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Additional analysis provided by the Commission to complement its original  impact assessment SWD (2014) 
208 supporting the review of EU waste management targets (SWD (2015) 259 final), and accompanying a 
new package of proposals for Directives of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 
2008/98/EC on waste, Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste, Directive 1999/31/EC on 
landfill of waste and Directive 2000/53/EC on end of live vehicles, 2006/66/EC on batteries and 
accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators, and 2012/19/EC on waste electrical and electronic 
equipment.  
 
 
Background 
This note provides an initial appraisal of the strengths and weaknesses of the European Commission's 
additional analysis which complements its original impact assessment (IA) supporting the review of EU 
waste management targets. This additional analysis accompanies the new Commission proposals for 
Directives amending Directive 2008/98/EC on waste, Directive 94/62/EC on packaging and packaging waste, 
Directive 1999/31/EC on landfill of waste and Directive 2000/53/EC on end of live vehicles, 2006/66/EC on 
batteries and accumulators and waste batteries and accumulators, and 2012/19/EC on waste electrical and 
electronic equipment, submitted on 2 December 2015 and referred to Parliament’s Committee on 
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety. 
 
The new legislative proposals, together with a new Implementation Plan, replace the previous 'Circular 
Economy Package' put forward by the European Commission in July 2014 but later withdrawn with the 
announcement of a more ambitious proposal covering the whole of the circular economy. The new version 
maintains several elements from the 2014 proposal, although - inter alia - it sets different waste 
management targets and simplifies reporting requirements1.  
 
The Commission's additional analysis on waste management targets complements the overall impact 
assessment published in 2014 of which EPRS produced an Initial Appraisal in October 2014. In particular, 
the Initial Appraisal concluded that, despite the detailed and open analysis provided in the initial impact 
assessment as far as the costs and benefits of the proposed solutions were concerned, more could have 
been done to account for the regional dimension, the potential impact of increased transport of waste, as 
well as the possible implications of the changes in the calculation method for recycling targets. The 

                                                           
1 For a comparison between the old and new legislative proposals, see the EPRS 'At a Glance' note Circular Economy 1.0 and 2.0: a 
comparison 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52014SC0207
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/circular-economy/pdf/implementation_plan_swd_260_en.pdf
http://www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/lis/lisrep/13-EPRS-publications/EPRS_BRIE_528804_APIN_Waste_management.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2016/573937/EPRS_ATA%282016%29573937_EN.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/ATAG/2016/573937/EPRS_ATA%282016%29573937_EN.pdf
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additional analysis provided by the Commission, which is the subject of this appraisal, takes greater account 
of the different starting positions of Member States regarding the levels of recycling and landfilling of 
waste. In particular, the additional analysis focuses on a differentiated approach to target-setting and on 
quantifying the added value of introducing a landfill diversion target. 
 
In April 2015, a Roadmap on the 'Circular Economy Strategy' was published outlining the ambitions and 
objectives of the new package of proposals, but explaining that no new impact assessment would be 
issued. According to the Roadmap, the overall approach presented in July 2014 had a rather exclusive focus 
on waste management, without appropriately exploring synergies with other policies. Therefore it was 
deemed important to look more concretely at waste management and related key aspects of the value 
chain, which are essential in order to 'close the loop' of the circular economy. A second thrust underpinning 
the new package of proposals concerns in particular the desire to create a more 'country specific' system 
(and corresponding legislation), and to address the need to bring about improvements in the practical 
implementation of waste policy.  
 
A 'circular economy' is considered to be a system based on reuse, repair, refurbishment and recycling, 
where products and the materials they contain are highly valued. As explained in the EPRS 'At a Glance' 
note prepared for the December 2015 Plenary session of the European Parliament, moving towards an 
effective circular economy should lead to reduced pressure on the environment, while at the same time 
bringing positive effects on ecosystems, biodiversity and human health. However, the transition toward an 
effective circular economy requires a series of concomitant factors, such as different consumer behaviour, 
a systemic shift of the business model as well as a more harmonised system for waste treatment methods 
across Member States. In its July 2015 resolution on 'Resource Efficiency: moving towards a circular 
economy', the European Parliament called for EU and national targets to increase resource efficiency by 
30% by 2030 compared to 2014 levels, for a system of indicators to measure resources consumption, as 
well as for the revision of eco-design legislation so as to gradually include mandatory resource-efficiency 
requirements.  
 
The impact assessment accompanying the original Commission proposal already recognised the possible 
risk of some Member States failing to meet the existing targets on time. This risk appeared even more likely 
since the IA was carried out under the arguably optimistic assumption that all Member States would be 
able to progressively attain the level of achievement of the best performing ones. The additional analysis 
presented by the European Commission with the new package seems to seek to address a number of the 
weaknesses featuring in the original impact assessment. Amongst other things, by further developing the 
'Upgrade EU targets' option (i.e. option 3 of the original impact assessment), it offers new analysis as to the 
extent of potential impacts of setting new targets under the hypothesis of using a single calculation method    
(recycling of municipal waste expressed in percentage terms, calculated as ratio between total municipal 
waste recycled and the total municipal waste generated), as opposed to the four different methods allowed 
until now. This is the same approach as adopted for the calculations carried out in the original impact 
assessment2 and as suggested under option 2 of the impact assessment ('Simplification, improved 
monitoring and dissemination of best practices') for all new targets applicable by 2025 and 2030.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
2 As specified in the additional analysis accompanying the new proposals, '...all calculations carried out in the impact assessment as 
well as in this supplement are based on data reported by Member States to Eurostat and the OECD using a single calculation 
method that broadly corresponds to the Method 4 under the existing implementing rules'. 

http://ec.europa.eu/smart-regulation/impact/planned_ia/docs/2015_env_065_env+_032_circular_economy_en.pdf
http://www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/lis/lisrep/09-Briefings/2015/EPRS-AaG-572795-Circular-economy-package-FINAL.pdf
http://www.eprs.sso.ep.parl.union.eu/lis/lisrep/09-Briefings/2015/EPRS-AaG-572795-Circular-economy-package-FINAL.pdf
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2015-0266
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2015-0266
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Objectives of the legislative proposal 
Since the impact assessment accompanying the original proposal for a 'Circular Economy Package' remains 
fully valid for the purpose of the new proposals, the objectives of the new package remain the same. Thus, 
the general objective is still to make progress towards the creation of a circular economy where waste is 
progressively used as a resource and new economic opportunities and jobs are created. The specific 
objectives are to simplify and clarify EU waste legislation; to improve monitoring; to ensure optimal waste 
management in all Member States, by promoting dissemination of best practices and key instruments and 
by ensuring a minimum level of harmonisation of producer responsibility, and to establish mid-term waste 
targets in line with EU ambitions regarding resource efficiency and access to raw materials. 
 
 
Range of options considered 
The additional analysis accompanying the new package addresses only option 3 ('Upgrade EU targets') of 
the original 2014 impact assessment, - considering a number of new alternatives to the following seven 
variants initially explored: 
 

- Option 3.1: Increase the recycling/reuse target for municipal waste: 
o low: 60% by 2030; 50% by 2025 
o high: 70% by 2030; 60% by 2025 

- Option 3.2 Increase the recycling/re-use targets for packaging waste: 
o increased material based targets between 2020 and 2030 (80% overall reuse/recycling) 
o variant: specific target for non-ferrous metals ('metal split') 

- Option 3.3 Phase out landfilling of recoverable municipal waste - global ban (max 5%) by 2030 
- Option 3.4: Combination of options 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3 
- Option 3.5: Same as option 3.4 with different deadlines for different groups of countries 
- Option 3.6: Same as option 3.4 with a more rapid deadline for all Member States with possible 

derogations 
- Option 3.7: Same as option 3.4 with an extension of landfill ban to all waste similar to municipal waste 

 
The preferred option, as elaborated in the original impact assessment, was a combination of options 2 
(Simplification, improved monitoring and dissemination of best practices) and 3.7. The IA pointed out at the 
time that option 3.7 is similar to the main orientations of the Committee of the Regions’ Outlook Opinion3 
and reflects those of the 7th Environmental Action Programme as endorsed by Parliament and Council. 
 
The additional analysis introduces the following two new variants within option 3, so as to assess the 
impacts of alternative target-setting approaches: 
 
3.8 "progression rates": each Member State is set to achieve the proposed EU-wide targets by following a 
customised compliance path developed on the basis of common average progression rates and taking as a 
point of departure their current performance levels.  
Two alternative variants have been developed and tested in the additional analysis:  
 

                                                           
3 https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/Pages/Waste-Consultation-Report-Available.aspx. In its opinion of 12 February 
2015 on the initial circular economy package, the Committee of the Regions called for ambitious waste management targets 
underpinned by a general resource efficiency target. It also advocated mandatory targets for waste prevention. 

https://portal.cor.europa.eu/subsidiarity/news/Pages/Waste-Consultation-Report-Available.aspx
https://toad.cor.europa.eu/ViewDoc.aspx?doc=cdr%255cenve-v%255cdossiers%255cenve-v-048%255cEN%255cCOR-2014-04083-00-01-AC-TRA_EN.docx&docid=3056403
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- a 'moderate' variant - Option 3.8 (a) – which assumes an average annual progression rate of 2.5 
percentage point until a recycling rate of 65% for municipal waste and 75% for packaging waste is 
achieved;  and  

- a 'high' variant – Option 3.8 (b) - which assumes an average annual progression rate of 3 percentage 
points until a recycling rate of 50% is achieved and an average annual progression rate  of 2 
percentage points until a final recycling rate of 70% for municipal waste and 80% for packaging waste  
is reached.  

 
Option 3.8(c) has been developed in order to assess the added value of introducing a landfill diversion for 
municipal solid waste (MSW) on top of recycling targets. Under this variant, landfill reduction targets for 
2025, 2030 and in some cases 2035, are calculated for each individual Member State by applying an 
average landfill reduction rate of 4 percentage points starting from a pre-defined baseline year (i.e. 2013) 
until a final reduction to 10% is reached. 
 
3.9 "time derogations": all Member States are set to achieve the proposed EU-wide targets by the same 
deadlines, but a number of Member States4 would have the possibility to request a time derogation of 
maximum 5 years in case they prove to be unable to meet them and where they comply with certain 
conditions.  
 
Again, two alternative variants have been developed and tested in the additional analysis:  
 

- a 'moderate' variant - Option 3.9(a) – which combines a 65% recycling rate for municipal waste by 
2030 and  ‘moderate’ targets for packaging waste; 

- a 'high' variant – Option 3.9(b) – which combines a 70% recycling rate for municipal waste by 2030 and 
the ‘high’ targets  packaging waste derogation. 

 
Under both of these variants, seven Member States would be eligible for a five year derogation in respect 
of the MSW recycling targets. 
 
 
Scope of the additional analysis 
As in the original impact assessment, also in this case, the additional options presented are assessed for 
their costs and benefits, impact on employment and environmental impacts. Thus, the potential impacts of 
the additional two options have been assessed with the same methodology used for the initial impact 
assessment. However, the modelling tool for the assessment of costs and benefits of the options has been 
updated in various respects, including the updating of costs to 2015, the introduction of a new Net Present 
Value, allowing options to be compared up to 2030 (Annex 1 of the Analysis), and the use of new data on 
packaging waste, which were updated to reflect Eurostat's latest publication (2012 figures). 
 
A new sensitivity analysis was carried out for option 3.9 using the updated model. The analysis concluded 
that, despite the increased sensitivity to some input factors (e.g. waste prevention effects, material losses 
and revenues...), the results do not differ significantly from those originally elaborated (annex 2). Similarly, 
calculations for each Member State have been performed based on the new targets (applicable by 2015 
and 2030) by using the input to the final recycling process; in particular calculations were performed under 
the assumption of full implementation of the existing legislation.  
 

                                                           
4 Estonia, Greece, Croatia, Latvia, Malta, Romania and Slovakia. 
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Results reveal an overall negative cost for the EU28, although with significant variation between options. In 
this connection, option 3.9 ('progression rate') shows higher benefits over the period 2015-2035, although 
difference between the options (i.e. 3.8 and 3.9) becomes less disproportionate after 2030. Higher 
recycling targets for both municipal waste and packaging waste are considered to bring greater savings and 
higher environmental benefits. Savings arising from a shift between the options analysed and their variants 
may reach up to €9.4 billion (under the hypothesis of moving from Option 3.8a to 3.8b).  
 
Also, the inclusion of a landfill reduction target is considered likely to lead to reduced benefit at society 
level, even though - the analysis confirms - these benefits remain positive overall. This diminution is due to 
the financial cost of the switch from landfill to other residual waste treatments. The analysis recognises 
that other 'important environmental benefits' linked to landfill reduction measures could not be monetised 
(therefore they are not included in the cost-benefit calculation) due to the absence of proper methods to 
quantify specific environmental impacts. In terms of job creation, the options assessed promise comparable 
results (table 2, p. 11).  
 
A qualitative assessment of options was also performed. As to the approach to target setting, both options 
are deemed to guarantee similar results, although with differing benefits. A similar judgment is made with 
regard to the final recycling rates, where options including higher reuse/recycling targets perform better in 
terms of resource efficiency and level of ambition.  
 
The analysis concludes that all the options under assessment would contribute to the attainment of the 
objectives of the initiative. It does not identify a preferred option between the two alternatives considered.   
 
 
Budgetary or public finance implications 
In this connection, the additional analysis only hints at the potential overall savings stemming from the shift 
from one option and the other, or their variants as assessed in the additional analysis. Despite the 
monetisation of cost and benefits deriving from the new targets, the analysis does not refer systematically 
(or dedicates a section) to the implications for the EU budget or for Member States' finances.  
 
 
SME test / Competitiveness 
No additional analysis was conducted to assess the specific impact of the new options on SMEs or 
competitiveness as such. The original impact assessment underlined how SMEs operating in the 
waste/recycling sector would benefit from the competitiveness and innovation impacts of increased 
targets. It also recognised that meeting higher targets might imply a short term increase of at-source 
sorting costs for SMEs in some countries. However, in the medium term, it considered that this increase 
should be compensated by the savings achieved through better material management as a whole, 
particularly if material values continue to increase in real terms. It also pointed out that the proposed 
measures to simplify permitting procedures for SMEs generating or handling small amounts of non-
hazardous waste (which it describes ‘as a repeated and reasonable demand from SMEs', IA p.41) should 
lead to a reduction in their administrative costs. A specific seminar focusing on SMEs was held as part of the 
original stakeholder consultation exercise, but it was not renewed for the part of the new package 
concerning the updated waste management targets which is the focus of the additional analysis. 
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Simplification and other regulatory implications 
The original impact assessment stressed that the objectives of simplifying legislation and reducing 
regulatory burdens, as well as ensuring that targets are ‘fit for purpose’, are in line with the Commission’s 
efforts to ensure regulatory fitness. Thus, the harmonisation of definitions and targets, and the 
simplification of reporting requirements, should help to improve the coherence of current EU legislation on 
waste management and reduce administrative burdens overall. Neither the additional analysis nor the 
Implementation Plan makes any reference to regulatory implications or to the simplification deriving from 
the new proposals.  
 
Specifically regarding waste management, the Roadmap anticipating the new proposals underlined the 
necessity of reviewing existing targets. Moreover, it suggested that effective design of recycling legislation, 
with smart targets, will provide signals and legal certainty to economic operators, allowing smooth 
functioning of the single market and a level-playing field in terms of environmental protection and resource 
efficiency.  
 
 
Relations with third countries 

As in the original impact assessment, no detailed analysis of potential implications for relations with third 
countries has been made. 
 
 

Quality of data, research and analysis 
The additional analysis delivers a rather detailed quantitative and qualitative assessment of the new 
options and sub-options presented and the conclusions reached appear reasonable on the basis of the 
information provided. However, most of the economic and methodological elaborations used to establish 
the costs (or gains) of the newly proposed targets, and the arrangements accompanying them, are not 
reported in the document itself, but are apparently presented in a new study commissioned5 to support the 
analysis. However, this study is not publicly accessible at the time of writing. Apparently, the results of the 
study and the outcomes of the updated model used for calculation were presented to Member States in 
January and the complete analysis of the new policy options will be uploaded on the Commission's 'Circular 
Economy Package' dedicated web page in the coming weeks. 
 
Overall, the approach undertaken by the Commission - submitting additional analysis to complement the 
original impact assessment, concentrating on the aspects which are new (i.e. waste targets) - appears an 
appropriate and proportionate way to support the new proposals. 
 
 
Stakeholder consultation 
The new analysis builds on the stakeholder consultation already carried out for the previous impact 
assessment, but it also takes account of the developments which have occurred since December 2014. In 
addition to the position of the European Parliament - expressed in its resolution of 9 July 2015 on 'resource 
efficiency: moving towards a circular economy', referred to above, Member States presented their views in 
the Council Working Party on Environment between July and December 2014, where many called for a 
greater focus on better product design to promote prevention, reuse and recycling. Additional technical 

                                                           
5 Eunomia Research & Consulting (2015), Support to the Waste Target Review: Analysis of New Policy Options, Report for DG 
Environment of the European Commission. 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2015-0266
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consultations were organised by the European Commission in June 2015 and a questionnaire was sent to 
Member States in September 2015 to gather information on calculation and reporting methods, how to 
incentivise re-use and on specific requirements for producer responsibility schemes.  
 
No new formal public consultation was organised in the context of the additional analysis accompanying 
the new proposals.  
 
 
Commission Impact Assessment Board 
No additional opinion was issued by the Impact Assessment Board (now the Regulatory Scrutiny Board). 
However, compared to the main recommendations for improvement as formulated by the IAB in its 
positive opinion of March 2014 on the original impact assessment, the additional analysis accompanying 
the new proposals does go some way towards addressing some of the concerns previously raised. By 
introducing two additional variants to option 3, the analysis helps to better explain the differences between 
sub-options (as recommended by the IAB); additionally, it recognises the limitation of considering the 
waste management performance by the most advanced Member States as automatic benchmark for the 
targets to be achieved in all other Member States. In this connection, the additional options considered 
foresee special arrangements for individual Member States (in terms of different progression rates or time 
derogations). However, some questions concerning subsidiarity and proportionality - especially as to the 
issue of landfilling of waste - are left partially unaddressed.  In this respect, the analysis limits itself to listing 
the qualitative advantages for Member State governments and economic actors, in terms of increased 
flexibility of action and coherence, of having concomitant recycling and landfilling targets. 

 
 
Coherence between the Commission's new legislative proposals and the 
original IA  
The new package - specifically the parts relating to waste targets - follows what was already recommended 
in the original impact assessment, but builds on the additional information provided in the supplementary 
analysis, particularly with regard to taking into account the different starting positions of each Member 
State. 
 
In particular, the new proposal on waste management targets - to be met by 2030 - envisages increasing 
the share of municipal waste prepared for reuse and recycling to 65%, increasing the share of packaging 
waste prepared for reuse and recycling to 75% (with specific targets for various materials used in 
packaging), and gradually limiting municipal waste landfill to 10%, with time derogations for a specific 
group of Member States. Thus, the proposed arrangements appear to reflect the substance of option 3.9a 
as presented in the Commission's additional analysis.  
 
 

Conclusions 

The additional analysis accompanying the new 'Circular Economy package' goes a considerable way 
towards addressing some of the concerns previously voiced with regard to waste targets in the context of 
the original IA and legislative proposal, especially the criticisms regarding the apparent failure to take 
sufficient account of the different situations of the Member States and their capacity to perform in the 
future. It provides further evidence of the possible impacts of new waste targets by considering a number 
of alternatives to one of the original options (option 3), and by presenting the results of an updated 
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application of the model used for the original impact assessment. In particular, costs were updated to 2015 
prices, and data on waste was drawn from the latest available Eurostat sources (2012). The use of 
sensitivity analysis (carried out on the main input parameters used in the model, e.g. efficiency of the 
collection system, material losses and revenues, etc.) is another welcome indication of the desire to 
provide a realistic assessment of the likely impacts of the proposed measures. A clearer ranking of the 
options presented - and of their variants - might nevertheless have allowed for a more thorough 
appreciation of the potential impact (and benefits) of each of the new alternatives considered, as well as 
for a better understanding of the coherence between the new proposal and the overall impact assessment 
analysis. As mentioned, some questions concerning subsidiarity and proportionality - especially as to the 
issue of landfilling of waste - are left partially unaddressed. Finally, the analysis, though thorough, is clearly 
intentionally restricted to an exploration of the possible impacts generated by the new sets of waste 
targets. It does not seek to go further in 'exploring synergies with other policies' - one of the reasons set 
out in the April 2015 Roadmap, referred to above, for the withdrawal of the original proposal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This note, prepared by the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit for the European Parliament's Committee on Environment, Public Health 
and Food Safety of the European Parliament, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Impact 
Assessment Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be 
met by the IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. It is drafted for informational and background 
purposes to assist the relevant parliamentary committee(s) and Members more widely in their work. 

To contact the Ex-Ante Impact Assessment Unit, please e-mail:  EPRS-ExAnteImpactAssessment@ep.europa.eu  
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