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Introduction 
The collection of portable primary and rechargeable batteries in Europe is mandated by Directive 2006/66/EC which 
requires Member States to achieve a collection rate of 25% in 2012 and 45% in 2016. 

 

The European portable power industry commissioned consultants Perchards/Sagis to carry out a study investigating and 
advising on the achievement of mandatory collection rates for portable primary and rechargeable batteries in EU Member 
States, plus Norway and Switzerland. 

 

The industry intends to use the study as a basis for dialogue with the European Commission, Member State Governments, 
their agencies and other stakeholders to highlight the limitations of the current regulations and practices as a basis for 
suggestions improvements. 

 

Methodology 
¢ƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅΩǎ Ŧindings rely on primary research of publications by collection organisations (notably annual reports) and 
national authorities, supported by questionnaires and interviews with representatives from these organisations from May-
12 to Aug-13.  The consultants have attempted to explain the stated collection rates quantitatively by collecting hundreds 
of data points for each country and trying to identify correlations between them.  This has proven challenging for several 
reasons:  A) The sheer magnitude of variables with multiple interdependencies.   B) Incomplete and incomparable historical 
data. (Prior to Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC there were no requirements at EU level to report on portable batteries, and if 
data were collected they were based on varying definitions).  C) Diverging national terminology for key parameters of the 
schemes and organisations, such as collection sources. D) The on-going changes in national legislation and fast 
development of scheme implementation as a result of the short time since the transposition of the Directive.   

 

Data sources and accuracy  
Accuracy of portable battery collection rates in this report:  In the absence of the official collection rates that may be 
adjusted by statistically significant estimates1, the collection rates used in this report are calculated using unadjusted POM 
and collection volume data released by member states and / or organisations.  Where 2012 data are not available, 2011 
data or estimates based on earlier years or partial data from organisations are used.   

Per capita volume data: To allow for meaningful cross-country comparisons, it is necessary to use battery collection and 
POM data on a per capita basis.  For consistency, this report only uses EUROSTAT population data to arrive at per capita 
volumes. Battery organisations and national authorities often use other data sources or data from a single base year. Thus 
per capita data in this report may vary slightly from those released nationally.   

Sources for WEEE data: Eurostat EEE and WEEE data (2006 to 2010) are used for comparison purposes. (Eurostat has no 
data on POM of batteries. As regards batteries collection, there is one dataset for waste from all batteries 2004 to 2010 
without breakdown into portables.) 
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1  Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC requires member states to calculate the collection rate for the first time for the calendar year 2011 

and report results of the four-year period 27 September 2008 to 26 September 2012 to the Commission by 26 June 2013.  
Commission Decision 2008/763/EC allows Member States to base their calculation of battery sales (POM, placed on the market) 
ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻƴ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ Řŀǘŀ ƻǊ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŘŀǘŀΩΦ  CƻǊ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ Ƴŀȅ 
have a significant impact on the official collection rates, especially in those that did not have POM reporting procedures for batteries 
in EEE in place throughout the period 2009-2012 and those with high uncertainty about the reported collection volumes.     
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Terminology  
ΨSchemeΩ  is used to refer to the overarching regime in view of the parties responsible for the management 

(consumer awareness, collection and treatment) of waste portable batteries. 

 

Ψ{ŎƘŜƳŜ ƳƻŘŜƭsΩ can be distinguished by the parties held financially and/or organisationally responsible for waste 
battery management. For the purpose of this study, the following main scheme models are identified:  
ΨState fund modelΩ, a ΨSingle organisation modelΩ (also Ψ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ) and a 
ΨCompeting organisations ƳƻŘŜƭΩΦ  

 

ΨOrganisationΩ   is used to refer to entities engaged in coordinating waste battery management and involved in 
assisting to fulfil producer responsibility obligations. Subject to the national context, ΨorganisationsΩ 
may be referred to as ΨŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΩΣ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΩΣ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩΣ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΩ ƻǊ ΨŀǇǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǿŀǎǘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊǎΩ which may be subject to licensing or 
approval requirements, restriction on their ownership, profit objective and business activities, etc. 

  

ΨPOMΩ ƻǊ Ψth¢aΩ  ΨPlaced On the MarketΩ refers to sales volumes of portable batteries that producers are obligated to 
report. 

 

Ψ/ƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜΩ  refers to the use of the calculation methodology of Directive 2006/66/EC which divides the collection 
volume in the current year by the average weight placed on market in current and two preceding 
years.  If, due to unavailability of 3 years of POM data, only the current year POM is used, the text 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ΨŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ƻƴ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ȅŜŀǊ ōŀǎƛǎΩΦ  

 

ΨBatteries DirectiveΩ  refers to Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC. 
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SUMMARY  

2012 collection target expected to be largely achieved 
On the basis of data available for this study, producers and importers reported having placed on the market in the EEA area, 
plus Switzerland, close to 230,000 tonnes of portable batteries in 2011, while around 72,000 tonnes of waste portable 
batteries were reported as collected. This corresponds to a collection rate on a current year basis of around 32%.  Based on 
partially available data, a collection rate of 35% can be expected for 2012.   

 

Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC requires the 29 EEA member countries2 to achieve minimum collection rates for portable 
batteries of 25% in 2012 and 45% in 2016. Available data suggest that only 3 EEA members are likely to report having 
missed the 25% collection target in 2012. These are Cyprus, Malta and Romania (whose schemes started only in 2012).   

 

 

 

  

                                                                 
2  30 countries are signatories to the European Economic Area (EEA) agreement. However, EEA member Liechtenstein is part of the 

Swiss customs territory and as such subject to a large part of Swiss legislation, including waste legislation, and the Swiss producer 
responsibility organisations operate on its territory.  Switzerland is not a member of either the EU or the EEA and thus under no 
obligation to follow EU policy.  Switzerland has nevertheless adopted broadly similar rules on batteries as the EU and is included in 
this study for the sake of completeness.  Croatia only joined the EU on 1 July 2013 and is covered in this study in the section on EU 
candidates and neighbouring countries.   
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Concerns about the collection rate as measure of scheme performance 
¢ƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ς the availability of collection networks for all portable batteries - has been or is in the 
process of being implemented in all member states.  However, the battery volumes used in the calculation of the collection 
rate in several countries raise concerns about the relevance of the collection rate as a measure of scheme performance:  

 

¶ Collection volumes in some countries appear to be inflated due to shortcominƎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΩ 
battery. This is manifested in a disproportionate amount of lead batteries in waste portable battery collection 
volumes - up to 4 times the amount of portable lead batteries placed on the market:  For example, eliminating 
these volumes ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ нлмм ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ ор҈ ǘƻ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ нр҈ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ нлмн 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.   
 

¶ Batteries not becoming waste in the country in which they were placed on the market:  Analyses in Belgium and 
the Netherlands suggest that less than 60% of portable batteries placed on the market actually become available 
for collection in these countries. This is probably due to rechargeable portable batteries (up to 40% of portable 
batteries POM) placed on the market in EEE3 that are exported in second hand or refurbished EEE before the EEE 
becomes waste, ΨǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ²999 ŦƭƻǿǎΩ (WEEE being illegally exported or treated but not reported) and WEEE 
containing batteries being shredded without prior removal of the batteries. 
 

¶ Uncertainty about POM volumes: Differences in per capita POM volumes of portable batteries in countries with 
similar consumption patterns are probably due to varying interpretations of the term ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΩ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ 
overriding battery legislation whose battery scope is based on customs tariff codes. 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.  
 

Options to improve distinction between portable and industrial batteries 
The biggest challenge in ensuring the relevance of the reported collection rates is improving the distinguishability of 
portable and industrial batteries. Some member states have long used varying criteria for facilitating the identification of 
portable batteries. To avoid distortion of competition within the Community, the clarification of the term portable battery 
would ideally be provided at EU level.  Any solution should take into account the limited feasibility of strict enforcement 
due to lower value and exposure of the waste batteries market when compared with other waste streams.  

 

Option A1: Excluding lead batteries from the calculation methodology of the collection rate:  Lead batteries contribute 0% 
- 3% of portable batteries POM in most countries (DK, GR, FR, DE, PL) but reach up to 15% in some (CZ, UK).  Lead batteries 
are the main cause of uncertainty regarding the current collection rates. Their exclusion is unlikely to lead to improper 
disposal due to their positive material value.  

  

Option A2Υ  /ƭŀǊƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅΩ:  To harmonise national interpretations of the ǘŜǊƳ Ψportable batteryΩ 
and to enable producers and collectors to distinguish between portable and industrial batteries consistently, the present 
definition could be complemented by a weight criterion, as is done in some countries4.  Furthermore, the term ΨŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎ 
ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ŘŜŦƛƴition should be clarified. 

 

Option A3:  Requiring recycling efficiencies to be reported separately for each battery type (e.g. for portable batteries) 
would allow reported collection rates to be verified by assessing the plausibility of the return rates of each of the three 
chemistries (lead, nickel cadmium, all other).  

                                                                 
3  Of which 80-90% are incorporated into EEE. 
4  Stibat (NL): portable battery < 1 kg; AFIS (GR) < 1.5 kg; Ecobatterien (LU) < 2 kg. In August 2013, UK authorities proposed a 3 kg 

threshold which is estimated to reduce overall POM by 12%. 
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Options to improve the relevance of the collection rate as a measure of scheme performance    
The following options could further contribute to the collection rate providing a more realistic assessment of the 
performance of a portable battery collection scheme: 

 

Option B1Υ wŜǇƭŀŎƛƴƎ tha ǿƛǘƘ ǿŀǎǘŜ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ ΨŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ when calculating the collection rate. A 
methodological framework would need to be established for all member states to allow for a consistent identification of 
battery flows that are currently not accounted for (such as volumes of batteries that leave or enter a country in used or 
refurbished EEE or WEEE, that are treated with unreported WEEE) and the delayed waste generation effects due battery 
and EEE market trends. 

 

Option B2: Variations of POM base years and current year collection volumes: By the time the 45% target will be effective 
in 2016, all countries will have fairly accurate and consistent POM data available for the past 5-6 years. To account for the 
trend towards rechargeable batteries with longer lifetimes, the POM base for later years could use 6 year POM averages to 
more accurately reflect the expiry of batteries.   

 

Options to reduce administrative burdens and avoid distortions  
Option C1: Excluding batteries in (W)EEE from the calculation of the collection rate:  Batteries in EEE are typically disposed 
of in WEEE and thus do not find their way into the collection points for separate batteries5. Excluding batteries in (W)EEE 
from the calculation methodology would  

a) remove key distorting waste battery flows (ex-, import of batteries in used EEE, WEEE)  
b) reduce administrative burden, in particular also for SMEs and producers of B2B EEE 
c) avoid double charging (EEE producers in most countries pay the same battery fees as producers of separately sold 

batteries. When integrated batteries are disposed of in WEEE, EEE producers finance two collection networks6)  
d) prevent two collection targets from being applied to parts of one and the same end-of-life product.     

 

Option C2: Exempting small battery producers from reporting and financing obligations would reduce the administrative 
burden on SMEs as well as battery organisations themselves. 2/3 of battery producers and importers contribute 1% - 2% of 
POM, respectively the revenue of battery organisations7. The impact on ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΩ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
would have to be investigated.  

 

Battery collection scheme models and model transitions in the countries 
Waste portable batteries have an overall negative economic value. Thus policy intervention is required to ensure schemes 
are set up to collect and treat waste portable batteries separately from other wastes.  Beyond requiring producers to 
finance the net cost of collection and treatment of waste portable batteries, the Batteries Directive leaves it to each 
member state to choose the operators and set the operating parameters of the battery schemes.   

 

Three main scheme ΨmodelsΩ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ Ŏŀƴ be distinguished8:   

¶ a Ψǎingle organisation ƳƻŘŜƭΩΣ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǎŜǾŜƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ό.9Σ /¸Σ DwΣ [¦Σ b[Σ bhΣ /IύΣ  
¶ ŀ ΨǎǘŀǘŜ ŦǳƴŘ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘǿƻ όL/Σ a¢ύ ŀƴŘ  
¶ ŀ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ organisationǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ нм ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΦ   

 

                                                                 
5  The weight effect of replacement batteries on the two collection networks is neutral:  If a battery in EEE is replaced and disposed of 

in the battery collection network before the EEE expires, the separately purchased replacement battery will be disposed of with the 
WEEE and add to the WEEE collection. 

6  In this option, the obligation to finance the treatment of integrated batteries would need to be shifted to the EEE producer. 
7  In the UK 67% of the over 1,500 registered portable battery producers in the UK contribute less than 1% of POM. 
8  Note: When the Batteries Directive was published in 2006, 21 countries had a variety of different national collection schemes. The 

transitions between models triggered by the transposition of the Directive have been complex notably due to the Batteries 
5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ 999Φ 



STUDY FOR EPBA ON WASTE PORTABLE BATTERIES COLLECTION RATES 

SUMMARY 

 8 

Detailed requirements, not the model, determine scheme effectiveness  
Available data suggest that any of the main collection scheme models can achieve high collection rates.  Therefore detailed 
requirements on organisations, retailers and municipalities need to be investigated to identify drivers of scheme 
performance. Here the main conclusions:  

 

¶ Single organisations appear to outperform other models in terms of awareness creation. This may be due to 
higher communications spending9, but also to a nationwide consistency of communication and collection 
ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜǎ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΩ ǊŜŎŀƭƭ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΦ  
 

¶ When minimum awareness creation measures are legally required from organisations (BG, DK, EE, HU, LV, LT, PT), 
these tend to be more effective when quantifiable (e.g. minimum spending).    

 

¶ The effectiveness of the retailŜǊǎΩ ǘŀƪŜ-back obligation is driven by additional parameters such as whether or not 
organisations provide retailers with collection containers (an important element of awareness creation); whether 
or not rŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜǘǳǊƴ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǇƻƛƴǘǎΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŀǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎΩ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
provide information about the presence of collection points10.    
 

¶ There is a notable correlation between a take-back obligation for municipalities and the collection rate achieved. 
In nine countries (AT, BG, GR, IE, IC, LU, PT, SK, SI), municipalities are (or can be) held responsible for collection in 
addition to retailers11.  
 

¶ The collection rates in the two countries (DK, SE) which hold municipalities solely responsible for providing 
ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ όǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘύ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ Ψalternative existing schemesΩ Ŏŀƴ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ 
levels of collection12.   
 

¶ Requirements on competing organisations to ensure coordination of collection networks appear to be more 
effective than coverage requirements for each organisation (e.g. minimum number of collection points).  
 

¶ The presence of higher13 or interim collection targets on organisations creates an urgency to take action, especially 
when backed up by automatically enforced fiscal instruments (eco-taxes, fees).   
 

Mitigating challenges of the competition model 
TƘŜ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ organisationǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ faces a systemic challenge in implementing the two key success factors of waste 
portable battery collection:  to provide nationwide sufficient conveniently-situated waste battery collection points14 and to 
shape end-user behaviour through consistent awareness measures to dispose of waste batteries correctly.   

 

To mitigate this challenge, the 21 countries using the ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ organisationǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ limit competition through licensing 
requirements (which usually involve the approval of an operational plan) or other measures. The following interventions 
can be identified: 

 

¶ The obligation to operate the portable battery collection network is placed on municipalities (DK, SE), while 
competing organisations provide financing only.  
 

                                                                 
9  Financing aspects are not within the scope of this study 
10  The effect of exemptions of small retailers in four countries (CZ, EE, PL, UK) was not assessed 
11  A take-back obligation usually means that organisations do not compensate the obligated party for collection. 
12  !ǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴ !ǊǘƛŎƭŜ уΦмόōύΦ Lƴ {9Σ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŜǘ ƛƴ нлмн ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǘƘŜ ср҈ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΦ 
13  10 countries (BE, FR, DE, HU, LV, LT, NO, PL, PT, ES, SE) set earlier or higher collection targets. 
14  At the end of 2012 the average collection point density in 26 countries from which data are known or can be based on substantiated 

estimates was one collection point per 690 residents (or 1.7 collection points per 1,000 residents). 
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¶ Approval to operate the waste battery collection network is granted to only one organisation, while all 
organisations provide financing (FI).  
 

¶ The number of organisations is limited to two (FR) or organisations are assigned different geographic regions (IE). 
 

¶ Legislation designates one organisation as the main organisation but allows competing organisations15 to operate 
under largely the same requirements (DE).  
 

¶ Organisations are required to jƻƛƴ ŀ ΨŎƻƻǊŘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŎŜƴǘǊŜΩ to ensure nationwide coordination (AT, IT) through 
framework agreements with associations representing municipalities. 
 

¶ Fiscal instruments (eco-fees, taxes) are applied so organisations can be fined for under-achievement of the 
collection target (BG, HU, LV, LT, PL, SK), but central coordination between organisations is not stipulated. 
 

¶ In the remaining 7 countries with ŀ ΨŎƻƳǇŜǘƛƴƎ organisationǎ ƳƻŘŜƭΩ, approved organisations compete without 
central coordination or fiscal enforcement instruments (CZ, EE, ES, PT, RO, SI, UK). 

 

Conclusions about scheme performance 
Lƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǊƻƭƭƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ ƻǊ ŜȄǇŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ Ƙŀǎ ǎƭƻwed before 
optimal coverage was reached, three market conditions can be identified: a malfunctioning market, a distorted market and 
an un-accelerated market (stagnant collection volumes). All three can occur in one country to varying degrees. 

 

Improved distinguishability of portable batteries would largely remove the causes of malfunctioning and distorted markets. 
Challenges regarding stagnant or un-accelerated markets require introduction or fine-tuning of obligations on actors in the 
national collection scheme.  In line with the principle of subsidiarity, such measures should be addressed at national level. 

 

45% target in 2016 remains a challenge 
An EPB! Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǇŜǊ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ нллр ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ нр҈ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ΨŀƳōƛǘƛƻǳǎ ōǳǘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŀōƭŜΩ. 
However, EPBA raised concerns about the achievability of the 45% target set for 2016.  Despite data suggesting that at least 
seven countries already exceeded the 45% collection target in 2012 and encouraging increases of collection volumes in 
otƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ 9t.!Ωǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǾŀƭƛŘΥ  Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ŘƻȊŜƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ achieve the 2016 
collection target ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΩ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ŀǇǇƭƛŜŘ during POM and collection and between Member States.   

 

As such, achievement of the 2016 collection rate will depend as much on the measures put in place to clarify the definition 
ƻŦ ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΩ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ŀǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΦ   

 

The following options could be taken in view of improving the collection rate by 2016 in some countries and to reflect 
specific national conditions: 

 

Option D1: Encouraging post collection sorting of unsorted MSW (municipal solid waste) with a view to increasing the 
collection rate of recyclables, including batteries, can be an alternative to raising consumer awareness in countries where it 
is very low or so high that additional investments in consumer awareness do not raise the collection rate. 

 

Option D2: Applying derogated targets to at least the 10 member states that are subject to derogations under WEEE 
Directive 2012/19/EU16.  It appears likely that most of these, as well as others including Cyprus, Estonia, Portugal, Spain and 
the UK, will find it difficult to reach the 45% batteries target in 2016. 

                                                                 
15  These systems are de jure individual systems but de facto service providers for many producers. 
16  Lower interim and delayed final WEEE collection targets for BG, CZ, LV, LT, HU, MT, PL, RO, SL, SI: 40% from 2016 (rather than 45%) 

and the final rate (65%/85%) by 2021 (rather than 2019). 
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On the basis of the volumes available for this study, the portable battery collection rate on a current year basis of the entire 
EEA area plus Switzerland was about 32% in 2011.  Producers and importers reported having placed on the market close to 
230,000 tonnes of portable batteries, while around 72,000 tonnes of waste portable batteries were reported as having been 
collected.   
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Collection scheme models  

Scope and producer responsibility under the 1991 and 2006 Batteries Directives  

A brief review of the scope and the producer responsibility requirements of the previous and current Batteries Directives 
helps to explain key implementation challenges. 

 

Based on the environmental objectives of the European Treaty17, Council Directive 91/157/EEC required member states to 
ΨŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΩ of batteries containing hazardous substances.  Member states were 
to determine who should be organisationally and financially responsible for collection and treatment of these hazardous 
substance containing batteries.  Directive 91/157/EEC did not mention the principle of producer responsibility and did not 
set collection targets. 

 

By 2006, 21 countries had a variety of different national schemes and instruments in place whose scope included the 
hazardous substance containing batteries covered by Directive 91/157/EEC but often also batteries not containing 
hazardous substances.18 All except two (DK, LU), involved producers (more in the chapter on Transitions between models).  

 

As early as 1997, the Commission proposed a comprehensive revision of EU legislation on batteries inter alia with the 
rationale that the internal market would function better if there were a clear legal framework for national battery collection 
schemes.  Directive 2006/66/EC was therefore given a secondary legal base19 and aimed to achieve its internal market 
objective by  

  

¶ extending the scope to all batteries and also explicitly to batteries incorporated in EEE,   
¶ defining batteries as portable, industrial or automotive,   
¶ introducing minimum collection targets for portable batteries only, 
¶ requiring producers to ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜ Ψŀƴȅ ƴŜǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ōŀǘǘŜǊȅ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎΩ while  
¶ allowing member states to continue to determine the operators and operational parameters20 of the collection 

schemes.   

 

wŜŎƛǘŀƭǎ мф ŀƴŘ ну ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΥ  Ŧinancing schemes for 
waste battery management should ΨƎƛǾŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜΩ considering that a ΨŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ Χ ǘƻ 
ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ώǘƘŜ ²999 ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎϐΩ.21   

 

When countries began transposing the Batteries Directive, national WEEE legislation had just been introduced or revised to 
transpose WEEE Directive 2002/96/EC. The WEEE DirectiveΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ is Ψǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ to the conceptΩ of producer 
responsibility as manifested in the requirement to enable not only collective but also individual producer responsibility.  

  

                                                                 
17  Article 175(1) of the European Treaty on protecting the environment 
18  {ŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜŘ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭŜŀŘ ŀŎƛŘ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ LǘŀƭȅΩǎΣ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ Ƙere. 
19  Article 95(1) of the European Treaty on ensuring the smooth functioning of the internal market and avoiding distortion of 

competition within the Community  
20  Existing schemes can be maintained (Art 8.1) and alternatives are allowed to the distributor take-back obligation (Art. 8.2). 
21  Batteries Directive Recital 19 and 28, WEEE Directive 2002/96/EC Recital (20). 



STUDY FOR EPBA ON WASTE PORTABLE BATTERIES COLLECTION RATES 

CROSS COUNTRY ANALYSIS / Collection scheme models 

 13 

 

Principal models of collection schemes 

In all EEA countries, producers are currently held financially responsible for waste battery collection schemes. The 
organisational responsibility for the schemes, respectively the responsibility for decisions about which waste battery 
operations to fund, varies between member states. In the absence of a common terminology, we define the following four 
principal collection scheme models for the purpose of this study: 

 

¶ State fund model 
¶ Single organisation (environmental agreement) model  
¶ Competing organisations model 
¶ Model without organisations (producers fund battery collectors directly)  

 

 

State fund model 
 

Characteristics: Producers are held only financially responsible for the costs of waste battery collection and treatment 
through payments of fees to a designated waste management fund or through taxation.  The organisational 
responsibility for waste battery management, respectively for the decision about which waste battery collection 
operations to fund, resides with a government controlled organisation or with municipal or regional authorities. 

 

Origin: Municipal waste management has traditionally been the responsibility of municipalities, financed by local taxes.  
With the introduction of national legislation requiring separate collection of (at least hazardous) waste batteries, 
municipalities needed funding for this newly separate waste stream. The state fund model provides this funding through a 
ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ ŦŜŜΩ ƻǊ ΨŎƘŀǊƎŜΩ or ŀƴ ΨŜŎƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ΨŜŎƻ-ǘŀȄΩ payable by producers placing batteries on the market, usually 
to a government-controlled fund.  Most of the pre-Batteries Directive organisations in Central and Eastern Europe and also 
in Sweden and Denmark were based on this model.   

 

Pros and cons: The strength of this model is relatively high legal certainty for producers. The tax/fee is usually charged by 
customs code and there is a high degree of enforceability when the fee is collected by tax or customs authorities.  However, 
use of the customs codes reduces the accuracy of the collection rate as it does not allow distinction between battery types 
(portable, industrial) and makes capturing batteries in EEE difficult as they fall under the customs code of the EEE they are 
integrated in. Moreover, with many state funds there is the risk that the Government may decide to allocate collected 
funds to environmental programmes not related to the products from which the funds have been raised. 

 

Variations of the state fund model 

¶ State fund financing diverse programmes:  The fund finances waste batteries but also other waste management-
related projects of individual municipalities, regions or waste management firms. This model is still used in 
combination with other models to some extent in Slovakia and Lithuania.  

 

¶ State fund financing a single national battery programme:  State fund organisations that operate or finance a 
single national battery collection battery programme are currently used in Iceland and de facto in Malta. 
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Single organisation (Environmental agreement) model22  
 

Characteristics:  In an Ψenvironmental agreementΩ ǿƛǘƘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǘhe entire industry sector placing batteries on the 
market commits to financing and organising waste battery management through a single organisation. Typically, 
legislation is in place that would enforce taxation on battery producers in the event industry fails to meet mandatory 
collection targets.   

 

Origin: Early battery and WEEE organisations in Western Europe were mostly based on this model (AT, BE, NL, CH). 

 

Pros and cons: While the mandated monopoly position allows for a centralised and effective collection infrastructure and 
consumer awareness measures, single producer organisations ς whether for WEEE, batteries or packaging ς have been seen 
by competition authorities as shifting the balance of power among the stakeholders too much in favour of the single 
organisation and away from the waste sector and consumers, e.g. by not reducing fees to reflect actual costs.  As all 
producers are charged the same fee, the incentive for producers to seek reductions is limited.  The reductions of fee levels 
of WEEE organisations and some battery organisations over time suggests that only the introduction of competing 
organisations have changed this. The introduction of competing organisation schemes in neighbouring countries has also 
driven down fees in countries where an organisation retains monopoly status. 

 

Competing organisations model   
 

Characteristics:  Government authorises several organisations to assume the take-back obligation of producers. 
Organisations typically compete on the level of fees charged to producers, respectively on their costs of battery waste 
management to reach collection targets. Specific regulatory requirements such as mandatory participation of the 
organisations in a coordination body may be applied to ensure nationwide coverage of waste battery collection and to 
avoid distortions of competition.  

 

Origin: Due to difficulties experienced by monopoly organisations in the 1990s23, regulators, competition authorities and 
also producers supported legislation allowing competing organisations during the transposition of the WEEE Directive in 
2004-8.  During the subsequent transposition of Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC, many member states aimed to align 
battery organisations with WEEE organisations to reduce administrative burdens for producers and to enable synergies of 
the collection networks. In consequence, 21 of the 29 EEA countries now use a multi organisation model.   

 

Pros and cons:  While the competing organisation model ensures organisations operate άlean and meanέ, the competing 
organisation model has a few intrinsic challenges:  

 

¶ Nationwide coordination is needed to optimise the effectiveness of consumer awareness measures and the 
provision of sufficient collection points for consumers, and to ensure the take-back of waste batteries from all 
entities that collect them without distorting competition between the organisations.  
 

¶ The control of waste battery flows: The risk of inaccurately reported data flows increases with the number of 
supply and trading relationships between organisations, collectors and waste traders.  

 

¶ Strong distrust between the organisations due to alleged distortions of competition in particular when  
o there are no legal requirements on organisations to make key information about their business model 

public, for example regarding the chemistries collected or basic information about the collection model,   

                                                                 
22  Depending on context and translation, this model has also been referred to as single collective organisation, monopoly organisation, 

designated system and in US states as ΨǎǘŀǘŜ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩ όǿƘŜǊŜōȅ ΨǎǘŀǘŜΩ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŦŜǊ to the coverage, not the control of the organisation) 
23  ŜΦƎΦ DŜǊƳŀƴȅΩǎ DǊŜŜƴ 5ƻǘ ǇŀŎƪŀƎƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΣ 5SD 
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o producer-controlled non-profit battery organisations compete with organisations controlled by waste 
management companies which both supply and compete with organisations [efforts to prevent such 
distortions, for example by requiring organisations to be non-profit, remain largely ineffective],  

o battery organisations have access to very different waste battery collection channels ς and thus business 
models ς due to their ownership structure (e.g. retailers) or commercial relationships (e.g. as reverse 
logistics partner to large battery users).   

 

¶ The same lack of transparency requirements can make it difficult , especially for smaller and medium-sized 
producers, to take an informed decision about which compliance organisation to choose.  Flooded with offers 
ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ ΨƭƻǿŜǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ŎƻǎǘǎΩ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘ ŜǾŜƴ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀōƭŜ Ƴŀƴ-power in 
ŎƻƳǇƭƛŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ƛŦ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŀǘǘŜǊƴ ƻŦ Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘǎΦ  

 

Variations of the competing organisations model 

National legislation aims to ensure fairness by setting collection targets for each organisation and enforcing fines for 
underachievement (e.g. BG, LV, PL) or by requiring them to participate in a single clearing house (AT, IT) or through a 
consultative commission (FR) to ensure coordination of the development of nationwide collection infrastructure and 
consumer awareness measures. However, in many member states no such measures is implemented consistently.   

 

¶ Competing battery organisations - enforcement of targets through eco-fees:  To ensure each organisation collects 
waste batteries in the same proportion as the new batteries its members place on the market, some countries (e.g. 
BG, LV, PL) apply the same collection target rate to each organisation.  The previous eco tax/fee is converted into a 
penalty instrument that is applied when an organisation does not achieve the target.  The organisation or the 
producer missing the target pays the tax/ŦŜŜ ŀǎ ŀ ŦƛƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨǳƴŘŜǊ-ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘΩ ŀƳƻunt (difference between target 
and actual collection rate).  

 

¶ Competing battery organisations ς fairness through other clearing mechanism:  While national legislation may or 
Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƘŜ .ŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ organisation or producer, only the six member 
states ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ΨŜŎƻΩ fee/tax have an effective mechanism in place to sanction underachievement of the target, 
except for the outright withdrawal of an organisationΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ rarely used.  As such, to ensure fairness 
and encourage collection, each organisation participating in the market should at least collect as much as the other 
organisations pro rata.  To ensure this, all organisations are required to join a single clearing house or coordination 
body24. The main functions of this body are usually to 
 

o assign to each organisation collection responsibilities (e.g. geographically) proportionate to the volumes 
the ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩs members place on the market 

o ensure that the collectors, notably municipalities, can rely on a scheme taking back collected batteries 
o coordinate awareness creation measures (e.g. by collecting funds from each organisation for national 

campaigns) 
 
The clearing house usually prepares framework contracts with the national associations representing 
municipalities or regions. These contracts define the condition under which organisations receive waste batteries 
collected by municipalities (who may be legally required to collect or may collect voluntarily). In particular the 
framework agreements define subsidies for collection infrastructure measures undertaken by municipalities, 
uniform compensation rates for the waste batteries that municipalities hand over to the organisations (thus 
stabilising the market by preventing waste batteries being passed to the highest bidding organisation), or the 
terms under which municipal collection points accept  waste batteries collected by retailers. 

 

                                                                 
24  In some countries the regulator assumes the role of clearing house, for example in Ireland, where the regulator allocates regional 

coverage for each of the 2 systems regularly to reflect their market shares.  
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Model without organisations  
 

Characteristics:  Each producer finances authorised waste battery companies (collectors and transporters) directly to 
meet the collection targets imposed on him. There are no legal provisions for authorising organisations to coordinate 
battery waste management on behalf of producers. 

 

Legally, this model is in place in Slovakia and Poland25.  However, battery producers there comply through service providers 
that fulfil a similar role as collective organisations while the take-back obligation is retained by the individual producer.  

  

                                                                 
25  In Germany a variant of this model is used for WEEE: A central clearing house assigns WEEE take-back requests from municipal 

collection points to individual producers who in turn pay contracted waste management companies directly to fulfil the take-back 
request.   
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Before and after the Batteries Directive ς transitions between scheme models  

By 2006, 21 countries had a variety of different national schemes and instruments in place whose mandated scope included 
different types of hazardous and often also non-hazardous batteries.26 19 of these (all except DK, LU) involved producers: 

  

¶ 9 single schemes (CZ, PT, ES, AT, BE, GR, NL, NO, CH) 
¶ 7 state fund schemes (BG, HU, SK, IC, DK, SE, MT, LU27)  
¶ 3 competing schemes with state fund / eco-tax back up (LV, LT, PL), 
¶ 2 competing schemes (FR, DE) 

 

While the Batteries Directive stipulates that financing schemes give effect to the ΨǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩ it also 
recommends that Ψŀ ŦƭŜȄƛōƭŜ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƛǎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ Χ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 
ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ώǘƘŜ ²999 ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎϐΩ28.  When countries began transposing the Batteries Directive, national 
WEEE legislation had  been newly created or revised29 to meet the WEEE DirectiveΩǎ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ Ψǘƻ ƎƛǾŜ ƳŀȄƛƳǳƳ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ to 
ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅΩ by enabling individual producer responsibility.  

 

¢ƘŜ .ŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘ ŎƻǾŜǊŀƎŜ ƻŦ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ 999 ŀƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅ ƻŦ its transposition into national law. 
The strong interest groups involved in shaping producer responsibility policy ς municipalities, the waste sector, battery 
producers and now also EEE producers ς made transitions between scheme models a challenge that often continues today: 

 

¶ Single organisation schemes remain in place in BE, CH, GR, NL and NO and were newly introduced in CY.   
 

¶ In AT, the single battery organisation became redundant as retailers were made responsible for returning batteries 
to municipal collection points from which producers finance them through competing organisations. In CZ a 
competing organisations scheme was introduced but the formerly single organisation remains dominant.  
 

¶ The transition from state fund to competing organisations schemes with eco-tax enforcement has probably been 
the most complex. Two sets of legislation (fiscal and environmental) with different scopes and Ministerial 
authorities need to be introduced (BG, HU) or adjusted (HU), leading to frequent regulatory changes (LV, LT).  This 
transition is the least advanced in SK where the dissolution of the fund model is under discussion. 
 

¶ The remaining state fund schemes were maintained after much consideration in IC, maintained de facto due to a 
lack of available alternatives in MT, maintained but restricted to financing collection by municipalities in DK and 
converted into a de facto single scheme in LU.  
 

¶ Existing legislation on competing organisations was incrementally adjusted in DE and FR where over time fewer 
organisation have been authorised. 
 

¶ Transition from single to competing schemes remains difficult in ES because a key challenge ς regional 
authorisations and waste reporting ς has only recently been addressed, and in PT.   
 

¶ In the absence of previous schemes, competing organisations were introduced in IE, SI and EE which achieved a 
good collection point density in a short time. The introduction of competing organisations in the UK which allowed 
organisations to choose how they collect waste batteries appears to have discouraged investment in the collection 
network. In RO comprehensive legal requirements have only been in place since 2012.  
 

                                                                 
26  {ŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǿƘƻǎŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜŘ ǎŎƻǇŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ ƭŜŀŘ ŀŎƛŘ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ όǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ LǘŀƭȅΩǎύ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ 
27  [ǳȄŜƳōƻǳǊƎΩǎ scheme was operated and financed by the municipality; transposition made producers responsible for both  
28  Batteries Directive Recital 19 and 28,  WEEE Directive 2002/96/EC Recital 20 
29  13 countries had nationwide WEEE schemes in 2005 
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Note: Nationaƭ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƭƻƴŜ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƛƴǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ŘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƳƻŘŜƭ 

as market conditions or later regulatory intervention may for example mean that a competing organisation is legally but 

not practically possible.  The maps above aim to take this into account.  

Note on Poland: There are about 50 waste battery collection organisations that offer compliance services directly to 

producer.  

see 
note 
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Comparative performance of models in view of the collection rate  

 

Achievability of the 45% target  
 

Overall, the collection rates reported in countries with different models suggests that a 45% collection target can be 
achieved by any model.  As one would expect, there is a correlation between the length of time separate collection has 
been in place and the collection rate being achieved.   

 

The collection rates reported in countries with competing organisations suggest no correlation between the degree of 
competition ς expressed by the number of organisations (circle size) ς and the collection rate.  

 

 
 

Note: For visibility purposes outliers CH, LU and SK are not included in this chart. Inclusion would raise the logarithmic trend line above 

пр҈ ŀŦǘŜǊ му ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ /I ŀƴŘ [¦Ωǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ тл҈Φ  ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀl rates may be due to relatively low POM 

per capita in both countries. In CH ς which is not required to follow EU legislation ς these may in particular be due the absence of some 

batteries POM in EEE.   
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Long term collection rates  
 

Data from well performing organisations suggest that a strong increase in the collection rates often levels off after 3-5 
years.  Organisations that have achieved collection rates above 40% in the first few years usually find it difficult to 
maintain, let alone increase, this level.     

 

Though some countries with schemes using competing organisations with eco-fee enforcement show very high recent 
collection rates (BG, LT, PL), rates for this model historically trail those of single organisations or schemes with competing 
organisations without eco-fees. This is probably due to the less advanced waste management infrastructure in eastern 
European member states where the model is used.   

 

   
 

The graphs show that long term collection rates tend to plateau, often after 3-5 
years. Graphs for many countries do not show collection rates of previous 
schemes as these are either unavailable or not comparable (e.g. applying only to 
certain chemistries). Nevertheless, current collection rates build on collection 
infrastructure and consumer awareness generated by the previous schemes.  
Sources of the data sources are listed in the country sections of this report. 
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Scheme performance  
Key success factors of collection schemes 
A waste battery collection ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ in  

 
¶ communicating and shaping end-user behaviour and  
¶ in providing sufficient and convenient waste battery return facilities  

 

determines whether end-users will dispose of batteries correctly rather than ΨƘƻŀǊŘingΩ them near the place of use or 
disposing of them with other waste. 

  

Consumer awareness and disposal behaviour  
Surveys of consumer attitudes to waste battery disposal provide an indication of the amount of waste batteries hoarded or 
incorrectly disposed of.  In Austria, Belgium, France, Netherlands and Switzerland ς all of which already achieve a collection 
rate exceeding 35% ς regular surveys have tracked consumer awareness of waste battery collection.  While details of the 
ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ ǾŀǊȅΣ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ Ŏƻƭƭection as well as their actual 
disposal behaviour.   

 

The results of the latest surveys suggest that the percentage of respondents aware of the need for separate disposal of 
waste batteries is typically around double the collection rate.    

 

Unsurprisingly ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǎŜǇŀǊŀǘŜ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ŘƛǎǇƻǎŀƭ 
behaviour. The gap is significantly wider in the Netherlands and Austria than in Belgium and Switzerland.  
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Sources of collection volumes 
As a result of different collection network and business models, the origin of the volume of collected waste batteries varies 
widely.  

 

Data from 24 countries that was publicly available or received for this study from organisations on a confidential basis 
suggest that on average about 1/3 each of waste batteries are deposited at municipal collection facilities and in retail 
distribution.  

 

¢ƘŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎƘŀǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŀǎ ƘƛƎƘ ŀǎ фл҈ ό5Yύ ǿƘŜǊŜ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘ ōǳǘ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘΦ  
However, these percentages do not allow conclusions about where end-users dispose of batteries, as retailers may 
voluntarily offer collection services and then return collected volumes to municipal collection sites. 

 

Origin of collected batteries % estimate Average Maximum 

Retail  31 60 

Municipal collection centres 36 91 

Schools 12 60 

Companies 19 65 
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Drivers of consumer awareness creation measures  

 

Legal obligations affecting consumer awareness  
Over all battery chemistries, the value of recycled materials deriving from waste portable batteries is lower than the costs 
of collection and recycling and is tending to fall due to a reduction of cobalt in lithium batteries.   

 

Legislation, particularly in countries with competing organisations, thus needs to provide clear obligations to motivate 
organisations to increase consumer awareness.   

 

The key approaches providing this motivation are ranked here in order of their effectiveness in increasing the collection 
rate, as suggested by the trend lines in the graph on the next page:  

 

¶ Mandatory consumer awareness contribution to clearing house:  In Italy and Austria, battery organisations must 
join a coordination centre which also collects set fees and organises nationwide consumer awareness measures. A 
similar mechanism is being developed in France through a national coordination commission. 
 

¶ Measurable awareness creation obligation in a competitive organisation model:  Quantifiable consumer 
awareness obligations, such as minimum spending (e.g. 3-5% of fee revenue) or frequency of awareness 
campaigns help to ensure that public awareness is raised by organisations and to limit distortions to competition.  
By contrast, in a single organisation model the regulator may put a ceiling on consumer awareness spending to 
ƭƛƳƛǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦ  
 

  
 

¶ No measurable awareness creation obligation in a competitive organisation model:  In a competing organisations 
model, organisations compete primarily on fees charged to producers which are determined by the ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 
costs.  The absence of measureable obligations with regards to consumer awareness measures increases the 
probability of organisations opting to meet their collection by focusing on the collection of heavy waste batteries 
from commercial applications. These may not represent the batteries the producer members of the organisation 
have placed on the market and which may not have been placed on the market as portable batteries in the first 
place (see here).  
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Coordination and consistency of awareness creation measures 
Without specific regulatory requirements, only the single-organisation model and the competing organisation model with 
clearing house ensure consistent nationwide campaigns.   

 

Taking into account the collection rate achieved and the number of years that separate collection of waste batteries has 
been in place, the trend lines of the two graphs on the right below support the notion that a single national campaign can 
be more effective in raising consumer awareness than several smaller ones. 

 

The mono-ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳƻŘŜƭΩǎ ƻǳǘǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ǇǊƻōŀōƭȅ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜΣ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ 
language on collection points.  Collection boxes/containers themselves are an important element of awareness creation 
measures. 

 

! ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƴǘŀƛƴŜǊ ŘŜǎƛƎƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊΩǎ contact with the design and thus his/her 
recall rate of the waste battery collection programme.  Some organisations, for example in France, therefore account for 
the costs of retail collection boxes under the communications budget line.   
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Drivers of collection point availability  

Turning end-user awareness into disposal behaviour requires the availability of sufficient30 return facilities for waste 
batteries.  Detailed and measurable obligations on organisations, retailers and municipalities can help to speed up the roll 
out of sufficient return facilities and raise the long term collection rate.   

 

Number of collection points  
The optimal number of collection points depends on local conditions, such as population density and the type of collection 
network.  For most countries, an optimal density of collection points appears to be reached when there is one point for 
every 300 - 500 residents.   

 

At the end of 2012, the average collection point density in the 26 countries31 from which data are known or can be based 
on substantiated estimates was one collection point per 690 residents (or 1.7 collection points per 1,000 residents), 
ranging from one point for 190 residents in Greece to one collection point for around 1,600 residents in Spain.  

 

However, collection point numbers released by organisations are not fully comparable as criteria for counting them vary:  
For example, Belgian organisation Bebat only counts a registered collection point ƛŦ ƛǘ ƛǎ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜΩΣ ƛΦŜΦ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊƛƴƎ ŀǘ 
least one take-back request of a full box per year32.  Other organisations could not apply this counting criteria as their 
logistics model services all collection points at regular intervals rather relying on requests from the collection point host.  

 

 

  

                                                                 
30  Batteries Directive Art. 8.1(a) requires such schemes to ΨΧ enable end-ǳǎŜǊǎ ǘƻ ŘƛǎŎŀǊŘ ǿŀǎǘŜ ǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜ ōŀǘǘŜǊƛŜǎ Χ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜ 
ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƛŎƛƴƛǘȅΣ ƘŀǾƛƴƎ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜƴǎƛǘȅΩ 

31  Data not available for RO, SK; IT and DK data not taken as only number of municipal collection points is known. 
32  !ōƻǳǘ тл҈ ƻŦ .ŜōŀǘΩǎ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ǉƻƛƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ΨŀŎǘƛǾŜΩΦ 
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Legal obligations on organisations  
As with costs for awareness creation, competing organisations need to minimise their costs of collection. Legislation is 
therefore critical in providing clear obligations that motivate organisations to invest in the collection network without the 
risk of reducing their competitiveness in acquiring or retaining producers.  A few key approaches can be identified, ranked 
here by their effectiveness in increasing the collection rate as suggested by the trend lines in the graph below:  

 

¶ A central coordination of collection, such as that provided by a mono-organisation or a clearing house, optimises 
the activities of individual organisations, ensure homogeneous geographical coverage and uniform operating 
conditions, thus increasing ŀ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ effectiveness in building and maintaining collection infrastructure. 
 

¶ Coverage requirements for each organisation:  Organisation approval requirements stipulating nationwide 
coverage or a minimum number of collection points. (Another approach was proposes in an April 2013 draft 
amendment of the Bulgarian Batteries Ordinance: Each organisation must set up a number of collection points pro-
rata to its market share). 
 

¶ An annual collection target33 for each organisation, especially if annually enforced by fines for underachievement 
or similar instruments34, provides a strong incentive for collecting up to, but not over, the target. Moreover, if not 
combined with other requirements, it does not prevent cherry picking and may leave less densely populated areas 
uncovered.   

 

 
 

                                                                 
33  Note: Intermediate or higher collection target  

 
34  Collection targets enforced annually by fines or similar in Bulgaria, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia only 
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In the competing scheme model especially, an organisationΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƛǎ ƻŦǘŜƴ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ its owner- or 
membership structure: retailers whose outlets are used as collection point hosts; EEE producers controlling a WEEE 
organisation who have access to batteries from WEEE dismantlers; or waste management or logistics companies serving 
municipalities or industries. 

 

 

Legal obligations on retailers  
Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC requires distributors or retailers to take back waste batteries, but allows member states to 
ǿŀƛǾŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ Ψif an assessment shows that alternative existing schemes are at least as effective in attaining the 
ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŀƛƳǎΩ of the Directive.  The high collection rates achieved by Denmark and Sweden - where retailers have no 
take-back obligation - and Greece - where retailer have no take back obligations unless assigned by an organisation ς show 
that ΨaƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎΩ can achieve comparable levels of collections. 

 

In the remaining 27 countries covered by this report national legislation obligates retailers of batteries to take back waste 
batteries. Four of these countries exempt small retailers from the obligation.35 

 

The effectiveness of the retail return points varies widely between member states due to a number of additional legal 
requirements, most notably on whether or not 

 

¶ organisations are required to provide retailers with collection containers, thus ensuring waste battery campaign 
recognition,   
 

¶ organisations are required to pick up full containers within a reasonable time period, or alternatively whether 
municipal collection points are required to accept waste batteries from retailers and whether 
 

¶ retailers are subject to a measurable obligation to display the availability of the collection point.   

                                                                 
35  Small retailers are exempt from take back in Czech Republic, Estonia, Poland and UK  
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Legal obligations of municipalities 
While the Batteries Directive is silent about the responsibilities of municipalities, national legislation in 11 member states 
holds municipalities partly or fully (DK) responsible for waste portable battery collection.  (Municipalities usually oppose an 
outright legal obligation for collection, as it is usually interpreted as forfeiting compensation for collected batteries.) 

 

Where municipalities have no legal obligation, they still often collect waste batteries. In AT and IT they do so supported by 
framework agreements between all organisations and a coordination centre that ensures inter alia nationwide uniform 
compensation for waste battery collection.   

 

Taking into account collection rates achieved and the length of time that separate collection has been in place, the data 
suggest that a collection obligation on municipalities contributes positively to the overall collection rate. 
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Battery definitions and flows  

LƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ƛǊŜŎǘƛǾŜΩǎ battery definitions on waste battery collection  

The dynamics and challenges of the waste portable battery collection market can be explained by reviewing the 
characteristics of all batteries being placed on the market in view of their distinction into portable, industrial and 
automotive batteries by Batteries Directive 2006/66/EC: 

 

 
 

 
Portable Industrial Automotive (starter) 

Definition 
(according to 
Directive)  

Sealed, can be handheld and 
is neither an industrial nor 
automotive battery 

Designed exclusively for industrial or 
professional uses or is used in any 
type of electric vehicle 

Used for automotive 
starter, lighting or 
ignition power  

Examples of 
batteries or  
applications 

Single charge (primary) 
batteries: 65-75% of POM by 
weight, declining 

Rechargeable batteries  
25 ς 40% of POM by weight, 
increasing; About 90% of 
rechargeable batteries are 
placed on the market in EEE 

Back-up power supply for hospitals, 
airports; Connected to solar, 
renewable energy  applications;  

Lighting for outdoor public works 
(e.g. street maintenance) and mining;  

Non-starter batteries in trains, trucks, 
machinery;  Hybrid vehicles, e-bikes, 
wheelchairs, forklifts, golf carts 

Starter batteries 

Overall material 
value of end-of-life 
product stream  

LOW to negative 
except for a small fraction 

e.g. Lead (2% - 3% of POM), 
typically small Cobalt 
containing lithium ion 

accumulators 

HIGH  

Lead batteries   
make up 95% of POM; 

LOW (to negative) for remaining 5% 

HIGH 

(100% lead batteries) 

Key end-of life 
requirement 

Collection schemes  
and  targets 

Landfill prohibition 

(no collection schemes36,  

no collection target) 

Landfill prohibition, 
Collection schemes,  
(no collection target) 

Note: All quantitative information in this table is based on reports from environment agencies, notably in FR37, DE, PL, as 
well as partial data from agencies or organisations in AT, BE, BG, CZ. DK, UK for the years 2007-2012. 

                                                                 
36  Directive 2006/66/EC: producers of industrial batteries shall Ψnot refuse to take back waste industrial batteriesΩ from end-users 
37  CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ !59a9 provides probably the most comprehensive and consistent analyses of batteries and waste batteries markets 
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Though also used in other applications, automotive (starter) batteries are usually easy to distinguish, and there are 
mandatory deposit organisations in place in many countries to retrieve them. 

 

However, a significant proportion of industrial batteries is difficult or impossible to distinguish from portable batteries at 
the collection stage, when most batteries will not be traceable back to the distribution channels or products they were 
put on the market in.   

 

The challenge of correctly classifying collected batteries into portable and industrial categories is amplified by the following 
factors: 

 

¶  The ample availability of waste batteries placed on the market as industrial batteries (by weight, their volume is 
around twice that of portable batteries) 
 

¶ The higher material value of these batteries: around 95% of industrial batteries are lead acid batteries for which a 
natural market already exists.   
 

¶ The lower collection costs of these batteries (by average weight, one industrial battery is 300 times heavier than a 
portable battery) and their general availability in more concentrated form at distributors or large aggregators.  
 

¶ The absence of a collection target for industrial batteries leaves their producers with little incentive to have them 
returned, despite positive material value.  
 

¶ The misclassification by producers when reporting POM statistics due to ineffective guidelines. 
 

¶ The constant flux in the market place between battery-operated devices aimed at domestic and industrial users.   
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Schematic view of battery flows and distorting effects  
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Distortions in POM volumes 

How accurate are POM volumes? 

On a per capita basis, the reported weight of portable batteries placed on the market ranges from about 80 g in Bulgaria to 
over 600 g in Denmark, Sweden and the UK (top chart below).  To obtain a rough indicator of the plausibility of reported 
POM volumes, we assume that battery purchases are proportional to GDP38 and compare the median deviation of a 
countryΩǎ GDP with that of the reported battery POM.   

 

Noticeable differences in per capita POM can be observed in neighbouring countries with similar consumption patterns. 
Some of the suggested under-reporting (second chart, orange bars negative) can be explained by the challenges of 
reporting batteries in EEE. This applies for example to Greece, Slovakia and possibly Switzerland.  Apparent over-
reporting in UK and Romania is probably in part related to a wider interpretation of portable batteries. 

 
 

 
 

Bottom chart:  

Grey: Annual portable batteries POM per capita, average for years 2009-11, % deviation from median  

Blue: 2011 GDP per capita, % deviation from median  

Orange (red minus blue) percentage of batteries under/ over-reported if GDP and POM correlated perfectly  

                                                                 
38  We do not use purchasing power (PP) adjusted GDP as the price levels of batteries and EEE (mostly imported) vary less than locally 

produced services or food stuffs. 
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VŀǊȅƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨǇƻǊǘŀōƭŜΩ ōŀǘǘery  

A significant proportion of industrial batteries is difficult or impossible to distinguish from portable batteries at the time of 
POM reporting. For example, a producer selling lithium ion or lead accumulators may declare them as industrial batteries if 
he expects that the majority of them will be used in electrical vehicles. Nevertheless they may find their way into consumer 
applications and be disposed of as portable batteries.  

 

Some organisations have used weight-based thresholds for facilitating the distinction of portable and industrial batteries 
at the POM stage:  Stibat (NL): portable battery < 1 kg; AFIS (GR) < 1.5 kg; Ecobatterien (LU) < 2 kg. In August 2013, UK 
authorities proposed a 3 kg threshold.  

 

Such interpretations may explain some of the variations in for example the share of lead batteries in portable batteries 
placed on the market.39 

Estimates of batteries in EEE 

Europe-wide, around 23,000 companies are registered with and report to the national battery registers.  

 

Especially in small countries, these are mostly trading companies or self-importing retailers with no resources or capacity to 
handle detailed product specifications that include battery weight and chemistry, particularly if the batteries are integrated 
into EEE.40 As a result, organisations in several countries have a very limited ability to collect data about the weight of 
batteries in EEE. 

 

The same applies to countries where fees are charged on the basis of units or customs codes (which often goes together).  
Harmonised customs tariff codes41 are used in countries with state fund models (MT, IC) and those applying eco-taxation as 
an enforcement instrument, as well as Norway where organisations assign billing to the customs authorities.   

 

Additional challenges arise as the customs code does not allow distinguishing portable from other batteries.  

 

In the ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ΩŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘΩ όǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘύ data, Commission Decision 2008/763/EC allows Member States to base their 
calculation of POM ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻƴ ΨǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ŘŀǘŀΩΦ 5ŜǘŀƛƭŜŘ Řŀǘŀ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ 
countries would be needed to improve the accuracy of national assumptions underlying such estimates. However, these 
are not available.  

 

With few exceptions, organisations in any model tend to resist too much voluntary transparency, and the introduction of 
competing organisation schemes has amplified the trend to reduce transparency.  

 

To improve the basis for estimates and allow assessing their plausibility, an obligation to report separately POM of 
separately sold batteries and batteries sold in EEE could be introduced.  

  

                                                                 
39  Denmark, France, Germany 2-3%; Others vary: Greece 0%; Hungary 1%; Poland 3.4%, Czech Republic 14%, UK 15% 2010 - 8% 2012,  
40  tŜǊŎƘŀǊŘǎΩ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀŎƪŀƎƛƴƎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛŦ Řŀǘŀ ŀǊŜ ƴot known, there is a tendency to over-report. 
41  Harmonised Commodity Description and Coding System (HS) 8506 Primary Cells (6 subgroups); 8507 Lead-acid Accus (6 subgroups).  
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Note: Effect of the use of custom codes on POM volumes 

 

 
 

The use of customs codes means that batteries integrated into EEE 
remain unreported as the product containing the integrated battery falls 
under the tariff code of the EEE.  This is suggested by the chart above: 
Batteries POM per capita should closely correlate with EEE POM in 
categories 2,3 and 4, as these categories contain or use most batteries. 
However, batteries POM remains below the trend line in countries 
(except LT) using customs codes to establish POM volumes.  

 

Free-riders and small producer exemptions  

Free-riders do not appear to distort POM volumes significantly as market surveillance by competitors and EEE producer 
associations ensures a relatively high degree of compliance among large producers. Most remaining free-riders can be 
assumed to be small companies that change overall POM volumes very little, while contributing disproportionate 
administrative costs to the organisations and themselves.  Ecotrel (LU) calculated in 2007 that 64% of its members 
contributed less than 2% of revenue.  In the UK, 67% of the 1,507 registered portable producers contribute less than 1% of 
POM42 .  

 

  

                                                                 
42 And therefore qualify as small producers that do not need to join a financing scheme.  
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Other causes of POM distortions 

 

UƴŎŜǊǘŀƛƴǘȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ǿƘƻ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǊΩ ƻǊ ΨƛƳǇƻǊǘŜǊΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ 
Producers need to establish criteria in their EPR organisations that determine which products will be reported in which 
country.  Unless he is both an importer and a distributor to final end-users, it is hardly possible for a producer to know in 
which country his products will be eventually be sold to end users, let alone where his product will arise as waste.    The 
criterion most often used is the invoicing address of the buyer. However, the delivery address for the products might be in 
another member state again. The location of the final user of the batteries or EEE becomes totally untraceable for the 
reporting producers if the buyer takes the batteries into another country (after the producer placed them on the market). 
Quite often there is no mechanism in place to report these batteries as exported, and thus having been taken off the 
market (e.g. UK). This may affect reported POM volumes and cause waste management fees for a product to be charged 
twice, particularly in small member states in the EURO zone. 

   

Import or export of batteries already placed on the market 
While several countries have measures in place to account for EEE/batteries that are exported after having been placed on 
the market, in reality they are administratively difficult to fulfil if the EEE/batteries are not exported by the company that 
had placed them on the market in the first place, as a document trail needs to prove all steps in the process.  For that 
reason, these measures are not often used. 

 

Late reporting obligation  
In some countries the obligation to report battery volumes in EEE came into force late, for example Norway (end 2012) and 
countries in Eastern Europe.  Thus, the current collection rates may be lower than they would have been if the previous 
years included the volumes of integrated batteries, unless previous year volumes are adjusted by estimates. 

 

Delayed producer awareness  
In countries where the obligation to report POM volumes of batteries integrated into EEE had been in place for some years, 
many EEE producers tended to become aware of their battery obligations only after the transposition of the WEEE Directive 
(2006-9) or even of the Batteries Directive.  For example, the number of registered battery producers in Germany tripled in 
2010 even though the obligation had been in place since 1998.  Similarly in France, the number of registered portable 
battery producers almost tripled between 2008 and 2011 while the obligation had been in place since 2001.  
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Distortions in collection volumes  

Distortions resulting from varying interpretations of battery definitions  

Significance of distortions from lead batteries 
Distortions are usually only detectable when chemistries fractions are reported after the treatment of waste portable 
batteries, if such reporting is required under national waste legislation.  The Batteries Directive itself does not require the 
ΨǊŜŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ43 to be broken down into the battery distinctions.   

 

Only a few input/output reports for portable batteries provide sufficient detail for review: In France and Greece lead 
batteries were not counted in collected waste portable battery volumes, in other countries the isolated return rate for lead 
portable batteries is usually significantly higher than that of other chemistries but not implausible. 

 

Evidence of implausible lead portable battery return rates was published in Poland where the return rate in 2011 was 
close to 400%44.  9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ōǊƛƴƎǎ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ 2011 collection rate nearer to 25% than to the 35% reported.  The 
effect on the collection rate would have been even more pronounced in the UK (though the 2012 return rate for portable 
lead batteries was 300%).  Assuming a return rate of 100% for lead portable batteries brings the overall collection rate to 
13%, the collection rate for non-lead acid batteries being 5%. 

 

 

  

  

                                                                 
43  Recycling efficiencies (65% lead-acid, 75% nickel-cadmium, 50% all other waste batteries) apply summarily to all batteries and are 

consistent with (and less detailed than) the EWC code classification. 
44  GIOS Reports  














































































































































































































































































































































































































