waste Directive, to ensure that it is excluding small producers who are not 
obligated to be members of producer responsibility schemes? Or are you 
reporting a recycling figure for packaging waste that includes the amount of 
packaging waste being recycled by small producers who are not obligated to be 
members of producer responsibility schemes?  

  

 

4. How reliable do you consider the data you receive from Producer Responsibility 
Organisations (PROs) on packaging waste generated, recycled, recovered and landfilled 
to be? (Note: May need to explain what PROs are/do if not familiar with the term) 

a. Follow up question: How frequently do you audit this data and what is the 
auditing procedure followed? 

  

 

5. How do you measure and report on recycling of packaging waste under the PPWD? 
(Prompts: amount of packaging waste collected, output from sorting plants, amount that 
enters recycling facilities, output of final treatment process, etc.) (Note: MBT is not 
considered ‘final treatment’) 

a. Follow up question: Does this measurement point vary depending on the waste 
fraction or material stream e.g. plastic, metals? 

  

 



Study on Waste Statistics 

6. Under the rules for reporting recycling, Member States have to ensure that when 
sorted waste is reported as recycled, no significant losses to recycling occur. Do you 
have estimations for such losses and do you make adjustments to the data so that 
significant losses between collection and recycling are deducted from the reported 
amounts under the PPWD? 

  

 
7. How do you report recycling of exported packaging waste under the PPWD?  

j. What mechanism do you use to get assurance that the waste is actually 
recycled? 

k. Do you report all the amount of packaging waste exported as recycled or do 
you make some adjustments? 

  

 
8. Is material extracted from the incineration of packaging waste (e.g. incinerator bottom 

ash and metals) added to the packaging waste recycling figures reported under the 
PPWD? (Note: EU guidance is not currently clear on whether metals extracted from 
incineration of packaging waste should be included in the recycling figures for packaging 
waste203).  

  

 
9. The figure you report on packaging generated under the PPWD should only refer to the 

amount of packaging waste that is being generated nationally. The figure you report 
on packaging waste treated under the PPWD should refer to the amount of packaging 
waste that is generated nationally, to include any packaging waste exported, and 
should exclude any packaging waste imported (to enable the relation of treatment of 
data to those for waste generation). To what extent do you carry out data checks to 
pick up on any inconsistencies between the reported packaging waste figures on 
generation and treatment under the PPWD (also considering material losses during 
treatment e.g. carbon, moisture)? 

  

 

10. How do you use the data collected for the purposes of reporting under the PPWD for 
the purposes of reporting under the JQ, WFD, and WStatR or vice-versa?  

l. In particular, how do you take into account packaging waste in the reporting 
on municipal waste under the WFD and JQ? Do you include only a share of the 

                                                      

 

203 The new CE package includes the following clause for both municipal solid waste and packaging waste (it 
is not year clear what constitutes “minimum quality requirements”):  “5. For the purposes of calculating 
whether the targets laid down in Article 6(1)(f) to (i) have been achieved Member States may take into 
account the recycling of metals that takes place in conjunction with incineration in proportion to the share 
of the  packaging waste incinerated provided that the recycled metals meet certain quality requirements.” 
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packaging (corresponding to household and similar waste) and how do you 
determine this share? 

  

 

11. Is there consistency between the amount of packaging waste placed on the market, as 
reported under the PPWD and the quantity and composition of municipal waste, as 
reported under the Waste Framework Directive and JQ (to be checked before the 
interview)? If so, would you have some explanation about the difference in the 
amounts?  

  

 
12. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 

Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 

  

  



Study on Waste Statistics 

A.2.1.4 End-of-Life Vehicles 

1. Are you reporting ELV under the ELV Directive according to the classifications in the 
European Waste Catalogue (EWC) or the List of Waste (LoW)? (Note: ELV should be 
classified using the codes under Chapter 16).  

  

 
2. Do you cross-check the figures on the generation of ELV reported under the ELV 

Directive with the data on the deregistration of vehicles? 

  

 
3. Is there an informal recycling sector for ELV parts? If so, please give an indication of 

size (in terms of tonnes of waste processed or number of people involved or economic 
value or similar).  

m. Follow up question: If it’s significant, to what extent and how do you account for 
the amount of waste collected/recycled/recovered/landfilled by the informal 
sector in the ‘official’ national figures reported under the ELV Directive?  

  

  
4. How do you use the data collected for the purposes of reporting under the ELV 

Directive for the purposes of reporting under the WStatR or vice-versa? 

  

 
5. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 

ELV Directive? If so, can you briefly outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  
n. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 

briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved.  

  

 
6. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 

Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 

  



372    09/10/2017 

A.2.1.5 Waste Electrical and Electronic Waste & Batteries and 

Accumulators  

1. The figure you report on WEEE/Waste batteries and accumulators put on the market 
under the WEEE Directive/Waste Batteries and Accumulators Directive, should only 
refer to the amount of WEEE/Waste batteries and accumulators that is being put on 
the market nationally. The figure you report on WEEE/Waste batteries and 
accumulators treated nationally under the WEEE Directive/Waste Batteries and 
Accumulators Directive should refer to the amount of WEEE/Waste batteries and 
accumulators that is put on the market nationally, to include any waste exported, and 
should exclude any waste imported (to enable the relation of treatment of data to 
those for waste put on the market). To what extent do you carry out data checks to 
pick up on any inconsistencies between these figures reported under the WEEE 
Directive/Waste Batteries and Accumulators Directive (also considering material losses 
during treatment e.g. carbon, moisture)? 

  

 
2. How do you report on residual waste following treatment of these waste streams, 

under the WEEE Directive / Waste Batteries and Accumulators Directive (considering 
that there is no requirement to report on output of residual waste from WEEE/Waste 
Batteries and Accumulators treatment plants to input into landfills)?  

  

 
3. How do you use the data collected for the purposes of reporting under the WEEE and 

Waste Batteries and Accumulators Directives for the purposes of reporting under the 
WFD, the JQ on municipal waste and WStatR, or vice-versa? 

  

 
4. If you include these streams in municipal waste or for the purposes of the achievement 

of the targets under the WFD, at what point do you report the recycled amounts?  

  

 

5. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 
WEEE Directive/Waste Batteries and Accumulators Directive? If so, can you briefly 
outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  

o. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 
briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved.  

  

 

6. Is there consistency between the amount of WEEE collected from private households, 
as reported under the WEEE Directive and the amount of discarded equipment 
generated by households, as reported under the WStatR (to be checked before the 
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interview)? If so, would you have some explanation about the difference in the 
amounts?  

  

 

7. Is there consistency between the amount of WEEE treated in another Member State, 
as reported under the WEEE Directive and the amount of WEEE notified for export, as 
reported under the Waste Shipment Regulation (to be checked before the interview)? 
If so, would you have some explanation about the difference in the amounts?  

  

 
8. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 

Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 
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A.2.1.6 Shipments of Waste  

1. Which sources of data is used for reporting on the amount of waste 
imported/exported (i.e. WEEE, MW, batteries and accumulators, packaging, ELV, etc.) 
under the WShipR? (prompts: notifications, movement documents, records of waste 
exporter organisations, other sources) 

  

 
2. For the purposes of reporting on hazardous and non-hazardous waste under the 

WShipR, do you provide guidance to exporters/importers on the use of Basel Codes (A 
and B, Y) and European Waste Catalogue codes, given there is no relation between 
them (e.g. a correlation table, etc.)? (Note: Some MS might report on waste as 
hazardous for incineration but then assign an OECD code that is normally regarded as 
non-hazardous waste) 

  

 
3. Can you describe the process you follow for ‘spot checks/inspections’ on illegal 

shipments across all waste streams (i.e. WEEE, MW, batteries and accumulators, 
packaging, ELV) for the purposes of reporting under the WShipR? (Prompts: physical 
inspections carried out by your department on roads, destination facilities, places of 
dispatch; physical inspections carried out by other bodies (e.g. customs, traffic police, 
other environmental bodies); document review; validation of data from national 
reporting systems; etc.). 

a. Follow up question: How big of a problem are illegal shipments for WEEE, MW, 
batteries and accumulators, packaging and ELV? 

  

 
4. Do you have a verification and data check system in place for data reported under the 

WShipR? If so, can you briefly outline the main steps & stakeholders involved?  
b. Follow up question: If the verification system involves a 3rd party audit, please 

briefly explain the main steps & stakeholders involved. 

  

 
5. What other sources of data would be useful for us to contact (e.g. Extended Producer 

Responsibility Organisations (EPRs), other data providers, etc.) and could you please 
provide us with their relevant contact details? 
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A.2.2 Interviewees for Step 3 – Initial Consultation to Define Reporting Steps 

Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Waste Statistics 
Regulation 

Austria 

milla.neubauer@umweltbundesamt.at 

brigitte.karigl@umweltbundesamt.at 

barbara.stoifl@umweltbundesamt.at 

Yes  

Belgium steven.dubaere@economie.fgov.be Yes  

Cyprus mkythreotou@cystat.mof.gov.cy Yes  

Croatia maja.simunovic@azo.hr Yes  

Germany 
brigitte.ismar@destatis.de 

No 
No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Italy cristina.frizza@isprambiente.it Yes  

Lithuania 
j.baneliene@aaa.am.lt 

k.sabaliauskaite@aaa.am.lt 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Luxembourg marc.syoen@aev.etat.lu Yes  

Netherlands c.balde@cbs.nl Yes  

Sweden Staffan.Agren@Naturvardsverket.se Yes  

 

Cyprus echristodoulidou@environment.moa.gov.cy Yes  

mailto:milla.neubauer@umweltbundesamt.at
mailto:brigitte.karigl@umweltbundesamt.at
mailto:steven.dubaere@economie.fgov.be
mailto:mkythreotou@cystat.mof.gov.cy
mailto:brigitte.ismar@destatis.de
mailto:cristina.frizza@isprambiente.it
mailto:echristodoulidou@environment.moa.gov.cy
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Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Waste Framework 
Directive  

Czech Republic Gabriela.Bulkova@mzp.cz Yes  

Italy passerini.tullia@minambiente.it 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Ireland f.mccoole@epa.ie Yes  

Germany britta.thorenz@destatis.de 
Yes 

Incomplete information 
received  

Latvia intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Poland iwona.andrzejczuk-garbacz@mos.gov.pl 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Spain mrsaiz@magrama.es 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

UK 

robin.karfoot@defra.gsi.gov.uk 

lindsay.holmes@defra.gsi.gov.uk 
Yes  

 

Municipal Waste 

Cyprus mkythreotou@cystat.mof.gov.cy Yes  

Czech Republic 
lucie.vackova@czso.cz 
miloslava.vesela@czso.cz 

Yes  

Italy 

letteria.adella@isprambiente.it 
mariaconcetta.giunta@isprambiente.it 
rosanna.laraia@isprambiente.it 

No 
No reply received to 
request made to interview 

mailto:Gabriela.Bulkova@mzp.cz
mailto:passerini.tullia@minambiente.it
mailto:f.mccoole@epa.ie
mailto:britta.thorenz@destatis.de
mailto:intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv
mailto:iwona.andrzejczuk-garbacz@mos.gov.pl
mailto:robin.karfoot@defra.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:mkythreotou@cystat.mof.gov.cy
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Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Ireland 
F.McCoole@epa.ie 
I.Kurz@epa.ie 

Yes  

Germany 
brigitte.roos@destatis.de 
isabella.mehlin@destatis.de 

Yes 
Incomplete information 
received  

Latvia intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Poland B.Rozanska@stat.gov.pl Yes  

Spain ana.solera.carnicero@ine.es Yes  

UK lindsay.holmes@defra.gsi.gov.uk Yes  

 

Waste Batteries and 
Accumulators 

Cyprus apapanastasiou@environment.moa.gov.cy Yes  

France claire.coqueblin@developpement-durable.gouv.fr Yes  

Germany regina.kohlmeyer@uba.de Yes  

Hungary elemer.szabo@fm.gov.hu Yes  

Latvia intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv 
No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Luxembourg serge.less@aev.etat.lu Yes  

Poland Boguslawa Bzdakiewic Yes  

mailto:F.McCoole@epa.ie';
mailto:F.McCoole@epa.ie';
mailto:brigitte.roos@destatis.de;%20'
mailto:brigitte.roos@destatis.de;%20'
mailto:intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv
mailto:lindsay.holmes@DEFRA.GSI.GOV.UK
mailto:apapanastasiou@environment.moa.gov.cy
mailto:claire.coqueblin@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
mailto:regina.kohlmeyer@uba.de
mailto:elemer.szabo@fm.gov.hu
mailto:intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv
mailto:serge.less@aev.etat.lu
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Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Portugal 

Ana Sofia Vaz 

Ana Teixeira 

Inês Mateus 

João Garcia 

Marta Carvalho 

Yes  

Sweden lars.eklund@naturvardsverket.se Yes  

 

Waste Electrical and 
Electronic Equipment 

Cyprus apapanastasiou@environment.moa.gov.cy Yes  

France erwann.fangeat@ademe.fr Yes  

Germany Kristine.Sperlich@uba.de Yes  

Hungary magdolna.sztarenszky@fm.gov.hu No No response received  

Latvia intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv Yes  

Luxembourg serge.less@aev.etat.lu Yes  

Poland justyna.filipowicz@mos.gov.pl Yes  

Portugal marta.carvalho@apambiente.pt Yes  

Sweden lars.eklund@naturvardsverket.se Yes  

 

Belgium l.vanden.broecke@ivcie.be Yes  

mailto:lars.eklund@naturvardsverket.se
mailto:apapanastasiou@environment.moa.gov.cy
mailto:erwann.fangeat@ademe.fr
mailto:Kristine.Sperlich@uba.de
mailto:magdolna.sztarenszky@fm.gov.hu
mailto:intars.cakars@lvgmc.lv
mailto:serge.less@aev.etat.lu
mailto:marta.carvalho@apambiente.pt
mailto:lars.eklund@naturvardsverket.se
mailto:l.vanden.broecke@ivcie.be
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Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Packaging and 
Packaging Waste 

Denmark 
chrfi@mst.dk  

Yes  

Estonia 
Liis.Tiit@envir.ee  

Yes  

Germany gerhard.kotschik@uba.de Yes  

Greece a.karpodinis@gmail.com  Yes  

Malta kevin.mercieca@era.org.mt  Yes  

Poland sebastian.sekalski@mos.gov.pl  Yes  

Spain 
ana.solera.carnicero@ine.es ; 
luis.martin.salvador@ine.es  

Yes  

Sweden staffan.agren@naturvardsverket.se  Yes  

 

End of Life Vehicles 

Bulgaria 
apeychev@moew.government.bg No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Croatia predrag.korica@azo.hr Yes  

Czech Republic marek.livora@mzp.cz Yes  

Estonia 
kerli.rebane@envir.ee (change of person) No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Finland johanna.alakerttula@ely-keskus.fi Yes  

France 
Bruno.Miraval@developpement-durable.gouv.fr 
(change of person) 

Yes  

mailto:chrfi@mst.dk
mailto:Liis.Tiit@envir.ee
mailto:gerhard.kotschik@uba.de
mailto:a.karpodinis@gmail.com
mailto:kevin.mercieca@era.org.mt
mailto:sebastian.sekalski@mos.gov.pl
mailto:luis.martin.salvador@ine.es
mailto:luis.martin.salvador@ine.es
mailto:staffan.agren@naturvardsverket.se
mailto:apeychev@moew.government.bg
mailto:predrag.korica@azo.hr
mailto:marek.livora@mzp.cz
mailto:kerli.rebane@envir.ee
mailto:johanna.alakerttula@ely-keskus.fi
mailto:Bruno.Miraval@developpement-durable.gouv.fr
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Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State Contacted Organisation  
Interview took place 
(Y/N) 

Comments 

Netherlands guus.vanden.berghe@rws.nl Yes  

Slovakia ivana.novikmecova@sazp.sk Yes  

UK paul.hallett@berr.gsi.gov.uk Yes  

 

Waste Shipments 

Austria 
andreas.moser@bmlfuw.gv.at No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Belgium marc.leemans@ovam.be Yes  

Croatia gordana.vesligaj@mzoip.hr Yes  

Germany 
harald.junker@uba.de No 

No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Italy 
sorci.valeria@minambiente.it'; 
cristina.frizza@isprambiente.it 

No 
No reply received to 
request made to interview 

Lithuania j.grigaraviciene@am.lt Yes  

Luxembourg Frank.Thewes@aev.etat.lu Yes  

Netherlands guus.vanden.berghe@rws.nl Yes  

Sweden ulrika.hagelin@swedishepa.se Yes  

 

 

mailto:guus.vanden.berghe@rws.nl
mailto:ivana.novikmecova@sazp.sk
mailto:paul.hallett@berr.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:andreas.moser@bmlfuw.gv.at
mailto:gordana.vesligaj@mzoip.hr
mailto:harald.junker@uba.de
mailto:sorci.valeria@minambiente.it
mailto:sorci.valeria@minambiente.it
mailto:j.grigaraviciene@am.lt
mailto:guus.vanden.berghe@rws.nl
mailto:ulrika.hagelin@swedishepa.se
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A.2.3 Step 4 Topic Guides  

A.2.3.1 End-of-Life Vehicles 

ELV Arisings 

1. How do you calculate the individual vehicle weight (Wi) and total weight (W1)? 

Why do you chose the particular approach, are there barriers to calculating the actual 
vehicle weights entering ATFs or taking the weights from registration documents? 

 

 

2. Do you include abandoned burned out or incomplete ELVs in the arisings and/or 
treatment data? 

 

 

Treatment 

3. Rates of reuse vary considerably. What is your national approach to calculating 
reuse? 

 

 

4. How do you calculate the amount of reuse, recycling and recovery, is it from actual 
amounts or estimates from trials? 

If from trials, do you have information on the statistical methods and accuracy of 
estimates made by them? 

 

 

5. If you use the metal content assumption, and have not submitted a shredder 
campaign report, what are the reasons for not submitting? 

 

 

6. What is the end destination of the shredder light fraction, is it categorised as 
recycling or recovery? 
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7. Do you have any data from shredder / recycling trials on the average fuel content 
from ELVs? 

 

 

Exports 

8. What proportion of ELVs are exported for treatment? 

 

 

9. How do you ensure that all exported ELVs/part of are included in the data on reuse, 
recycling, recovery and disposal? 

If you do not, what measures could be taken to improve data reporting in future? 

 

 

10. How do you ensure that the data on reuse, recycling, recovery and disposal does 
not include imported ELVs/part of from other countries? 

If you do not, what measures could be taken to improve data reporting in future? 

 

 

11. How do you ensure that exported parts/ELVs are treated in accordance with 
community standards? 

If you do not, what measures could be taken to improve this in future? 

 

 

12. Are you able to report correctly on whether outputs from shredder plants are 
exported or not?  

If not, what are the barriers to doing so? 

 

 

13. What evidence do you gather from the country to which the material is exported to 
that it has been either reused, recycling, recovered or disposed of? 

If no evidence, what barriers to gathering this data is there and how might they be 
overcome? 
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A.2.3.2 Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment 

Placed on the Market Data 

1. Do you include any estimates for imported EEE sold on the market through private 
internet sales from foreign companies? 

If so, how do you do this and what proportion of overall sales come through this route? 

If you do not, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be improved in 
future? 

 

 

2. Would there be any national barriers to changing EEE categorisation so that a 
harmonised EU-wide codification could be used?  

If so, how might these barriers be overcome? 

 

 

3. Are all batteries excluded from WEEE placed on the market data? 

If so, how do you ensure this is achieved? 

If you do not, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be improved in 
future? 

 

 

4. After 2019 the denominator of the collection target can be “WEEE generated on the 
territory of that Member State”. Would you plan to take this option, if so, how would 
you seek to calculate the amount of WEEE generated (including WEEE in residual / 
mixed waste) and to what level of statistical accuracy? 

 

 

5. Overall how accurate do you believe data on EEE placed on the market is? 

If not highly accurate, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be 
improved in future? 

 

 

Collection Data 

6. Overall how accurate do you believe data on WEEE collected is? 
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If not highly accurate, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be 
improved in future? 

 

 

Treatment Data 

7. Are estimates used when determining the amount of materials and components of 
waste electrical and electronic equipment recovered, reused or recycled, and if so, is 
there a clear statistical indication of the accuracy of the data and to what level of 
accuracy is achieved, what statistical method is used and how frequently is sampling 
conducted? 

If estimates are used, what measures could be taken to improve data accuracy? 

 

 

8. What proportion of WEEE is exported for treatment? 

 

 

9. Do you ensure that all exported WEEE is included in the data on reuse, recycling and 
recovery? 

If you do, how do you ensure this is included? 

If you do not, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be improved in 
future? 

 

 

10. What proportion of WEEE is exported for treatment outside of the Union? 

 

 

11. What approach to ensuring that treatment is carried out in accordance with 
community standards is taken (with reference to DG Environment document)? 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/pdf/Final%20report_E%20C%20S.pdf  

 

 

12. To what treatment type do you allocate WEEE sent to thermal energy recovery 
plants or metal smelters, recycling or recovery? 

 

 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/weee/pdf/Final%20report_E%20C%20S.pdf
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13. How do you ensure that WEEE placed on the market in other countries (i.e. 
imported for treatment) is excluded from the national data on reuse, recycling and 
recovery? 

If you do not, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be improved in 
future? 

 

 

14. How do you ensure that batteries in WEEE are excluded from the data on reuse, 
recycling and recovery? 

If you do not, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be improved in 
future? 

 

 

15. Overall how accurate do you believe data on WEEE reuse, recycling and recovery 
is? 

If not highly accurate, how significant would this inaccuracy be and how might this be 
improved in future? 
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A.2.3.3 Waste Batteries and Accumulators  

Definition 

1. What definition of portable batteries is in use? 

 

 

2. To what extent are you confident that there are no automotive/industrial batteries 
included in the data on portable batteries placed on the market? 

If you feel there are any included, please estimate the proportion… 

 

 

3. To what extent are you confident that there are no automotive/industrial batteries 
included in the data on portable batteries collected? 

If you feel there are any included, please estimate the proportion… 

 

 

4. If automotive/industrial batteries are still included in the data on portable batteries 
what measures could be taken to ensure they are not included in future? 

 

 

Placed on the Market 

5. What data source is used for batteries placed on the market e.g. business sales 
figures, customs data, other? 

If customs data is used, do you take re-export into account or not? 

 

 

6. Do you make use of the allowance in the Commission Decision on a common 
methodology for the calculation of annual sales of portable batteries to use 
'statistically significant’ estimates? 

 

 

7. If you use estimates, what definition of ‘statistically significant’ do you use (is there 
a clear statistical indication of the accuracy of the data) and what statistical method do 
you use? 
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8. What are the key parameters of any surveys that you carry out, e.g. margin of error, 
frequency, absolute sample size, relative sample size? 

 

 

9. Do you make any adjustments for the existence of freeriders in the batteries sales 
data that you submit? 

 

 

10. What proportion of the total do you estimate as from freeriders? 

 

 

11. Could data on batteries placed on the market be improved and if so how? 

 

 

Inputs to Treatment Plants 

12. Does your data for recycling efficiency and rate of recycled content calculations 
include inputs / outputs from all treatment plants including those abroad, i.e. exported 
batteries? 

If it does not include relevant data for exported batteries, what are the reasons for this, 
how could this be improved? 

 

 

13. What proportion of batteries are exported for treatment? 

 

 

14. How do you include in your data for recycling inputs / outputs, batteries contained 
in WEEE that are exported to other countries and treated there? 

If they are not included, how could this be improved in the future? 

 

 

15. How do you seek to exclude the recycling of batteries treated at plants in your 
country that have come from other countries, particularly contained within imported 
WEEE? 
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If they are not excluded, how could this be improved in the future? 

 

 

16. Is continuous or representative sampling used to determine the input share of 
different battery types to treatment plants? 

 

 

17. If you use estimates for input share, what definition of ‘statistically significant’ do 
you use (is there a clear statistical indication of the accuracy of the data), what 
statistical method do you use and how frequently is sampling conducted? 

 

 

18. What approach do you take to determining the chemical composition of input 
battery’s by type: sampling? Producer data? EPBA data etc? 

 

 

19. If you use estimates for chemical composition, what definition of ‘statistically 
significant’ do you use (is there a clear statistical indication of the accuracy of the 
data), what statistical method do you use and how frequently is sampling conducted? 

How could any estimates be improved in the future? 

 

 

20. Do you clearly understand the distinction between outer casings and external 
jackets, what is the definition you use? 

 

 

21. Do you use sampling to determine the input proportion of outer casings? 

 

 

22. If you use estimates for outer casings, what definition of ‘statistically significant’ do 
you use (is there a clear statistical indication of the accuracy of the data), what 
statistical method do you use and how frequently is sampling conducted? 
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Use of Materials in Treatment Processes 

23. Does your national guidance allow slag from treatment of batteries to be used as a 
construction material or not? 

 

 

24. What proportion of mass output (sent for recycling/recovery) is in slag, is it 
significant or not? 

 

 

25. How do you calculate the water content of acids, to derive the dry weight, is this 
element significant or not and what is your perceived accuracy of the data? 

 

 

26. How are carbon (reducing agent) / oxygen (oxidising agent) inputs to processes 
counted, how significant are these inputs and what is your perceived accuracy of the 
data? 

 

 

27. How are emissions to, and oxygen from, the atmosphere counted, how significant 
are these inputs/outputs and what is your perceived accuracy of the data? 

 

 

28. Any other comments on issues and proposed solutions to batteries data 
inaccuracy? 
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A.2.4 Interviewees for Step 4 – Analysis of Issues 

Waste 
Stream/Legislation 

Member State  Organisation  

Waste Batteries and 
Accumulators 

Cyprus  
Department of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Environment 

Hungary  Ministry of Agriculture  

Sweden  Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 

Malta  WasterServ  

Slovenia  ZEOS 

Finland Recser  

EU-wide European Batteries Recycling Association (EBRA) 

EU-wide Ecobatterien  

EU-wide European Portable Batteries Association (EPBA) 

EU-wide Eucobat 

EU-wide Recharge  

 

WEEE 

Cyprus 
Department of Environment, Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Environment 

France  Ministry of Environment  
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 Luxembourg  Administration of the Environment 

Sweden  Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 

Switzerland  SENS 

Denmark  Elretur 

EU-wide  European Electronics Recyclers Association (EERA) 

 

ELV 

UK British Vehicle Salvage Federation 

UK Motor Vehicle Dismantlers Association 

Ireland   Irish Motor Vehicle Recyclers Association  

Netherlands  STIBA 

France  Tracauto  

France  ADEME 

Belgium  Febelauto  

Spain  Ucavila University  

Poland  EKO-AUTO 

EU-wide  European Recycling Industries’ Confederation (EuRIC) 
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A.3.0 Description of Reporting Systems in 

Representative Member States 

A.3.1 WFD / OECD JQ 

A.3.1.1 Cyprus  

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

Cyprus reported a recycling rate of municipal solid waste of 18% in 2014 making it one of 
the poorer performing Member States in this regard. Joining the EU in 2004, the country 
has a population of 0.9 million, making it the third smallest country in the EU.  

For the WFD, data on municipal waste is collected through a combination of 
administrative sources and estimates. Calculation method 2 is used for the purpose of 
determining household recycling rates, whereby the quantity of recycled material is 
measured according to the output from pre-treatment facilities. Cyprus has a formal 
verification procedure in place which consults with a number of stakeholders before 
data is submitted to Eurostat.   

The steps followed by Cyprus when reporting on municipal waste are summarised in 
Table A - 8. Although data is reported by two different organisations for the purposes of 
reporting against the WFD (the Ministry Of Agriculture, Natural Resources and 
Environment) and the Joint Questionnaire (the Statistical Service of Cyprus) the 
Statistical Service of Cyprus is responsible for data collection and analysis. They then 
provide the relevant data to the Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and the 
Environment for them to report against the WFD. 
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Table A - 8: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by Cyprus   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 The main source of data is collected via a full survey 
which is undertaken twice a year (in February and July) 
and managed by the Statistical Service of Cyprus. It is 
completed by municipalities who provide information on 
the total amount of municipal waste collected and 
treated (i.e. sorting and MBT as there are no final 
treatment plants currently on the island) by type of 
waste. Survey responses are submitted in both electronic 
and paper copies.  

 Additional data on the amount of municipal waste 
treated comes from administrative sources. This includes 
two new landfill sites serving the districts of Pafos, 
Larnaca and Ammochostos (Famagusta). For the other 
two districts, Lefkosia (Nicosia) and Lemesos (Limassol), 
the data continues to be derived from the municipalities 
via the survey described above.  

 Producers of separately collected household packaging 
and packaging waste provide data from regular reporting 
obligations to Producer Responsibly Schemes (such as 
Green Dot Cyprus). This data is then sent to the 
Department of Environment under the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment 
(Department of Environment). 

 A sorting analysis has been carried out to better 
understand the composition of mixed municipal waste.  
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Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 All municipalities are obligated to respond to the bi-
annual survey which is undertaken by the Statistical 
Service of Cyprus.   

 The MBT facility and landfill sites provide data from 
regular reporting obligations to the Ministry of Interior 
(responsibility for this is now being shifted to the 
Department of Environment under the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment).  

 Producer Responsibly Schemes (such as Green Dot 
Cyprus) collect information on packaging, which is then 
sent to the Department of Environment. 

 The Statistical Service of Cyprus is responsible for 
collating the information above.  

 The sorting analysis was undertaken by the Department 
of Environment.  

Sources of data 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Municipalities;  

 MBT facility; 

 Treatment plants; 

 Landfill sites; and 

 Producers and PROs (e.g. Green Dot Cyprus). 

Type of data 
collected 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 The data collected through the survey includes the 
amounts of municipal waste collected and treated. When 
reporting, municipalities are asked to identify the type 
and source of the waste.  

 Administrative records collected by the Ministry of 
Interior are used for the purpose of determining the 
amount and the origin of the municipal waste treated at 
the two landfill sites serving the districts of Pafos, Larnaca 
and Ammochostos (Famagusta).  

 Data from regular reporting obligations collected by the 
Department of Environment is used to determine the 
quantities of packaging and packaging recycled.  
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Data not available 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Data on WEEE is not currently included when reporting 
on household and municipal waste. The Statistical Service 
of Cyprus hopes that this will be included in the next 
reporting year.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Statistical Service of Cyprus 

Process followed  

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Collating the information from the sources described 
above, followed by the analysis of data for the purpose of 
reporting under the WFD and Joint Questionnaire.  

Assumptions 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 The distinction between sources of packaging and 
packaging waste (household or commercial) is obtained in 
cooperation with the waste management facilities 
responsible for collecting household and 
commercial/industrial waste. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Data verification checks include comparisons over time, 
analysing the share of waste generation by economic 
activity, the share of hazardous waste to the total 
amounts generated, treatment operations by waste 
category, etc. The data is also checked for any implausible 
combinations of waste categories and treatment 
operations. 

 Both the Statistical Service of Cyprus and the Department 
of Environment undertake checks on the packaging and 
packaging waste data. No further information was 
provided on these checks.  

 The quantity of waste collected separately for recycling is 
cross-checked with the data available in external trade 
statistics, annual reports from the collectors/transporters 
and treatment facilities and the yearly report of the 
collective packaging waste system operated by Green Dot 
Cyprus. 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 A small informal waste management sector exists in 
Cyprus. There is an agreement in place between the 
Department of Environment and the customs office that 
prevents this waste from being exported without the 
former’s approval. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

WFD 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Joint Questionnaire 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 
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Responsible 
institution 

WFD 

 The Ministry Of Agriculture, Natural Resources and 
Environment reports statistics under the WFD to the 
European Commission. 

Joint Questionnaire 

 The Statistical Service of Cyprus reports statistics under 
the Joint Questionnaire to the European Commission. 
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A.3.1.2 Czech Republic 

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

The Czech Republic has one of the lower recycling rates of municipal solid waste in the 
EU at 25.4% in 2014. The country has a population of 10.1 million and joined the EU in 
2004. 

Data is collected through two different online databases: the Integrated Information 
System of Reporting Compliance (ISPOP) and the Waste Management Information 
System (WMIS). Household recycling rates are determined according to calculation 
method 2 and based on the output to pre-treatment. The Czech Republic has verification 
procedures that are undertaken at both a municipality and national level.    

Different reporting approaches are taken for reporting under the WFD and under the 
Joint Questionnaire, each managed by a different competent authority. There are also 
significant differences in terms of the waste types reported under each obligation (as 
shown by the waste material tables provided at the end of each quality report). The WFD 
reports on paper, cardboard, metals, plastic, glass and mixed municipal waste from 
households and small enterprises. By comparison, the Joint Questionnaire includes a 
much wider range of materials, such batteries and biodegradable garden waste. It also 
includes waste from restaurants and public areas. The magnitude of the difference in the 
numbers is in the order of a 30% variation. 

The steps followed by Czech Republic when reporting under each reporting requirement 
are summarised in Table A - 9. 
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Table A - 9: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by the Czech 
Republic   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

WFD 

 The primary data source is the Waste Management 
Information System (WMIS), which collects primary data 
on the generation and treatment of municipal waste. 

 Producers of waste and operators submit their records to 
the Ministry of Environment annually, via the 
Information Reporting System of Reporting Compliance 
(ISPOP). Producers of waste (including municipalities) 
and operators of facilities are obliged to keep records of 
waste production and waste treatment. 

 A sorting analysis is used to assess the composition of 
mixed municipal waste. 

Joint Questionnaire  

 An annual sampling survey completed by municipalities is 
used to collect data on the amount of municipal waste 
generated and treated by type. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD 

 Both databases (i.e. WMIS and ISPOP) are managed for 
the Ministry of the Environment (MoE) by the Czech 
Environmental Information Agency (CENIA). 

Joint Questionnaire  

 The Czech Statistical Office is responsible for collecting 
survey data. 

Sources of data 

WFD 

 Producers of waste; 

 Treatment facility operators; and 

 Municipalities.  

Joint Questionnaire 

 Municipalities.  
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Type of data 
collected 

WFD 

 The data collected through the WMIS and ISPOP systems 
relates to the amounts of municipal waste generated and 
treated.  

Joint Questionnaire 

 The survey collects data on the amounts of municipal 
waste generated and treated from household, 
commercial and municipal (e.g. street and market 
cleaning) sources. It is not possible, however, to 
distinguish between waste coming from household and 
commercial sources.  

Data not available 

WFD 

 N/A 

Joint Questionnaire  

 For the commercial sector, only smaller enterprises 
which are involved into the municipal collection scheme 
are included in the scope of the reporting.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD 

 The Ministry of the Environment (via CENIA).   

Joint Questionnaire  

 Czech Statistical Office. 

Process followed  

WFD 

 Managing the waste databases, analysing the data and 
producing statistics to report under the WFD.  

Joint Questionnaire  

 Analysing the data and producing statistics to report 
under the Joint Questionnaire.  
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Assumptions 

WFD 

 N/A 

Joint Questionnaire 

 Estimations are used to determine the distinction 
between household and commercial sources of 
municipal waste.  

 Municipalities (with less than 10,000 inhabitants) are 
sampled randomly using stratified simple random 
sampling. Large municipalities (10,000 inhabitants and 
over) are surveyed exhaustively. Data is then ‘grossed up’ 
to be representative of the whole country.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

WFD 

 A two-step internal verification system is carried out for 
the WFD. Initial checks are undertaken by municipal 
authorities before the data is submitted to CENIA, where 
further analysis is undertaken. This includes such as time-
series checks and cross-checking between stakeholders 
(companies and authorities). CENIA then submit the data 
to the Ministry of Environment.  

Joint Questionnaire  

 The Czech Statistical Office carried out various data 
verification procedures. This includes time-series checks 
and the comparison of waste codes against treatment 
methods, ensuring that data is being reported correctly.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 
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Reporting method 

WFD 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment, every three years. 

Joint Questionnaire 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

WFD 

 Ministry of the Environment reports the data to the 
European Commission.  

Joint Questionnaire 

 The Czech Statistical Office reports the data to the 
European Commission. 
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A.3.1.3 Ireland  

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

Ireland has a population of 4.6 million. Joining the EU in 1973, the country had a 
recycling rate of municipal solid waste of 36.6% in 2014. 

Data is collected via a mixture of surveys, administrative sources and estimates. 
Household recycling rates under the WFD are determined according to calculation 
method 1, according to the input to the final recycling process. Verification processes are 
carried out at local authority and national level and include visits to waste management 
facilities.   

The steps followed by Ireland when reporting on municipal waste are summarised in 
Table A - 10. The Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for collecting, 
processing and reporting against the WFD and the Joint Questionnaire. Some processes 
differ between the two reporting obligations, however and these are discussed in Table 
A - 10. 
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Table A - 10: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by Ireland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Each year, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
uses online surveys to collect data on the amount of 
municipal waste collected and treated. This is completed 
by local authorities and treatment facility operators.  

 Data from regular reporting obligations on household 
waste collection is collected from the National Waste 
Collection Permit Office (NWCPO) dataset which stores 
annual returns from waste collection permit holders.  

o This dataset was centralised in 2012. Instead of 
being sent data by 34 local authorities, the 
submission of data to the EPA is now overseen by 
the NWCPO, which is responsible for hosting the 
data (using an ‘e-reporting’ system). 

 The National Transfrontier Shipment of Waste Office 
(NTFSO) provide data on cross-border movements of 
municipal waste.  

 Data from regular reporting obligations on the amount of 
household WEEE collected for treatment is sourced from 
the two WEEE compliance schemes operating in Ireland. 

 The EPA also conducts a waste characterisation survey to 
understand the composition of mixed municipal waste. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 The NWCPO manages the dataset on waste collection 
permit holders’ annual returns. 

 The NTFSO provides the EPA with data on notified exports 
and imports of waste. 

 The Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for 
undertaking surveys of local authorities and waste 
operators and collecting and collating the data from the 
sources above.  
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Sources of data 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Survey data: local authorities (or private contractors that 
collect waste on behalf of local authorities) and 
treatment facility operators.  

 Data from regular reporting obligations: licensed and 
permitted waste treatment operators (from the NTFSO 
database) and producers of WEEE.  

Type of data 
collected 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Survey on treatment operators: captures data on the 
amount of municipal waste treated at waste treatment 
facilities.  

 Survey on local authorities: provide data on (i) household 
waste accepted at recycling centres and bring banks and 
(ii) an estimate of household waste composted at home. 

 NWCPO dataset: provides household kerbside collection 
data (including number of households on a kerbside 
collection service, which informs the estimation of 
tonnage of unmanaged household waste). 

 NTFSO data: provides information on notified exports and 
imports of municipal waste. 

 WEEE compliance scheme data: provide data on 
household WEEE collected for treatment by WEEE 
producers. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
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Process followed  

WFD  

 The waste characterisation survey analysis is used to 
determine the composition of household waste 
generated and recycled.  

Joint Questionnaire 

 The composition of municipal waste recycled does not 
rely on the waste characterisation survey. Composition 
data is sourced from the local authorities and treatment 
facility operator surveys.  

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 Collates data from the sources identified above. This is 
then interpreted and analysed to produce statistics for 
reporting under the WFD and Joint Questionnaire.  

Assumptions 

WFD  

 The reject rates for the purposes of reporting on the 
amount of material recycled are based on estimates 
provided by industry. These are then applied to the 
tonnages of waste collected (using the waste 
characterisation survey to estimate the proportion of 
different materials in mixed municipal waste).  

 Where municipal waste is exported for recycling, 
adjustments are made to account for material rejected 
from foreign final treatment facilities, which won’t end up 
being recycled.  

Joint Questionnaire 

 For the Joint Questionnaire, estimated reject losses are 
based on the information captured in an annual municipal 
waste survey of authorised waste treatment operators. 

 Where municipal waste is exported for recycling, 
adjustments are not made to account for material 
rejected from foreign final treatment facilities, which 
won’t end up being recycled. 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 The majority (88%) of the population have a kerbside 
collection. For the remaining 12%, a survey is used to 
understand how they manage their waste. This data is 
used to estimate the tonnage of ‘unmanaged’ household 
waste. 



408    09/10/2017 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 All data sources are verified: household kerbside waste 
collection data is verified by local authorities, whilst 
household waste brought to civic amenity sites and bring 
banks is verified by the EPA. The EPA cross-checks the 
data against information collected by the National 
Collection Permit Office, the National Transfrontier 
Shipment of Waste Office and producer compliance 
schemes. The EPA also carries out data verification site 
visits. 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

WFD 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment, every three years. 

Joint Questionnaire 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire 

 The Environmental Protection Agency reports data to the 
European Commission.  
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A.3.1.4 Poland  

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: Joint Questionnaire  

Having joined the EU in 2004, Poland is one of the more recent members of the EU. In 
2014 it reported a recycling rate of municipal solid waste of 32.3%. The country has a 
population of 38.5 million. The verification of data is the responsibility of the Statistical 
Office in Lublin and of the Central Statistical Office.    

The steps followed by Poland when reporting on municipal waste are summarised in 
Table A - 11. 

Table A - 11: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by Poland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Organisations (public or private) responsible for collecting 
and/or treating municipal waste are required to complete 
annual written surveys (referred to as ‘M-09’ surveys) 
which are submitted via the Central Statistical Office 
Reporting Portal online. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Central Statistical Office. 

Sources of data 
 Organisations collecting and treating municipal waste 

(either municipalities or private entities). 

Type of data 
collected 

 The M-09 survey provides information on waste from 
EWC sub-chapters 15 01 (packaging) and 20 (municipal 
waste). Information on municipal waste generation and 
treatment is broken down according to three different 
sources: 

o households;  

o commerce, small businesses, offices and 
institutions; and 

o municipal services.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 
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Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Statistical Office in Lublin (one of 16 regional 
statistical offices that collect data from organisations 
responsible for collecting and/or treating municipal 
waste); and 

 The Central Statistical Office. 

Process followed  
 Collating and analysing data on municipal waste for the 

purpose of reporting under the Joint Questionnaire.  

Assumptions 

 Municipal waste collectors often have a problem 
distinguishing between waste types that have been 
generated from household sources and waste types that 
have come from commercial sources (e.g. packaging and 
packaging waste). As a result, the share of waste 
originating from these sources is often estimated. 

 Estimates are used to account for municipal waste that 
did not enter the formal waste management system (e.g. 
waste that is fly-tipped). 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Verification of data is undertaken on two levels. Firstly, by 
the Statistical Office in Lublin that collects the data from 
organisations responsible for collecting and/or treating 
municipal waste. Secondly, data is verified by the Central 
Statistical Office. 

 The verification processes include automatic and manual 
checks. Automatic checks include verifying the format of 
the data entered and checking for missing data points. 
Manual checks include the detection of any outliers and 
time-series checks.  

 Data is cross-checked against other datasets collected by 
the Central Statistical Office. This includes a survey on 
housing and municipal economy (known as the ‘SG-01’ 
survey) which is completed by municipalities. 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 
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Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-

portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Central Statistical Office reports data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.1.5 Spain 

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: Joint Questionnaire    

Spain reported a recycling rate of municipal solid waste of 32.5% in 2014. With a 
population of nearly 50 million it is the 5th largest Member State. Spain joined the EU in 
1986. 

The steps followed by the Spain when reporting on municipal waste are summarised in 
Table A - 12. 

Table A - 12: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by Spain   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data on the amount of municipal waste generated and 
treated from household and similar sources is collected 
my municipalities via a survey conducted by the National 
Statistics Institute (NSI). 

 This is combined with data from regular reporting 
obligations provided by the Ministry of Agriculture, Food 
and Environment. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 National Statistics Institute; and 

 Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Environment. 

Sources of data 
 Municipalities; and 

 Waste operators.  

Type of data 
collected 

 Data is collected on the amount of municipal waste 
generated and treated from household and similar 
sources. This includes small businesses, bulky waste, 
waste from municipal services and separate collections.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 National Statistics Institute (NSI). 
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Process followed  

 NSI administer the waste survey and collect data from the 
Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Environment to produce 
statistics for the purpose of reporting under the Joint 
Questionnaire.  

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Survey data is verified according to a series of manual 
checks. This includes checking year-to-year variations 
with a particular focus on waste generated per capita 
ratios. 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-

portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 National Statistics Institute (NSI) reports data to the 
European Commission. 
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A.3.1.6 United Kingdom 

Reporting requirements analysis focused on: WFD and Joint Questionnaire    

The UK had one of the higher recycling rates of municipal solid waste in the EU at 44% in 
2014. It is the third largest Member State with a population of 64.3 million and joined 
the EU in 1973. Data on municipal waste is collected through an online database 
(WasteDataFlow).  

When calculating household recycling rates under the WFD, the UK uses calculation 
method 3 and reports recycled materials according to the output from pre-treatment 
and input into final reprocessor. Although the nature of data verification in the UK varies 
by nation, checks are always undertaken at both the local authority and national level. 

The steps followed by the UK when reporting on municipal waste are summarised in 
Table A - 13. The same competent authority (Defra) is responsible for reporting against 
both the WFD and the Joint Questionnaire, using the same data collection and 
processing method.  

Table A - 13: Main Steps of Reporting on Municipal Waste by the United 
Kingdom   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Data on municipal waste is submitted by local authorities 
in England, Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales 
(including private contractors collecting waste on behalf 
of local authorities).  

 Local authorities report to WasteDataFlow. Managed by 
the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
(Defra), WasteDataFlow has been operational since April 
2004 as a web-based system for the purpose of reporting 
information on municipal waste collection and 
management.  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Local authorities in England, Scotland, Northern Ireland 
and Wales, which input data into WasteDataFlow; and 

 The Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 
(Defra), which is responsible for managing the database 
at the UK level.  
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Sources of data 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Local authorities; and 

 Private contractors (where they collect waste on behalf of 
local authorities). 

Type of data 
collected 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 WasteDataFlow contains information on waste collected 
and treated from households and municipal services (e.g. 
street cleansing). 

 It also includes data on municipal waste collected and 
treated from smaller business and enterprises (e.g. small 
offices and schools), where these organisations are 
serviced by the same waste collection service as 
households and it is not possible to distinguish between 
the two sources.  

 In some cases, construction and demolition waste may be 
included also.  

Data not available 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Commercial waste that is not collected by local 
authorities (see above). 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Defra. 

Process followed  

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Analyse data from WasteDataFlow and produce statistics 
for the purpose of reporting under the WFD and the Joint 
Questionnaire.  

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Data verification occurs in four stages. Firstly local 
authorities verify their own data using a data 
authorisation page when inputting data into 
WasteDataFlow. This contains a number of links and 
pieces of information to help check various aspects of the 
data, view historical data returns and monitor progress 
against various indicators.   

 Secondly, the WasteDataFlow service provider carries out 
extensive data verification checks using ‘range checks’ 
and ‘size of change’ checks.   

 Thirdly, each national Environment Agency undertakes a 
series of ad-hoc checks. For example, the Environment 
Agency in the UK and Wales look for inconsistencies in 
the data provided by different authorities in each nation, 
checking that the responses from Waste Disposal 
Authorities reflect the amounts of waste reported for the 
Waste Collection Authorities they cover. 

 Finally, Defra carries out credibility checks when 
producing aggregated statistics. The data verification 
process is very similar but runs independently in each of 
the four countries in the UK. The verified data is used to 
produce and publish quarterly provisional estimates of 
key performance indicators in an annual report.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

WFD 

 Data is sent to Eurostat via the EDAMIS web-portal, 
accompanied by a quality report every two years for the 
WFD. 

 Implementation Reports on the WFD are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Joint Questionnaire 

 Data is sent to Eurostat via the EDAMIS web-portal, 
accompanied by a quality report annually. 
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Responsible 
institution 

WFD & Joint Questionnaire  

 Defra reports data to the European Commission.  
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A.3.2 Waste Statistics Regulation  

A.3.2.1 Austria  

Austria generated 1,735 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral waste) in 2014. 
Data on household and similar waste is collected via a survey and administrative sources, 
and there is a formal verification process in place to ensure that the data is as accurate 
as possible and fit for purpose.  

The steps followed by Austria when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 14. 

Table A - 14: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Austria 

Data Collection 
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Data collection 
method 

 The Electronic Data Management (EDM) Portal is the 
online system used to collect data for the purposes of 
producing national statistics on waste. The EDM portal 
was initiated in 2003 by the Federal Ministry of 
Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water 
Management (BMLFUW). Operated by the Austrian 
Federal Environment Agency (or ‘Umweltbundesamt’), 
the portal comprises the following components which are 
used to produce statistics for the purposes of reporting 
under the WStatR: 

o Electronic Register of Assets and Personal Data 
(eRAS): includes data on the number of waste 
management facilities in operation. Operators are 
obliged to register their details in the eRAS.    

o Annual waste balances (eBalance Sheets): this is 
the main source of information used to report 
under the WStatR and includes information on the 
quantities of waste collected and treated. 
Organisations responsible for collecting and 
treating waste are obliged to provide this data 
annually.  

 Survey data is also collected and used to report under the 
WStatR. This comes from a Status Report that is produced 
annually and contains information on the number of 
waste management facilities in operation, amongst other 
things.   

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Austrian Federal Environment Agency is responsible 
for managing the EDM portal. 

Sources of data 
 Waste collectors; and 

 Waste management and treatment facilities. 

Type of data 
collected 

 eRAS: contains data on the number and type of waste 
management facilities.  

 eBalance sheets: contain data on the source, type and 
quantities of waste collected and treated, as well as 
where it was treated and the quantities of material 
recycled.  

 Status Reports: act as an inventory of the number of 
waste management facilities in operation.  
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Data not available  N/A  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Federal Environment Agency is responsible for 
analysing the data. 

Process followed  
 Collate data received and analyse it to produce statistics 

on the amount of household waste generated and 
treated, as required under the WStatR. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Automatic checks are built into the online EDM Portal. 
This includes checking comparisons across time, the 
relationship between waste generation and treatment, 
implausible combinations between waste categories and 
treatment operations.  

 Manual checks are undertaken at three different levels: 

o Initially, these are undertaken by the provincial 
states to identify any inconsistencies and 
discrepancies. 

o Manual checks are then undertaken by the 
Federal Environment Agency, to identify 
inconsistencies and discrepancies. These include 
plausibility check and time-series checks.  

o A third series of checks are undertaken by the 
BMLFUW. These are more overarching checks, 
undertaken as a final assurance process before 
data is submitted to Eurostat.    

 Cross-checks are undertaken across different datasets to 
ensure consistency. These include:   

o Waybill data: data on the movements of 
hazardous waste submitted online by waste 
management organisations. 

o Shipment data: data on the cross-border 
movement of waste submitted online by waste 
management organisations. 

3rd party audit  N/A 
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Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 BMLFUW reports data to the European Commission. 

 

 

A.3.2.2 Belgium  

Belgium produced one of the largest amounts of waste per capita (excluding major 
mineral waste) in 2014 (4,999 kg), second only to Estonia. With a population of 11.2 
million it is one of the founding members of the EU. Data on household and similar 
waste is collected by the regional authorities that operate across Flanders, Walloon and 
Brussels via a combination of surveys and estimates. The verification of data is 
undertaken by the regional authorities and a national authority (National Belgium 
Statistical Office).  

The steps followed by Belgium when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 15. 

Table A - 15: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Belgium   

Data Collection 
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Data collection 
method 

 Data is collected from municipalities in each region 
(Flanders, Walloon and Brussels) via surveys (sent by 
email) which are reported to the relevant regional 
organisations (outlined below). These regional 
organisations then report to Statistics Belgium. The 
exception to this is Brussels, where data is submitted 
directly to Statistics Belgium without the need for a 
survey (also by email).  

 Organisations that collect and treat household and similar 
waste on behalf of municipalities also send data to 
municipalities for this purpose.  

 Each region undertakes sorting analyses every one or two 
years which they use to determine the composition of 
household and similar waste collected.   

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 In Belgium, each region (Brussels, Walloon and Flanders) 
is responsible for its individual waste policy. Each has an 
organisation that manages waste data and reports it to 
Statistics Belgium for the purposes of reporting under the 
WStatR. The regional organisations also undertake sorting 
analyses of the data. These are: 

o OVAM – Public Flemish Waste Agency; 

o SPW Environment – Waste management and 
policy in Walloon Region; and 

o IBGE – BIM (Brussels Institute for Management of 
the Environment). 

 Each regional organisation submits data to Statistics 
Belgium.   

Sources of data 

 Municipalities; and 

 Organisations that collect and treat household and similar 
waste on behalf of municipalities. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Type of data 
collected 

 The type of data collected varies according to region: 

o Flanders provides information on household and 
similar waste collected, treated and the number of 
waste treatment facilities. 

o Brussels provides information on household waste 
collected (but not similar waste), waste treated 
and the number of waste treatment facilities. 

o Walloon only provides information on household 
waste collected (but not broken down by waste 
type). No data is provided for waste treated or the 
number of operational waste treatment facilities. 

Data not available 
 It is understood that household and similar waste 

collected by private waste collectors is not included in the 
statistics.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistics Belgium. 

Process followed  

 Statistics Belgium collects and collates the data received 
from the regional organisations.  

 Where incomplete datasets are received, Statistics 
Belgium uses estimations to fill the gaps. 

Assumptions 

 Where regional datasets are incomplete, the Flemish data 
is generally applied for the purpose of making 
estimations, as it tends to be the most complete.  

 Statistics Belgium ensures that differences between the 
regions – such as economic factors – are accounted for 
when using estimations in this way. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Regional organisations undertake manual checks before 
submitting the data to Statistics Belgium. No further 
detail was provided on these checks, but they are 
understood to vary according to region. 

 On receipt of the data, Statistics Belgium undertakes a 
number of manual checks themselves to identify 
inconsistencies and discrepancies. This includes time-
series checks and internal verification tests.  

 In some cases, the data may be sent to the Department of 
Planning and Verification within Statistics Belgium to 
review before being submitted to Eurostat.  

3rd party audit  N/A   

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Statistics Belgium reports data to the European 
Commission.  
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A.3.2.3 Croatia 

With just 620 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral waste) generated in 2014, 
Croatia produced the least amount of any Member State. It is also one of the smallest 
countries, with a population of 4.2 million. Croatia joined the EU in 2013, making it the 
Union’s most recent member. Data regular reporting obligations and estimates are used 
for the purpose of reporting on household and similar waste, and the country has a 
verification procedure that operates at a country and national level.  

The steps followed by Croatia when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 16. 

Table A - 16: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Croatia   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 A national online database called the Environment 
Pollution Register (EPR) is used for the purpose of 
collecting data from regular reporting obligations. Since 
reference year 2012, it has been managed by the Croatian 
Environment Agency (CEA).   

o For the reference year 2010 and previous years, 
data was managed by the Croatian Bureau of 
Statistics who used surveys rather than data from 
regular reporting obligations for the purpose of 
reporting on household and similar waste data.    

 Municipal waste collectors, producers (if they produce 
over 50kg of hazardous waste or over two tonnes of non-
hazardous waste) and treatment facilities are obligated to 
input data directly into the EPR. 

 Producers are obligated to report to the Environmental 
Protection and Energy Efficiency Fund (EPEEF) on a 
number of waste types (i.e. packaging and packaging 
waste, waste tyres, waste oils, waste batteries and 
accumulators, end-of-life vehicles, waste electric and 
electronic equipment and waste containing asbestos).  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Environmental Protection and Energy Efficiency Fund 
(EPEEF); and 

 Croatian Environment Agency. 
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Sources of data 

 Municipal waste collectors; 

 Producers (if they produce over 50kg of hazardous waste 
or over two tonnes of non-hazardous waste) and PROs; 
and 

 Treatment facilities. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Generation and treatment of household and similar 
waste; and 

 The number of waste treatment facilities;  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Croatian Environment Agency (CEA).  

Process followed  

 CEA is responsible for maintaining the EPR system, 
facilitating access to waste data for decision-makers and 
the general public and producing statistics for the 
purposes of reporting under the WStatR. 

Assumptions 

 The proportion of mixed municipal waste generated by 
NACE activities is estimated according to information 
provided by waste collectors.  

 The proportion of specific waste types (such as batteries) 
coming from household and commercial sources are also 
estimated.  

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Verification is undertaken at two levels: by individual 
county offices and the CEA.  

o The county offices check the completeness, 
consistency and credibility of the data.  

o A series of manual checks are then undertaken by 
the CEA, including time series checks and 
plausibility checks.  

 Cross-checks are undertaken between data on specific 
waste types (i.e. packaging and packaging waste, waste 
tyres, waste oils, waste batteries and accumulators, end-
of-life vehicles, waste electric and electronic equipment 
and waste containing asbestos) and EPEEF data to identify 
inconsistencies and discrepancies.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Croatian Environment Agency reports data to the 
European Commission.  
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A.3.2.4 Cyprus 

Cyprus produced 964 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral waste) in 2014. 
Joining the EU in 2004, the country has a population of 0.9 million, making it the third 
smallest country in the EU.  

The same survey of municipalities used to report under the WFD and Joint Questionnaire 
is also used to report under the WStatR. The process is also managed by the same 
competent authority (the Statistical Service of Cyprus). Some of the steps outlined in 
Table A - 17 are therefore very similar to those in Table A - 8. 

Table A - 17: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Cyprus   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 The Statistical Service of Cyprus administers two surveys 
for the purpose of gathering data on household and 
similar waste: 

o A ‘one-off’ sample survey of private enterprises 
regarding the amount of waste generated and the 
type of treatment undertaken for each waste 
stream for the reference year 2012. This data was 
captured using face-to-face interviews.  

o A bi-annual administrative survey completed by all 
municipalities responsible for the collection and 
treatment of all household and similar waste 
generated. Survey responses are submitted in 
both electronic and paper copies. 

 The Department of Environment and Ministry of Interior 
collect data from regular reporting obligations on the 
number and type of waste management facilities in 
operation (as the competent authorities for keeping 
records of authorised treatment facilities). This 
responsibility is now being transferred exclusively to the 
Department of Environment under the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and the Environment.   
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Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Department of Environment, which provides a full list 
of the facilities that own a licence for the treatment of 
waste. 

 The Ministry of Interior, which is consulted on the 
number of disposal sites in operation. 

 The Statistical Service of Cyprus, which is responsible for 
the collection and production of statistical data in 
accordance to the Waste Statistics Regulation. 

Sources of data 

 Municipalities; 

 Private enterprises; 

 Department of Environment; and 

 Ministry of Interior.  

Type of data 
collected 

 Survey of private enterprises: the questionnaire requires 
respondents to report on the quantities of waste 
generated by waste stream and the type of treatment 
(including waste collection by municipal authorities) for 
each waste stream. 

 Survey of Municipalities: the data collected through the 
survey includes the amounts of household and similar 
waste collected and treated. When reporting, 
municipalities are asked to identify the type and source of 
the waste. 

Data not available 

 WEEE is not included in the reporting under the WStatR. 

 Estimates are used to determine the proportion of 
household and similar waste that is generated by 
households and the amount that comes from commercial 
sources.   

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistical Service of Cyprus. 

Process followed  
 Analysis of data to produce statistics for reporting under 

the WStatR. 
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Assumptions 

 Data on waste collected from commercial sources (that is 
not collected by municipalities) is based on the sample 
survey of private enterprises and grossed up to be 
representative of Cyprus as a whole.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Survey of private enterprises: completed questionnaires 
were checked and data entry, verification and consistency 
checks followed using a Microsoft Access based system 
specially designed for the needs of the survey. The data 
processing was done using SPSS software. 

 Survey of Municipalities: verification checks include 
comparisons over time, analysing the share of waste 
generation by economic activity and analysing the share 
of hazardous waste out of the total amount generated. 
The data is also checked for implausible combinations of 
waste categories and treatment operations.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Statistical Service of Cyprus reports data to the European 
Commission.  
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A.3.2.5 Italy 

Italy generated 1,830 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral waste) in 2014. 
With a population of 6.1 million, it is the 4th largest in the EU, of which it is a founding 
member. Data is collected through administrative sources and surveys, with the use of 
estimates for certain specific waste streams (e.g. construction and demolition waste). 
Italy has a formal verification procedure in place that is managed by the Italian National 
Institute for Environmental Protection and Research (ISPRA), the organisation 
responsible for reporting statistics under the WStatR.  

The steps followed by Italy when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 18. 
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Table A - 18: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Italy   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data on household and similar waste generated and 
treated is collected by the Italian National Institute for 
Environmental Protection and Research (ISPRA) via two 
questionnaires.  

o Waste generated: questionnaires are completed 
by public and private entities involved in the 
collection of information on waste management. 
This includes: regional and provincial agencies for 
environmental protection, regional, provincial and 
municipal authorities, provincial waste 
observatories, and municipally owned or private 
agencies responsible for managing municipal 
hygiene services. 

o Waste treated: data on waste treatment is 
obtained by sending specific questionnaires to the 
various operators and institutions that manage 
waste in Italy. In a number of cases, the relevant 
information is supplemented with targeted 
surveys of individual management facilities. 

 Data is also collected from administrative sources. For 
both household and similar and for special waste (i.e. 
industrial waste and waste from economic activities), 
Environmental Compulsory Declarations (MUD) are 
completed by waste management organisations.  

 The information above is then stored in the online 
database of MUD, which is managed by ISPRA.  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Italian National Institute for Environmental Protection 
and Research (ISPRA). 
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Sources of data 

 Regional and provincial agencies for environmental 
protection; 

 Regional, provincial and municipal authorities;  

 Provincial waste observatories;  

 Municipally owned or private agencies responsible for 
managing municipal hygiene services; and 

 Waste management facilities. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Generation and treatment of household and similar 
waste; and  

 The number of waste treatment facilities. 

Data not available 
 It is not possible to make any distinction between waste 

generated by households and waste generated by other 
sources. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Italian National Institute for Environmental Protection 
and Research (ISPRA). 

Process followed  
 Collate and analyse the information in the MUD database 

for the purpose of reporting under the WStatR.  

Assumptions 

 Estimates are used to determine the generation and 
treatment of some specific waste streams, such as 
construction and demolition waste and human / animal 
health care waste.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Where the information arrives directly to ISPRA in the 
MUD database, ISPRA verifies the consistency of the data 
submitted and undertakes a number of verification 
checks. These include: comparing data points over time, 
comparing generation and treatment totals and looking 
for implausible combinations of treatment operation and 
waste categories.  

 Data from the survey for waste generation are verified via 
targeted surveys and cross-checks with the MUD 
database. 



434    09/10/2017 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 Information not available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report 

Responsible 
institution 

 Italian National Institute for Environmental Protection 
and Research (ISPRA) reports data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.2.6 Luxembourg 

In 2014, Luxembourg generated 2,423 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral 
waste). A founding member of the EU, the country has a population of around 0.5 
million, making it the second smallest after Malta. Data on household and similar waste 
is collected through administrative sources and there is a formal verification procedure 
in place.  

The steps followed by Luxembourg when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 19. 

Table A - 19: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Luxembourg   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data on household and similar waste is sent to the 
Environment Administration in the form of annual reports 
that are submitted online.   

 Submitting an annual report is a legal obligation for any 
organisation that requires a permit to work with waste 
(i.e. waste operators, transporters, treatment plants, 
collectors). 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Environment Administration.  

Sources of data 

 Waste operators; 

 Transporters of waste; 

 Treatment plants; and 

 Collectors of waste.  

Type of data 
collected 

 Generation and treatment of household and similar 
waste; and  

 The number of waste treatment facilities. 

Data not available  N/A  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Environment Administration. 
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Process followed  
 Analysis of data to produce statistics for reporting under 

the WStatR. 

Assumptions  N/A  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Data is extracted from the annual reports by the 
Environment Administration and entered into an 
electronic database that undertakes automatic checks. 
Following this, a series of manual checks are undertaken. 

 Annual reports are verified on a case-by-case basis to 
avoid any double counting.  

 Cross-checks are carried out against data collected for the 
purpose of reporting under other obligations (i.e. the 
Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive, WEEE 
Directive, Batteries Directive and ELV Directive) to 
identify inconsistencies and discrepancies. 

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 The Environment Administration reports data to the 
European Commission.  
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A.3.2.7 Netherlands 

The Netherlands is one of the largest generators of waste, producing 2,555 kg per capita 
(excluding major mineral waste) in 2014. With a population of 16.8 million, it is one of 
the larger Member States and is a founding member of the EU. Data on household and 
similar waste is collected through surveys and data from regular reporting obligations 
and the country has an established verification procedure in place.  

The steps followed by the Netherlands when reporting on household and similar waste 
are summarised in Table A - 20. 

Table A - 20: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
the Netherlands   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data is collected by Statistics Netherlands through a 
variety of surveys and administrative sources, which are 
outlined below. This is stored online in the National 
Waste Database.  

o Surveys are completed by municipalities, private 
enterprises, waste water treatment facilities and 
organisations responsible for the disposal of 
discarded vehicles. They are submitted online to 
Statistics Netherlands.  

o Data from regular reporting obligations is 
collected by a number of organisations and 
submitted electronically via the National Waste 
Database. These organisations include 
Rijkswaterstaat (the Department of the Ministry of 
Infrastructure and Environment responsible for 
design, construction, management and 
maintenance of the main infrastructure facilities, 
including waste) who collect data on the 
generation of hazardous waste from producers of 
hazardous waste and waste treatment facilities, 
amongst other things. It also includes the 
Netherlands (NL) Agency on the Import and Export 
of Waste (EVOA) who collect data on the transport 
of waste under the Waste Shipment Regulation 
from importers and exporters of waste.    
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o Data from regular reporting obligations on the 
collection of WEEE and waste batteries and 
accumulators is collected by producer compliance 
schemes from producers and PROs. Once 
collected, it is their responsibly to input this data 
in the National Waste Database.  

o Data on packaging and packaging waste is also 
collected from producers and PROs through a 
producer compliance scheme, but it is not used 
for the purposes of reporting under the WStatR 
(as data on packaging and packaging waste is 
already captured through the municipality survey). 

o Statistics Netherlands work with Rijkswaterstaat 
to upkeep the central database for monitoring, 
but Rijkswaterstaat has overall responsible for 
managing it. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistics Netherlands; 

 Rijkswaterstaat (the Waste Management Department of 
the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment); and 

 Other agencies, such as the NL Agency EVOA.  

Sources of data 

 Municipalities; 

 Private enterprises; 

 Waste and wastewater treatment facilities;  

 Organisations responsible for the disposal of discard 
vehicles;  

 Producers of hazardous waste;  

 Producers of packaging and packaging waste, waste 
batteries and accumulators and of WEEE;  

 PROs; and  

 Compliance schemes.  
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Type of data 
collected 

 Collection and treatment of household and similar waste 
and other waste types; and 

 The number of waste treatment facilities;  

 Data on packaging and packaging waste, WEEE and waste 
batteries and accumulators;  

 Data on the generation of hazardous waste; and 

 Waste exports/imports.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistics Netherlands. 

Process followed  

 Statistics Netherlands undertake some of the data 
collection themselves (e.g. the municipal waste survey) 
and collate data provided by other sources (e.g. data from 
regular reporting obligations).  

 Data is then analysed for to produce statistics for 
reporting under the WStatR. 

Assumptions 

 It is assumed that the waste collection activities 
undertaken by municipalities only cover household waste. 
The reality is that some commercial waste will be mixed 
in with household waste. Therefore estimates are used to 
determine the ‘over-coverage’ of household waste.   

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 There are many organisations that enter data from 
regular reporting obligations into the main database. 
Prior to inputting each data source into the database, it is 
understood that it is verified in the first instance by the 
organisations that have provided it.  

 Following this, a further round of verification checks are 
jointly undertaken by Statistics Netherlands and the 
Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment. Checks 
include time-series checks, correcting for any double 
counting and comparing data across comparable 
municipalities to check its plausibility. 

 A number of cross-checks are also jointly undertaken. 
This includes: 

o Data on packaging and packaging waste collected 
in the municipality survey is compared against 
data collected by producer responsibility schemes. 

o Data on the amount of waste sent to landfill 
captured through the private enterprise survey is 
compared against data from a consignment 
register (from Rijkswaterstaat) and by a working 
group of experts in the field.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Statistics Netherlands submit data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.2.8 Sweden  

Sweden generated 1,920 kg of waste per capita (excluding major mineral waste) in 2014. 
The country has a population of 9.6 million and joined the EU in 1995. Data on 
household and similar waste is sourced from survey data and administrative sources, 
and a formal verification procedure is in place to check the data before it is submitted to 
Eurostat. This is undertaken by the Swedish Environmental Emission Data Consortium 
(SMED) on behalf of the competent authority.  

The steps followed by Sweden when reporting on household and similar waste are 
summarised in Table A - 21. 

Table A - 21: Main Steps of Reporting on Household and Similar Waste by 
Sweden   

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data for the purpose of reporting against the WStatR 
comes from a wide range of sources. Some of the main 
ones are outlined below: 

o Data from regular reporting obligations and data 
on household and similar waste is collected via 
surveys at the national level through the websites 
of the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), Statistics Sweden, the Environmental 
Objective Portal and the Swedish Environmental 
Emission Data consortium (SMED). 

o A key source of information is the data collected 
by the Swedish Waste Management (Avfall 
Sverige), the trade association for municipal waste 
companies and municipalities. They undertake 
annual online surveys of household waste 
generation and treatment through inquiries to 
municipalities. Domestic hazardous waste is also 
included in the surveys.  
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o Avfall Sverige also collect environmental reports 
and questionnaires (submitted electronically) 
from facilities that are registered for treating 
environmentally hazardous waste, according to 
Sweden’s Environmental Code. 

o The Swedish EPA has a framework agreement with 
the SMED consortium for collecting data and 
producing statistics for the purposes of reporting 
under the WStatR.   

 There are a large number of other stakeholders that 
provide data to SMED for the purposes of reporting under 
the WStatR. This includes Avfall Sverige, producer 
responsibility schemes and a number of Government 
agencies and trade associations. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Swedish EPA; 

 Statistics Sweden; and 

 SMED. 

Sources of data 

 Waste management organisations;  

 Waste producers; 

 Producers and PROs;  

 Swedish Waste Management (Avfall Sverige) trade 
association;  

 Waste treatment facilities;  

 Municipalities; 

 Government agencies; and 

 Other trade associations. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Generation and treatment of household and similar 
waste, and other waste types; and 

 The number of waste treatment facilities. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 
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Responsible 
institution(s) 

 SMED consortium (Swedish Environmental Emission 
Data). 

Process followed  

 The Swedish EPA has a framework agreement with the 
SMED for the provision of services regarding data 
collection, the development of methodology for 
calculating waste statistics for the purposes of reporting 
under the WStatR and the production of statistics.   

Assumptions 

 Some estimates are used to determine the amount of 
waste generated by households and the amount coming 
from commercial sources. Data produced by producer 
responsibility schemes is used for this purpose.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 SMED has developed an internal quality system together 
with the Swedish EPA that uses a variety of checks to 
verify the data. For example, when checking the 
environmental reports and questionnaires, SMED 
undertakes rationality tests, asking questions including: is 
the type of waste reasonable for the sector? Is the 
magnitude reasonable? Is there some other type of waste 
not given that should arise in the sector? 

 There are a number stakeholders involved (as listed 
above), with each data provider responsible for 
undertaking their own verification checks (the specifics of 
these checks are unknown). 

 SMED also organise open seminars and engage branch 
experts on a voluntary basis in order to strengthen the 
quality of the data.  

3rd party audit  N/A 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No information available.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 
 Data is sent to Eurostat every two years via the EDAMIS 

web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Swedish EPA reports data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.3 Packaging and Packaging Waste  

A.3.3.1 Belgium 

Belgium was ranked first and second in terms of its recycling (78.7%) and recovery rates 
(96.6%) for packaging waste in 2013, respectively. Belgium has a population of 11.2 
million and is one of the EU founding states. It has established a verification procedure 
for checking data before submitting it to the EU and collects data from administrative 
sources and via surveys which are used to make estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Belgium when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 22. 
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Table A - 22: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Belgium 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Complementary data might also be obtained from 
organisations that are not members of PROs. However 
these are typically small in number. These organisations 
report directly to the IRPC electronically. Examples 
include small producers, i.e., those producing less than 
300 kg of packaging per year, which despite not being 
required to report, may still choose to do so. This means 
that on one hand, figures referring to packaging placed on 
the market do not include data concerning the companies 
that did not declare the amounts they put on the market. 
On the other hand, the packaging waste associated with 
the previous (albeit small) quantities of packaging placed 
on the market, is collected and sent for recycling and 
these amounts are included in the figures reported by the 
Member State on the amount of packaging waste 
collected and recycled. However, the amount of 
packaging waste produced by small producers is 
understood to be non-significant, representing only 
0.01% of total packaging waste collected (in weight). 

 Estimates based on surveys undertaken by the IRPC are 
also used as a way of obtaining information on the 
amount of packaging placed on the market. Estimates aim 
to cover free-riders (i.e. organisations which put 
packaging on the market but do not fulfil their obligations 
in terms of collecting and treating it), private 
imports/exports of packaging waste for treatment, and e-
commerce. 

 The IRPC then reports to the Commission.  



446    09/10/2017 

 

 Producers and importers are obliged to send annual 
statements in paper format or electronically to the 
respective PROs (for both household and commercial and 
industrial waste). 

 Inter-municipality organisations are responsible for 
household packaging waste collection. They will either 
collect packaging waste directly if they have their own 
personnel, fleet and equipment, or they will contract 
third parties to do so. Private contractors are also 
responsible for industrial and commercial packaging 
waste collection and recycling/recovery. The inter-
municipal organisations and the private organisations 
that are collecting and recycling/recovering waste will 
also report information to the EPR scheme organisations 
(e.g. PROs). 

 PROs then send the packaging and packaging waste 
figures to the Interregional Packaging Commission (IRPC) 
twice a year. The first round of data is provisional data, 
while the second round of data is definitive figures. The 
information collated by PROs is sent to the IRPC either in 
paper format or electronically; the latter option being the 
most popular one for submitting tables. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Interregional Packaging Commission (IRPC). 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs; 

 Waste management operators, including inter-
municipality organisations and private organisations; 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
packaging generated from households and businesses, 
and one-way and reusable packaging. Producers placing 
reusable packaging on the market provide figures for 
each time a packaging is reused (e.g. glass bottles) or for 
each time the packed product is put onto the market. 
Small producers are not obliged to report, therefore the 
figures reported on the amount of packaging placed on 
the market may not include all producers. However, the 
amount of packaging that might be excluded is 
considered as materially irrelevant.  

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available 

 Data available on the amount of packaging placed on the 
market by free-riders, private imports/exports and 
internet trade do not cover 100% of activity. 

 Data referring to packaging placed on the market by all 
small producers is only available by those which choose 
to report on a voluntary basis. 

 Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 PROs; and 

 IRPC. 

Process followed  

 PROs collate the data they receive from their members.  

 Adjustments are made by PROs and the IRPC where 
necessary, to include estimates where there are gaps.  

 PROs also check the data and revise it, where necessary, 
before sending it to the IRPC. 
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Assumptions 

 Recycling figures associated with household packaging 
waste are either measured once materials exit the sorting 
plants (e.g. for packaging made of plastic and metals) or 
when materials enter the recycling plants, without the 
need of pre-sorting (e.g. for packaging made of glass, and 
paper and cardboard). For the case of paper and 
cardboard, a rate of packaging is estimated (e.g. 25%, in 
weight, of the total is considered as packaging).  

 For commercial/industrial packaging waste, the 
measuring point depends on the type of waste stream 
considered, including both the options of measurement 
at the exit of the sorting plants or at the entrance of the 
recycling plants. A stream of mixed packaging waste first 
needs to be sorted out into different materials, meaning 
that the measuring point corresponds to the place where 
the mono material stream is leaving the sorting station. A 
stream of only one kind of waste (e.g. wooden pallets) 
can go directly to the recycling plant, meaning that the 
measuring point corresponds to the place where this 
stream is entering the recycling plants.  

 For household packaging waste, the corresponding PROs 
estimate losses both from the sorting plant (e.g. yogurt 
pots, butter trays) and the recycling plant (e.g. paper 
labels on glass packaging) processes. Sorting residues are 
not included in the figures reported. However, the 
recycling losses are very low because of the high quality 
of materials.  

 For commercial and industrial packaging waste, the 
corresponding PRO guarantees that only mono material 
flows (e.g. one type of plastic such as LDPE-films) are 
being reported. This ensures that sorting residues are not 
included in the recycling figures and that recycling losses 
are at a minimum.  

 Metals remaining following the incineration of packaging 
waste are included in the recycling figures reported. 
There are specific rules on how to estimate the amount of 
these materials, which would typically be applied by the 
EPR organisations. For instance, adjustments are made on 
the % of aluminium that always remains following 
incineration, which is reported as recycling. 
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 For household packaging, waste can only be reported as 
recycled when it corresponds to a mono material waste 
flow.  

 All quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment 
are accounted for as having been recycled. No 
adjustments are made to the recycling figures reported, 
as it is assumed that only small losses occur. Mechanisms 
are used to try to assure that the packaging waste 
exported for recycling is actually recycled for both 
household (i.e. certificates are requested from recyclers), 
and commercial and industrial (i.e. cross-checks take 
place using studies) waste. Nonetheless, it is not certain 
that all exported waste ends up being recycled.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 At a first stage, data checks are made by PROs through 
audit visits, email or letters, in order to control the quality 
of the reported data.  

 At a second stage, the IRPC undertakes audits, for 
example, through visits to the organisations providing 
data, and by double-checking the data. Audits are 
undertaken on sample basis, for instance, by contacting 
some of the organisations collecting packaging waste and 
assessing if what they collect corresponds to the reported 
figures.   

 These audits focus both on packaging placed on the 
market (upstream) and packaging waste collected and 
recycled/recovered (downstream).  

 For exported household packaging waste, foreign 
recycling plants send a certificate when packaging waste 
has been recycled. Information obtained from the entities 
exporting, as well as from the importers, is reviewed. The 
latter entities send a certificate of recycling. 

 Moreover, every two years, the IRPC contributes to a 
study organised by the Belgian PRO covering industrial 
and commercial packaging waste. This study aims to 
check the figures reported on the recycling of exported 
waste, mainly for industrial and commercial waste.  
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3rd party audit 
 External auditors also get involved in the data verification 

and validation process. One example is the analysis of 
data referring to packaging made of wood. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 IRPC reports data to the European Commission. 

 

A.3.3.2 Denmark  

Denmark reported a 64.8% recycling rate and a 85.6% recovery rates for packaging 
waste in 2013. It has a population of 5.6 million and has been an EU member since 1973. 
It has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the 
EU and collects data from administrative sources and via surveys which are used to make 
estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Denmark when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 23. 
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Table A - 23: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Denmark 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Regarding the amount of packaging placed on the market, 
data is mainly obtained from Statistics Denmark, which 
receives declarations from registered producers on the 
quantities of empty packaging placed on the market 
(there are no PROs in Denmark).   

 Moreover, Denmark has an agreement with Eurostat 
about the option of including data referring to the 
imports of filled packaging from German border areas 
into the figures it reports on packaging placed on the 
market. This data is obtained from the Ministry of Taxes, 
which conducts an annual survey and produces an official 
report.  

 Both the data for empty and filled packaging is sent by 
Statistics Denmark and the Ministry of Taxes respectively, 
to the consulting firm Econet. 

 Econet also obtains additional data through surveys 
circulated to the brewery association and through the 
Danish return system, as well as through direct contact 
with retail chains and wholesale associations.  

 There is no obligation to report on reusable packaging. 
However, Econet typically also includes information on 
reusable packaging in the report to the Danish EPA every 
year.  

 Data on recycling, recovery, export, and import is 
obtained from the electronic register Waste Data System 
(WDS), which was introduced in 2010, and is managed by 
the Danish Environment Protection Agency (EPA). All 
collectors of waste, including packaging waste, receivers 
of waste, and treatment facilities have to submit 
electronic reports to the Danish EPA.  

 Data obtained though the WDS is also sent to Econet. 
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 Econet analyses all the data and supports the EPA in 
reporting to the Commission. Econet plays a central role 
in terms of collecting and estimating the figures referring 
to packaging placed on the market, both for empty and 
filled packaging. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistics Denmark; 

 Ministry of Taxes; 

 EPA of the Danish Ministry of Environment; and 

 Independent consulting firm Econet. 

Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective schemes; 

 Brewery associations, retail chain, and wholesale 
associations; 

 Entities that are responsible for waste collection; 

 Other waste management operators (e.g., recyclers); 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
empty and filled packaging. Data refers to all producers, 
including those that produce small quantities. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available  -N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Econet; and 

 EPA. 
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Process followed  

 Econet gathers data from a range of sources, as 
previously mentioned, including from the WDS.  

 Econet then analyses the data and produces statistics, 
which it summarises in reports. 

 Econet supports the EPA in preparing the quality report. 

Assumptions 

 Recycling is measured at the point at which packaging 
waste is collected for the purposes of reporting on under 
the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive. 

 No adjustments are made to include potential losses 
occurring between the process of collecting waste and 
through to recycling it. 

 All waste exported for material recycling is accounted for 
in the recycling figures reported (even though this is not 
verified), meaning that no adjustments are made for any 
losses.  

 Materials extracted after incineration are included in the 
recycling figures reported. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 The estimated amount of packaging placed on the market 
is presented to the trade organisation for cross-checking 
with internal statistics. 

 Both Econet and EPA assess the quality of the data by 
checking for inconsistencies and gaps.  

3rd party audit 
 External consulting firms conduct an analysis of the whole 

economy, which covers certain aspects of waste statistics 
reporting, such as the Danish return systems. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 
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Responsible 
institution 

 EPA reports data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.3.3 Estonia  

Estonia reported a recycling rate of 58.4% and a recovery rates of 77.7% for packaging 
waste in 2013. It has a population of 1.3 million and has been an EU member since 2004. 
It has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the 
EU and collects data from administrative sources and via surveys which are used to make 
estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Estonia when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 24. 

Table A - 24: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Estonia 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers, PROs and waste management operators 
submit reports to an online waste reporting system 
(WDMS) on an annual basis. PROs correspond to the main 
data source. All data referring to the figures being 
reported under the Packaging and Packaging Waste 
Directive are obtained through this process. 

 In addition, producers submit data through an online 
packaging register. However this data is not used for 
reporting purposes under the Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive. 

 The Estonian Environment Agency (EEA) collects data 
from the WDMS. 

 The EAA sends the data to the Ministry of Environment, 
which then reports to the Commission. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 EEA; and 

 Ministry of Environment. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs. 

 Waste management operators; 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
packaging from businesses and households. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected.  

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Stockholm Environmental Institute (SEI); and 

 EEA. 

Process followed  

 The EEA processes the data, before sending it to the 
Ministry of Environment.  

 In addition, an analysis of waste data is performed by the 
Stockholm Environmental Institute (SEI), an external 
contractor to the Ministry of Environment. 

Assumptions 

 Reusable packaging is only considered in the figures 
reported when it becomes waste, i.e. at the final stage of 
the product.  

 Recycling is reported at the point at which packaging 
waste materials enter the recycling plant. 

 All packaging waste that is exported for recycling is 
assumed to be recycled for the purposes of the recycling 
figures reported, although this is not verified. 

 Ferrous materials removed from bottom ash after 
incineration are included in the recycling figures reported. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 
 Audits are performed either by the EEA or the Ministry of 

Environment. 

3rd party audit  No third party audits appear to take place. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A. 
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Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of Environment reports data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.3.4 Germany 

Germany had a recycling rate of 71.8% and a recovery rate of 97.7% for packaging waste 
in 2013. With a population of 80.1 million, it is the largest country in the EU in terms of 
number of inhabitants and is one of the EU founding members. It has established a 
verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU and collects data 
using declarations and via surveys which are used to make estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Germany when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 25. 

Table A - 25: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Germany 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Figures reported under the Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive are mainly obtained from an annual 
research analysis developed by GVM (a market research 
institute focusing on B2B specialised on the topic of 
packaging). 

 The GVM database is populated using information 
collected from producers, PROs, industry statistics, 
statistical offices and waste management operators. The 
GVM also performs a market analysis of the packaging 
placed on the market by sampling products and assessing 
their weight.  

 GVM reports to the Federal Environment Agency. 

 The Federal Environment Agency reports to the Federal 
Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, 
Building and Nuclear Safety (BMUB), which then reports 
to the European Commission.   

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 GVM; 

 Statistical offices; 

 Federal Environment Agency; and 

 BMUB. 
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Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs; 

 Industry statistics; ; and 

 Waste management operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including: 
one-way and reusable packaging; packaging from 
businesses and households; and data from all producers, 
including small ones. The latter are accounted in the 
figures reported despite the fact that they are not 
required to report. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected.  

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically.  

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment.  

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 GVM. 

Process followed  

 Compilation and processing of data; 

 Adjustments are made to exclude, for instance, paper 
that is not packaging, or components of glass packaging 
that are not made of glass (e.g. caps), or other glass-
based objects that are not packaging. 

 Corrections are made on an annual basis. 
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Assumptions 

 Recycling figures are measured either at the point at 
which materials leave the sorting plants (e.g. packaging 
made of plastic, metals) or at the point at which materials 
enter recycling plants. For the latter option, there is no 
need for the materials to be pre-sorted (e.g. packaging 
made of glass). 

 All packaging waste that is exported for recycling is 
assumed to be recycled for the purposes of the recycling 
figures reported. For some waste streams (e.g. glass and 
wood), packaging waste is exported together with other 
waste of the same material. GVM sometimes have to 
make adjustments as to estimate the part of waste 
referring to packaging.  

 The metal materials that are collected from the bottom 
ash and are sent for recycling are accounted for in the 
recycling figures reported. Nonetheless, not all materials 
that are extracted after incineration are obtained from 
packaging waste. For that reason, estimates are made on 
the amount of metal that comes from packaging, and 
these are the quantities that are added to the amount 
that is reported as having been recycled. This only takes 
place for metals in the case of recycling. For recovery 
(energy recovery – incineration plants all complete the R1 
criteria – all energy recovery), it takes place for plastic, 
woods, and aluminium. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Mass flow analysis is undertaken by the Federal States 
Offices. 

 If there are some inconsistencies, GVM will correct the 
data on behalf of the Federal Environment Agency. 

 Recycling plants are required to issue certificates for the 
amounts of packaging waste they recycled. In the 
absence of certificates or proof, then the independent 
experts and Federal Offices will not assume that any 
waste exported for treatment has been recycled for the 
purposes of verifying the mass flow analysis  

3rd party audit 
 Mass flow analysis is undertaken by independent experts 

(GVM), which acts as a third party audit. 
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Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 No further information provided.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Currently it is BMUB that reports data to the European 
Commission. However that responsibility is being 
transferred to the Federal Environment Agency. 
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A.3.3.5 Greece  

Greece had a recycling rate of 58.6% in 2012 (58.6%) and a recovery rate of 52.8% in 
2013. It has a population of 11 million and has been an EU member state since 1981. It 
has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU 
and collects data using declarations and via surveys, which are used to make estimates 
for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Greece when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 26.  

Table A - 26: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Greece 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 PROs collect data concerning packaging waste generated, 
collected, recycled and recovered from their members 
through declarations.  

 The Hellenic Recycling Agency (HRA), as the public 
organisation responsible for PROs, collects data from 
these organisations through their annual reports. 

 In addition to the data obtained from the PROs, the HRA 
also conducts a study to estimate the quantities of 
packaging placed on the market.  

 The HRA reports to the Ministry of Environment and 
Energy. 

 The Ministry of Environment and Energy also receives 
data from other stakeholders involved (e.g. waste 
management operators) through their annual reports. 
The Ministry then reports to the Commission.  

 Furthermore, the notifier or the individual who organises 
the shipment of packaging waste to other countries for 
treatment, provides declarations to the Ministry of 
Environment and Energy on the amount of waste notified 
for export and the treatment type, according to the 
Waste Shipment Regulation. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Hellenic Recycling Agency (HRA); and 

 Ministry of Environment and Energy. 
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Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs; 

 Waste management operators; and 

 Exporters. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment.  

Data not available 

 Data referring to reusable packaging placed on the 
market.  

 Greece did not import any waste for treatment until 
2016, thus no historic data is available. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 HRA; and 

 Ministry of Environment and Energy. 

Process followed  

 Both entities process the data received from different 
stakeholders. 

 The HRA then submits to the Ministry of Environment, 
Energy & Climate Change the data for the annual report 
on the quality of statistics which covers the alternative 
management of packaging waste and the methodology 
for calculating the relevant statistics. 
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Assumptions 

 Recycling is reported at the point at which packaging 
waste exits the sorting plants and is destined for 
recycling. 

 Estimates are made about the quantities corresponding 
to small producers, free-riders and other types of non-
reported quantities, both for packaging placed on the 
market and packaging waste treated. 

 All packaging waste exported for recycling is accounted 
for in the recycling figures reported.  Exported packaging 
waste is notified for export according to the Waste 
Shipments Regulation. Materials need to meet specific 
quality criteria when undergoing recycling operations. 
There are no other mechanisms of assuring that 
packaging waste is actually recycled.  

 Greece does not incinerate packaging waste. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 The PROs have a series of controls in place to certify the 
data obtained from their members.  

 HRA audit the data reported by the PROs. 

 Data is also checked by the Ministry of Environment and 
Energy, identifying possible discrepancies, for instance, 
between the data reported directly to them and data 
obtained from the HRA. 

3rd party audit 
 The HRA audit PROs with the support of external partners 

in certain instances. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of Environment and Energy (previously, the 
Ministry of Environment, Energy, and Climate Change) 
reports data to the European Commission. 
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466    09/10/2017 

 

A.3.3.6 Malta  

Malta had a recycling rate of 38.1% and a recovery rate of 38.2% for packaging waste in 
2013. It has a population of 0.4 million and has been an EU Member State since 2004. It 
has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU 
and collects data using declarations and via surveys which are used to make estimates 
for any data gaps. 
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Table A - 27: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Malta 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Statements on the quantities of packaging waste 
generated and treated by category of packaging or 
packaging material are collected from producers of 
packaging and packaging material upon registration to 
the ERA’s administrative system. The system is managed 
by the Environment & Resources Authority (ERA).  

 Producers putting less than 100 kg of packaging on the 
market are exempt from registration and reporting on 
packaging. Estimations are made about the packaging 
waste generated by small producers.  

 Packaging recovery schemes (e.g. PROs) are obliged to 
submit information to the ERA about packaging placed on 
market by their members, and the quantities that were 
recycled and recovered on a quarterly and annual basis.  

 Data on employment (categorised by NACE and size class) 
are obtained from the business register maintained by 
the National Statistics Office (NSO). The business register 
mainly aggregates employments data related to the 
producers registered on the ERA’s administrative system.  

 Exported packaging waste is notified for export according 
to the Waste Shipments Regulation. Data is obtained 
from the ERA’s Annex VII notifications database, which 
includes weights of all types of waste exported. It is also 
possible to sort statements issued by exporters by type of 
waste. Percentages based on waste characterisation 
analysis allow for determining the amount of packaging 
waste exported, excluding non-packaging waste and 
rejects.  

 Moreover, data provided by waste management facilities 
and waste brokers is also considered. These entities are 
obliged according to their permits to report to the ERA on 
the packaging waste they handle annually.   
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 ERA compiles data from all the aforementioned sources 
and sends the data to the Ministry for Sustainable 
Development, the Environment and Climate Change. The 
Ministry then reports to the Commission. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 National Statistics Office (NSO);  

 Environment & Resources Authority (ERA); and 

 Ministry for Sustainable Development, the Environment 
and Climate Change. 

Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Authorised waste management operators and brokers; 

 Permitted packaging waste recovery schemes (e.g. PROs); 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, excluding 
reusable packaging, and packaging generated by small 
producers. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment.  

Data not available 

 No waste generated in other Member States or outside 
the EU is imported for treatment in Malta, as no final 
treatment plans exist nationally.  

 There are no waste incineration plants for energy 
recovery in Malta, so no data on incineration or energy 
recovery exist. 

 No data is available either on the amount of reusable 
packaging placed on the market. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 ERA. 

 MEPA. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Process followed  

 ERA compiles the data collected from different sources 
and then produces an annual report, which it submits to 
the Ministry for Sustainable Development, the 
Environment and Climate Change.  

Assumptions 
 All packaging waste exported for recycling is considered 

as recycled, even though this is not verified with the 
importing country.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Verification checks are carried out identifying any missing 
values, double counting and inconsistencies and 
correcting them.  

 The estimation of packaging waste figures for 2013 was 
based on a previous study undertaken by Ernst and 
Young. The estimation of packaging waste generated was 
based on information gathered from a sample, which was 
then extrapolated to the whole population. This approach 
was verified through econometric approaches based on 
international data.  

3rd party audit 

 Since 2014, the producers and permitted packaging waste 
recovery schemes are legally required to use the services 
of an independent auditor in order to certify the 
information provided to ERA. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry for Sustainable Development, the Environment 
and Climate Change reports data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.3.7 Poland  

Poland reported a recycling rate of 36.1% and a recovery rate of 50.4% for packaging 
waste in 2013. It has a population of 38.4 million and has been a member of the EU since 
2004. It has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to 
the EU and collects data using declarations. 

The steps followed by Poland when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 28. 

Table A - 28: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Poland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Entrepreneurs (e.g. producers, waste treatment 
operators, PROs) are obliged to send annual reports 
corresponding to packaging placed on the market and 
packaging waste treated to the responsible authorities in 
each of the 16 Polish regions (also known as Marshal 
Offices). 

 Marshall Offices then sent regional reports to the 
Ministry of the Environment. 

 Entities that export and import packaging waste for 
recycling send waste transfer notes to Ministry of the 
Environment, which are also accounted for in the 
reporting.  

 The Ministry of the Environment then reports to the 
Commission. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Marshall Offices, one in each of the 16 Polish regions; and 

 Ministry of the Environment. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs; 

 Waste management operators; 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
both data on one-way and reusable packaging. However, 
in the case of the latter category, the producer is only 
obliged to report when the product is placed on the 
market for the first time. In addition, all producers are 
obliged to report, including small producers.  

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically. 

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Marshal Offices;  

 Central Statistical Office; and 

 Ministry of the Environment. 

Process followed  

 Marshall Offices prepare the regional reports based on 
the data they collect, which they submit to the Ministry of 
the Environment. 

 Central Statistical Office prepares the quality report on 
the methodologies used and assumptions made, with the 
support of the Ministry of the Environment.  

Assumptions 

 Recycling is reported at the point at which packaging 
waste enters the recycling facilities, following pre-sorting. 

 No adjustments are made in order to account for any 
potential losses to recycling from the point of collection.  

 All packaging waste exported for recycling is accounted 
for in the recycling figures with no adjustments, without 
this being verified.  

 The materials extracted from incineration facilities (e.g., 
incinerator bottom ash and metals) are not included in 
the recycling figures. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Firstly, the Marshal Offices review the data obtained from 
primary data sources and can request corrections to be 
made if any errors are identified.  

 Secondly, the Ministry of Environment also reviews the 
data. If errors are found, the Ministry may request the 
relevant analysis from the Marshall Offices and for 
corrections to be made.  

 Additionally, other stakeholders such as recycling 
operators or exporters have to submit proof documents 
confirming that all waste that has been received for 
treatment or exported for treatment is going to be 
recycled/recovered, as pre-determined. In the case of 
exports, these proof documents enable checks to take 
place to confirm whether the information contained in 
the annual reports is valid. These documents are sent to 
the Marshal Offices as well as to the facilities where the 
packaging waste is sent to.  

3rd party audit 

 No third party audits appear to take place currently. 

 However, in 2017 PROs will be obliged to perform 
additional audits, which are going to be conducted by 
external certified companies. 

 Furthermore, in 2017 proof documents sent by the 
exporters are also going to be subject to external 
auditing.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal by the Ministry of Environment. 

 The accompanying quality report is submitted by the 
Central Statistical Office. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years by the Ministry of 
Environment. 
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Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of the Environment; and. 

 Central Statistical Office are both responsible for 
reporting data to the European Commission. 

 

A.3.3.8 Spain  

Spain reported a recycling rate of 66.6% and a recovery rates of 73.1% for packaging 
waste in 2013. It has a population of 46.5 million and has been an EU Member State 
since 1986. It has established a verification procedure for checking data before 
submitting it to the EU and collects data using declarations and via surveys which are 
used to make estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Spain when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 29. 

Table A - 29: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Spain 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 For glass packaging, figures concerning the amount 
placed on the market are obtained from annual 
statements issued by producers and waste handlers 
delivered to PROs and from reports from industrial 
associations. Data on recycling figures of glass packaging 
come from producers, sorting facilities, treatment plants 
of undifferentiated waste and PROs, which can collect 
packaging waste from bins and other sources or receive 
packaging waste.  

 For plastic packaging, figures concerning the amount 
placed on the market come from annual reports 
submitted by associations representing, inter alia, 
producers and recyclers. The reports are based on the 
statistics obtained from various entities including 
Statistics Spain, business associations, the Spanish 
Institute for Foreign Trade, Annual Economic Report from 
banking entity La Caixa, and other experts from the 
industry. Data concerning the treatment of plastic 
packaging waste comes from questionnaires circulated to 
and personal interviews conducted with recycling and 
incineration plants by sectoral associations. Recovery 
figures are cross-checked with the analysis undertaken by 
PROs.  
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 For paper & cardboard packaging, figures concerning the 
amount placed on the market are obtained from 
associations of producers and Tetra Pak. Recycling figures 
are based on the business association statistics, whereas 
recovery figures come from the waste composition 
analyses conducted by PROs. 

 With regard to metals packaging, figures concerning the 
amount placed on the market are obtained from PROs, 
which develop studies and estimates on the production of 
metals. In the case of aluminium, data is obtained from 
PROs and producers. Data from producers is cross-
referenced with declarations made by producers to the 
PROs. Data figures on recycling and recovery are provided 
by PROs, based on questionnaires submitted by waste 
management facilities. Additional sources of information 
include studies conducted by associations of recyclers and 
recovers.  

 For wood packaging, figures concerning the amount 
placed on the market is obtained from one producer 
association, notably through a study that this 
organisation undertakes using data from producers, and 
waste management handlers. Moreover, data on the 
quantity of new wood packaging materials placed on the 
market comes from Statistics Spain through a survey of 
industry. Information on the import and export of waste 
declared in the custom offices are provided by the Tax 
Agency.  

 Data concerning packaging made from other materials, 
comes from the packers declarations to the PROs. 

 PROs send data to the Autonomous Communities offices, 
and these report to the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and 
Environment. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Statistics Spain; 

 Autonomous Communities offices; and 

 Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Environment. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs;  

 Waste management organisations; and 

 Business/sectoral associations. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
the amounts produced by small producers. These are 
obliged to be part of PROs in Spain. 

 Quantities of packaging waste collected. 

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically.  

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment.  

Data not available 
 Not possible to quantify data referring to quantities of 

metals exported and imported, therefore these are 
excluded from the figures reported.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 PROs; and 

 Producers associations. 

Process followed  

 PROs compile and process the data, perform waste 
composition analysis, and make estimates where 
necessary (e.g. for the percentage of glass extracted from 
incineration plants).  

 Studies are also undertaken by producers and recyclers 
associations with the purpose of, inter alia, estimating 
packaging waste treated.  

Assumptions 

 Losses occurring during the recycling and recovery 
operations are not included in the figures reported under 
the Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive. 

 Recycling is reported at the point at which packaging 
waste enters the recycling facilities, following pre-sorting.  

 Materials extracted from the incineration of packaging 
waste are included in the figures reported on recycling 
(e.g. packaging made of glass). 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Data provided by the PROs is cross-checked with data 
obtained from packers and producer associations for 
inconsistencies.  

 Data on the treatment of packaging waste is cross-
checked with the reports that waste management 
organisations are obliged to send to the Autonomous 
Communities.  

 Annual studies are used to verify the validity of the data, 
and whether any corrections are needed. 

3rd party audit 
 Independent experts also verify and validate the data, for 

instance, the figures referring to plastic packaging waste 
treatment.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Statistics Spain; and 

 Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Environment are both 
responsible for reporting data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.3.9 Sweden  

Sweden reported a recycling rate of 71.9% and a recovery rate of 87.4% for packaging 
waste in 2013. It has a population of 9.6 million and has been an EU Member State since 
1995. It has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to 
the EU and collects data using declarations and via surveys which are used to make 
estimates for any data gaps. 

The steps followed by Sweden when reporting on packaging and packaging waste are 
summarised in Table A - 30. 

Table A - 30: Main Steps of Reporting on Packaging and Packaging Waste 
by Sweden 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 PROs collect data from their members, who placed 
packaging on the market.  

 The Swedish Environmental Emissions Data (SMED) 
consortium, through Statistics Sweden, which is one of its 
members, gathers data from producers and PROs on the 
amount of packaging placed on the market through an 
annual questionnaire.  

 The SMED consortium sends reports to the Swedish 
Environment Protection Agency (EPA), which then reports 
to the Commission.  

 The process described above is followed for all data 
reported under the Packaging and Packaging Waste 
Directive.  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 SMED consortium through Statistics Sweden; and 

 Swedish EPA. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs; 

 Exporters; and 

 Importers. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of packaging placed on the market, including 
data on one-way packaging. Small producers are not 
obliged to report.  

 Quantities of packaging waste collected.  

 Quantities of packaging waste recycled/recovered 
domestically.  

 Quantities of packaging waste exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of packaging waste imported for treatment. 

Data not available 
 Small producers are not obliged to report, therefore 

estimates are used to account for their contribution of 
packaging placed on the market. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 SMED consortium. 

Process followed  

 The SMED gathers and analyses the data and is also 
involved in the development of estimates. All the 
information is summarised in a final report that is 
delivered to the Swedish EPA.  
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Assumptions 

 Assumptions are made by experts from the SMED 
consortium in order to estimate the distribution of 
packaging waste according to its source, i.e. from 
households and businesses. This estimate is used for the 
reporting of figures under the WStatR. 

 The SMED consortium also makes estimates in order to 
account for the amount of packaging placed on the 
market by small producers, which are not obliged to 
report. The SMED consortium sometimes also uses a 
questionnaire to derive these estimates, using factors 
such as turnover and number of employees to estimate 
the data. 

 Other estimates made are to account for the quantities of 
packaging placed on the market by free-riders. 

 Recycling is reported at the point at which packaging 
waste enters the recycling facilities, following pre-sorting. 
In the sorting plants, some adjustments are made to 
account for losses, such as the exclusion of water and 
other components that are not part of the potential 
recycling material. No adjustments are made for 
reporting on recycling figures.  

 All packaging waste that is exported for recycling is 
accounted for as having been recycled in the recycling 
figures reported, even though this is not verified. No 
adjustments are made.   

 The materials extracted from incineration facilities (e.g. 
incinerator bottom ash and metals) are not included in 
the recycling figures. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 PROs have their own verification and control systems. 
However, this process is not controlled by the Swedish 
national authorities. 

 Once the SMED consortium receives the data, it verifies it 
before submitting it to the EPA. 

 Furthermore, the EPA also checks and verifies the data 
before submitting it to the Commission.   

3rd party audit  N/A 



480    09/10/2017 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Swedish EPA reports data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.4 End-of-Life Vehicles 

A.3.4.1 Croatia 

Croatia reported a total recycling and reuse rate and a reuse and recovery rate from ELV 
of 100% in 2013. It has a population of 4.2 million and was the most recent country to 
join the EU in 2013. Croatia collects data only from primary sources and has established 
a relatively simple formal verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to 
the EU. 

According to the data published by Eurostat204, Croatia did not report any data in 
relation to waste arising from shredding (in 2013), even though two companies are 
operating within the country, both of which are performing dismantling and shredding of 
ELV. 

According to the data provided in Croatia’s Quality report (2013), liquids arising from 
dismantling and de-pollution of ELV are incinerated (with energy recovery). What 
remains is either reused or recovered, except for other materials arising from 
dismantling, part of which is reused, part of which is disposed of to landfill. 

The steps followed by Croatia when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A - 31. 

  

                                                      

 

204 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs) 
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Table A - 31: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by Croatia 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 ATFs fill out paper questionnaires on a voluntary basis, 
providing information on reuse, recycling, recovery and 
disposal rates from dismantled and shredded ELV. ATFs 
also provide information on exports of ELV parts (by 
weight) and on their treatment. These questionnaires 
have been developed for the purpose of reporting to the 
Commission on ELV, and are sent to the Croatian Agency 
for the Environment and Nature (CEAN) (as of end of 
2015, these questionnaires have been made mandatory 
and have to be submitted annually by ATFs). 

 Some of the data (e.g. the number of issued CoDs) can 
also be obtained from the Croatian Environmental 
Protection and Energy Efficiency Fund (CEPEEF), which is 
the agency responsible for issuing CoDs. CEPEEF sends 
the data on CoDs to the CEAN on demand. 

 CEAN reports the relevant data to the European 
Commission. 

 The Croatian Bureau of Statistics acquires the data on 
vehicle registration in Croatia from the competent 
authority, the Ministry of the Interior, and delivers the 
data on the number of registered vehicles in the calendar 
year to CEAN on demand.  

 According to the new Ordinance on the management of 
end-of-life vehicles (Official Gazette No 125/15), as of 
2015, CEPEEF is the only institution in Croatia that collects 
the data on the imports/production of vehicles. In 
addition, as of 2015, the physical persons (not only 
companies as stipulated by the old Ordinance) which 
import vehicles to Croatia must report the data to the 
CEPEEF. CEPEEF delivers the data to CEAN once a year or 
as necessary on demand. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

 

 The Vehicle Centre of Croatia, a specialised institution 
authorised to carry out technical inspection of vehicles in 
Croatia, delivers the data on the average age of registered 
vehicles to the CEAN on demand. 

 The Customs Administration at the Ministry of Finance 
delivers the data on exported used vehicles and their 
average age to the CEAN on demand.  

 Furthermore, a new Croatian ordinance stipulates that 
the treatment facilities have to report the data on the 
reuse/recycling/recovery/disposal rates of the ELVs to the 
CEPEEF and to the CEAN once a year. In line with the old 
Croatian Ordinance on the management of ELVs, until the 
year 2015 the data on the imports/productions of 
vehicles were collected both by the CEAN and by the 
CEPEEF. According to the old Ordinance, companies that 
conduct imports/production of vehicles had to report the 
data to CEAN and to CEPEEF. CEAN and CEPEEF 
exchanged and cross-checked the data once a year or as 
necessary.  

 The new Croatian ordinance also stipulates that 
importers/producers must pay the fee to CEPEEF, by 
which the responsibility to achieve the proscribed targets 
on the reuse/recycling/recovery/disposal rates of the 
ELVs is delegated first to CEPEEF, before being delegated 
to individual producers. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Croatian Environmental Protection and Energy Efficiency 
Fund (further – CEPEEF);. 

 Croatian Agency for the Environment and Nature; 

 Croatian Bureau of Statistics; 

 Ministry of Interior; 

 Vehicle Centre of Croatia; and 

 Customs Administration at the Ministry of Finance.  

Sources of data 

 ATFs; there are only two companies operating within the 
country, both of which perform dismantling and 
shredding of ELVs; and 

 CEPEEF, which Issues CoDs. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 CoDs, issued by CEPEEF; 

 Reuse/recycling/recovery/disposal rates, obtained from 
ATFs; 

 ELVs generated (number), obtained from CEPEEF (an 
estimation); 

 ELV parts exported (weight), obtained from ATFs;  

 Data on vehicle registration in Croatia, obtained from n 
Bureau of Statistics; 

 Average age of registered vehicles, obtained from Vehicle 
Centre;  

 Data on exported used vehicles and their average age, 
obtained from Customs Administration and 

 Treatment of exported ELV parts (recycling, recovery), 
obtained from ATFs. 

Data not available 

 Final treatment of ELV parts (disposal) is not known, thus 
typically assumed as zero; 

 Exact number of ELV generated within a year is not 
known, due to the fact that Ministry of the Interior does 
not keep a separate register for temporary de-registered 
vehicles; and 

 The age of ELV. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Croatian Agency for the Environment and Nature.  

Process followed  
 Data collected is manually checked for any possible 

inconsistencies/mistakes before it is used to calculate 
recycling and recovery rates as require by ELV Directive. 

Assumptions 
 Since ATFs are responsible for reporting the data needed, 

CEAN use no assumptions when calculating information 
required by ELV Directive. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Data collected is manually checked for any possible 
inconsistencies/mistakes and then used to calculate 
recycling and recovery rates as require by ELV Directive. 

 Data comparison: Data gathered from non-mandatory 
questionnaires (which became mandatory as of the end 
of 2015) filled by ATFs is compared with data from 
notifications of treatment of ELVs (pursuant to ordinance 
on the management of end-of-life vehicles) to identify 
any discrepancies.  

 The CEPEEF verifies the data on the imports/exports of 
vehicles and on the collected and treated amounts of 
ELVs by comparing data from the questionnaires with 
other available documentation (e.g. issued CoDs, vehicle 
documentation, payments of fees etc.). 

 Croatian Bureau of Statistics, Vehicle Centre of Croatia 
and Customs Administration at the Ministry of Finance 
are also responsible for verifying the data that they 
provide. 

3rd party audit  Not applied. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 Not accounted for. The assumption is that no informal 
sector exists, because in Croatia only organisations that 
have permits from the Ministry of Environment and 
Nature Protection and have a contract with the CEPEEF 
can perform recycling of ELVs and any ELV parts. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission  

Reporting method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Croatian Agency for the Environment and Nature reports 
the data to the European Commission. 

Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 EWC, because ELV Directive covers only M1 and N1 
categories while LoW covers all vehicles, including busses, 
trucks, trains, etc. It should be noted that the general rule 
on reporting is “Where possible, the LoW codes, should be 
used“. 
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A.3.4.2 Czech Republic 

The Czech Republic had a total recycling and reuse rate of 80.3 % and a total recovery 
and reuse rate of 86.3 % in 2013. Despite this poor performance, in both cases the Czech 
Republic fulfils the requirements set out in the ELV Directive. It has a population of 10.5 
million and joined the EU in 2004.  

It collects data and from primary sources (e.g. producers, shredder operators, vehicle 
scrap processors) and makes statistical estimations were there are gaps, based on 
surveys or shredder trials. It has an established verification procedure for checking data 
before submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by Czech Republic when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A 
- 32. 

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

Around 80-100 ATFs were operating in Czech Republic in 2005205. These facilities ensure 
professional and environmentally friendly dismantling services, removal of hazardous 
components and the maximum possible utilisation of acquired materials. The utilisation 
and recycling rate of materials obtained from ELV that were processed in ATFs is 80 %206. 

The updated list of end of life vehicle processors207 only provide information on the ATFs 
that treat various parts of ELV, such as tyres and oils, batteries and accumulators. 
Therefore the overall ELV treatment capacity is not known. 

The de-pollution of the ELVs consists of taking out the fluids (petrol, oils, de-frost fluids) 
as well as some other fractions that have either hazardous characteristics or are of value 
(such as the catalytic converter). A shredding process comes next, where the ferrous 
metals are separated. Post-shredder technology separates out the non-ferrous metals, 
as well as plastics and minerals. The Figure below outlines the recycling process of ELV 
carried out by one of the ATFs (run by the Müller-Guttenbrunn Group) in Czech 
Republic.208  

                                                      

 

205DG Internal Policies, and Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy (2010) End of life vehicles: 
Legal aspects, national practices and recommendations for future successful approach, October 2010, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/pdf/study/elv.pdf 
206Czech Environmental Information Agency (CENIA), and State Environmental Fund of the Czech Republic 
(2008) Recycling - the environment of the Czech Republic, 2008, 
http://www1.cenia.cz/www/sites/default/files/RECYCLING.pdf 
207 (2014) Ministry of the Environment of the Czech Republic, accessed 17 August 2016, 
http://www.env.cz/cz/prehled_zpracovatelu_autovraky 
208MMG End-of-life Vehicle (ELV), accessed 17 August 2016, http://www.mgg-recycling.com/?page_id=303  
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Figure A - 1: ELV treatment 

  

 

According to the data published by Eurostat209, Czech Republic has reported that in 2013 
shredder light fraction obtained from shredding of ELVs was exclusively disposed of. 
Ferrous scrap (steel) and non-ferrous materials (aluminium, copper, zinc, lead, etc.) from 
shredding were recycled/recovered, whereas a part of final unspecified waste coming 
from dismantling and de-pollution that could not be recovered or recycled was sent to 
incineration and disposed of to landfill.  

  

                                                      

 

209 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs ) 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs
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Table A - 32: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by Czech 
Republic 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers summarise data on the quantity of end-of-life 
vehicles collected ("selected scrap vehicles") (by brand) 
and the method of disposing of the materials and waste 
from selected processed scrap vehicles in an annual 
report. They submit the report to the Ministry of the 
Environment, in order to demonstrate that the required 
re-use, recycling and recovery quotas for ELV have been 
met. Each producer sends the data independently. 

 All processors and operators (shredder operators, vehicle 
scrap processors, operators of scrap vehicle collection 
and processing plants) submit annual waste reports to 
municipal authorities with extended competence. The 
municipalities then forward them on to regional 
authorities and to the Ministry of Environment. 

 The number of ELV which are exported for treatment are 
monitored by the NITAR system (database). In this 
system, the ELW codes 160104 and 160106 are 
monitored. 

 All data is collected electronically. 

 The Waste Management Information System for ELV (ELV 
WMIS) is an on-line system for monitoring ELV. The 
Waste Management Information System (WMIS) uses 
data from annual reports of producers, from accredited 
representatives and producers of selected vehicles and 
from annual reports of processors (operators of scrap 
vehicle collection and processing plants and shredders). 

 The Czech Environmental Information Agency (CENIA) 
collects information from operators of scrap vehicle and 
processing plants. 

 The Ministry of the Environment collects information 
from municipal authorities and CENIA, and is responsible 
for reporting to the Commission. 
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Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Municipal authorities; 

 Regional authorities;  

 Ministry of Environment; and  

 Czech Environmental Information Agency (CENIA). 

Sources of data 

 The Waste Management Information System (WMIS); 

 Accredited representatives and producers of selected 
vehicles; 

 Processors, to include operators of scrap vehicle 
collection and processing plants and shredders);and 

 The NITAR system.  

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantity of ELV collected (by brand); 

 Method of disposing of the materials and waste from 
treated ELVs; 

 Exported ELV (number); and 

 Ferrous metals, non-ferrous metals, batteries, tyres, 
liquids (excluding fuel), glass, large plastic parts and other 
materials arising from dismantling of ELV. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Ministry of the Environment. 

Process followed 

 The calculation data is obtained from information 
obtained from various sources (see the "Data collection" 
above). The data is calculated by a 
statistical/mathematical calculation method developed 
according to the requirements of Commission Decision 
2005/293/EC. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Cross-check are the main way through which data is 
verified. These checks pick out differences between 
dismantled ELV and deregistered vehicles, annual reports 
from operators of scrap vehicle collection and processing 
plants and shredders operators. 

3rd party audit  No 3rd party audit is undertaken. 

Informal sector  

 There is no official information about the illegal sector.  If 
any of illegal waste management of ELV has been 
identified, it is immediately reported to the Czech 
Environmental Inspectorate. The Inspectorate carries out 
its own inspection and would impose a penalty if a 
violation has been confirmed,   in cooperation with 
appropriate regional authorities and the police. However, 
the illegal sector for ELV is considered to be insignificant 
and rare. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of the Environment of the Czech Republic (Waste 
Management Department) in close cooperation with 
CENIA report the data to the European Commission. 

Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 LoW 
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A.3.4.3 Finland  

Finland had a total recycling and reuse rate of waste arising from ELV of 82.5% and a 
total recovery and reuse rate waste arising from ELV of 95.0% in 2013. It has a 
population of 5.5 million and has been a member of the EU since 1995. It collects data 
and from primary sources (e.g. producers and importers, PROs, shredder operators), and 
uses statistical estimations to fill in any gaps, based on surveys or shredder trials. It has 
established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by Finland when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A - 33. 

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

According to the data published by Eurostat210, Finland has reported that in 2013 ATFs 
have been performing dismantling and de-pollution of ELV, followed by shredding. This is 
followed by either recovery or recycling of arising waste streams, or incinerations with 
energy recovery (part of liquids and shredded light fraction). The only part of waste that 
was landfilled were other materials arising from shredding.   

  

                                                      

 

210 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs) 
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Table A - 33: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by Finland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers provide annual data on ELV to the responsible 
institution, namely Centre for Economic Development, 
Transport and the Environment for Pirkanmaa (PIRELY).  

 If a producer transfers the obligations concerning 
collection and recovery of ELV to a producer organisation, 
then the producer reports to the producer organisation, 
which then provides PIRELY all the required data on 
behalf of its members. 

 Data is also gathered from other national authorities, 
such as Statistics Finland (which estimates the amount of 
vehicles that end up dismantled from temporary de-
registered vehicles on a yearly basis), Finnish Customs 
(data on used vehicles exported on the ULJAS database 
for foreign trade statistics) and others.  

 Exporting of ELVs is monitored by the Finnish 
Environment Institute (SYKE), which is the competent 
authority in relation to Transfrontier Shipments of Waste. 

 Data is transmitted electronically. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the 
Environment for Pirkanmaa (PIRELY); 

 Statistics Finland; 

 Finnish Customs Office;  

 Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE); 

 Finish Information Centre of Automobile Sector (AuT); 

 Finish Transport Safety Agency (TraFi); and 

 Finish vehicle register. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and importers (PI); 

 PROs (initially Suomen Autokierrätys Oy and Suomen 
Matkailuautokierrätysyhdistys MAK ry, currently only 
Suomen Autokierrätys Oy); and 

 Treatment and recovery trial (2010), organised by PROs. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Information on vehicles put on the market, obtained from 
PI and PROs. 

 Information on ELV treatment, obtained from PROs. 

 Information on exported ELVs, obtained from SYKE. 

 Information on used vehicles exported, obtained from 
ULJAS database for foreign trade statistics. 

 CoDs and data on deregistration of vehicles, obtained 
from PROs or ATFs. 

 Estimation on the amount of vehicles that end up 
dismantled from temporary de-registered vehicles, 
obtained from Statistics Finland. 

Data not available 

 Average age of used vehicles exported; 

 De-polluted (and dismantled) body shell exported 
(number, weight); and 

 Exact number of ELV generated within a year: due to the 
fact that some dismantlers and waste handlers operate 
outside official (PROs) system and do not give CoDs. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the 
Environment for Pirkanmaa (PIRELY). 

Process followed 

 Data analysis is undertaken annually in April or May, 
when reporting information is received from the relevant 
stakeholders  

 The data is checked for any possible 
inconsistencies/mistakes before being used to calculate 
recycling and recovery rates, as required by ELV Directive. 

 Data is also compared to the treatment and recovery trial 
results run by PROs. If there are any discrepancies, they 
are taken up with the producer organisation. 
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Assumptions 

 The percentages of different parts and materials reused, 
recycled and recovered were derived from the treatment 
and recovery trial results. It is not certain if all the ELVs 
generated in Finland are actually treated with the same 
quality standard as in the PROs’ system, since not all ELVs 
end up in the PROs’ system. However, currently this is the 
best available estimation about the treatment of ELVs in 
Finland. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Cross-checks to identify inconsistencies and double 
counting, using the information obtained from the 
treatment and recovery trials. Also CoDs (from PROs) are 
cross-checked with information from the Finish vehicle 
register. 

 PIRELY compares data across years for any significant 
changes in magnitude. 

 PIRELY also verified the results of the trial in 2013 and 
2014, through on-site inspections. 

3rd party audit  No 3rd party audits. 
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Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 Amount of collected ELVs from the informal sector is 
accounted for, however unofficial imports and exports 
are not: 

 Some dismantlers and waste handlers operate outside 
the PROs’ official collection network. They have 
environment permits but because they don’t work in co-
operation with the producer organisation, they cannot 
give CoDs to the customer. In this case only temporary 
de-registration can be done and the vehicles end up as 
“ghost vehicles” in the Finish vehicle register.  

 Statistics Finland estimates the amount of “ghost 
vehicles” that will end up dismantled from temporary de-
registered cars. PIRELY sums up CoDs and estimates 
dismantled and temporary de-registered cars to calculate 
the total amount of collected ELVs. 

 Used ELV parts (e.g. accumulators, motors, catalizators) 
that are still functioning are exported to other countries 
for re-use, but due to the fact that they are functional, 
they are not considered nor accounted for in the 
reporting as waste. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Centre for Economic Development, Transport and the 
Environment for Pirkanmaa (PIRELY) reports the data to 
the European Commission. 

Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 LoW 
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A.3.4.4 France 

France had a total recycling and reuse rate of 85.3 % and total recovery and reuse rate of 
89.3% in 2013. Even with these rates, France still fulfils the requirements set in the ELV 
Directive. France has a population of 65.9 million and is one of the founding members of 
the EU. It collects data and from primary sources (e.g. producers, shredder operators, 
vehicle scrap processors), and uses statistical estimation to fill in any data gaps, based on 
surveys or shredder trials. It applies the “Metal content assumption” method, meaning 
that the Member State needs to provide a detailed explanation on the assumed 
percentage of metal content of ELVs arising and treated in the country, as well as the 
assumed percentage of the metal reuse, recovery and recycling from de-pollution, 
dismantling and shredding. It has established a verification procedure for checking data 
before submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by France when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A - 34. 

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

According to the data published by Eurostat211, France has reported that in 2013 French 
ATFs have been performing dismantling and de-pollution of ELV, followed by shredding. 
This is followed by either recovery or recycling of arising waste streams, incineration 
(including for materials from dismantling and shredding), and as a last resort, landfilling.  

There are nearly 50 shredders in France. 

  

                                                      

 

211 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs ) 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs
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Table A - 34: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by France 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Annual reports are obtained from ATFs, 
producers/importers on the amount and number of ELVs 
collected and treated. ATFs also undertake shredder 
trials, which they use to provide data on ELV parts 
removed during treatment. Shredder trials are done on 
an annual basis in France (contrary to the guidance that 
recommends they take place every 4 years212). The aim of 
these trials is to figure out the route followed by non-
metallic fractions after shredding, not to calculate the 
rate of recycling and recovery. The scope can also vary 
across the years. E.g. in 2015 the scope of the trial was 
determined by the relevant regulation, which was to 
determine the composition of non-metallic fractions 
between various output materials, because it has an 
impact on the recovery/recycling rates in the shredder. 

 The Vehicle registration system (SYV) provides 
information on CoDs; 

 The “Metal content assumption” method is applied. 

 Most of the data is collected electronically via the 
SYDEREP tool. 

 No information on existing PRO is provided. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The French Environment and Energy Management Agency 
(ADEME), and  

 The Ministry of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable 
Development and Planning. 

                                                      

 

212Okopol GmbH Institut fur Okologie und Politik (2013) Guidance Document on ‘How to Perform a 
Shredder Campaign’, 2013, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Shredder-
campaign-guidance.pdf  
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Sources of data 

 ATFs; 

 Producers; 

 French Automobile Producers Committee (CCFA); 

 Vehicle registration system (SYV); and 

 Campaign for dismantling and grinding (2008, 2014). 

Type of data 
collected 

 CoDs; 

 Amount and number of ELVs collected and treated; and 

 ELV parts removed during treatment. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The French Environment and Energy Management Agency 
(ADEME). 

Process followed 

 Data is automatically checked by the SYDEREP tool for 
inconsistencies or errors.  

 The data is then analysed and used to calculate recycling 
and recovery rates, as required by the ELV Directive. 

Assumptions 

 Average metal content is assumed to be: 70 % ferrous 
metals, 4 % non-ferrous metals, 1 % wiring harnesses 
(copper). This assumption was formulated following the 
findings from the shredder trial by the French 
Government (2008). 

 It is considered, that 84.2 % of reusable parts (by weight) 
are made from ferrous and non-ferrous metals.   

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 On site visits by certification bodies are undertaken to 
verify the information entered into the SYDEREP tool. 

 Cross checks are also done. For example, the figures on 
the generation of ELV reported under the ELV Directive is 
checked against the data on the de-registration of 
vehicles.  

 ADEME also performs automatic cross-checks via the 
SYDEREP tool, making sure that there are no 
discrepancies in declarations of ATFs operators.  

3rd party audit 

 Each year, a certified 3rd party at the request of ADEME 
audits the conformity of ATFs (dismantler and shredders) 
against specific regulations (environmental and 
administrative) applicable to ATFs (on site). 

 Examples of these certification bodies include: AB 
CERTIFICATION, DNVGL BUSINESS ASS, ECOCERT ENV, 
AFNOR CERTIFICATION, SGS, BUREAU VERITAS, SOCOTEC, 
EURO QUALITY SYSTEM, UTAC, DEKRA CERTIFICATION, 
and NORME IMPACT. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 The government is aware of the existence of an informal 
sector for ELV and some action has been taken to tackle 
it. For example, from 2012 over 1,750 inspections were 
conducted and 100 illegally working sites have been shut 
down. It is roughly estimated that the informal recycling 
sector for ELV parts could account for up to 30 % of the 
whole recycling sector. However, due to a vast amount of 
uncertainties covering the existence of this informal 
sector, it is virtually impossible to provide accurate data 
on the amount of ELV treated within the informal sector. 
Therefore, this information is not captured in the Quality 
Report or the figures submitted to the European 
Commission.  

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Ministry of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable Development 
and Spatial Planning reports the data to the European 
Commission. 

Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 It corresponds with European Waste Catalogue (EWC), 
just the different categories of EWC are not on SYDEREP. 
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A.3.4.5 Netherlands  

The Netherlands had a total recycling and reuse rate of 86.0% and total recovery and 
reuse rate of 95.9% in 2013. It has a population of 16.8 million and is one of the founding 
members of the EU. It collects data and from primary sources (e.g. producers and 
importers, PROs), and uses statistical estimation to fill in any data gaps, based on surveys 
or shredder trials. It has established a verification procedure for checking data before 
submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by Netherlands when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A - 
35.  

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

According to the data published by Eurostat213, Netherlands has reported that in 2013 
ATFs have been performing dismantling and de-pollution of ELV, followed by shredding 
and either recovery or recycling of arising waste streams or incineration with energy 
recovery. When that was not possible, waste was sent to landfill. 

  

                                                      

 

213 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs) 



Study on Waste Statistics 

 

Table A - 35: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by 
Netherlands 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers or PROs (i.e. the RAI Association) report 
annually to the Ministry of Infrastructure and 
Environment or to the Rijskwaterstaat (part of the 
Ministry of Infrastructure and the Environment that is 
responsible for the design, construction, management 
and maintenance of the main infrastructure facilities in 
the Netherlands). 

 The Dutch vehicle authority (RDW) provide information 
on dismantling cars via ORAD, the online registration 
database for dismantling cars, which they manage. They 
are the central link in the vehicle chain between the 
automotive sector, the government and members of the 
public since 1949. Under the accountability of the Dutch 
government, the RDW participates in the development of 
international laws and regulations. Tasks of the RDW are 
licensing, inspection and control, registration and 
providing information. 

 Auto Recycling Netherlands (ARN), which is the Dutch 
centre of expertise for recycling in the mobility sector, 
reports on ELV recycling. It has managed the recycling 
chains in the sector for 15 years and has grown into an 
expert in the field of recycling and chain management. 
and 

 Most of the data is collected by surveys and/or electronic 
registers and is submitted to one central database, which 
is managed by Rijkswaterstaat. 

 The Statistical Bureau (CBS) collaborates with 
Rijskwaterstaat on collecting and analysing data. 

 Rijskwaterstaat then reports to the Ministry of 
Infrastructure and Environment. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Statistical Bureau (CBS); 

 Rijskwaterstaat; and 

 The Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment. 
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Sources of data 

 Individual producers and PROs (RAI Association); 

 Auto Recycling Netherlands (ARN); and the Dutch vehicle 
authority (RDW). 

Type of data 
collected 

 Action taken to prevent the use of heavy metals in new 
cars, via annual reports from Producers or PROs (i.e. the 
RAI Association); 

 Actions taken to design new cars for 
Environment/Recycling, via annual reports from 
Producers or PROs (i.e. the RAI Association); 

 The amount of ELV collected and dismantled within the 
Netherlands is collected from RDW;  

 Data on the treatment of ELV within the Netherlands and 
the amount of ELV exported for treatment in other 
Member States; and 

 Number and information on CoDs obtained from ORAD. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Rijskwaterstaat examines the mass balance on primarily 
de-pollution streams with a negative market value and 
inspects individual facilities. 

Process followed 

 The process followed by Rijkswaterstaat on data 
verification consists of several steps/questions: Is all the 
requested information provided? 

 Does the information from ARN correspond with 
information from the RDW? 

 Is the amount of collected cars and the treatment of ELV 
in line with previous years? If not, can the difference be 
explained? Are the reported recovery targets in line with 
the targets set by the ELV Directive or not? Is the given 
information plausible and reasonable? 
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Assumptions 

 As the market share of ATFs that are members of ARN in 
2013 was 82.7 %, it is assumed, that the remainder 
amount consists of de-registered ELV which were reused, 
recycled and recovered at more or less the same level as 
done by ATFs that are members of ARN. This assumption 
is based on the inspections of the mass balance on 
primarily de-pollution streams with a negative market 
value undertaken by the Rijskwaterstaat. 

 Furthermore it is assumed, that the metals with a positive 
market value are totally reused and/or recycled. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Formal checks are undertaken to review the structure and 
content of the data reported.  

 Cross-checks are also undertaken, for example between 
the figures reported on the generation of ELV, under the 
ELV Directive with the data on de-registration of vehicles 
from ORAD. 

 Finally, a time series check is undertaken and data is 
compared with previous years. 

 The Rijkswaterstaat also reviews figures provided by PROs 
to find out if the parties involved comply with targets set.  

3rd party audit  No 3rd party audits undertaken.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 There is no (significant) informal sector for the recycling 
of ELV-parts. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Officially the Ministry of Infrastructure and Environment 
is responsible for reporting to the European Commission. 

 In practice however, reporting is usually undertaken by 
Rijkswaterstaat on behalf of the Ministry of Infrastructure 
and Environment. 
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Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 LoW 

It is worth mentioning that the Netherlands appear to be an example of best practice 
with regards to the number of ELV reported, which corresponds to the number of CoDs. 
This is the case because there’s a Dutch rule that the last owner of the ELV can only stop 
paying the tax for using a vehicle after a proper deregistration occurs on ORAD, i.e. when 
a CoD has been obtained. As a result, there are no missing ELV in the Netherlands.  
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A.3.4.6 Slovak Republic 

The Slovak Republic had a total recycling and reuse rate of 92.5% and total recovery and 
reuse rate of 93.7 % in 2013. It has a population of 5.4 million and has been a member of 
the EU since 2004. It collects data and from primary sources (e.g. AFTs), and uses 
statistical estimations to fill in any gaps, based on surveys or shredder trials. It has 
established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by Slovak Republic when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A 
- 36. 

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

According to the data published by Eurostat214, Slovak Republic has reported that in 
2013 ATFs have been performing dismantling and de-pollution of ELV, followed by 
shredding and either recovery or recycling of arising waste streams or incineration with 
energy recovery. When that was not possible, waste was sent to landfill. 

Table A - 36: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by Slovak 
Republic 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Data on ELV treatment is obtained from annual reports 
from 41 ATFs that are collected by the Recycling Fund 
(which will stop operating at the end of 2016 and will not 
be replaced by any other body, meaning the information 
it currently collects will not be collected any more). The 
Recycling Fund sends this information to the Ministry of 
the Environment 

                                                      

 

214 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs) 
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 The structure of the reports is the same as the reporting 
format according to the Commission Decision 
2005/293/EC of 1 April 2005 laying down detailed rules 
on the monitoring of the reuse/recovery and 
reuse/recycling targets set out in Directive 2000/53/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council on end-of-life 
vehicles215. Reports from ATFs are collected in paper 
form. Also the Regional Environmental District Office (the 
competent waste management authority) collect paper 
reports from ATFs and other relevant facilities, which 
require a permit for waste treatment facilities. Please 
note that the structure and content of the report is 
different compared to the annual reports submitted to 
the Recycling Fund. 

 ATFs enter data on the quantity of collected ELV in the 
electronic register of ELV called eZAP, administered by 
the Automotive Industry Association of the Slovak 
Republic. 

 The relevant police authority is entitled to enter into 
eZAP to check information on treatment of the ELVs as 
part of the process of deleting cars from the national 
motor vehicles register. The Ministry of Environment of 
the Slovak Republic is also entitled to enter into eZAP to 
obtain number of the issued CoDs. 

 Producers report to the Recycling Fund and the Ministry 
of the Environment (the competent waste management 
authority) data on vehicles put on the market, including 
amounts of imported and exported vehicles. As of 1 July 
2016 this data will only be reported to the Ministry of the 
Environment. 

 As of 1 July 2016, the collective responsibility for vehicles 
producers has been established. Prior to that, all 
producers had individual responsibility to report to 
competent waste management authorities. 

                                                      

 

215 Commission Decision 2005/293/EC of 1 April 2005 laying down detailed rules on the monitoring of the 
reuse/recovery and reuse/recycling targets set out in Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on end-of-life vehicles (OJ L 94/30 of 13.4.2005) 
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Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The Recycling Fund; 

 The Regional Environmental District Office ; and 

 The Ministry of Environment of the Slovak Republic. 

Sources of data 

 ATFs; and 

 eZAP (from 2014 onwards), administered by the 
Automotive Industry Association of the Slovak Republic. 

Type of data 
collected 

 CoDs: issued by ATFs, obtained from eZAP; 

 ELV treated in ATFs (number, weight); and 

 Number of vehicles put on the market: obtained from 
eZAP. 

 The format of data collected is the same as outlined in 
the Annex of the Commission decision 
Nr.2005/293/EC216. 

Data not available 
 Number of vehicles exported for treatment to other 

countries. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Ministry of Environment of the Slovak Republic. 

Process followed  No information available. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Formal checks on the structure and content of the data 
reported. When data submitted does not appear to be 
correct, the Ministry of Environment of the Slovak 
Republic contacts ATFs for clarification and verification of 
the data. 

                                                      

 

216 Commission Decision 2005/293/EC of 1 April 2005 laying down detailed rules on the monitoring of the 
reuse/recovery and reuse/recycling targets set out in Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on end-of-life vehicles (OJ L 94/30 of 13.4.2005) 
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3rd party audit  No 3rd party audits undertaken. 

Informal sector  

 Not accounted for, as it is assumed that there is no 
informal recycling sector for ELV parts. This is because in 
the Slovak Republic, all treatment facilities are obliged to 
obtain authorisation from the Ministry of Environment 
and a permit from the Regional Environmental District 
Office for any treatment activities. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 Officially the Ministry of Environment of the Slovak 
Republic is responsible for reporting to the European 
Commission. 

 In practice however, it is the Slovak Environmental 
Agency (SEA) that submits reports to the European 
Commission. 

Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 LoW 
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A.3.4.7 United Kingdom  

The UK had a total recycling and reuse rate of 85.5% and total recovery and reuse rate of 
88.9% in 2013. It has a population of 64.3 million and has been a member of the EU since 
1973. It collects data and from primary sources (e.g. producers, ATFs), and uses 
statistical estimation to fill in any data gaps, based on surveys or shredder trials. It 
applies the “Metal content assumption” method meaning that the Member State needs 
to provide a detailed explanation on the assumed percentage of metal content of ELVs 
arising and treated in the country, as well as the assumed percentage of the metal reuse, 
recovery and recycling from de-pollution, dismantling and shredding.217  It has 
established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU. 

The steps followed by UK when reporting on ELV are summarised in Table A - 37. It is 
worth noting, that in the UK all producers have individual responsibility, and legal 
responsibility for ELV is not transferred to a producer organisation. Many of the vehicle 
manufacturers meet their ELV responsibilities through one of two service providers, 
however, the legal responsibility continues to rest with the vehicle manufacturer. 

ELV treatment process and infrastructure 

According to the data published by Eurostat218, UK has reported that in 2013 ATFs have 
been performing dismantling and de-pollution of ELV, followed by shredding and either 
recovery or recycling of arising waste streams, or incineration with energy recovery. The 
only part of waste that was landfilled were other materials arising from shredding.   

Table A - 37: Main Steps of Reporting on End-of-Life Vehicles by UK 

Data Collection 

                                                      

 

217 Eurostat (2013) How to Report on End of Life vehicles According to Commission Decision 2005/293/EC, 
May 2013 
218 Eurostat (available at: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs ) 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/waste/key-waste-streams/elvs
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Data collection 
method 

 Data from primary sources (ATFs that operate outside 
arrangments with vehicle producers and vehicle producers) 
is collected on an annual basis by the Department for 
Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS; now known as the 
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy).  

 Information is collected on the numbers of vehicles treated, 
together with the numbers of vehicles that were received 
in a state which meant that they could not be treated in the 
same way as the majority of ELV.  

 BIS provides a form to vehicle producers and ATFs (the ones 
that operate outside arrangments with vehicle producers) 
setting out the information that they need to report on 
related to treatment, which covers depollution activity and 
post-depollution activity.  

 In addition to the information required to be submitted by 
vehicle producers, BIS wrote to over 1,500 ATFs in 2013 
asking them to provide information on the numbers of 
vehicles they received for treatment, together with details 
of the manner of that treatment.  

 The “Metal content assumption” method is applied. The 
United Kingdom reported all metals in reporting Table 2 
only, regardless of whether metals appear during 
dismantling and depollution, are exported, or are dervied 
from shredding, meaning that data with other countries is 
not comparable. This is because Member States which 
follow the reccomendations made in the guidance 
document from the Commission on how to reporto n ELVs, 
report metals in Table 1 as well as in Table 2. 

 Part of the infromation is collected electronically (through 
registers) and part of it is still collected manually  (via 
questionnaires to ATFs). 

 Information on the number of CoDs and notifications of 
destruction are issued from the Driver and Vehicle 
Licensing Agency (DVLA) (covers England, Scotland and 
Wales) and the Driver and Vehicle Agency (DVA) (covers 
Northern Ireland). 

 Used Tyre Working Group (UTWG), which is a voluntary 
body in the UK comprising both Government and industry 
representatives produces annual statistics on the UK’s 
used-tyre recycling and recovery performance. Information 
is gathered from a wide variety of sources, including new 



Study on Waste Statistics 

tyre manufacturers, importers, wholesalers, retailers, tyre 
retreaders, reprocessors and cement kiln operators as well 
as the central Government and the environmental 
agencies. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS; now 
known as the Department for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy);and  

 The Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 
(DEFRA) as of 1 April 2016 (which takes over the 
responsibilities of BIS).  

Sources of data 

 Vehicle producers; 

 ATFs (~1 800, of which 1,568 were shown to be actively 
treating vehicles in 2013); 

 Driver and Vehicle Licensing Agency (DVLA) (covers 
England, Scotland and Wales); 

 Driver and Vehicle Agency (DVA) (covers Northern Ireland); 
and 

 Used Tyre Working Group (UTWG), which is a voluntary 
body in the UK comprising both Government and industry 
representatives, produces annual statistics setting out the 
UK’s used tyre recycling and recovery performance.  
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Type of data 
collected 

 Numbers of vehicles treated (together with details on the 
manner of that treatment) from ATFs; 

 Information on depollution activities from ATFs : 

 Removal of oils & fluids; 

 Removal of batteries (plastics and fluids content only); and 

 Removal of tyres (excluding metal content). 

 Used tyre arisings, recycling and recovery figures from 
UTWG; 

 Post depollution activity from ATFs: 

 Non-metallic spare part sales, whether for the home or 
export markets (the split between glass, plastics, rubber 
and other materials is not collected); 

 Energy recovery activity – for example ATFs sending 
engines to smelters where the ancillary engine components 
e.g. rubber hoses and plastics help to self-fuel the smelting 
process; 

 Non-metallic Automotive Shredder Residue (ASR) recycling; 
and 

 Recycling activity - for example the removal of large plastic 
parts (bumpers) for supply to plastics reprocessors; 

 Number of CoDs and notifications of destruction issued 
from DVLA and DVA. 

Data not 
available 

 Base weight of a vehicle: Due to the vast amount of 
vehicles treated within the country, the Commission 
Decision approach raises some practical issues. This is 
because the means set out in the Commission Decision are 
unavailable to the UK, thus this information is obtained in 
different way. As an alternative the UK uses weight gained 
from its metal content assumption trial; 

 Average age of used vehicles exported; and 

 Depolluted (and dismantled) body shell exported. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS; now 
known as the Department for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy) and DEFRA (as of 1 April 2016).   
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Process followed 

 BIS (and DEFRA since 1 April 2016) analyse the information 
received from producers in a number of respects. The 
number of vehicles declared is compared against CoD data 
from the DVLA and DVA. Producers are able to declare 
vehicles as significantly incomplete/burnt out. Where this 
declaration appears unusual, clarification will be sought 
from the producer. The next section covers depollution 
activity. That is expected to fall within certain parameters. 
Where this is not the case, for example stocking issues, 
clarification will be sought and the figures will be adjusted 
as necessary. Similarly, data on the reuse of spare parts is 
analysed based on knowledge of individual facilities and 
their operating practices, throughput of vehicles etc. 
Clarification is sought where required. The most frequent 
change is amending the figures to discount metal content 
already taken into account as part of the metal content 
assumption. Information is collected on other recycling and 
recovery activities from both the producer and the 
reprocessors. Reprocessors undertaking recycling and 
recovery activities on automotive shredder residue have 
been visited by BIS/DEFRA and their processes and the 
recycling/recovery tonnages attributable to ELV activities 
agreed. This provides a further check. Data analysis is 
undertaken on an ongoing basis from receipt of the 
individual returns from producers. 

Assumptions 

 The exported cables, and plastic encapsulating ELV are not 
included in the calculations, because this is considered to 
be a negligible amount in terms of the overall figures. 

 Disposal of ELV is not measured precisely. Instead it is 
assumed to be the sum of the total weight of ELV minus the 
total reuse and recovery amounts.  

 All disposal is assumed to occur post-shredding, since once 
ATFs have undertaken mandatory de-pollution activity and 
removed spare parts for re-sale, vehicles are generally 
passed to shredders for further treatment. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Thorough analysis of data: In terms of waste generated, 
facilities are approached directly to confirm the reported 
information is accurate i.e. to double check and justify their 
figures;  

 Cross-checks: Comparing CoD data with the information 
provided by ATFs on vehicles treated; 

 Using CoD data, BIS is working with various Environmental 
Agencies that operate in the UK and issue waste permits to 
ATFs, to check whether the facilities are active or not.  

3rd party audit 
 No 3rd party audits undertaken.  

 BIS (DEFRA) collect, compile and verify the data. 

Informal sector  

 The government is aware of an informal sector for illegal 
dismantling, resale of parts from ELV through different 
mediums, including such platforms as ebay, and illegal 
exports of parts from ELV. However, the extend of it is not 
fully known.  

 One of the activities that the enforcement authorities are 
currently undertaking is a specific campaign looking at the 
illegal internet sales of ELV parts. 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting 
method 

(Model 2) 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG Environment 
every three years. 

Responsible 
institution (s) 

 The Department for Business, Innovation & Skills (BIS; now 
known as the Department for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy) who is responsible for reporting to the 
Commission; and 

 As of 2016, responsibilities have been transferred from BIS 
to Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 
(DEFRA), who will be responsible for reporting to the 
Commission.  
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Reporting done 
according to the 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
or the List of 
Waste (LoW) 

 EWC. 
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A.3.5 Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) 

A.3.5.1 Cyprus 

Cyprus recorded one of the lowest collection rates of WEEE from households in 2013, 
with 2.6 kg per capita. It has a population of 0.9 million and has been a member of the 
EU since 2004.  

Regarding reporting, the Department of Environment of the Ministry of Agriculture, 
Rural Development and Environment receive information from the collective system 
Electrocyclosis, the individual system TEKLIMA, and from waste operators (pre-
treatment plants, scrap yards and collection points). Therefore, it was classified under 
reporting model 2, which entails direct reporting from collection points and/or 
treatment plants. The data received is verified by the national authority. Additionally, a 
third party audits the data before reporting to the European Commission. 

The steps followed by Cyprus when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 38. 

Table A - 38: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Cyprus 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report on quantities of electrical and electronic 
equipment put on the market, as well as other statistics 
to the Department of the Environment via annual reports; 

 The collective system (Electrocyclosis) manages bring 
schemes in its members’ stores, from which data on 
WEEE collected is gathered. It reports to the Department 
of Environment on the amount of WEEE collected via a 
web-based platform (electronic register database);  

 Furthermore, individual producers which are not 
members of collective systems report individually to the 
Department of Environment on the amount of WEEE 
collected; and 

 Data on quantities collected, on pre- and final-treatment, 
on recycling and on exports of WEEE are collected from 
treatment facilities, scrap yards and collection points and 
are submitted to collective schemes and/or the 
Department of Environment. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Department of Environment of the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and the Environment. 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 The collective system (Electrocyclosis);  

 Waste operators and treatment facilities; 

 Scrap yards; and  

 Collection points. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Department of Environment of the Ministry of 
Agriculture, Rural Development And Environment; and 

 Collective and individual systems. 

Process followed  

 Department of Environment: Collate data received from 
collective and individual systems and from licensed waste 
operators and analyse it, to produce statistics on 
collection rates and recycling efficiencies reported under 
the WEEEE Directive. 

 Collective system: Electrocyclosis produces annual 
reports on the amounts of WEEE collected and pre-
treated, for the purpose of government reporting under 
the WEEE Directive. 

Assumptions 

 No final treatment takes place in Cyprus. It is assumed 
that 100% of WEEE exported for recycling is actually 
recycled for the purposes of reporting on recycling, even 
though that is not verified.  

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 There is a system in place for data checks, which involves 
cross-checking the information on quantities of WEEE, 
collected and pre-treated, as reported in the annual 
reports of the collective systems, against the license 
agreements and other data sources, such as the reports 
provided by scrap yards and the amounts exported. 

3rd party audit 
 The process of data verification and cross-checks also 

involves checks by a 3rd party audit before submitting it to 
the Commission.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Department of Environment of the Ministry Of 
Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment reports 
the data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.5.2 France  

France reported a household WEEE collection rate of 6.9 kg per capita in 2013. It has a 
population of 6.6 million and is a founding member of the EU.  

France follows model 1 in terms of reporting, which means that collective systems play 
the central role in compiling and processing the data from primary data sources. The 
steps followed by France when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 39. 

Table A - 39: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by France 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers, which report to the collective systems on the 
amount electrical and electronic equipment put on the 
market for sale every year, as well as other statistics via 
electronic forms; 

 Individual companies not belonging to a collective system 
send electronic reports on electrical and electronic 
equipment put on the market directly to the French 
Environment and Energy Management Agency (ADEME); 

 Municipal collection points as well as retail shops report 
to the collective systems on the quantities of WEEE 
collected and treated; 

 Waste operators and treatment plants send electronic 
reports to collective systems on the amount of WEEE 
collected and treated. Data on treatment includes a 
detailed mass balance covering residual waste disposed 
of in landfills; and 

 Collective systems, report to ADEME on the amount of 
WEEE collected, treated, recycled and exported. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 French Environment and Energy Management Agency 
(ADEME). 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected. 

 Quantities of WEEE treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

 Residual waste at WEEE treatment plants. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Collective systems; and 

 French Environment and Energy Management Agency 
(ADEME). 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received and analyse it to 
produce statistics on collection rates, treatment and 
recycling efficiencies, as required by the WEEE Directive. 

 ADEME: Review the annual reports from the collective 
systems and, if required, request clarifications. 
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Assumptions 

 France uses conversion tables for assigning the quantities 
of electric and electronic equipment put on the market 
from amounts in unit numbers to tonnes of each of the 
required equipment categories, as outlined in Annex I of 
the WEEE Directive. These conversion tables are based on 
sampling campaigns of characterisation of equipment. 

 Apart from the audits on “put on the market” figures, no 
specific data verification is carried out for the rest of the 
reporting requirements. It follows that, for these figures it 
is assumed that the data reported by the collective 
systems are accurate and complete. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 
 There is no formal verification process aside from the 

review of the annual reports sent by the collective 
systems to ADEME.  

3rd party audit 
 10% of the statements made by producers on the 

amounts of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market are externally audited by third parties. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 French Environment and Energy Management Agency 
(ADEME) reports the data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.5.3 Germany  

Germany had a collection rate of 7.7 kg of WEEE per capita in 2013. It is the most 
populated country in the EU28 and it is one of the founding Member States.  

Germany follows reporting model 2 given that primary data sources report directly to 
the Regional Authorities. The German reporting system is unique in terms of data 
collection and processing, since producers have not organised into PROs. Instead, a 
clearing house referred to as ‘the Joint Office for the producer’ has established a 
national register – the Foundation Elektro-altgeräte register (EAR) - which receives data 
from all producers placing electrical and electronic equipment on the market in 
Germany. 

The steps followed by Germany when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 
40. 

Table A - 40: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Germany 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report data on electrical and electronic 
equipment put on the market, as well as other statistics 
via electronic forms to regional statistical offices and to 
the Foundation Elektro-altgeräte register (EAR), which is 
an independent Clearing House entrusted with sovereign 
rights by the Federal Environment Agency. In Germany 
there are no collective schemes. Instead, the EAR clearing 
house is in charge of managing the National Register of 
Producers. 

 Municipal collection points and retail shops report to the 
EAR on quantities of WEEE collected; and 

 Waste operators and primary treatment plants send 
electronic reports to the EAR and to regional statistical 
offices on collection and treatment of WEEE. Data on 
treatment includes a detailed mass balance covering 
residual waste from WEEE pre-treatment disposed of in 
landfills. 

 The regional statistical offices then report to the National 
Statistics Office (DESTATIS). 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Foundation Elektro-altgeräte register (EAR); and 

 Regional Statistical Offices. 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected. 

 Quantities of WEEE treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

 Residual waste at WEEE treatment plants. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 EAR; 

 Regional Statistics Offices; 

 Federal Statistics Office (DESTATIS);  

 Federal Environment Agency (UBA); and 

 Federal Ministry of Environment. 
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Process followed  

 EAR: Collate data received and analyse it to produce 
statistics on collection rates, treatment and recycling 
efficiencies, as required by the WEEE Directive. 

 Regional Statistic Office: Review the annual report from 
collection points and treatment facilities. 

 DESTATIS: Further analyse the information processed by 
EAR and the statistical offices. 

 EAR and DESTATIS report to the Federal Environment 
Agency (UBA). 

 UBA: Compare and collate the information from EAR and 
from DESTATIS and determine which information is 
suitable for reporting. 

 Federal Ministry of Environment: Analyses the report 
prepared by UBA, before reporting to the Commission.   

Assumptions 
 For some types of WEEE, the quantities recovered are 

calculated by using specific coefficients applied to the 
quantities of WEEE treated. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Verification and data checks are carried out by EAR, 
DESTATIS, UBA and the Federal Ministry of Environment.  

 Data checks and verification consist of plausibility checks 
against numerical models and the analysis of outlier 
values.  

 Cross-checks of data reported from EAR and raw data 
provided from waste treatment plants are also 
undertaken.  

 The verification process entails agreement decision by 
UBA on which data is more reliable for each reporting 
requirement.  

3rd party audit 

 There are no 3rd parties involved in the process of data 
verification and validation, although the preparation of 
the reports at UBA is commissioned to an external 
consultant. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 
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Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 UBA reports the data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.5.4 Latvia  

With a collection rate of 2.4 kg per capita in 2013, Latvia had the third lowest collection 
rate of WEEE from households in the EU28. Latvia has a population of 2 million and has 
been a member of the EU since 2004. 

Latvia follows model 1, as is the case with Sweden and France. Collective systems play 
the main role in gathering data from primary data sources (i.e. collection points, waste 
operators, WEEE dismantling plants, etc.). In Latvia, treatment plants carry out the 
dismantling of WEEE only and waste is then exported to other countries for final 
treatment.  

The steps followed by Latvia when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 41. 

Table A - 41: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Latvia 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report to the collective systems and to the 
Latvian Environmental Protection Fund (LEPF) on the 
amount of electrical and electronic equipment put on the 
market for sale every year via electronic forms, as well as 
other statistics; 

 Producers not belonging to a collective system send 
electronic reports on electrical and electronic equipment 
put on the market directly to the Latvian Environmental 
Protection Fund (LEPF); 

 Municipal collection points and retail shops report to 
collective systems on quantities of WEEE collected; and 

 Waste operators (i.e. collection points, pre-treatment 
facilities) report to collective systems on quantities of 
WEEE pre-treated (dismantled) and on quantities of WEEE 
exported for treatment via electronic reports. Data on 
treatment refers to dismantling only. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Latvian Environmental Protection Fund (LEPF).  
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected. 

 Quantities of WEEE pre-treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Collective systems;  

 Latvian Environmental Protection Fund (LEPF); and 

 Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional 
Development. 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received and analyse it to 
produce statistics on collection rates, treatment and 
recycling efficiencies, as required by the WEEE Directive. 
They report these statistics to the LEPF.  

 LEPF: Review the reports from the collective systems and 
verifies the data prior to sending it to the Ministry of 
Environmental Protection and Regional Development. 

Assumptions  No information provided. 

Data Verification 

Methods used  Internal verification is carried out by the Ministry. 
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3rd party audit 
 There are no 3rd party audits involved in the process of 

verification. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of Environmental Protection and Regional 
Development reports the data to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.5.5 Luxembourg  

With a collection rate of 9.5 kg per capita in 2013, Luxembourg has the fifth highest 
collection rate of WEEE from households in the EU28. Luxembourg is the second smallest 
country of the EU28 in terms of the number of inhabitants and it is a founding member 
of the EU. 

In terms of reporting, Luxembourg follows model 1. Ecotrel is the name of the collective 
system in charge of compiling data on electrical and electronic equipment put on the 
market and WEEE collected, treated and exported. Treatment refers to depollution 
processes only, prior to export for further treatment operations. 

The steps followed by Luxembourg when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 
42. 

Table A - 42: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Luxembourg 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report to the collective systems and to the 
Environmental Protection Agency on the amount of 
electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
every year via electronic forms; 

 Producers not belonging to a collective system (i.e. for 
professional electrical and electronic equipment) send 
electronic reports on electrical and electronic equipment 
put on the market directly to the Environmental 
Protection Agency v via electronic forms; 

 Municipal collection points and retail shops report to 
collective systems on the quantities of WEEE collected 
and treated; 

 Pre-treatment plants and waste operators, including 
collection points, report on quantities of WEEE treated 
(treatment domestically only refers to depollution 
operations) and on quantities of WEEE exported for final 
treatment; and 

 Collective systems (e.g. Ecotrel) report on WEEE collected 
from households, using information from collection 
points and waste transport companies. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Environmental Protection Agency.  
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected. 

 Quantities of WEEE pre-treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); and 

 Collective systems. 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received from producers 
and analyse it to produce statistics on collection rates, 
treatment and recycling efficiencies, as required by the 
WEEE Directive. They report these statistics to the EPA. 
The EPA does not undertake any further analysis of the 
data.  

Assumptions 

 Electrical and electronic equipment put on the market are 
originally registered as units sold and are then 
transformed into tonnage using conversion factors. The 
conversion is carried out by the collective systems. These 
factors are included in the collective systems reports. 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Verification consists of data checks undertaken in an 
excel application by an external consultant contracted by 
the EPA. There is no in-house formal data verification 
process.  

3rd party audit 
 The only verification and validation of data is carried out 

by an external consultant. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Environmental Protection Agency reports the data to the 
European Commission. 
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A.3.5.6 Poland 

Poland had a collection rate of 4.3 kg per capita in 2013. It is the sixth most populated 
country in the EU of which it has been a member since 2004. 

In terms of reporting, Poland follows model 2. Producers have individual collection 
targets on which they have to individually report to the Chief Inspectorate of 
Environmental Protection (CIEP), as well as provide information to collective systems. 
Primary data is therefore collected from primary sources by both collective systems and 
the Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection. This allows for data verification 
before reporting to the EU. 

The steps followed by Poland when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 43. 

Table A - 43: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Poland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report to the collective systems and to the 
Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection (CIEP) on 
electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
annually via electronic forms; 

 Producers not belonging to a collective system (i.e. 
professional electrical and electronic equipment) report 
on electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
directly to the CIEP via electronic forms;  

 Municipal collection points and retail shops report to 
collective systems and the CIEP on quantities of WEEE 
collected; and 

 Waste operators (i.e. collection points, treatment 
facilities) report to the CIEP and to collective systems on 
quantities of WEEE treated (including recycling) and on 
exports of WEEE for treatment via electronic reports and 
paper notes. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection (CIEP).  
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected (related to each producer’s 
target). 

 Quantities of WEEE treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 CIEP; and 

 Collective systems. 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received from producers 
and analyse it to produce statistics on collection rates of 
WEEE, treatment and recycling efficiencies, as required 
under the WEEE Directive. 

 CIEP: Collate data received from waste operators and 
cross-check it with the annual report received from the 
collective systems. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Verification of data consists mainly of CIEP cross-checking 
the report from the collective systems with the 
information received from waste operators. 

 The CIEP send a report to the Ministry of Environment, 
including the analyses they carry out. 

3rd party audit  No 3rd party audits are carried out. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of the Environment reports the data to the 
European Commission. 

 

  



Study on Waste Statistics 

 

A.3.5.7 Portugal 

Portugal had a collection rate of 4.7 kg per capita in 2013. It has a population of 10.4 
million and it has been a member of the EU since 1986.  

In terms of reporting, Portugal follows model 2. Both producers and waste operators 
have to report to the Portuguese Environment Agency (APA), as well as report to the 
collective systems. Data is collected mostly from waste operators and collection points 
by both collective systems and the APA. This allows for data verification by the APA 
before reporting to the EU. 

The steps followed by Portugal when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 44. 

Table A - 44: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Portugal 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report to collective systems and to the 
Portuguese Environment Agency (APA) on the amount 
electrical and electronic equipment put on the market for 
sale every year via electronic forms; 

 Producers not belonging to a collective system (i.e. 
professional electrical and electronic equipment) report 
on electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
to the APA via electronic forms; 

 Municipal collection points and distributors report to 
collective systems and to the APA on the quantities of 
WEEE collected; and 

 Waste operators (i.e. collection points, treatment 
facilities) report to collective systems and APA on 
quantities of WEEE treated (including recycling) and on 
exports of WEEE for treatment through the information 
systems SIRER (Sistema Integrado de Registo Eletrónico 
de Resíduos), SIRAPA (Sistema Integrado de Registo da 
Agência Portuguesa do Ambiente) and SILIAMB (Sistema 
Integrado de Licenciamento do Ambiente). 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Portuguese Environment Agency (APA).  
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected  

 Quantities of WEEE treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

 Mass balances for treatment plants, including residual 
waste. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

  APA; and 

 Collective systems. 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received from producers 
and analyse it to produce statistics on collection rates, 
treatment and recycling efficiencies, as required under 
the WEEE Directive. 

 APA reviews the information prepared by the collective 
systems. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 APA verifies figures relating to quantities of WEEE 
collected, treated and exported by cross-verifying data 
submitted by producers and waste management entities 
with mass balance figures, EWC classification, etc. 
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3rd party audit 

 For some those entities subject to the Portuguese taxes 
on waste, audits (by a third party) are carried out. These 
audits focus mostly on verifying any data related to the 
application of the waste management tax. For those 
entities or for data not covered by this tax, the 
Portuguese legislation does not require any auditing, 
neither by waste producers nor by waste management 
entities. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 APA reports the data to the European Commission. 
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A.3.5.8 Sweden  

Sweden achieved the highest collection rate of WEEE from households across the EU28 
in 2013, with 17.3 kg per capita. It has a population of 9.6 million and has been a 
member of the EU since 1995.  

Sweden follows model 1 in terms of its reporting, whereby collective systems are in 
charge of compiling and analysing data on all reporting requirements from producers 
and waste operators. 

Verification occurs at different steps in the process. Firstly, at the interface between the 
collective systems and the Swedish Environmental protection Agency (EPA) through the 
web-forms, which check for data errors automatically. Next, the Swedish Environmental 
Protection Agency checks data based on time series analysis. Sweden is also currently 
considering incorporating a third party audit into the process. 

The steps followed by Sweden when reporting on WEEE are summarised in Table A - 45. 

Table A - 45: Main Steps of Reporting on WEEE by Sweden 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report to the collective systems and to the 
Swedish Environmental protection Agency (EPA) on 
electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
annually via electronic forms; 

 Producers not belonging to a collective system (i.e. 
professional electrical and electronic equipment) report 
on electrical and electronic equipment put on the market 
directly to the Swedish Environmental protection Agency 
(EPA) via electronic forms; 

 Municipal collection points and retail shops report to 
collective systems on the quantities of WEEE collected; 
and 

 Waste operators (i.e. collection points, pre-treatment 
facilities) report on quantities of WEEE treated (including 
recycling) and on quantities of WEEE exported for 
treatment to the collective systems.  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Swedish Environmental protection Agency (EPA). 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective systems; 

 Municipal collection points; 

 Retail shops; 

 Pre-treatment plants; and  

 Waste operators. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of electrical and electronic equipment put on 
the market.  

 Quantities of WEEE collected (related to each producer’s 
target). 

 Quantities of WEEE treated domestically. 

 Quantities of WEEE exported for treatment. 

 Quantities of WEEE recycled and recovered, domestically 
and abroad. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Swedish EPA; and 

 Collective systems. 

Process followed  

 Collective systems: Collate data received from producers 
and analyse it to produce statistics on collection rates, 
treatment and recycling efficiencies, as required under 
the WEEE Directive. 

 EPA: Reviews the data from the collective systems. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Data checks are automatically included in the web-forms 
used for reporting between the collective systems and 
the EPA. 

 Time series analyses carried out by the EPA. 
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3rd party audit 
 There are currently no 3rd party audits taking place by an 

external auditor, but the possibility is being explored by 
the EPA.   

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is submitted to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS 
web-portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 An Implementation Report is submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Environmental Protection Agency reports the data to the 
European Commission. 
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A.3.6 Waste Batteries and Accumulators  

A.3.6.1 Cyprus  

With a collection rate of 16.0% reported in 2013, Cyprus was one of the worst 
performing countries in the EU28. It is one of the smallest countries in Europe in terms 
of the number of inhabitants and has been a member of the EU since 2004. It has 
established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU, 
which involves a 3rd party audit. Data relevant to the Batteries Directive are collected 
through reports submitted to the national collective scheme, AFIS.  

The steps followed by Cyprus when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 46. 

Table A - 46: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Cyprus 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 AFIS is the only collective scheme for portable batteries 
and accumulators in Cyprus and provides national data on 
solid batteries and accumulators it collects (solid, up to 
2kg, but not industrial or vehicle batteries or 
accumulators). It also reports on the amount of waste 
batteries and accumulators exported for treatment 
abroad (there is no pre- (including sorting) or final 
treatment in Cyprus for batteries and accumulators). AFIS 
submits the data to the Ministry of Agriculture, Natural 
Resources and Environment; 

 Importers or distributors of batteries and accumulators 
report data on portable batteries and accumulators 
placed on the market in different weight groups; 

 International authorised treatment facilities receiving 
waste batteries and accumulators for treatment report to 
AFIS on recycling efficiencies; 

 Scrap yards report on lead-acid batteries collected; and 

 The government also gathers data on lead-acid batteries 
directly from scrap yards via annual reporting and 
through the license agreements they issue for waste 
treatment. 
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Responsible 
institution(s) 

 AFIS; and 

 Ministry of Agriculture, Natural Resources and the 
Environment.  

Sources of data 

 Importers or distributors; 

 Collective scheme, AFIS; 

 International authorised treatment facilities; and 

 Scrap yards. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill;  

 Quantities of portable batteries and accumulators 
imported into Cyprus; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
to other countries for final treatment; and 

 Recycling efficiencies from foreign treatment facilities. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Ministry Of Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Environment. 

Process followed  

 The Ministry collates data from different data sources. 
Once such data is verified with the aid of an external 
consultant, estimates are produced and annual reports 
are submitted to the European Commission. 
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Assumptions 

 No batteries or accumulators are produced nor treated 
(i.e. sorting, pre- or final-treatment) within the country. 
All batteries and accumulators accounted for as placed on 
the market in Cyprus have been imported from other 
countries. 100% of the waste batteries and accumulators 
collected are then exported for treatment (pre- and final-
treatment).  

 If waste batteries and accumulators are exported for 
recycling, then it is assumed that 100% is actually 
recycled, without verifying this information with the 
importing country. 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Data on waste batteries reported by AFIS are cross-
checked against the license agreements and other data 
sources, such as the reports provided by scrap yards and 
the amounts of waste notified for exports. 

3rd party audit 
 Every year samples of data provided by producers are 

audited and verified by a contracted third party. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 The Ministry of Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Environment reports to the European Commission. 
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A.3.6.2 France 

France had a collection rate of 34% in 2013. It is the second largest country in Europe in 
terms of the number of inhabitants and is a founding member of the EU. It has an 
established verification procedure in place for checking data before submitting it to the 
EU and collects data from collective schemes using electronic registers.  

The steps followed by France when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 47. 

Table A - 47: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by France 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Individual producers or PROs (i.e. Corepile and Screlec) of 
batteries and accumulators  must report annually on the 
national register of batteries (SYDEREP) the information 
relevant to batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market and waste batteries and accumulators collected 
and processed in treatment plants. 

 Foreign recyclers must report to the PROs on recycling 
efficiencies for all waste batteries and accumulators 
exported and being treated abroad. Then PROs submit 
this information to the French Environment Agency 
(ADEME). 

 French treatment plants must report annually to the 
Ministry of Environment and to ADEME on the recycling 
efficiencies of waste batteries and accumulators treated 
in these plants. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The French Environment Agency (ADEME); and 

 The Ministry of Environment. 

Sources of data 

 Producers and PROs (Corepile and Screlec); and 

 Treatment plants, both within France and those used 
abroad. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed in the 
market in units and tonnes; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators recycled 
(including for automotive and industrial batteries);  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators sent to 
energy recovery; and 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for treatment. 

Data not available  N/A 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The French Environment Agency (ADEME). 

Process followed   ADEME collects and collates data from different sources. 

Assumptions  ADEME relies on data reported.  

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 Data checks are carried out by ADEME via tools 
embedded in the national electronic register (SYDEREP) 
that undertake automatic consistency checks. 

 ADEME also communicates with producers, PROs and 
recyclers to clarify and correct data anomalies or gather 
more information where necessary.  

 Furthermore, ADEME requires all PROs exporting waste 
batteries and accumulators for treatment abroad to verify 
that they are being treated in compliance with the 
requirements of Directive 2006/66/EC by chasing foreign 
recyclers and demanding annual reports with data on 
recycling efficiencies. 

 Once the data is verified by ADEME, estimates are 
produced to fill in any gaps and annual reports are 
drafted. The reports are submitted to the Directorate 
General for Risk Prevention (DGPR) of the Ministry for the 
Environment, which in turn reports to the European 
Commission 

3rd party audit 
 ADEME’s own verification procedures are complemented 

by external service providers, which audit the data in the 
national register. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 The Directorate General for Risk Prevention (DGPR) of the 
Ministry for the Environment reports to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.6.3 Germany  

Germany had a collection rate of 43% in 2013. It is the largest country in Europe in terms 
of the number of inhabitants and was one of the founding members of the EU. The data 
required for submission to Eurostat are collected from collective schemes via electronic 
registers. Verification procedures exist at various stages along the reporting process, 
allowing for data checks before submitting the data to the EU.  

The steps followed by Germany when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 48. 

Table A - 48: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Germany 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Collective schemes and producers which are not 
members of collective schemes, report to the relevant 
federal authority on the amount of batteries and 
accumulators placed on the market by producers, and on 
the amounts of waste batteries and accumulators 
collected; 

 First recyclers report to the relevant federal authority on 
the amount of waste batteries and accumulators sent to 
recycling and on recycling efficiencies; 

 Landfill operators report on residual waste to landfill; 

 Federal states report on administrative offences; 

 Federal states then report to German Environment 
Agency (UBA) via annual electronic questionnaires; and 

 The UBA reports to the Federal Ministry of Environment, 
Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety, which 
is in charge of all reporting to the European Commission.  

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Federal authorities;  

 German Environment Agency (UBA); and 

 Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature, Conservation, 
Building and Nuclear Safety. 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective schemes; 

 First recyclers; 

 Landfill operators; and 

 Federal states. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected;  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators recycled 
(including recycling efficiencies); 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators sent to 
energy recovery;  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for recycling (exports are only made to other parties of 
the Basel Convention). 

Data not available 

 Residual waste (e.g. incinerator bottom ash) following 
treatment of waste batteries and accumulators is not 
accounted for in any of the figures reported, as there is 
no requirement for this in Directive 2006/66/EC. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 German Environment Agency (UBA) 

Process followed  

 Estimation of batteries placed on the market through 
data obtained from collective schemes on behalf of 
producers. 

 Weighting of masses of waste batteries and accumulators 
collected from collective schemes. 

 Weighting the input and output of the first recycling 
facilities to obtain recycling figures. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 UBA provides electronic forms for reporting to all 
stakeholders which focus on preventing reporting 
mistakes (e.g. inconsistencies, gaps, errors, etc.). The 
forms request methodological reports from all collective 
schemes on all data submitted. UBA also has a standard 
for reporting that all stakeholders need to adhere to. UBA 
checks for completeness, plausibility and possible 
inconsistencies of the data submitted. 

 Data is checked again by the Federal Ministry of 
Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and Nuclear 
Safety. 

 UBA regularly informs the collective schemes about legal 
requirements and on how to report on batteries placed 
on the market nationally (batteries that are re-exported 
should not be reported as placed on the market) and 
batteries collected (only batteries collected in Germany 
shall be reported; batteries collected outside of Germany 
and imported from treatment should not be accounted 
for) to help ensure the quality of the data. 

 UBA regularly informs first recyclers on how to report on 
the amount of waste batteries and accumulators that 
have been sent to recycling (the data reported should 
only account for the mass of waste batteries and 
accumulators collected in Germany and batteries 
collected outside of Germany and imported from 
treatment should not be accounted for) to help ensure 
the quality of the data.  

 Cross-checks also take place across reporting obligations 
e.g. to report on the amount of waste batteries and 
accumulators that are exported for treatment, the UBA 
uses statistical data of transboundary waste shipments 
alongside data provided by collective schemes.  

3rd party audit 

 Data provided by collective schemes on portable 
batteries and accumulators collected (e.g. mass of 
portable batteries placed on the market), as well data on 
waste batteries and accumulators exported for treatment 
(e.g. recycling) are audited and confirmed by independent 
experts. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 
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Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 The Federal Ministry of Environment, Nature 
Conservation, Building and Nuclear Safety reports to the 
European Commission. 
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A.3.6.4 Hungary 

Hungary had a collection rate of 31% in 2013. It has a population of 9.9 million and has 
been a member of the EU since 2004. Hungary has recently established a new electronic 
reporting system from where data relevant to waste batteries and accumulators are 
collected for the purposes of reporting to the European Commission. This new reporting 
system interfaces with a data verification system that identifies reporting errors before 
submission to the EU.  

The steps followed by Hungary when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 49. 

Table A - 49: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Hungary 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Importers, distributors and holders of batteries and 
accumulators report on the amount of batteries and 
accumulators placed on the market annually through a 
new electronic reporting system referred to as the 
National Environmental Information System (OKIR), 
manged by the National Waste Management Agency; 

 Collective schemes provide collection services through 41 
collection points spread across the country. They gather 
data on collected waste batteries and accumulators, on 
behalf of affiliated producers. They report this 
information on an annual basis to the National Waste 
Management Agency through OKIR; 

 Producers which are not part of collective schemes report 
directly to the NWMA on the amount of batteries and 
accumulators placed on the market annually’ 

 The National Waste Management Agency, as part of the 
National Inspectorate for Environment and Nature, 
centrally organises the collection, handling and transfer of 
waste batteries and accumulators, including automotive 
and industrial batteries, for recycling. It is also responsible 
for gathering all relevant data on waste batteries and 
accumulators collected and sent for recycling; and 
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 Recyclers based abroad (as there are no treatment 
facilities in Hungary) report on recycling efficiencies to 
the holders of waste batteries and accumulators, which in 
turn submit the information to the national authority. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The National Waste Management Agency of the National 
Inspectorate for Environment and Nature; and 

 The Department of Environmental Development of the 
Ministry of Agriculture. 

Sources of data 

 Importers/distributors/holders of batteries and 
accumulators;  

 Producers; 

 Collective schemes; and 

 Recyclers based abroad provide data on recycling 
efficiencies  

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for recycling (including for automotive and industrial 
batteries) and recycling efficiencies; and  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for energy recovery. 

Data not available 

 Hungary does not verify with the importing country 
whether waste batteries and accumulators exported for 
recycling are actually recycled for the purposes of 
reporting. 

 There is no data on the amount of waste batteries and 
accumulators imported to the country for treatment.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The National Inspectorate for Environment and Nature; 
and 

 The National Statistical Office. 



Study on Waste Statistics 

Process followed  

 Data on weights of batteries and accumulators placed on 
the market are estimated by the National Statistical 
Office from figures provided by producers through the 
OKIR electronic register. 

 Data on waste automotive and industrial batteries 
collected in Hungary are estimated from figures provided 
by the National Waste Management Agency (part of the 
National Inspectorate for Environment and Nature).  

Assumptions 

 No waste batteries or accumulators are produced nor 
treated (i.e. sorting, pre- or final-treatment) within the 
country. All information on recycling efficiencies and 
recovery are based on the information provided by 
recyclers based in other countries.  

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Data imported into OKIR is verified automatically through 
an integrated data verification procedure system that 
detects obvious reporting errors such as gaps or errors in 
magnitude.  

 The National Inspectorate for Environment and Nature 
undertakes a second check for data inconsistencies and 
information that appears inaccurate. 

 If necessary, the National Inspectorate requests 
clarifications from the relevant stakeholders concerning 
the data inconsistencies. 

3rd party audit  No third parties are involved in auditing the data. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 The Ministry of Agriculture reports to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.6.5 Luxembourg  

With a collection rate of 63% in 2013, Luxembourg is the second top performing 
Member State. Luxembourg is the second smallest country in Europe in terms of the 
number of inhabitants and is a founding member of the EU. Luxembourg contracts 
external experts to carry out data verification before submitting it to the EU. Data is 
collected through reports submitted by collective schemes to the EPA. 

The steps followed by Luxembourg when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators 
are summarised in Table A - 50.  

Table A - 50: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Luxembourg 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers have an obligation to report on the quantity 
and category of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market every year to the Environment Protection Agency 
(EPA) and to collective schemes; 

 Collective schemes gather data on the quantities of waste 
batteries and accumulators collected annually, as well as 
on the amount of waste batteries exported abroad for 
final treatment, given there are no final treatment plants 
in Luxembourg. They report this information to the EPA; 

 The Ecobatterien collective scheme has contracts with 
affiliated producers to collect their waste batteries and 
accumulators, from which data on amounts of waste 
batteries and accumulators collected are gathered.  

 Also, Ecobatterien facilitates treatment of its members’ 
waste, and reports on recycling figures from treatment 
facilities. 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

  Environment Protection Agency (EPA) 

Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective schemes; and 

 Treatment facilities.  
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill; and 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for final treatment. 

Data not available 

 Luxembourg does not verify with the importing country 
whether waste batteries and accumulators exported for 
recycling are actually recycled for the purposes of 
reporting. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Ecobatterien (collective scheme). 

Process followed  

 Data on weights of batteries and accumulators placed on 
the market are estimated from figures provided by 
Ecobatterien, using conversion factors. 

 Data on collected waste batteries and accumulators are 
gathered by Ecobatterien, based on the amount of waste 
batteries and accumulators found in their collection 
points. 

 Data on recycling figures are gathered by Ecobatterien 
from reports submitted by exporting companies, given 
there are no final treatment plants in Luxembourg. 

Assumptions 

 Data on treatment of waste batteries and accumulators 
are taken from exporting companies’ reports, as there are 
no final treatment plants in Luxembourg. Only pre-
treatment (de-pollution) takes place domestically, 
following which, waste batteries and accumulators are 
exported abroad for final treatment.  

Data Verification 

Methods used  There is no formal in-house verification system. 
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3rd party audit 
 Data checks on the information provided by Ecobatterien 

are carried out by an external consultant, based on an 
excel file application to check for inconsistencies.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Environment Protection Agency (EPA) reports to the 
European Commission.  
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A.3.6.6 Poland  

Poland had a collection rate of 30% in 2013. It is one of the largest countries in Europe in 
terms of the number of inhabitants and has been a member of the EU since 2004. An 
internal electronic data verification application and data cross-checks with primary data 
sources form the basis of the Polish data verification system. Data concerning the 
reporting requirements of the Batteries Directive are collected through electronic forms 
submitted to the Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection (CIEP).  

The steps followed by Poland when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 51. 

Table A - 51: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Poland 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report data on batteries and accumulators 
placed on the market to municipalities.  

 Collective schemes report data to municipalities on waste 
batteries and accumulators collected directly, for both 
public and private collections. 

 Treatment plants (first recyclers) submit annual reports 
with recycling figures to municipalities. 

 Municipalities report all the data they are provided with 
to the Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection 
(CIEP). 

 CIEP reports to the Ministry of Environment, which then 
reports to the European Commission.   

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Municipalities; 

 Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection (CIEP); 
and 

 The Ministry of Environment.   

Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Treatment plants (first recyclers); 

 Collective schemes; and 

 Collection points. 
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

  Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill; and 

 Quantities of waste batteries  and accumulators treated 
nationally (including exports), as well as in other Member 
States 

Data not available 
 No data on the amount of residual waste output (e.g. 

incinerator bottom ash) following the treatment of waste 
batteries and accumulators.  

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection (CIEP). 

Process followed  

 The CIEP receives information from both producers and 
other primary data sources, such as treatment plants and 
collection points. Once data is cross-checked and verified, 
it is submitted to the Ministry of Environment, where 
data is checked again prior to submission to the European 
Commission. 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 

Methods used 

 Before data is submitted in the form of reports to the 
Ministry of Environment, it is first verified at the CIEP 
level using an internal electronic verification application. 

 The data received from producers is cross-checked 
against data from other primary data sources (e.g. 
collection points and treatment plants), in order to detect 
inconsistencies. Clarifications are then requested, if 
necessary. 

 The Ministry of Environment also carries out another 
level of checks once it receives all data.  

3rd party audit  No external audits are carried out. 
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Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Ministry of the Environment reports to the European 
Commission. 
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A.3.6.7 Portugal 

Portugal had a collection rate of 31% in 2013. It has a population of 10.4 million and has 
been a member of the EU since 1986. It has an established verification procedure in 
place for checking data before submitting it to the EU. It collects data using electronic 
registers, through which collective schemes report their data to the Portuguese 
Environment Agency.  

The steps followed by Portugal when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 52. 

Table A - 52: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Portugal 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers report on the batteries and accumulators 
placed on the market in Portugal every year, through the 
Producers’ electronic register. 

 Collective schemes report annually on waste batteries 
and accumulators collected every year through the 
Portuguese Environment Agency’s (APA) integrated 
register system (SIRAPA). 

 Waste treatment operators report data on the quantities 
of waste batteries and accumulators recycled 
domestically annually (note that there is only one recycler 
of lead—acid batteries and accumulators in Portugal and 
there are no recyclers for nickel-cadmium and other 
chemical types of batteries and accumulators). 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

  Portuguese Environment Agency’s (APA). 

Sources of data 

 Producers;  

 Collective schemes; and 

 Waste treatment operators.   
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Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill 

 Quantities of waste batteries  and accumulators treated 
nationally (including exports), as well as in other Member 
States; 

 Quantities and type of residual waste following treatment 
of lead-acid batteries and accumulators domestically; and 

 Quantities and type of residual waste following treatment 
of lead-acid, nickel-cadmium and other chemical batteries 
and accumulators in other Member States. 

Data not available 

 Incomplete dataset of recycling efficiencies for treatment 
of waste batteries exported to Spain (data exists for only 
1 treatment plant out of 4 Spanish facilities used for 
treatment). 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 The Portuguese Environment Agency (APA); and 

 National Statistics Institute (INE). 

Process followed  

 APA and INE produce estimates based on the data 
reported on the SIRAPA electronic register. 

 Waste batteries and accumulators imported for 
treatment are not accounted for in the figures reported 
on collection or treatment, in order to avoid double 
counting. 

 Waste batteries and accumulators exported to other EU 
Member States (for Amber and Green Listed Waste) are 
included in the figures reported on amounts of waste 
batteries and accumulators treated nationally. Such 
waste is only exported for recycling to other EU Member 
States (primarily Spain, France and Sweden). 

Assumptions  N/A 

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 APA and INE verify all data submitted on the 
Integrated System for Electronic Registration of Waste 
(SIRER). APA defines a set of items to verify related to 
quantities, cross-verification between data registered by 
producers and waste management entities, mass balance 
and EWC classification etc., to avoid inconsistencies and 
double counting. 

 The collective schemes also perform periodic technical 
visits and annual audits of collection and treatment 
facilities that they contract, to verify the information they 
report.  

3rd party audit 

 External audits are organised regularly for some waste 
management entities, collective schemes and treatment 
facilities as part of the verification process. The audits 
however mostly focus on the verification of data related 
to the application of the waste management tax. All 
waste management entities that are not covered by this 
tax do not form part of the scope for verification. 

 APA also performs 3rd party audits of collective schemes, 
to ensure the information provided is properly verified.  

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Portuguese Environment Agency (APA) reports to the 
European Commission.  
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A.3.6.8 Sweden  

With a collection rate of 64 % in 2013, Sweden is the top performing Member State. 
Sweden has a population of 9.6 million and has been a member of the EU since 1995. It 
has established a verification procedure for checking data before submitting it to the EU 
and collects data using electronic registers through which collective schemes report their 
data. 

The steps followed by Sweden when reporting on waste batteries and accumulators are 
summarised in Table A - 53. 
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Table A - 53: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Batteries and Accumulators 
by Sweden 

Data Collection 

Data collection 
method 

 Producers, which report to the Swedish EPA on the 
amount of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market for sale every year, as well as other statistics via 
reports submitted on an electronic register; and 

 Collective schemes, which report to the Swedish EPA on 
the amount of waste batteries and accumulators 
collected via reports submitted on an electronic register. 

 The El-Kretsen collective scheme has a contract with 
some municipalities for collecting waste batteries and 
accumulators, from which information on waste batteries 
is gathered. 

 The EÅF collective scheme has collection points in its 
members’ stores, from which data on waste batteries and 
accumulators is gathered. 

 The BlyBatteriRetur collective scheme has agreements 
with car repair shops, gas stations and similar facilities, 
from which data on waste batteries and accumulators is 
gathered.  

 Data on recycling efficiencies of waste batteries and 
accumulators are collected from treatment facilities and 
submitted to collective schemes or producers, who in 
turn will report to the Swedish EPA. 

 Data on waste batteries and accumulators exported 
abroad seems to be a key development area in Sweden. 
Currently there are no procedures in place to monitor 
how exported waste batteries and accumulators are 
being treated abroad (e.g. if they are being recycled). 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Municipalities; and 

 Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
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Sources of data 

 Producers; 

 Collective schemes; 

 Collection points (e.g. members’ stores, car repair shops, 
gas stations, etc.); and 

 Treatment facilities. 

Type of data 
collected 

 Quantities of batteries and accumulators placed on the 
market; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators collected;  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators disposed 
of to landfill, 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators recycled; 

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators sent to 
energy recovery;  and  

 Quantities of waste batteries and accumulators exported 
for recycling.  

Data not available 
 Sweden does not verify with the importing country 

whether waste batteries and accumulators exported for 
recycling are actually recycled. 

Data Interpretation and Analysis 

Responsible 
institution(s) 

 Swedish EPA 

Process followed  

 Collate the data received and analyse it to produce 
statistics on collection rates and recycling efficiencies, as 
required by the Batteries Directive. 

 Sweden is currently developing a reporting interface 
which will use a range of tools to extract and present data 
from the electronic register database. 

Assumptions 
 The assumption is that data received from collective 

schemes is of good quality.  

Data Verification 
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Methods used 

 The web-forms used by collective schemes and individual 
companies for reporting to the EPA include several 
internal checks. 

 A comparison with previous years’ data is also 
undertaken. 

 Data checks are undertaken on sample basis to spot and 
correct any human errors.  

 The new interface will be able to do some initial checks 
automatically to minimise errors.  

3rd party audit 
 No external audits are currently carried out. Sweden is 

planning to contract third parties to undertake audits in 
the next couple of years. 

Informal sector (if 
applicable) 

 N/A 

Transmission of data to the European Commission 

Reporting method 

 Data is sent to Eurostat annually via the EDAMIS web-
portal, accompanied by a quality report. 

 Implementation Reports are submitted to DG 
Environment every three years. 

Responsible 
institution 

 Swedish EPA reports to the European Commission.  
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A.3.7 Shipments of Waste 

A.3.7.1 Belgium  

Table A - 54: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Shipments by Belgium 

Reporting on Waste Shipments  

Responsible 
institution(s) for 
data collection 

 Statistics reported under Part IIB of the Basel 
Convention cover shipments of hazardous waste. This 
information is collected at the regional level by the 
Competent Authorities in each region (i.e. OVAM, 
Afdeling Afvalstoffenbeheer in Flanders, IBGE-BIM in 
Brussels Capital and Service public de Wallonie 
Direction générale de l'Agriculture, des Resources 
naturelles et de l'Environement  in Wallonia). After 
collecting the data, one report is prepared that covers 
all regions and is submitted to the Commission.  

 Data for reporting according to Annex IX of the WShipR 
(i.e. providing data and statistics on the inspection of 
waste shipments) is also collected at the regional level 
by the inspection bodies of Flanders, Brussels and 
Wallonia.  

 The national customs office and the national police also 
collect data on inspections.  

 Exporters of waste report on waste notified for exports.  

Sources of data 

 Movement documents; 

 Notifications for exports; and 

 Any other relevant information collected by the Belgian 
government and the regional authorities. 
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Reporting on Waste Shipments  

Data verification 

 

 There is no formal process for verification of data prior 
to submitting it to the European Commission. Manual 
checks take place on an ad-hoc basis by the Competent 
Authorities in an attempt to identify and prevent 
inconsistencies. There are no consistent cross-checks 
with the data submitted by other Member States.  

 When the Commission requests additional information 
and clarifications on inconsistencies, particularly in 
comparison with other Member States, then cross-
checks are made in an attempt to solve the issue, 

Use of Basel codes 
(A and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes 

 

 Information is given to exporters of waste on how to 
report using both the Basel codes and EWC codes on a 
case-by-case basis, but no formal guidelines exist on 
how to use Basel codes and EWC codes when filling in 
notifications/movement documents.  

 At the regional level, guidance specific to regional 
transport has been circulated on how to use EWC 
codes. There is no guidance aside from for regional 
transport.  

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 The regional inspection bodies provide data on 
inspections. Inspections are carried out on a spot check 
basis at the regional level (i.e. in Flanders, Brussels and 
Wallonia) to cover harbours, roads, etc.  

 Belgium also cooperates with international bodies and 
other countries in order to monitor and prevent illegal 
shipments of waste. Information relating to illegal 
shipments of waste are also reported to the 
Commission. 
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A.3.7.2 Croatia  

Table A - 55: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Shipments by Croatia 

Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Responsible 
institution(s) for 
data collection 

 In Croatia, the Ministry of Environment (MoE) is the 
Competent Authority under the WShipR and all 
statistical data is delivered to the Croatian 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  

 The EPA also is responsible for collecting data from 
other sources (e.g. waste importers and exporters, 
treatment facilities, etc.). Al the data is analysed by the 
EPA and the MoE before reporting it to the 
Commission.   

Sources of data 

 Movement documents are used to provide information 
on waste shipments according to notification 
procedures.  

 All importers and exporters report data annually to the 
Croatian EPA for waste on the “Green list”219. 

Data verification 

 

 No formal in-house process for data verification was 
mentioned. 

Use of Basel codes 
(A and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes 

 

 There are no correlation tables, but there is national 
legal act that presents rules on using waste codes from 
EWC and waste identification. This document includes 
some information on the use of Basel codes as well.  

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 The Inspections division within the MoE collects data 
and reports on all inspections on an annual basis. 

 

                                                      

 

219 Wastes, listed in Annex III of WShipR (non-hazardous, such as paper or plastics) or IIIA. 
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A.3.7.3 Lithuania  

Table A - 56: Main Steps of Reporting on Waste Shipments by Lithuania 

Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Responsible 
institution(s) for data 
collection 

 The Lithuanian EPA is responsible for all statistical data 
collection on waste shipments and is the Competent 
Authority under WShipR in Lithuania.  

 Data regarding waste shipments are collected in two 
main ways – via movement documents and based on 
information provided by waste importers/exporters 
(as well as by other companies dealing with waste 
shipments) to an electronic database (in case to report 
data on waste generation).  

 The EPA uses this data to report to the Commission on 
waste shipments.  

Sources of data 

 Movement documents are used to provide 
information on waste shipments according to 
notification procedures.  

 All importers and exporters report data annually to the 
Lithuanian EPA for waste on the “Green list”220. 

Data verification 

 

 Data is checked by the team at the EPA level. 

  Data on notifications of waste from movement 
documents is also cross-checked with reports provided 
by importers/exporters.  

 When requested by the MoE and the Commission, 
other cross-checks are also undertaken, particularly if 
there are any inconsistencies in the data.   

                                                      

 

220 Wastes, listed in Annex III of WShipR (non-hazardous, such as paper or plastics) or IIIA. 
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Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Use of Basel codes (A 
and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes  

 

 There is no national guidance on how to use the Basel 
codes and the EWC codes when filling in 
notifications/movement documents. 

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 Data on inspections and illegal shipments is collected 
from the regional waste management departments, 
which are responsible for all waste management 
activities, including illegal shipments.  

 In the instances where illegal shipments were 
recorded, the customs office is also involved. 
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A.3.7.4 Luxembourg 

Table A - 57: Main Steps for Reporting on Waste Shipments by Luxembourg 

Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Responsible 
institution(s) for data 
collection 

 Only one institution is responsible for waste shipments 
in Luxembourg and it is the Competent Authority 
under the WShipR i.e. the Administration de 
l'Environnement. It is responsible for reporting data on 
waste shipments to the Commission. 

Sources of data 
 Data on waste shipments originates from movement 

documents only. 

Data verification 

 

 No formal in-house process for data verification was 
mentioned. 

Use of Basel codes (A 
and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes 

 

  There are no national guidance documents on how to 
consider both sets of codes when filling in 
notifications/movement documents.  

 The notifier (i.e. the person who is responsible for the 
shipment) has the option of using the Basel and EWC 
codes when filling in the notification/moving 
documents, but it is up to the discretion of the 
individual.   

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 No data regarding inspections or illegal shipments 
have been reported to the Commission. This is because 
no checks and inspections for illegal shipments have 
been carried out in the past few years in Luxembourg. 
No explanation was provided on why that is.  
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A.3.7.5 Netherlands  

Table A - 58: Main Steps for Reporting on Waste Shipments by the 
Netherlands 

Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Responsible 
institution(s) for data 
collection 

 In the Netherlands, Rijkswaterstaat (a department of 
the Dutch Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment that is responsible for the design, 
construction, management and maintenance of the 
main infrastructure facilities in the Netherlands) is the 
Competent Authority and responsible for gathering 
and reviewing data on waste.  

 It is supported by the Dutch Statistical Bureau (CBS), 
which produces statistics on the different waste 
streams for the purposes of reporting under the 
WStatR and the OECD/Eurostat Joint Questionnaire.  

 Furthermore, the Ministry of Infrastructure and the 
Environment is responsible for reporting to the 
European Commission. In practice however these 
reports are compiled and often submitted by 
Rijkswaterstaat.  

Sources of data 

 For every target group relating to waste shipments (i.e. 
households, industry, farmers, companies, etc.) there 
are protocols on how to collect the data and how to 
analyse it.  

 Most of the data is collected from these sources via 
surveys and electronic registers.  

 Another main source of information on waste 
shipments are the notifications of shipments 
submitted to the Human Environment and Transport 
Inspectorate.  
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Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Data verification 

 

 Rijkswaterstaat and CBS are both responsible for 
verifying data before submitting it to the Commission. 

 All reports submitted to the European Commission are 
compiled using one central database, which is 
managed by Rijkswaterstaat. This database is also used 
to draft the report for the WStatR. 

Use of Basel codes (A 
and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes  

 

 There is no national guidance on how to consider both 
sets of codes when filling in notifications/movement 
documents. 

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 No data. 
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A.3.7.6 Sweden  

Table A - 59: Main Steps for Reporting on Waste Shipments by Sweden 

Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Responsible 
institution(s) for 
data collection 

 The Ministry of Environment is the Competent 
Authority for waste shipments in Sweden, responsible 
for reporting to the Commission under the WShipR. 

 The Swedish EPA is the main body responsible for 
reporting on an annual basis on the amount of 
notifiable waste shipments (i.e. the quantities of 
imports and exports of waste) to the Basel Secretariat 
and the EU Commission according to the Basel 
Convention and Regulation 1013/2006.  

Sources of data 

 Exporters (i.e. the notifier) and importers (i.e. the 
consignee or the recovery/disposal facility) of waste are 
required to report annually on each notification. 
Reporting on waste shipments to the Commission is 
based on this data.  The annual figures reported by 
exporters/importers on approved notifications for 
waste shipments are collected in an internal database 
used only by the Swedish EPA for the purposes of 
reporting.  

 There is also an electronic system under development 
for logging notifications and consents, called the Nordic 
TFS system. It is used mostly by Swedish exporters 
currently and it is also referred to when reporting on 
waste shipments.  

Data verification 

 

 Currently some checks do take place on certain annual 
reports submitted with the movement documents to 
identify any technical errors or irregularities and 
attempt to correct them. 

 The reporting is re-checked if any clarification questions 
are received from the Commission. 
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Reporting on Waste Shipments 

Use of Basel codes 
(A and B, Y) and 
European Waste 
Catalogue (EWC) 
codes  

 

 There is national guidance document on how to 
consider both sets of codes when filling in 
notifications/movement documents, but some guidance 
can be provided on a case-by-case basis if requested 
when issuing the notification. 

Inspections and 
illegal shipments 

 

 In Sweden the responsibility for monitoring illegal waste 
shipments (including ceased shipments) according to 
WShipR lies with five regional environmental authorities 
(referred to as County Administrative Boards i.e. 
Länsstyrelsen). These authorities work closely with the 
customs office and the police, as well as with the 
Swedish EPA. 

 Typically the customs office use their declaration 
system to select suspected containers and undertake 
physical inspections along with the regional authorities. 
The process is coordinated by the EPA. This process of 
inspections is particularly common in the south/middle 
part of Sweden. In the north it is more common for 
road inspection at the borders to be undertaken by the 
regional authority together with the customs office 
and/or the police. All this data is included in the reports 
submitted to the Commission.  
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A.4.0 Description of Commission Reporting 

Steps 

This section outlines the processes that set out to verify and validate the data submitted 
by Member States to the European Commission, before it can be published. The 
information has been drawn together using a combination of desk-based research 
(focusing primarily on the most recent validation reports prepared by the Commission 
for each relevant piece of legislation on waste, alongside the quality reports submitted 
by Member States), as well as direct communications with Eurostat in the form of short 
phone interviews. 

Section A.4.1 provides an overview of the main data verification and validation steps 
undertaken for each piece of waste legislation and Section A.4.2 explores these steps in 
more detail for each waste stream. Section A.4.3 outlines the data publication process at 
the EU level while A.4.4 describes how the Commission queries inaccuracies and 
uncertainties identified in the waste data reported. 

A.4.1 Overview of Verification, Validation and Publication 

Processes 

Validation processes typically consist of four overarching steps for the European 
Commission: 

 Undertake checks and cross-checks: The number of checks undertaken varies 
according to legislation, and might include checking for breaks in time-series, 
checking that recycling or reuse rates do not exceed what could be considered a 
reasonable level and checking for discrepancies in data submitted across 
different Member States. Section A.4.2 gives examples of the checks and cross-
checks undertaken for each piece of legislation. These are not exhaustive, and 
more comprehensive lists can be found in the respective validation reports.  

 Check quality reports / previous clarifications: Where issues are flagged during 
the checks and cross-checks, a review of the quality reports and previous 
clarification questions might be undertaken to assess whether they offer any 
explanation, prior to new questions being raised directly with the Member State.   

 Raise clarification questions:  If no explanation can be provided using existing 
sources of information, outstanding issues may be drafted into clarification 
questions and sent to Member States for further information.  

 Raise follow-up questions if needed: Where issues are not successfully closed, 
reminders may be sent out to Member States for further explanation or as a 
prompt to respond to an earlier question.  
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As demonstrated by Table A - 60, the validation processes across the waste legislation 
broadly follow these four steps. The process for the Waste Shipment Regulation is an 
exception to this rule. Here, quality reports are not assessed because Member States are 
not required to submit them. It is important to note that Table A - 60 only gives an 
overview of the overarching steps undertaken to validate the data. It does not, for 
example, provide an indication of the number or types of checks carried out, or the 
rigour in which they were applied.   

Furthermore, Member States’ submissions undergo some basic validation checks before 
they reach Eurostat. Known as ‘immediate checks’, they ensure that major errors are 
identified straight away. These immediate checks are built into the web forms used by 
Member States to submit data on the EDAMIS web-portal. 221 Because they are carried 
out at the level of the data provided, these checks cannot be used to compare 
information over time, across countries or across different data files. What they would 
be used for, for example, is to check that total figures are equal to the sum of their parts. 
These checks are applied to all pieces of legislation reviewed in this study with the 
exception of the Waste Shipment Regulation, yet again. Here, data is submitted in excel 
rather than web form format.  

Section A.4.3 describes the procedures undertaken by Eurostat to validate and analyse 
data before it is published and outlines the process of raising clarification questions with 
Member States in more detail.  

 

                                                      

 

221 Eurostat (2013) Manual on Waste Statistics - A handbook for data collection on waste generation and 
treatment, 2013, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/3859598/5926045/KS-RA-13-015-
EN.PDF/055ad62c-347b-4315-9faa-0a1ebcb1313e 
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Table A - 60: Data Verification and Validation Processes by Waste Legislation 

Legislation 
Undertake checks and 
cross-checks 

Check quality reports / 
previous clarification 

Raise clarification 
questions 

Raise follow-up 
questions if needed 

Immediate checks built 
into EDAMIS web-forms 

WEEE Directive     

ELV Directive     

Waste Statistics Regulation     

Waste Framework Directive & 
OECD/Eurostat Joint 
Questionnaire (now a web-form 
on EDAMIS)  

    

Batteries Directive     

Packaging Directive     

Waste Shipment Regulation  N/A222   N/A223

Note: Member States are not required to submit any data under the Landfill Directive, so the Landfill Directive has not been included.

                                                      

 

222 Member States are not required to submit quality reports for the Waste Shipment Regulation or Basel Convention.  
223 Member States submit data on waste shipments using excel spreadsheets rather than web-forms on EDAMIS.  
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A.4.2 Data Verification and Validation Processes 

A.4.2.1 Waste Framework Directive (2008/98/EC) and OECD/Eurostat 

Joint Questionnaire (now referred to as the Sustainable 

Development Indicator on Municipal Waste) 

Under the Waste Framework Directive (or ‘WFD’) Member States are required to report 
on household waste data (construction and demolition waste is not included in the 
scope for this study and has been excluded from the discussion). For each waste source, 
Member States are required to report on the state of preparation for reuse and 
recycling. Similarly to the aforementioned waste directives, data is submitted via the 
EDAMIS web forms and validated separately, with Member States also required to 
provide accompanying quality reports. 224,225  

Further to the data submitted under the WFD, Member States also report on the 
sustainable development indicator (SDI) on municipal waste, previously collected on the 
basis of an OECD/Eurostat joint questionnaire (JQ) until the adoption of the Regulation 
2150/2002/EC on Waste Statistics (WStatR) in 2004.226 A further quality report is 
submitted by Member States.227   

The validation processes undertaken by the European Commission are very similar 
across both reporting requirements and have therefore been discussed together below. 

1. Cross Checks  

The validation processes for data concerning the SDI on municipal waste consists mainly 
of cross-checks with the corresponding data collected under the WStatR. According to 
the validation reports, consistency and completeness checks are also carried out. These 
checks aim to identify gaps in the data and ensure that any sums add up (for example 
checking that totals are equal to the sum of their parts).  

For data submitted on household waste under the WFD, cross-checks are also 
undertaken against WStatR data, but also with the data reported on the SDI on 
municipal waste.  

                                                      

 

224 European Commission (2015) Compliance Reporting on Waste Framework Directive - Recycling and 
Recovery Rates for 2010 to 2013, Report on the Validation of Household Waste Data, December 2015 
225 European Commission (2015) Compliance Reporting on Waste Framework Directive – Material 
Recovery Rates for Construction & Demolition (C&D) Waste for 2012 and 2013, Report on Data Validation, 
2015 
226 European Commission (2004) Regulation (EC) No 2150/2002 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council of 25 November 2002 on Waste Statistics (Text with EEA relevance) 
227 European Commission (2016) Reporting on Sustainable Development Indicator of Municipal Waste 
2013 - Report on the Validation of Municipal Waste Data, January 2016 
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In all cases the quality reports are reviewed if there are any missing, unclear or 
inconsistent information. Examples of cross-checks for each waste type are provided 
below: 

Household Waste 

 Waste generation: Household waste data is reported under the WFD and the 
WStatR. For each Member State, the household waste generated on the basis of 
the WStatR data for the last two reference years is calculated and then compared 
to the WFD data on waste generation. Where the deviation is higher than pre-
defined thresholds, reported figures are subject to clarification requests sent to 
Member States to confirm the accuracy of the reporting.  

Municipal Waste 

 Breaks in time-series / coverage: As well as cross-checks with the WStatR, further 
checks are undertaken to identify breaks in the time-series and coverage of the 
data. The latter is based on an assessment of the quality reports and relates to 
the coverage in terms of waste types and sources. 

2. Clarification Requests  

On the basis of these checks, a list of clarification requests are drafted. Before these are 
sent to Member States, the quality reports they submitted are reviewed in case they can 
provide further insight into the potential errors. Where no satisfactory explanations can 
be found, requests for clarification are sent to Member States.  

A.4.2.2 Waste Statistics Regulation (No. 2150/2002) 

The Waste Statistics Regulation (or ‘WStatR’) requires all Member States to provide data 
to the European Commission on the generation and treatment of waste for all economic 
activities (according to NACE codes) for 51 waste categories. The reporting is done every 
two years and covers waste generated by households and waste arising from recovery 
and/or disposal operations. Member States are also required to report data on the 
number and capacities of waste management facilities. This data is provided to Eurostat 
in a web form submitted via the EDAMIS web-portal. As with the other pieces of 
legislation, Member States are also required to submit a quality report that provides a 
general description of the methodology, assumptions and estimates made with regards 
to the data they submit. 

The Waste Statistics Regulation Validation Report for the reference year 2012228 outlines 
the steps involved in the validation process followed by the European Commission, 
which is described below: 

                                                      

 

228 Eurostat (2015) Waste Statistics in depth Validation - Reference Year 2012, November 2015 
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1. Documentation, Preparation and Visual Checks 

As a first step, any available information that may help with the validation process is 
collected. This includes quality reports as well as Eurostat evaluations and validation 
reports from preceding years. In particular, the quality reports are screened to identify 
any changes to the methods of data collection, coverage problems and descriptions of 
applied classifications that might be relevant for the current reference year.    

Following this, visual checks are run on automatically generated graphs to understand 
the key characteristics of the data and as an initial ‘sense check’. For example, for waste 
generation, a graph is generated plotting the total amount of waste generated by a 
NACE sector between 2004 and 2012.   

2. Detection and Selection of Potential Issues  

A number of tests are subsequently run to identify any outliers in the data. These tests 
are categorised according to ‘inter-country checks’ and ‘cross-country comparisons’. 
Examples of each are given below.  

Inter-Country Checks 

 Comparison between the two most recent reference years to identify increases 
or decreases that might exceed what is considered a ‘reasonable’ level.  

 Checks on changes in treatment operations for given waste streams to identify 
any significant shifts in the way waste categories are treated across reference 
years. For example, if a given waste is treated mainly by disposal in once year but 
mainly recovery in another, a clarification question might be required to check 
whether this reporting is accurate.   

Cross-Country Comparisons  

 For each economic activity, box-and-whisker plots of implied waste production 
factors are generated. Any outliers from the plots can then be easily identified.   

 Tests are run to identify instances where Member States might have misclassified 
given waste streams. 

Outliers are then sorted according to their degree of importance of the outlier in the 
NACE sector or the treatment operation. This is done by dividing the waste generated or 
treated by the total waste generated in the sector or the total waste treated. A threshold 
of 5% is set to highlight outliers that represents a large proportion of that generated or 
treated. By way of an example, if an issue was identified for a type of waste that 
represented over 5% of the total waste generated in a given sector, then a clarification 
question would be raised. The exception to this is where an outlier is identified because 
a value is too low.  

3. Drafting Requests for Clarification 

Before a clarification questions is raised with the Member State, the documentation 
identified in the first step is checked to see if further clarification can be offered. If no 
satisfactory explanation is provided, any outstanding issues form part of clarification 
requests and are sent to Member States.  
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4. Assessment of Member States Replies, Documentation and Follow-up 

Finally, Member States responses are reviewed and documented. Follow-up questions 
are asked where responses require further explanation. If sufficient explanations are 
provided and/or data is revised to remove any inconsistencies, the raised issues are 
closed.  

A.4.2.3 Packaging Directive (94/62/EC) 

Member States, in accordance with Commission Decision 2005/270/EC229, are required 
to submit data on the following areas of packaging and packaging waste:  

 Packaging waste generated; 

 Material recycling; 

 Other forms of recycling; 

 Energy recovery; 

 Other forms of recovery; 

 Incineration with energy recovery; and 

 Information on imports and exports.  

Member States submit this information using a web form via the EDAMIS web-portal, 
and complete a quality report alongside it, as is the case with all other waste legislation.   

The Validation Report for packaging and packaging waste for the year 2013230 outlines 
the steps by which the packaging data is validated by the European Commission, which 
are summarised below: 

1. Identification of Missing or Empty Obligatory Cells 

The web forms submitted by Member States are checked to identify any cells that were 
not completed. If no satisfactory explanation is provided for these missing values in the 
quality report, then clarification requests may be sent to the Member States to better 
understand the reason for their omission.  

2. Time-Series Check 

The second activity consists of checks to identify any breaks in time-series. Consistent 
with the interest in Member States’ ability to comply with the targets set by the 
Directive, these checks focus on two key figures: the ‘development of packaging waste 
generated in tonnes’ and the ‘development of recycling and recovery rates for packaging 

                                                      

 

229 (2005) Commission Decision 2005/270/EC of 22 March 2005 Establishing the Formats Relating to the 
Database System Pursuant to Directive 94/62/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on 
Packaging and Packaging Waste (OJ L 86/6 of 5.4.2005) 
230 European Commission (2016) Validation Report on Data on Packaging and Packaging Waste for the 
Reference Year 2013, January 2016 
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waste’. Clarification requests are sent to Member States where breaks in time-series are 
identified.  

3. Evaluation of Packaging Quality Reports 

The validation report does not provide any information related to this third step, 
however it would be reasonable to assume that it involves a review of the quality 
reports, as is the case with all other waste directives. The review will be used to assess 
whether the quality reports offer any explanations on any errors or inconsistencies prior 
to clarification requests being sent to Member States.  

A.4.2.4 End-of-Life Vehicle Directive (2000/53/EC)  

The Commission Decision 2005/293/EC231 requires Member States to provide 
information on the materials reused, recycled, recovered and disposed of from the de-
pollution, dismantling and (post)-shredding operations of ELVS, as well as the amount of 
ELVs exported. This data is provided to Eurostat in a web form submitted via the EDAMIS 
web-portal. Member States are also required to submit a quality report that provides an 
appropriate description of the data used, information on the assumptions used and 
details of the national vehicle market. 

The ELV Validation Report for the reference year 2013232 outlines a nine step validation 
process followed by the European Commission that is discussed below. As many of the 
steps are similar, this has been reduced to five steps for the sake of brevity below:  

1. Identification of Missing or Empty Obligatory Cells 

The first step in the validation process involves making an assessment of the number of 
cells that were left empty by Member States. In these instances, clarification requests 
might be sent to Member States to understand why this is the case.  

2. Balances Check 

Several entries in the web forms are equivalent to the sum of other entries. Since 2010, 
the web forms automatically inform Member States if these cells do not match up (as 
discussed in Section A.4.1). 

3. Manual Checks and Cross-Checks  

Following the automatic checks by the web-forms, the European Commission conducts a 
number of manual data checks. Some examples of such checks are:  

                                                      

 

231 (2005) Commission Decision of 1 April 2015, Laying down Detailed Rules on the Monitoring of the 
Reuse/Recovery and Reuse/Recycling Targets Set Out in Directive 2000/53/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on End-of-Life Vehicles 
232 European Commission (2015) Validation Report on Data on ELV Recycling and Recovery for the 
Reference Year 2013, December 2015 
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 Checking that all entries are submitted in the correct unit and correct order of 
magnitude. For example, 1,000 tonnes instead of tonnes.   

 Checking for any time-series breaks. This includes checks for the total number of 
ELVs, the specific weight of ELVs, reuse as a percent of waste generated, disposal 
as a percent of waste generated, total amount of recycling and recovery as well 
as ‘other observations’ on time-series data.  

 Plausibility checks of the composition of shredder outputs and other material 
flows to assess whether reported figures match expectations.   

Where required, clarification questions are sent to Member States at any stage in the 
process.  

4. Check of Previous Clarification Requests and Related Answers 

Any clarifications requests issued for previous reference years and the corresponding 
answers are also checked to see if they can provide any insights or to identify if there are 
any outstanding issues that have yet to be closed. Where necessary (e.g. if the Member 
State has not responded or offered a satisfactory response), the questions are repeated.  

5. Review of Methodology 

The final step includes a review of each Member States’ quality report that they submit 
to the Commission on an annual basis. This involves examining the ‘descriptions of data 
used’ to better understand the derivations of the figures submitted in the web forms and 
ensure that the guidance document issued by the Commission is used adequately.  

A.4.2.5 WEEE Directive (2002/96/EC) 

Under the WEEE Directive Member States are required to report information on WEEE in 
accordance with the requirements of Commission Decision 2005/369/EC. 233 This 
includes data on the amount of WEEE put on the market, collected from private 
households, collected from ‘other than private households’, treated (including WEEE 
treated abroad), recovered, and reused and recycled. This data is provided to Eurostat in 
a web form submitted via the EDAMIS web-portal. Member States are also required to 
submit a quality report that describes how the data have been compiled, and an 
explanation of the methodology used. 

The WEEE Validation Report for the reference year 2013234 outlines the following 
processes according to which the data is validated by the European Commission prior to 
publication:    

                                                      

 

233 (2005) Commission Decision of 3 May 2005 laying down rules for monitoring compliance of Member 
States and establishing data formats for the purposes of Directive 2002/96/EC of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on waste electrical and electronic equipment 
234 European Commission (2015) Validation Report on Data on WEEE for the Reference Year 2013, 2015 
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1. First Rapid Assessment  

The validation process is initiated through a ‘first rapid assessment’. This includes 
recommendations on which data is ready for publication and which data needs to be 
flagged for further clarification. 235  The latter might include provisional data provided by 
Member States, or data that has not been substantiated with a methodology.  

2. Inconsistencies Check 

Further to the first rapid assessment, the data is evaluated for inconsistencies. The 
Validation Report for 2013 lists a number of checks that are made to evaluate 
inconsistencies. Examples of these include:   

 Check if the recycling and reuse rates exceed a “reasonable level” (> 95%);  

 Check time-series for the Member States and investigate breaks in series; and 

 Check for deviations between total waste per treatment operation as reported by 
the country and as calculated for the validation. 

3. Clarification Requests to Member States  

If any data submitted required further clarification, then clarification requests are 
drafted and sent to Member States.  

4. Assessment of Member States Responses and Follow-up  

If Member States provide satisfactory responses to clarification requests and/or revise 
the data so that there are no remaining inconsistencies, the issues identified are 
successfully closed. For those Member States which fail to respond to clarification 
requests within the allowable time, reminders are sent out. Furthermore, additional 
questions may be sent to those Member States that submitted data late.  

In some cases where some of the issues identified require special attention, follow-up 
activities may be required by the European Commission beyond prompting Member 
States to revise data. For example the European Commission may issue revised guidance 
or a communication with DG Environment, as indicated in the Validation Report for 
2013. 

A.4.2.6 Batteries Directive (2006/66/EC)  

The reporting obligations under the Batteries Directive require Member States to submit 
a variety of data to assess the extent to which targets for the collection and recycling 
targets for portable batteries and accumulators have been achieved. This includes data 

                                                      

 

235 Flags are codes added to the data and defining a specific characteristic. 
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on: sales and collection, recycling ‘input’ and ‘output’ fractions236, recycling efficiencies 
(i.e. recycling rates) and rates of recycled content for new batteries and accumulators. 
The data is also submitted in a web form via the EDAMIS web-portal along with a quality 
report detailing how it was compiled.  

The steps by which this data as defined by the Validation Report for the reference year 
2014237 are validated by the European Commission are outlined below: 

1. Inconsistencies Check 

The first step of the validation process involves checking Member States’ submissions for 
inconsistencies, and therefore potential errors. This might include instances where totals 
are less than the sum of their parts. For example, if the sum of ‘Lead-Acid Batteries’, ‘Ni-
Cd Batteries’ and ‘Other Batteries’ is higher than the total of ‘Portable Batteries and 
Accumulators’. Another example might be if an improbable recycling rate (e.g. 100%) is 
reported.  

Where Member States have failed to submit data for a particular area and have left the 
input cell blank, this is also flagged as a potential error.   

2. Identification of Potential Errors  

Where inconsistencies and possible errors have been identified, the quality reports 
submitted by Member States are checked to see if any further clarification can be 
provided.  

3. Clarification Requests to Member States  

If the quality report does not provide a satisfactory explanation for the inconsistency or 
suggests that an error has been made, then a clarification request is drafted and sent to 
the Member State. 

4. Assessment of Member States Responses  

The Member State responses to the clarification request should subsequently help to 
resolve any issues identified. It is understood that additional follow-up questions may 
also be asked if the responses provided by Member States are not considered to offer 
sufficient explanation.   

A.4.2.7 Waste Shipment Regulation (No. 1013/2006)  

Pursuant to Article 51 (1) and (2) of the Waste Shipment Regulation - which transposes 
the Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes 

                                                      

 

236 ‘Input fraction’ means the mass of collected waste batteries and accumulators entering the recycling 

process. ‘Output fraction’ means the mass of materials that are produced from the input fraction as a 
result of the recycling process.  

237 European Commission (2015) Validation Report on Data on Batteries and Accumulators for the 
Reference Year 2014, 2015 
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and their Disposal into EU law - Member States are required to complete and submit two 
implementation questionnaires on an annual basis. One is in relation to the Basel 
Convention and one is in relation to the Waste Shipment Regulation. The principal focus 
of these questionnaires is to assess the extent to which the legislation has been 
implemented in Member States. 

Part IIA of the Basel Convention Implementation Questionnaire requires Member States 
to submit data on the export/import of hazardous wastes and other wastes and on the 
generation of hazardous wastes and other wastes. This data is submitted via the EDAMIS 
web-portal. Unlike for other legislation, it is submitted in the format of an excel 
spreadsheet rather than a web form. Although other data is provided in these 
questionnaires (including information pertaining to any illegal shipments of waste and 
disposals that did not processed as intended), this is not validated by Eurostat and 
therefore not under the scope of this study. Member States are not required to submit 
quality reports for the Waste Shipment Regulation or Basel Convention.  

The General Quality Report for the reference year 2013238 outlines five different types of 
quality check that are undertaken by the European Commission in relation to the data 
submitted by Member States in response to Part IIA of the Basel Convention 
Implementation Questionnaire. These are as follows: 

1. Significant Changes between the Reported Datasets and the Previously 
Reported Datasets 

A series of automatic excel checks are run in order to identify any major annual changes 
in the parameters reported for the waste streams. For these checks, the criteria for an 
acceptable relative change is set to 50% and an absolute change at 5kg/capita. If both 
these criteria are exceeded, the report is highlighted for a manual check. 

2. Possible Conflicts with the Transboundary Waste Shipment Regulation  

A second series of checks identifies any potentially illegal exports of hazardous wastes, 
or illegal exports of hazardous wastes for disposal to Non-OECD Non-EFTA and/or Non-
EU countries. If any cases are identified, clarification requests are sent to Member States 
to determine whether the exports have been correctly reported.  

3. Consistency of Reported Y Codes and the European List of Waste Codes 

Member States, where possible, are asked to report on imports and exports of 
hazardous waste according to both Y-codes239 and European Waste List codes (LoW), 
also known as EWC codes. Checks are run to detect instances where these codes are 
used inconsistently, such as where waste is reported as hazardous under the Y-codes but 

                                                      

 

238 European Commission (2015) General Quality Report about the 2013 Data on Transboundary 
Shipments of Waste (Part IIA) Reported by Member States according to Article 51 in Regulation 
1013/2006, November 2015 
239 Y-codes are used under the Basel Convention to compile waste shipment data. 
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is reported with a non-hazardous LoW code. Where this occurs, Member States are 
asked to clarify whether the waste is hazardous or non-hazardous. 

4. Consistency with Reports from other Member States 

Furthermore, cross-checks are carried out to identify differences between data reported 
by importing and exporting countries. For example, one Member State may report a 
larger quantity of waste exported than what has been reported as the corresponding 
quantity of waste imported in another country. This is a common occurrence, and 
through this check it is possible to identify issues and help Member States to improve 
their reporting. 

5. General comments  

General comments relate to any issues that are not dealt with by the aforementioned 
four steps. This might include instances where the LoW codes are not used or where a 
destination country is not stated. 

A.4.3 Data Publication Processes 

Once data has been validated, Eurostat has sole responsibility for publishing this data 
online through its Dissemination Database. In some instances – where Member States 
do not respond to a clarification question or their explanation is unsatisfactory – it is not 
possible to validate data. This presents Eurostat with two options:  

1) Publish the data with a flag. Flags are codes which define a specific 
characteristic. For example, assigning the ‘p’ flag to data means that it is 
provisional, whilst the ‘u’ flag means that it is unreliable. Eurostat tries to keep 
the amount of data published with flags to a minimum through the use of 
clarification questions.   

2) Do not publish the data. In instances where there are considered to be 
significant issues with the data - and it is felt that this will have a considerable 
bearing on their accuracy - then it might not be published at all. 

It is understood that this approach is applied consistently across waste legislation. 

A.4.4 Approach to Clarification Questions 

The use of clarification questions – and follow-up questions where necessary – is applied 
across the legislation, as shown in Table A - 60. These can be time-consuming to draft so 
Eurostat tries to keep the number of questions raised to a minimum. Generally speaking, 
no more than two clarification questions are raised with each Member State for one 
particular issue. However it is understood that there is nothing precluding further 
questions from being raised if it is considered absolutely necessary to do so. Where a 
Member State does not respond to a clarification question, the question is raised again 
in the following reporting cycle (i.e. in the following reporting year for all legislation 
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except for the WStatR, where reporting occurs every two years). This approach is applied 
across all legislation. 

In recognition of its complicated reporting process, Eurostat has worked closely with 
Member States to develop a set of validation rules that they should adhere to when 
submitting data on a range of directives. This includes a document on the general 
concepts of validation handling in EDAMIS-web-forms240, as well as rules for validation d 
checking specific to certain pieces of legislation, such as the ELV Directive241, the 
Packaging and Packaging Waste Directive242, the WEEE Directive243, the WFD244 and the 
WStatR245. These were prepared in consultation with Member States with a view to 
reducing the number of clarification questions required and the administrative burden 
associated with drafting and responding to them.

                                                      

 

240 Eurostat General Concepts of Validation Handling in EDAMIS-WEBFORMS, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Webforms-Validation.pdf 
241 Eurostat Applied Rules for Validation and Checking in the WEBFORMS on Reporting on End of Life 
Vehicles, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Validation-Rules-for-End-of-Life-
Vehicles.pdf 
242 Eurostat Applied Rules for Validation and Checking in the WEBFORMS on Reporting on Packaging and 
Packaging Waste, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/Validation-Rules-for-
PACKaging.pdf 
243 Eurostat Applied Rules for Validation and Checking in the WEBFORMS on Reporting on WEEE, 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/351811/WEEE.pdf/f2a02c1f-fb47-44a2-9eea-
1da7a2d5016c 
244 Eurostat Applied Rules for validation and Checking in the WEBFORMS on Reporting Under the Waste 
Framework Directive, http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/342366/342452/Rules-validation-
WFD.PNG 
245 European Commission (2014) Validation of Waste Statistics - The Way Forward, April 2014, 
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/0e028210-46c6-4137-b123-
f4cdba591f31/3.2%20Validation%20of%20Waste%20Statistics%20-%20the%20way%20forward_rev.pdf 
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