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Executive Summary 

 

1.1. The European Commission presented a proposal for a Directive laying down 

rules on nominal quantities for pre-packaged products (COM 2004/708), in 

which it proposes to abolish existing pack size ranges for most (liquid and 

non-liquid; food and non-food) pre-packaged products. Only for very few 

products, are ranges1 maintained for a transitional period, after which ranges 

are to be automatically abolished. 

 

1.2. The European Parliament (EP), while in principle agreeing with the European 

Commission’s liberalisation approach2, tends to believe that mandatory pack 

size ranges should continue to apply to certain “basic products”3. The EP 

thinks that the European Commission’s impact assessments – which led the 

latter to favour the liberalisation scenario – did not sufficiently take into 

account the impacts of this policy option on consumers (in particular 

vulnerable consumers) and small and medium sized enterprises (SME). 

 

1.3. The EP has therefore commissioned this impact assessment, the objective of 

which is to enable the Honourable Members to fully understand the positive 

and negative impacts (costs and benefits) – in economic, social and 

environmental terms – of their favoured policy option and of the amendments 

they have tabled in first reading (at the committee stage), and to gain insight 

into alternative policy choices (full liberalisation; no change scenario). 

 

1.4. The impact assessment model4 used in this study has been developed to 

enable a holistic, balanced view of the impacts on consumers and 

manufacturers under a full liberalisation scenario, following the request of the 

Honourable Members to provide them with a ‘synthetic picture’ and 

reflecting their specific needs by being short, concise and easily accessible 

but at the same time comprehensive. 
                                                 
1 Wines; spirits; soluble coffee; aerosols; white sugar 
2 Draft report for the IMCO Committee, Explanatory Statement, page 16 
3 In addition to the products mentioned in footnote 1: drinking milk; butter; spreadable fats; tea; 

ground or unground coffee; dried pasta; rice; salt; brown sugar; icing sugar; pre-packaged 
bread (IMCO and ITRE amendments). 

4 See part IV. 
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The Main Findings Relating to Consumers 

 
1.5. The hypothesis that non-fixed sizes lead to more pack sizes was fully 

supported. 

 
1.6. However, we also found evidence that free pack sizes lead to a decrease in the 

number of available brands as a result of shelf space constraints. Hence 

consumer choice of brands would be reduced. 

 
1.7. In addition, most consumers do not seem to want more choice. Studies 

indicate that 70% of the customers actually prefer fewer rather than more 

product sizes since they perceive themselves as overloaded with information 

about the number of products available. 

 
1.8. We found some but not fully conclusive evidence that a liberalisation would 

facilitate product promotions that would benefit consumers. 

 
1.9. From a consumer protection point of view, no clear evidence either in favour 

or against could be found for the hypotheses that, if there were free sizes, 

price comparisons would be more difficult for ‘average consumers’ because 

of similar but different pack sizes and that there would be less transparency 

on value for money. From a consumer convenience point of view, however, it 

seems fairly clear that a liberalisation would have a negative impact on 

consumers, as they do not typically use unit pricing even if they understand it. 

 
1.10. Our evidence suggests that a liberalisation of sizes would indeed lead 

to less wastage as consumers buy exactly what they need. 

 
1.11. We found some but not fully conclusive evidence that free pack sizes 

favour supermarkets over smaller outlets. 

 
1.12. There is also some but not fully conclusive evidence that freer pack 

sizes reduce the risk of price collusion. On the other hand, there is evidence 

that a ‘fuzzy’ range of sizes hinders price competition. 
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The Main Findings Relating to Vulnerable Consumers 

 
1.13. There is reasonable evidence that the elderly would be disadvantaged 

by a liberalisation of pack sizes. 

 
1.14. There is evidence that visually impaired cannot use unit pricing. But 

this must be countered by the fact that they have similar problems with the 

prices of fixed pack sizes.  

 
1.15. Whilst it certainly is true that mentally impaired people have problems 

with unit pricing, the same could be said about prices for fixed sizes. In our 

view the overall impact balances out. 

 
1.16. Our evidence suggests that a wider range of packs would benefit 

poorer people, but this would require that the full range is stocked in smaller 

shops, where poor families most frequently shop. 

 
1.17. Single person households would favour more varied packs. However, 

the consumers’ view that they would then pay more for smaller packs 

counters this. 

 
1.18. We found no clear evidence, although anecdotally views have been 

expressed, that more sizes – in particular small packs – might favour people 

with certain medical conditions. 

 
1.19. Regarding non-native consumers, less educated consumers in this 

group are less likely to use unit pricing, so fixed pack sizes would benefit 

them. Educated non-native consumers, however, are unlikely to have 

significant problems with numerical data. 

 
The Main Findings Relating to Manufacturers of Pasta, Milk, Butter, Coffee and 

Sugar 

 
1.20. The hypothesis that variable pack sizes help manufacturers adjust 

price/weight is true for at least some product categories. 
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1.21. We found evidence that more pack sizes would indeed lead to more 

packaging write-offs but that the extra costs would be negligible. 

 

1.22. We also found evidence that more pack sizes would require greater 

finished goods stock but that overall the costs of extra cycle stock would be 

small. 

 

1.23. Our evidence suggests that additional pack sizes would increase 

logistics costs in a not insignificant way, and may lead to the extra cost being 

passed on to the consumer. 

 

1.24. The hypothesis that retailers will seek listing fees for each new pack 

was found to be true. However, the one-off nature of these listing fees in most 

markets is likely to mean that over time the impact will become insignificant. 

Also there are benefits to such fees if they result in less profitable items being 

stocked, hence providing more choice. In our view the overall impact 

balances out. 

 

1.25. Our evidence supports the hypothesis that the greater the number of 

pack sizes the greater will be the pressure on shelf space, and some 

manufacturers may be squeezed out.  

 

1.26. There may be more production line change-overs and downtime with 

more pack sizes but it is unlikely that more changeover time in total occurs. 

 

1.27. There appears to be no evidence for the hypothesis that free choice of 

pack sizes facilitates differentiation between brands. 

 

1.28. We found little supporting evidence that packaging innovation – in 

terms of size, format and material – is encouraged. 
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1.29. There was some but not fully conclusive evidence that a broader range 

of sizes facilitates entry to other markets, especially developing markets 

where smaller sizes are initially the consumer choice. 

 

1.30. We consider it unlikely that producing a greater range of packs will 

require more fixed assets for the same total output for large manufacturers 

with modern equipment. However, it is possible that many SMEs may have 

old equipment that is less flexible. 

 

1.31. More pack sizes incur greater administration in sales, manufacturing, 

commercial and finance functions. 

 

1.32. We did find evidence that, in the case of liberalisation, retailers would 

expect more pack sizes from manufacturers. 

 

1.33. There is evidence that it is true that, if sizes were liberalised, it would 

be more difficult for small manufacturers to achieve scale economy. 

Policy Conclusions 

 
1.34. Our weighted findings support the policy option favoured by the 

European Parliament – the a priori liberalisation of pack sizes while retaining 

fixed ranges of pack sizes for certain “basic products” (pasta, milk, butter, 

coffee and sugar). As the analysis and the impact assessment model5 show in 

greater detail, a liberalisation of pack sizes in these product categories would, 

overall, be a disbenefit. However, the balance – based on our initial 

weightings, which may be varied according to the political preferences of the 

Honourable Members – is a very narrow one. 

 

1.35. Clearly vulnerable consumers are an important impact on the result. 

Manufacturers of the products in question do not seem to be keen on a policy 

change even though it appears that most extra costs that would incur in the 

case of a liberalisation of pack sizes would be relatively modest. 

                                                 
5 See part IV and the ‘interactive’ Microsoft Excel spreadsheet distributed together with this 

document. 
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1.36. Choosing the policy option favoured by the European Commission – a 

liberalisation of pack sizes that includes the product categories in question – 

would, in our view, require flanking measures that reduce the negative 

impacts on consumers. Our thorough analysis of consumers’ understanding 

and use of unit pricing in part II of this study leads us to the conclusion that 

effective education and information programmes for consumers which help 

them understand unit pricing and promote their use of this decision tool 

would keep adverse effects for consumers to a minimum. The programmes 

would have to be tailored to the groups in which ignorance and lack of use of 

unit pricing is most widespread. Such programmes could build on the 

experience gained from – or, in some cases, be combined with – existing and 

planned education and information programmes that promote the 

understanding of advertising (and other marketing techniques) and food 

labelling, both areas in which very similar consumer protection issues arise. 
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PART I 

 

Introduction 

 

1.1. The European Commission presented a proposal for a Directive laying down 

rules on nominal quantities for pre-packaged products (COM 2004/708), in 

which it proposes to abolish existing pack size ranges for most (liquid and 

non-liquid; food and non-food) pre-packaged products. Only for very few 

products, are ranges6 maintained for a transitional period, after which ranges 

are to be automatically abolished. 

 

1.2. The European Parliament (EP), while in principle agreeing with the European 

Commission’s liberalisation approach7, tends to believe that mandatory pack 

size ranges should continue to apply to certain “basic products”8. The EP 

thinks that the European Commission’s impact assessments – which led the 

latter to favour the liberalisation scenario – did not sufficiently take into 

account the impacts of this policy option on consumers (in particular 

vulnerable consumers) and small and medium sized enterprises (SME). 

 

1.3. The EP has therefore commissioned this impact assessment, the objective of 

which is to enable the Honourable Members to fully understand the positive 

and negative impacts (costs and benefits) – in economic, social and 

environmental terms – of their favoured policy option and of the amendments 

they have tabled in first reading (at the committee stage), and to gain insight 

into alternative policy choices (full liberalisation; no change scenario). 

 

1.4. The impact assessment model9 used in this study has been developed to 

enable a holistic, balanced view of the impacts on consumers and 

manufacturers, following the request of the Honourable Members to provide 

                                                 
6 Wines; spirits; soluble coffee; aerosols; white sugar 
7 Draft report for the IMCO Committee, Explanatory Statement, p. 16. 
8 In addition to the products mentioned in footnote 1: drinking milk; butter; spreadable fats; tea; 

ground or ungrounded coffee; dried pasta; rice; salt; brown sugar; icing sugar; pre-packaged 
bread (IMCO and ITRE amendments) 

9 See part IV and the ‘interactive’ Microsoft Excel spreadsheet distributed together with this 
document. 
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them with a ‘synthetic picture’ and reflecting their specific needs by being 

short, concise and easily accessible but at the same time comprehensive. 

 

1.5. In addition, we believe that one great advantage of the impact assessment 

model set out here is that the Honourable Members’ political convictions can 

easily be incorporated in the model structure by changing the initial weighting 

we have given to specific impacts and groups. 
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Methodology 

 
1.6. The impact assessment model10 used in this study has been developed to 

enable a holistic, balanced view of the impacts on consumers and 

manufacturers, aiming at meeting the request of the Honourable Members to 

provide them with a ‘synthetic picture’ and reflecting their specific needs by 

being short, concise and easily accessible but at the same time 

comprehensive.  

 
1.7. One problem with impact assessments is that some elements, for example the 

impact on manufacturers’ finished goods stock, are fairly easy to quantify, yet 

not of great social or economic importance. Other elements, for instance the 

impact on vulnerable groups of consumers, can be of immense social and 

political importance, yet very difficult, or even impossible to quantify in 

monetary terms.  In order to get around this problem a new approach to 

impact assessment has been developed and applied to the issue of fixed 

packaging sizes. 

 
1.8. The model is designed around a list of hypothesised impacts, some of which 

are beneficial socially or economically (e.g. more consumer choice), and 

others, which are not (e.g. confusion for partially sighted people). The model 

presented here has 35 such impacts, 21 appearing potentially non-beneficial 

and 14 appearing beneficial. Although the number of non-beneficial impacts 

is greater than the number of beneficial ones, because of the weightings used 

in the model simple numerical count is not important. 

 
1.9. The following research has been undertaken to establish whether and to what 

extent each of the 35 working hypotheses (model components) is true or false: 

 
• A shop survey11 

• Analysis of scientific studies12 

                                                 
10 See part IV and the ‘interactive’ Microsoft Excel spreadsheet distributed together with this 

document. 
11 See below Annex A and B. 
12 For bibliography see Annex D. 
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• Analysis of the submissions stakeholders made during the European 

Commission’s consultations and those sent to the European Parliament’s 

Rapporteur13 

• Evaluation of answers to questionnaires sent to organisations representing 

consumers and manufacturers14 

 
Shop Survey 

1.10. As part of our research we conducted a shop survey, the objective of 

which was to establish whether a free choice of sizes actually leads to more 

pack sizes within a brand, or within a category. 

1.11. Taking Brussels as a representative city, we surveyed seven fixed-size 

product categories for which the European Parliament considers maintaining 

mandatory ranges of pack sizes, together with five non-fixed size categories 

of similar products that served as a control group. 

 
The fixed/non-fixed size products were matched as follows: 

 

Fixed Size Products Control Group 

Milk (and Milk Based Beverages 
Sold By Volume) Yoghurt (Not Drinking Yoghurt) 

Butter/Spreadable Fats 

 

Jam  
& 

Chocolate Spreads 

Brown Sugar 

White Sugar 
Artificial Sweeteners 

Pasta Products 

Rice 
Potatoes 

Ground or Un-ground Coffee Soluble Coffee,  
Tea 

                                                 
13 Analysed position papers are listed in the bibliography. 
14 See Annex C (stakeholder questionnaires). 
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& 

Soluble Chocolate Powder 

 
1.12. The survey was carried out on 2 and 3 November 2005 in the following 

nine supermarkets (six different chains) in Brussels, Belgium: 

 

• Delhaize: Boulevard Anspach 30 

• GB: Rue de la Vierge Noire 248; Rue de Tongres 42 

• Colruyt: Rue Gray 102; Avenue de l’Université 16 

• Carrefour: Boulevard du Souverain 240 

• Lidl: Place Flagey; Chaussée de Wavre 136 

• Match: Chausée de Waterloo 

 
1.13. The survey analysed (1) the number of pack sizes in each product 

category and (2) the presence of major brands available. The survey also 

determined (3) the average number of pack sizes supplied by each supplier.  

 
1.14. The results of the shop survey are as follows: 

 

• In the categories where sizes are free, there are overall 65% more pack 

sizes available than in the categories where sizes are fixed.  In every 

single shop this can be observed, with the values ranging from 11% to 

129% more. 

• However, in the categories with free sizes there is, overall, 9% less 

representation of the major brands. The representation of major brands is 

less in all shops with the exception of one. The range is from 17% more 

(in the case of that one shop) to 39% less. This would suggest that more 

sizes put pressure on shelf space, and squeezes out some manufacturers. 

• It is interesting to observe that there were 65% more pack sizes available, 

but individual manufacturers, only offer 34% more. This implies that, if 

pack sizes were liberalised, different manufacturers would choose to add 

different pack sizes. 
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The overall conclusion drawn from the shop survey is that free sizes give more 

pack size choice but less brand choice. Details of the survey are illustrated in 

the two spreadsheets in Annex A and B. 

 

Analysis of Stakeholder Submissions and Scientific Studies 

1.15. As per brief, this study has focused on “establishing a synthetic picture 

of available information rather than spending too much time on generating 

new data”. Accordingly, we have analysed and evaluated, as a first step, the 

European Commission’s impact assessments and working papers, and the 

input material they are based on (stakeholder submissions and studies). In 

addition, we have taken into account the position papers the EP Rapporteur 

has received from stakeholders whose views were relevant to the issues 

examined in this study. 

 
1.16. However, it became obvious at an early stage that the existing 

information had to be complemented with additional research, with regard to 

both the impact on consumers (including vulnerable consumers) and small 

and medium sized enterprises. 

 
1.17. We therefore designed and distributed questionnaires (see Annex C) in 

the following language versions: English, German, French, Italian and Polish 

to consumer organisations, manufacturers and some retailers in the agreed 

nine countries (Austria, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Hungary, Ireland, 

Italy, Poland, UK). 

 
1.18. As for consumer organisations, we contacted the major national 

consumer organisations as well as organisations which represent the interests 

of vulnerable consumers. Regarding the latter we focussed on organisations 

for the elderly, as they represent a very large – and growing - part of the 

population, and those representing persons with special medical conditions. In 

our research we have also looked at the particular interests of specific 

consumer groups such as the poor, mentally impaired, non-native consumers 

and single person households. 
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1.19. Despite the very short consultation period, we have received answers 

to the ‘general consumers’ questionnaires from five (out of the nine agreed) 

countries (Austria, Czech Republic, France, Italy, Poland) and to the 

‘vulnerable consumers’ questionnaires from four countries (Austria, Czech 

Republic, Italy, UK)15. 

 
1.20. As for manufacturers, we contacted organisations that represent the 

interests of SME in general, as well as companies that produce the ‘basic 

products’ for which the EP would like to keep mandatory ranges of sizes. In 

the limited time available, we received only few responses from smaller 

manufacturers. It should be noted, however, that the representation of SMEs 

in most of the product categories in question - salt, sugar, coffee and rice in 

particular – is everything but strong. 

 

1.21. In compensation, we had conversations with representatives from pet 

food, rice, confectionery and alcoholic drinks industries on the 

manufacturers’ impacts addressed in the questionnaire. These sources have 

expressed a desire to remain anonymous. To ensure reliability, a list may be 

viewed upon specific request. 

 

1.22. Additionally, the analysis of the impact on manufacturers is based on 

the shop survey (see above), secondary sources and the position papers 

submitted by the following industry organisations during the Commission 

consultation. We have taken into account the following submissions from 

manufacturers’ associations: 

 

• Milk and butter 

o NUDC (National Union of Dairy Co-operatives, Poland) 

o Czech Dairy Association (Ceskomoravsky svaz mlékárenskyhave) 

o EDA (European Dairy Association) 

o DIAL (Dairy Industry Association Limited, now DairyUK) 

o ATLA (Association de la Transformation Laitière Française) 

                                                 
15 In addition, we have included in our analysis the information provided by the consumer 

organisations that made submissions during the Commission consultation. 
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• Pasta 

o UNAFPA (Union of Organisations of Manufacturers of Pasta 

Products in the EU)  

o CEFS (Comité Européen des Fabricants de Sucre) 

 

• Sugar 

o SIFPAF (Syndicat des Industriels Fabricants de Pâtes Alimentaires 

de France) 

 

• Coffee 

o EUCA (The European Federation of Associations of Coffee 

Roasters) 

o AIIPA (Associazione Italiana Industrie Prodotti Alimentari) 

 

• Other sectors 

o Syndicat de la Rizerie Française 

o  Union Européenne de l’Artisanat et de Petites et Moyennes 

Entreprises (UEAPME) 

o  Confédération des industries agro-alimentaires de l’UE (CIAA) 

o  European Salt Producers’ Association (ESPA). 
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PART II – Impact on Consumers, Including Vulnerable Groups 

 
Consumer Choice 

1.1. One of the expected outcomes of liberalising package sizes is that consumers 

will be offered greater choice in sizes. The availability of a wider range of 

sizes could potentially enable consumers to purchase products in quantities 

that better match their individual requirements. 

 

Will Liberalisation Lead to More Choice? 

1.2. In the Working Paper on Pack Sizes, the European Commission states that 

where pack-sizes are not limited, the focal point of supermarkets and 

manufacturers naturally is the wishes of the consumers. As a result of this, 

consumers are well catered for and have access to a varied number of pack 

sizes16. Furthermore, where package sizes are fixed only few sizes are 

available in supermarkets, which is usually the standard size17. 

 

Grocery multiples are requiring manufacturers to provide a complex array of 

packaging solutions. The catalyst for this seems to be the competitive 

pressures felt by retailers who are responding by offering more multi-pack 

and in-store promotions and by driving their supply chains harder18. 

The Commission assumptions above seem to be substantiated by our shop 

survey (see Annex C). The survey overall showed that non-fixed categories 

offered 65% more pack sizes. The ranges of sizes available differed from 

shop to shop, but in no shop was the choice in a non-fixed category less than 

in a fixed-size category. The available non-fixed pack sizes were from 11% to 

129% more than in fixed-size categories. 

The shop survey also showed that in the non-fixed categories, where more 

pack sizes were on offer (65% more packs), there were fewer major brands 

available (9% less overall, with a high of 39% less).  

 

                                                 
16 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 27. 
17 Ibid., p. 28. 
18 Grady, 2004, p. 29. 
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Could More Pack Sizes Result in Fewer Brands? 

1.3. Ironically the increase in choice of products appears to take place at the 

expense of the availability of multiple brands. The Commission is aware of 

the fact that shelf space is valuable, and that large retailers can exercise their 

powers by forcing producers into less attractive deals with less shelf space19. 

It is possible, and maybe likely, that such situations may occur more 

frequently in a future where more pack sizes of identical products will be 

placed on the supermarket shelves. It should however be remembered that in 

our questionnaire (see Annex C) retailers indicated that they did not consider 

an increased number of pack sizes as a potential problem since height of 

shelves can be adjusted to fit more products. 

 

Consumers may not actually be so negatively affected by a slight decrease in 

the availability of brands as can be suspected. As long as they find their 

favourite products and the space devoted to the category remains constant, 

studies suggest that as long as the difference in assortment does not differ 

more than between 25% and 50%, the consumers do not actually perceive the 

difference20. 

 

Do Consumers Want More Choice? 

1.4. It is interesting to note that according to a study, 70% of consumers answered 

that they prefer fewer rather than more product sizes since they are being 

overloaded with information regarding the sheer number of products 

available21. 

 

1.5. This also appears to be confirmed by our questionnaire (see Annex C) in 

which consumers were asked questions about package size policy relating to 

coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-packaged bread. 

Respondents did not single out any particular product, but opted to have their 

                                                 
19 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 18. 
20 Broniarczyk, S., Hoyer. W., McAlister, l., “Consumers’ Perceptions of the Assortment Offered 

in a Grocery Category: The Impact of Item Reduction” Journal of Marketing Research Vol. 35 
(2) 1998, p. 168. 

21 Finke, M., Chern, W., “Do the Urban Poor Pay More For Food? Issues in Measurement” 
Advancing the Consumer Interest Vol. 9 (1) 1997, p. 184. 
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responses apply to all products in question, which supports the generic 

approach used in the study. Only one consumer organisation agreed with the 

option: “Consumers value the choice of free pack sizes”. More consumer 

organisations agreed with: “More pack sizes confuse the consumer and make 

purchasing decisions more difficult. Some comments were that it 

“complicates choice” and “creates confusion”. Indeed several consumer 

organisations suggested that standardised package sizes should apply to all 

products, not merely the ones listed.  

 

Evidence suggests that an increase in the number of product sizes would 

make the decision making process more difficult to at least some consumers. 

This also seems to imply that consumers may not have any actual opportunity 

to take advantage of more choice due to the fact that they just cannot get an 

overview of the number of product sizes. The inevitable (and possibly 

uncomfortable) issue this puts into question is the virtue of choice: Do people 

really not want more choice of pack sizes? 

 

The Impact on Poor Consumers 

1.6. It has been argued that a greater choice in pack sizes might be beneficial to 

lower income consumers by enabling them to either economise by buying 

larger packages with a lower per unit price opposed to smaller packs22 or by 

smaller packs which they can afford. Currently good economic development 

in Europe combined with changing lifestyles is likely to have two effects on 

demand; consumers may either switch to larger sizes (wealth effect) and/or to 

smaller sizes (individual lifestyle effect)23. However, this does not necessarily 

mean that lower income households will gain access to either larger sizes with 

lower per unit prices or smaller sizes which they can afford because they do 

not entail a major investment. 

 

Research indicates that food stores located in areas where poor people live 

rarely stock larger sized packages. Many lower income consumers live in 

urban areas where shops are smaller, and in turn higher prices. To be able to 
                                                 
22 Leibtag, Ephraim; Kaufman, Phil, “Rich Man, Poor Man” Troy Vol. 104 (10) 2003 p. 50. 
23 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 11. 



  
  
   

PE 364.040 
 

23

get to supermarkets where discounts are available, they would have to use 

public transportation. Due to transportation costs as well as constraints on 

storage space, they will opt to buy the smaller, more expensive packages24. 

The conclusion drawn is that even if package sizes were increased, the 

disadvantaged poor would still only be able to afford to purchase the smaller 

sizes. 

 

In short, evidence seems to suggest that a wider range of pack sizes could 

benefit poor people, provided the full range is stocked in smaller shops, which 

may in practice not actually happen. 

 

Will the Needs of Single Person and Large Households be Better Met? 

1.7. Sizes of EU households are diminishing. In 2000, 59% were single person 

households25. Besides being constantly on the move, more people are also 

frequently eating alone, a trend reflected in the downsizing of confectionery. 

This is in part the result of consumers wanting portable food,26 but also 

smaller more convenient pack sizes. Households can be able to minimize 

grocery costs by selecting the optimal quantity for each product; i.e., choosing 

the right package size of each product given its demand, carrying cost, 

procurement cost, and product price. Such decisions regarding package size 

across all products in a grocery basket could significantly reduce the number 

of shopping trips or in-store shopping time27. 

 

It is possible that a wider range of pack sizes could better cater to small or 

large households. One respondent to our questionnaire (see Annex C) agreed 

with this idea, however most of the respondents did not see this benefit. 

Smaller packages for single-person households were considered beneficial as 

such, but the consumer would always have to pay for this. It is safe to say that 

demographic changes, specifically more single person households, would 

                                                 
24 Finke, M., Chern, W., 1997, p. 173. 
25 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 10. 
26 Pressler, 2005. 
27 Agrawal, J., Grimm, P., Srinivasan, N., “Quantity Surcharges on Groceries” Journal of 

Consumer Affairs, Vol. 27 (2) 1993 p. X. 
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favour more pack sizes. This is however countered by the fact that they would 

probably have to pay more for this convenience.  

 
Impact on People with Medical Conditions 

1.8. No clear evidence has been found regarding people with medical conditions 

and the potential benefits this group would have from a wider range of 

package sizes. Views have however been anecdotally presented (by diabetes 

organisations), expressing that the availability of more small packs would be 

seen as a potential benefit. 

 

It should be noted that for people suffering from adipositas (obesity), food 

portion/pack sizes may indeed be of relevance – but not with regard to the 

product categories discussed here. The same is true for people suffering from 

high blood pressure, as they may certainly care about the salt content of foods 

but less about the pack sizes in which salt itself is sold.
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Competition and Price Effects 

1.9. Effective competition is crucial to the functioning of an open market 

economy. Competition allows technological innovation to flourish. However 

it also has the ability to cut prices, raise the quality and expand consumer 

choice.  

 

1.10. Abandoning the prescribed ranges of pack sizes could potentially have 

the effect that smaller outlets, not having the necessary shelf space for the full 

ranges of packs, could be disfavoured in comparison to supermarkets with 

unlimited space. The result being distorted competition. Studies have shown 

that customers react to promotions by stockpiling and by switching package 

sizes. Understanding the response of “smart” customers can reduce inventory 

costs at the stores and suggests that retailers can benefit from offering a 

variety of product sizes28. This seems to imply that larger stores would have 

an advantage in the case of an increase in the number of pack sizes. 

 

Will a Liberalisation Lead to Price Benefits for the Consumer?  

1.11. The European Commission in its Working Paper on Pack-sizes 

presents some evidence that fixed sizes offer the circumstances required for 

tacit collusion by enhancing market transparency of homogenous products. 

There is however a possible countervailing influence from supermarkets’ own 

brands since they have a tendency of redistributing profits away from leading 

national brands29. Some evidence, such as that found in the Commission 

Working Paper, seems to suggest that the introduction of non-standardised 

pack-sizes may remove the possibility and temptation to collude on prices.  

 

1.12. The elimination of price collusion by abandoning fixed sizes could 

however have other undesired effects. It could for instance inspire 

manufacturers to produce “fuzzy” product ranges. Studies have shown that 

quantity surcharges are more likely to occur when ranges are “fuzzy”, i.e. the 

                                                 
28 Fleischman, Hall, Pyke, 2004, p. 10. 
29 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 20. 
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ratios of brand sizes are not whole numbers (125g, 203g, 379g rather than 

125g, 250g, 500g etc.)30. 

                                                 
30 Mitchell, V., Lennard, D., McGoldrick, P., 2003, p. 175. 
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1.13. Judging from the responses to the questionnaire (see Annex C) 

consumers seem to believe that with liberalisation retailers will be free to 

pressure manufacturers to produce different sizes. This in turn will lead to 

increased production costs which will be passed on to the consumers, i.e. a 

liberalised market will not lead to any price benefits for the consumer. 
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The Use and Understanding of Unit Prices – Particular Difficulties Faced by 

the Vulnerable Consumer 

 

1.14. Standardised pack-sizes for important staple foods have traditionally 

been regarded as an important measure of consumer protection because it 

facilitates price comparison between products. With the implementation of 

Directive 98/6/EC on consumer protection by the indication of unit prices of 

products, the argument could be made that this consumer protection function 

of standard sizes is no longer relevant. Such an argument however, assumes 

that unit prices are indeed displayed as prescribed; that they are accessible 

and legible; and that consumers actually understand and make use of unit 

pricing when they make purchasing decisions. The impact on consumer 

groups that could be termed vulnerable is of special concern.  

 

Are Unit Price Labels Displayed? 

1.15. While the implementation and compliance with existing rules 

regarding the display of unit prices lies outside the scope of this study, the 

results of our stakeholder survey would suggest that unit prices are indeed 

consistently available in larger retail outlets across the Member States, 

whereas smaller retail outlets display unit prices with less consistency.  

 

What about Accessibility for Vulnerable Groups? 

1.16. While a certain understanding for the difficulty of smaller, privately 

operated shops to offer the same service as large supermarket chains is 

justified, it should also be kept in mind that certain consumer groups such as 

the urban poor and the elderly cannot easily shop in the larger outlets that are 

often located in suburban areas and only accessible for those in possession of 

a car. Thus the possibility of making use of unit pricing in order to make the 

most economic purchase decisions may be unavailable to large parts of those 

groups that have the most need to economise on household expenditure. 

 

1.17. The design and location of the labels also affect accessibility of 

information for certain consumer groups. Our stakeholder survey confirms the 

somewhat obvious fact that for the visually impaired, unit price information is 
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not accessible. It suggests also that the elderly struggle to read the 

information on the unit price labels, which are printed with a smaller font than 

the product price. Elderly with sight problems tend to find it difficult to reach 

up or bend down in order to get closer to the label.  

 

Do Consumers Understand and Make Use of Unit Prices? 

1.18. Perhaps our most significant finding, reflected in survey responses and 

confirmed by the literature, is that even where unit price labels are available, 

substantial portions of consumers do not make use of the information 

conveyed. While not making use of this type of information is obviously a 

conscious choice by some segments based on strong brand and/or package 

size preferences, evidence would suggest that the most common reason for 

non-use is difficulty in understanding and processing the meaning conveyed 

by unit prices31. 

 

1.19. While only a minority compare products by looking at the price per 

product unit, consumers use other cues for making decisions about 

purchasing32. The most important of these is simply looking at the size of the 

product. As quantity discounting is very common for groceries, it has created 

a belief among consumers, not always justified, that “bigger is always 

cheaper”. This is problematic given that although quantity discounts are 

relatively more prevalent, quantity surcharges are not uncommon33.  

 

Difficulties facing the vulnerable consumer 

1.20. The difficulties that the general consumer faces in attempting to make 

sense of unit price labelling are only more acutely experienced by those that 

could be described as vulnerable consumers. In this study we have taken a 

rather wide view of what constitutes vulnerable groups. Along with the 

visually impaired and the elderly, we have also considered the impact on the 

                                                 
31 Manning, K., Sprott, D., Miyasaki, A., “Unit Price Usage Knowledge: Conceptualisation and 

Empirical Assessment” Journal of Business Research Vol. 56 (5) 2003, p. 2. 
32 Frankvoort, W., Hogendoorn, J., Rommerts, J.,”Business Impact Analysis on Conformity 

Assessment in Prepackages” European Commission Study Directorate-General Enterprise, 24 
October 2003, p. 99. 

33 Agrawal, J., Grimm, P., Srinivasan, N., 1993, p. 338. 
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young, the least educated and low-income households  (the urban poor in 

particular), the mentally impaired and non-native consumers.  

 

1.21. It is important to note that it is the segments of society that arguably 

would benefit most from decreasing their food spending that are the least 

likely to make price comparisons. Research shows that inability to identify 

optimal purchases is most prevalent amongst specific consumer groups, i.e., 

the young (18-34) and elderly (over 65s), the least educated, low-income 

households, and the visually impaired34 35. Those most likely to understand 

were respondents living in higher income households and those with most 

educational qualifications36. 

 

The Impact on Elderly – survey feedback 

1.22. Of special concern in this context is the difficulty with unit pricing of 

the elderly. The result of a Eurobarometer survey in October 2001 showed 

that half of those over 55 admitted that they experience difficulties 

deciphering such information37. Research confirms that the elderly generally 

use fewer informational aids such as unit pricing and open dating38. In 

addition, it has been suggested that the elderly may have difficulty adjusting 

to new environments and new information. Low literacy levels among elderly 

can affect them as they are bombarded by huge choice and information in 

grocery stores39. 

 

1.23. Feedback received through our survey from organisations representing 

the elderly in Austria and in the UK substantiates our findings. Their 

members tend to do their shopping alone, without assistance. Many have 

reduced sight and find it impossible to read the unit price labels – which tend 

to be only a few millimetres in size.   

                                                 
34 Mitchell, V., Lennard, D., McGoldrick, P., 2003, p. 185. 
35 Manning, K., Sprott, D., Miyasaki, A., 2003, p. 5. 
36 Mitchell, V., Lennard, D., McGoldrick, P., 2003, p. 180. 
37 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 28. 
38 Mitchell, V., Lennard, D., McGoldrick, P., 2003, p. 185. 
39 Kelly, F and Parker A.J. “A Study of Retail Accessibility for Older People: The Elderly Poor 

and their Access to Grocery and Financial Services in Dublin” The Centre for Retail Studies 
University college Dublin 2005, p. . 
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1.24. Response to our survey indicates that while the elderly do have special 

needs when it comes to package sizes, they are pessimistic regarding the 

effect of liberalising sizes. Many elderly, having lost their spouse, live in one-

person households. This combined with a diminishing of the required energy 

intake means that elderly would like to purchase a range of foods in smaller 

packages. However, according to one respondent, there is a strong belief that 

even if smaller packages were to be made available, consumers would always 

need to pay a higher per-unit price for smaller amounts.  

 

1.25. The survey responses provided by the elderly organisations that we 

have consulted would therefore indicate that a further liberalisation of pack 

sizes would have an overall detrimental effect on this particular group.  

 

Could Liberalisation Increase the Risk of Vulnerable Consumers Being Misled? 

1.26. Should liberalisation cause a ‘fuzzy’ range of sizes, this could increase 

the risk that consumers are misled into buying more, thinking that they get a 

better deal. Indeed research shows that quantity surcharges are more likely to 

occur when the ratio of brand sizes are not whole numbers, e.g. increasing 

package sizes of 125g, 203g, 379g rather than 125g, 250g, 500g etc. The 

conclusion being that quantity surcharges are primarily caused by deliberate 

pricing policies for brands where consumers face more price comparison 

difficulties due to being “fuzzy” range brands40. 

 

                                                 
40 Mitchell, V., Lennard, D., McGoldrick, P., 2003, p. 175. 
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Waste and Over-consumption Aspects 

1.27. Across Europe, demographic trends reveal that birth rates are falling, 

households are becoming increasingly smaller and there is a growing 

proportion of elderly individuals. As a result of this demographic transition, 

Europe’s population is both ageing and decreasing in numbers. Furthermore, 

changing lifestyles have diminished the size of EU households. In 2000, 59% 

of households were single person households, inadvertently leading to a rise 

in individual consumption. Taking these factors into account, one of the 

potential benefits of liberalisation of pack sizes entails less wastage of 

foodstuff, as consumer needs in accordance to household size, will be met. 

 

Could Buying the ‘Right Size’ Mean that Household Waste Decreases? 

1.28. Households of only one person represent a substantially higher level of 

wastage than larger households. There are several probable reasons for this 

fact; one being that the availability of product sizes that match their demands 

is limited. Another reason involves consumers purchasing the ‘wrong’ 

product size. Depending on the type of product and the size of the household, 

the amount of wasted foodstuffs varies between 1% and 10%. For instance, in 

Sweden it was estimated that 60 million litres of milk, worth 35 million euros 

(390 million SEK) is wasted per year. Furthermore, in a household of three 

persons, the accounted wastage was 3% per person; in a household of two 

people, the wastage was 5% per person; and in a household of one person the 

wastage was 9%41. 

 

1.29. One study argues that households can minimise their grocery costs by 

selecting the optimal quantity to buy for each product i.e. choosing the right 

package size of each product given its demand, carrying cost, procurement 

cost and product size.  Such decisions regarding pack sizes across all products 

in a grocery basket could significantly reduce the number of shopping trips or 

in-store shopping time42. 

 
                                                 
41 Löfgren C., Johansson, B.B., Erlöv, L., “Mindre spill med rätt förpacking – En studie av 

livsmedelsspill i svenska hushåll”, 2001. 
42 Agrawal, J., Grimm, P., Srinivasan, N., “Quantity Surcharges on Groceries” Journal of 

Consumer Affairs, Vol. 27 (2) 1993, p. 338 
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Does Package Size Affect Levels of Consumption? 

1.30. Despite no correlating research showing that package size directly 

influences usage volume, certain studies suggest that compared to small 

packages, large packages appear to encourage greater use because consumers 

would be less concerned about running out of the product43. The study in 

question confirmed the hypothesis that the larger a package’s size, the more 

of a product a person consumes44. The implication of this finding on package 

size reveals that package sizes can be modified to either accelerate or 

decelerate (conserve) usage45. 

 

1.31. The promotion of products using big discount strategies would be 

further facilitated should pack sizes be liberalised. Bonus pack promotions are 

rapidly becoming an accepted way for companies to boost sales. Additionally, 

this enables companies to avoid price reductions in order to gain a 

competitive edge. Bigger size portions can accelerate consumption, which can 

have various negative consequences on the consumer, ranging from 

economics (more frequent product purchasing and perception of a less 

expensive good) to health (increase food consumption can lead to overweight, 

obesity and chronic disease). 

 

1.32. Marketing as well as environmental demands are calling for packages 

that are adapted to particular needs. Whereas marketing often prefers 

variation, specialties and various pack sizes in order to attract customers’ 

attention, environmentalists want less packaging, materials and energy. For 

example, would a large number of different pack sizes (good for marketing) 

increase the complexity of ordering, handling and delivery (bad for logistics)? 

Smaller pack sizes will increase the amount of packaging per product unit, 

which is a negative consequence from the environmental perspective46. 

Furthermore, the design and choice of packages has become an essential 
                                                 
43 Wansink, Brian, “Can Package Size Accelerate Usage Volume?” Journal of Marketing Vol.60 

(3) 1996, p. 1. 
44 Wansink, Brian 1996, p. 5. 
45 Ibid., p. 1. 
46 Jahre, M.; Hatteland, C., “Packages and Physical Distribution: Implications for Integration and 

Standardization” International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management Vol. 
34 (2) 2004, p. 123. 
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strategy for the reduction of waste in order to reduce negative environmental 

impact47. 

 

Wastage and Consumer Promotion 

1.33. Certain studies suggest that bonus packs are generally unappealing to 

consumers who do not usually buy the product48. For instance, consumers 

may not fully believe they are getting anything for free during promotion 

since they expect that the price has been raised or that the new quantity 

offered is actually the regular amount. 

 

1.34. Furthermore, unit prices can be observed that are sometimes inverted. 

For example, three bottles of 25cl are cheaper than one bottle of 75cl of the 

same brand49. Cheaper unit prices for a smaller package appear to be used as 

a sort of introductory discount for the launch of a new small size. 

 

1.35. Other studies conducted on quantity surcharges suggest that many 

consumers are not aware of the surcharges, potentially due to beliefs that 

quantity discounts are the ubiquitous form of pricing structure50. 

                                                 
47 Ibid., p. 123 
48 Ong, B., Ho, F., Tripp, C., “Consumer Perceptions of Bonus Packs: An Explanatory Analysis” 

The Journal of Consumer Marketing Vol. 14 (2) 1997, p. 103 
49 Pack Sizes in the EU – Working Paper Enterprise DG, p. 13 
50 Manning, K., Sprott, D., Miyasaki, A., 2003, p. 6 
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PART III – Impact on Manufacturers, Including SMEs 

 

Introduction 

1.1. The analysis in this section is based, in addition to the shop survey, the 

stakeholder questionnaires and secondary sources, on conversations held with 

representatives from the pet food, rice, confectionery and alcoholic drinks 

industries. These sources have expressed a desire to remain anonymous; to 

ensure reliability a list is available upon specific request.  

 

1.2. Additionally, the analysis of the impact on manufacturers is based on the shop 

survey (see above), secondary sources and the position papers submitted by 

the following industry organisations during the Commission consultation: 

 

• Milk and butter 

o NUDC (National Union of Dairy Co-operatives) Poland  

o Czech Dairy Association (Ceskomoravsky svaz mlékárenskyhave) 

o EDA (European Dairy Association) 

o DIAL (Dairy Industry Association Limited, now DairyUK) 

o ATLA (Association de la Transformation Laitière Française) 

• Pasta 

o UNAFPA (Union of Organisations of Manufacturers of Pasta 

Products in the EU)  

o CEFS (Comité Européen des Fabricants de Sucre) 

• Sugar 

o SIFPAF (Syndicat des Industriels Fabricants de Pâtes Alimentaires 

de France) 

• Coffee 

o EUCA (The European Federation of Associations of Coffee 

Roasters) 

o AIIPA (Associazione Italiana Industrie Prodotti Alimentari) 

• Remaining sectors 

o Syndicat de la Rizerie Française 



                                                                                                                       PE 364.040 
 

36

o  Union Européenne de l’Artisanat et de Petites et Moyennes 

Entreprises (UEAPME) 

o Confédération des industries agro-alimentaires de l’UE (CIAA), 

Brewers of Europe 

o European Breakfast Cereal Association (CEEREAL) 

o  Association Internationale de la Savonnerie, de la Détergence et 

des Produits d’Entretien (AISE) 

o  European Salt Producers’ Association (ESPA). 

 

Production-Related Costs 

1.3. In some consumer industries (e.g. confectionery) manufacturers gradually 

reduce product size while maintaining a constant price to accommodate 

increases in raw material costs. Then, when the size reduction becomes 

significant, the size is restored and the item price increased. However, the 

categories covered by fixed sizes are not particularly well suited to this type 

of size adjustment. Furthermore, in our questionnaire to the SMEs, the 

respondents disagreed with the notion, claiming, “customers would still want 

the traditional quantity". 

 

1.4. Packaging “write-offs” occur each time a production line is stopped in order 

to change packaging materials. Unfinished packaging rolls are normally 

discarded, and there is always some waste at the start of a production run. 

With more packs being produced, write-offs are bound to increase. However 

the cost is generally very small. With typically 2% of packaging being lost, 

and packaging costs being around 10% sales value, the extra 34% of packs, 

which the survey suggested each individual manufacturer would have to 

provide, will lead to extra costs of just 0.06% sales. 

 

1.5. A “change-over” is when a line is re-configured to produce a different pack or 

variety. Inevitably there will be lost production time. However, with more 

packs to make it is more likely that a manufacturer will not increase the total 

amount of down-time, rather they will make each pack less often and hold 

greater “cycle” stock (see next paragraph). 
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1.6. It is reasonable to assume that greater cycle stock will be held to cover longer 

gaps between production of each pack and responses by manufacturers to our 

survey confirm this. We may assume that, typically at the moment, a 

manufacturer holds 6 weeks of stock, half of which is cycle stock and half 

known as “target minimum stock”, to cover fluctuations in sales. Therefore, 

cycle stock represents around 5.8% of annual sales. Producing an extra 34% 

of pack sizes would increase the cycle stock by 1.9% in sales. Two costs are 

involved: the initial cash investment of 1.9% sales in stock, and then the on-

going financing costs for the extra stock. Financing at around 6%, would cost 

just 0.1% of sales, and so is very small. The initial cash investment is likely to 

be spread over a significant period of time as the pack range is extended, and 

so would not be a serious issue. 

 

1.7. Modern packaging machinery, even for small companies, is flexible in terms 

of the pack sizes it can handle. The shop survey suggests that pack 

complexity will occur between existing pack sizes, rather than at the extremes 

of large or small. Modern packaging machinery should easily be able to cope 

with this added complexity without significant extra investment. 

 

Impact on SMEs 

1.8. The original Commission impact assessment indicated that on average 4.4 

packs account for over 90% of sales. The shop survey suggests that the 

number of packs for each manufacturer will increase by around 34%. This 

amounts to an extra 1.5 packs per category. Modern packaging machinery 

which presently copes with an average of 4.4 sizes is highly likely to have 

flexibility to accommodate the extra 1.5 average packs, especially as they are 

likely to be sizes between existing sizes, and not at the extremes of large or 

small. The flexibility of modern packaging machinery suggests coping with 

the new packs in unlikely to be an issue for large manufacturers.  However it 

is possible that some small manufacturers will have older equipment which 

may be less flexible. 
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1.9. In the initial impact assessment, the Commission expressed the view that 

regularly changing sizes may reduce a small producer’s economies of scale. 

This view was strongly supported in the survey of SMEs, where the view was 

expressed that large manufacturers would be favoured by any change. 

 

Competition and Market Related Components 

1.10. The greater the number of pack sizes the greater will be the pressure on 

shelf space, and some manufacturers may be squeezed out (may affect SMEs 

in particular). The shop survey showed that, whilst many more packs were 

stocked in the free-size categories (65% more) there were on average 9% 

fewer brands on display. Inevitably it will be the smaller brands from SMEs 

that will suffer. In addition consumer perception is significantly affected by 

the availability of favourite items and the amount of space devoted to the 

category. If favourite items are constantly held, studies suggest that the 

threshold of consumers to perceive a difference in assortment is somewhere 

between 25 and 50%, suggesting that the maintenance of display is important 

to the success of a brand, and this concept will be promoted by continuing 

with fixed sizes. 

 

1.11. No evidence was found to uphold the hypothesis that free choice of 

pack sizes facilitates differentiation between brands. Indeed the SME 

respondents disagree, suggesting that a wider range of pack sizes would 

confuse consumers. The SMEs see no advantage of free sizes to promote 

differentiation. 

 

1.12. Whilst no direct evidence emerged for the hypothesis that a broader 

range of sizes facilitates entry to other markets, especially developing markets 

where smaller sizes are initially the consumer choice, it must be true that 

unrestricted pack sizes allow a manufacturer to produce packs suited to export 

markets, which may also be sold within the EU. In some developing markets 

smaller packs may be more easily affordable. In addition small packs are a 

way to introduce brands to potential new consumers. 
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1.13. Packaged goods are part of a global supply chain. Meeting fixed size 

requirements may require companies outside the EU to rework product design 

to meet the specific requirements. Currently imports sometimes arrive to 

incorrect specifications. Although no direct evidence was found to support 

this hypothesis, it must be logically true that if businesses outside the EU can 

export to the EU packs they currently make for domestic consumption, 

competition can only increase. 

 

1.14. It was the Commission’s view that a regular change of sizes would 

reduce a small producer’s economies of scale. For example it would be the 

small producers who would suffer most if buyers required him to produce odd 

size wine bottles alongside the usual sizes. The original IA indicated that the 

average number of packs accounting for over 90% of sales were 4.4. The 

shop survey suggests that the packs will increase by around 34%, or on 

average extra 1.5 packs per category. It is unlikely that the requirement to 

produce an average of 5.9 packs as opposed to 4.4 presents a significant 

technological barrier, and that any manufacturer wishing to enter the category 

would do so anyway. 

 

Administrative Costs and Logistics 

1.15. An increase in the range of pack sizes would inevitably lead to more 

stock as manufacturers work to longer production cycles. However the extra 

cost is small. We may assume an average of around 6 weeks of finished 

goods stock for a typical manufacturer, which is 11.5% of annual sales. 

Around half this will be cycle stock (discussed separately), and half what is 

called “target minimum stock” (TMS), which is 5.8% sales. The shop survey 

indicated that on average an individual company might produce 34% more 

packs, giving extra TMS of 1.9% sales. This will require a cash investment in 

the extra stock, but this is likely to be phased over a considerable period of 

time as the pack range is expanded. On-going financing costs of the extra 

stock at, say 6% interest rate, would be just 0.1% sales. 
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1.16. There is significant evidence that pack size complexity increases 

delivery costs. The questionnaire targeting SMEs supported the hypothesis, 

and indeed standardisation of packs makes planning Euro pallet loads and 

containers easier and more optimal.  More packs impact logistics costs in 

several ways: More packs require more warehouse space, higher ‘picking’ 

costs, and more volume to be delivered by truck. Typically logistics costs 

amount to around 5% sales, split 50:50 between physical movement (e.g. 

trucking) and storage (warehousing and picking). An increase in packs will 

not lead to a proportionate increase in logistics costs as packs will ‘steal’ from 

each other, and scale economies will be significant. A 34% (as indicated by 

the shop survey) increase in packs for an individual manufacturer would, it is 

estimated, increase logistics costs by around 10%, representing around 0.5% 

sales value, which is not insignificant. However it should be noted that it 

would be the manufacturers’ choice to handle more lines. However the extra 

cost is likely to be handed on to consumers. 

 

1.17. In the majority of European countries retailers charge ‘listing fees’ or 

‘entry money’ for their help in stocking a new item. This applies both to new 

brands and to new packs. There is much secrecy over the extent of these fees. 

In France they can amount to a one-off payment of a year’s sales value, but in 

most countries they are much less. These payments tend to be one-off 

payments, and so would effectively be amortised over time. However, listing 

fees are not necessarily a bad thing since sometimes supermarkets carry 

products that are not very profitable, and if listing fees were abandoned these 

products would probably disappear from the shelves. This would be harmful 

to the consumer since they would have less choice. 

 

1.18. Fixed pack sizes could result in producers being less interested in 

supplying smaller sizes since this would mean extra costs for packaging, 

storing and administration. For example, loading a truck with half bottles of 

wine would reduce the quantity of wine carried by 14%. Free pack sizes 

would mitigate against this, but at extra cost. There are two costs involved in 

introducing a new pack. There are initial set-up costs, including packaging 

origination. Industry studies have shown that this one-off set-up cost is 
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typically around Euro 25,000. However this is effectively amortised over 

time. In addition there is the on-going cost of maintaining an additional item 

on the product list, as well as sales force time in handling it. Total 

administration in a manufacturing company runs at around 20% sales. If we 

assume around 4% of these costs are related to the range of products sold, and 

packs increase by 34% as suggested by the shop survey, then the overall 

impact would be around 0.3% sales value, small but not insignificant. 

 

Innovation 

1.19. It was suggested in the initial impact assessment made by the European 

Commission that, where sizes are flexible, product innovation develops new 

markets and goes hand in hand with process innovation. Where sizes are fixed 

there may be less downsizing and less synergy between product and process 

innovation. In studies made of soft drinks, wine, coffee, yoghurt and frozen 

foods, the conclusion was that, despite the various needs of the sectors, 

innovation was not hampered by the regulatory regime on pack sizes. The 

questionnaire for SMEs also suggested this hypothesis is not true, and that 

indeed design costs for new packs are disproportionately high for small and 

medium sized companies. 

 

Impact on Specific Sectors 

 
Sugar 

1.20. The sugar producers’ organisation CEFS (Comité Européen des 

Fabricants de Sucre) has expressed the following views: 

 
1.21. Increasingly efficient machines are being produced, but their 

specificity generally remains fixed to one size only. Changing machinery for 

regular sugar can cost as much as 2 million Euros per machine. For lump 

sugar very few manufacturers have bothered to study and produce machines 

intended for moulding and packing. The cost of changing a machine for lump 
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sugar is according to CEFS estimated to 3 million Euros. Furthermore, 

research in this area has also been halted since demand is going down.51 

 
1.22. In the view of the CEFS an increased number of pack sizes would 

inevitably lead to additional packaging costs. The effect of changes in the 

machine format would require not insignificant mechanical interventions on 

unit designs for a single unit. The packaging cost increases as the weight of 

the pack size falls. The increase in cost would be passed on mechanically in 

the selling price to the consumer and the price would rise by 4-5%. In 

addition to this in case of depreciation of investments, in the hypothesis that 

the producer no longer has large volume production capacity, prices could 

rise another 12.8-13.9%.52 

 
1.23. The available number of products on the European market is proof that 

compulsory ranges are not an obstacle to innovation. CEFS has not 

experienced any consumer demand for additional package sizes. CEFS also 

points out that for sugar innovation mainly concerns the ingredient and not 

the package in which it is sold in.53 

 
1.24. According to CEFS the European market is quite concentrated having 

the effect that supermarkets can exercise more buying power over producers. 

This could have the effect that the retail trade could exert pressure on the 

producers by offering loss-leader prices, for example.54 Furthermore, the 

buying power of the retailers is growing due to the development of central 

purchasing organisations and strategic alliances.55 

 
1.25. In the case of sugar there is normally no waste in the sense that 

consumers need to throw away some of the product. The reason for this is that 

sugar is an imperishable product with no “use-by” date.56 The existence of 

ranges allows optimisation of supplies and a reduction in packaging. 

 

                                                 
51 CEFS Response to DG Enterprise’s Document “Pack Sizes in Europe”, p. 10. 
52 Ibid., p. 11. 
53 Ibid., p. 13. 
54 Ibid., p. 15. 
55 Ibid., p. 16. 
56 Ibid., p. 16. 
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1.26. CEFS subscribes to the idea that unit prices are either not generally 

used by consumers, alternatively not being understood. Particularly 

vulnerable consumers are having trouble with this.57 

 
Pasta 

1.27. The European pasta producers’ organisations UNAFPA (Union of 

Organisations of Manufacturers of Pasta Products in the EU) and SIFPAF 

(Syndicat des Industriels Fabricants de Pates Alimentaires de France) have 

expressed the following views: 

 
1.28. UNAFPA in general agrees that there is a need for reviewing the 

current legal situation. They also acknowledge the principle laid down by the 

“Cidrerie Ruwet” case saying that Member States must accept on their market 

products legally produced and marketed in another Member State. 

 
1.29. In their view however, the past sector however is a sector in need of 

special attention. The pasta sector is mainly composed by small and medium 

sized enterprises, and the abolishment of fixed sizes could result in 

disproportionately heavy costs. The reason for this is that filling machines in 

general are lacking flexibility in being recalibrated to accommodate the 

smaller and smaller sizes which distributors are likely to ask for.58 

 
1.30. SIFPAF has expressed concerns about the risk of liberalisation of 

weight ranges may lead to masked inflation, meaning that price of the product 

will remain the same will the actual weight may decrease, which would not be 

in the interest of the consumers. 

 
Milk and Butter 

1.31. The European dairy (milk and butter) producers’ organisations DIAL 

(Dairy Industry Association Limited), EDA (European Dairy Association), 

Czech Dairy Association (Ceskomoravsky svaz mlékárenskyhave), ATLA 

(Association de la Transformation Laitiere Francaise) and NUDC (National 

Union of Dairy Co-operatives) have expressed the following views: 

                                                 
57 Ibid., p. 14. 
58 UNAFPA Position Paper of 15 February 2005. 
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1.32. The French ATLA (Association de la Transformation Laitiere 

Française) wish to focus the range of butter products given to consumers and 

to modify the least possible the present French ranges. Although many 

experts are in favour of liberalizing pack ranges, France is not. ATLA 

consider that if liberalization occurs, producers would try to differentiate 

themselves from competitors, also taking into account new machines needed, 

investment and new pack sizes creations. Furthermore people are used to 

buying a certain size. For each new range of butter the producers must modify 

the packages themselves. This will cause logistical problems. 

 

1.33. ATLA wishes to conserve the current French ‘range/line’ for milk and 

to complete them with the additional standards. Adjustments to the existing 

machines as well as technical developments are not simple procedures. 

 
1.34. DIAL (Dairy Industry Association Limited, now DairyUK) has 

expressed the view that the existing optional framework for prescribed pack 

sizes should be retained but with a narrower focus on standard milk types. 

DIAL basically would like to maintain the sizes currently in force with the 

addition of 0.33l and the UK and Ireland having an optional addition of the 

“imperial sizes” of 189ml and 284ml. 

 
1.35. Their reasons for maintaining the sizes are that as a staple product the 

consumers benefit by consumer confusion being minimised, and that the 

result would be lower prices as a result of more efficient plant utilisation. 

Furthermore, prescribed pack sizes would maximise the opportunity for 

product development and consumer choice for specialist milk types.59 

 
1.36. EDA (European Dairy Association) With regard to butter all the 

national members of the EDA (European Dairy Association), except France, 

Austria and the UK are in favour of abandoning the ranges set in the EU 

legislation. 

 

                                                 
59 DIAL Position Paper of the 29 April 2004. 



  
  
   

PE 364.040 
 

45

1.37. With regard to milk the opinions within EDA are divided. Two 

countries (Italy and the UK) are in favour of maintaining the current situation. 

Except for these two there are two easily discernible trends among the 

members. The first group would like to abandon any compulsory range. The 

second group would like to maintain compulsory ranges but in an expanded 

form compared to today’s ranges. 

 
1.38. The Czech Dairy Association (Ceskomoravsky svaz mlékárenskyhave) 

expressed the view that pack sizes should be liberalised for milk and sizes 

should be 250ml, 500ml, 750ml, 1000ml and 2000ml. For butter the sizes 

available should be only 125g and 250g. 

 
1.39. The Czech Dairy Association also expressed that they neither feel any 

need to offer any more sizes nor any pressure to do so to be able to maintain 

competitiveness. They do not think that the retailers would ask for more sizes. 

The result of being forced to offer more sizes would be that achieving 

economies of scale would be more difficult. Furthermore, they do not think a 

liberalisation of the ranges would lead to any more innovation. Instead it 

would lead to higher distribution costs and more cycle stock. The result 

would also be problems with shelf space in the stores. They also disagree with 

the statement that more pack sizes would lead to more differentiation between 

brands, and they would not offer more special promotional size packs. 

 
1.40. The Polish NUDC (National Union of Dairy Co-operatives) is divided 

on this issue. Most of the producers are however interested in producing the 

traditional 200g butter packs. 

 
1.41. NUDC would like to offer more sizes, and would feel under pressure to 

offer more sizes to maintain competitiveness. They also think that 

supermarkets would demand more sizes. The effect of liberalising pack sizes 

however in their opinion would be that it would be more difficult to achieve 

economies of scale, and as a result large rather than small producers would be 

favoured. Packaging innovation would be encouraged. Extra packs would 

lead to more packaging write-offs, and would add to the distribution costs, 

and would also require more cycle stock. Shelf space would also become a 
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problem if pack sizes were liberalised. NUDC do not think that a free choice 

of packs would facilitate differentiation between brands. More pack sizes 

would however lead to the NUDC offering more special promotional packs. 

 
Coffee (Roasted and Soluble) 

1.42. The European coffee producers’ organisations EUCA (The European 

Federation of Associations of Coffee Roasters) and AIIPA (Associazione 

Italiana Industrie Prodotti Alimentari) have expressed the following views: 

 
1.43. According to EUCA (The European Federation of Associations of 

Coffee Roasters) national weight ranges based on the optional EU weight 

ranges apply in virtually all of the EU Member States, meaning that 

consumers in most of the EU are used to buying coffee in 250 or 500 grams. 

Fixed weight ranges offer a “silent consumer protection” which cannot be 

matched by unit pricing and which is also appreciated by consumers. 

According to an industry survey in the Netherlands 68% of the respondents 

feel that abolishing the standard coffee packaging sizes is not desirable and 

that 52% agree with “packages must be fully standardised for price 

comparison”. 

 
1.44. Whether consumers want fixed sizes or not is according to the EUCA a 

product specific issue. Coffee consumers do not consider themselves as 

“often” or even “sometimes” buying more than they need, implying that sizes 

currently are appropriate. EUCA would like to see EU-wide mandatory 

weight ranges for roasted coffee. 

 
1.45. Together with EUCA and other sector associations AIIPA 

(Associazione Italiana Industrie Prodotti Alimentari) has strongly requested 

that the European Commission should reintroduce the ranges for soluble 

coffee. Furthermore, AIIPA would like to see that the Commission introduced 

mandatory ranges for roasted coffee. 
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PART IV – Evaluation of Results 

 

Description of the Model 

1.1. The impact assessment model is presented below (in ‘non-interactive’ 

Microsoft Word format; an ‘interactive’ Microsoft Excel spreadsheet has 

been distributed together with a copy of this study). The model used in this 

study has been developed to enable a holistic, balanced view of impacts to be 

made. One problem with impact assessment is that some elements, for 

example the impact on manufacturers’ finished goods stock, are fairly easy to 

quantify, but not of great social or economic importance. To get around this 

type of problem a new approach to impact assessment has been developed 

and applied to the issue of fixed packaging sizes. 

 

1.2. The model consists of 35 components, each one a hypothesis about the impact 

it may have. The components are shown in green if the likely effect is 

beneficial, and in red if it is not. Impacts are grouped under five categories: 

competitiveness, consumer choice, consumer protection, vulnerable groups 

and cost structure. The model indicates which area each impact lies in. A ‘1’ 

shows where the impact lies, and a ‘-1’ means the impact is non-beneficial. 

 

1.3. Each category has a weighting factor, shown in blue at the top of the 

spreadsheet. These weightings can be changed freely to reflect different 

viewpoints. The table headed ‘verdict’ shows the conclusion drawn from the 

study. If the number is shown as ‘1’ it means the hypothesis was fully 

supported. In some cases the evidence was not fully conclusive, so a figure 

below 1 has been entered. If the verdict is that the hypothesis appears to be 

beneficial when thought to be non-beneficial, or visa versa, the sign of the 

impact is in effect reversed.   

 

1.4. The model then adds the net impact across all the components to produce a 

final ‘score’, shown in red at the top right. A negative answer would mean, 

that overall, the impact is non-beneficial. Using the weightings shown, the 

conclusion here is that, on balance, the change would produce a net dis-
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benefit, although the negative score is very low for 35 impact categories. 

Overall, the conclusion is a narrowly in favour of retaining fixed sizes. 

 

1.5. However, since the model is dynamic it would be very simple for the 

Honourable Members to “re-calibrate” the values of the categories. For 

example, if competitiveness is not considered to be a very important factor 

but consumer protection instead is, the values could simply be changed which 

would ultimately have an effect on the overall result. 

 

1.6. We would like to invite the Honourable Members to look at the model in its 

‘interactive’ form, which they will find in the Microsoft Excel spreadsheet 

distributed together with this document. 
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Impact Assessment Model 
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT MODEL
                                                                               WEIGHTING FACTORS (may be varied)
                                                                               Competitiveness 3 TOTAL NET SCORE -1.06
                                                                               Consumer Choice 2
                                                                               Consumer Protection 2
                                                                               Vulnerable Groups 3
                                                                               Cost Structures 1

VERDICT
                                                                                                                                                      IMPACT (+ve if beneficial -ve if not) Neutral SCORE

Comp Choic Prot Vul Cost True or not sig False
Non-fixed sizes leads to more packs & hence greater competition 1 1 2
Price comparisons more difficult because of similar but different pack sizes -1 1 1 0
Consumers prefer a wider choice of pack sizes 1 1 -2
Less transparency on value for money as price per kilo needs to be used -1 1 0
Less wastage as consumers buy exactly what they need 1 1 2
Facilitates consumer promotions 1 0.33 0.99
Shelf space constraint could lead to less choice of brands -1 -1 1 -5
May favour supermarkets over smaller outlets -1 0.33 -0.99
A wider range of packs reduces the risk of price collusion 1 0.66 1.98
But also a ‘fuzzy’ range of sizes may hinder price competition -1 0.33 -0.99
Potentially more confusing for elderly people -1 1 -3
Visually impaired people may have problems comparing prices per kilo -1 1 0
May confuse mentally impaired who are able to shop for themselves -1 1 0
Greater choice of pack sizes may better suit poor consumers 1 0.66 1.98
May provide better pack sizes for single person & large households 1 0.66 1.98
May offer more appropriate sizes for people with certain medical conditions 1 0.33 0.99
More difficult for less literate & non-native consumers to make value comparisons -1 0.66 -1.98
Variable pack sizes help manufacturers adjust price/weight 1 1 1
More pack sizes lead to more packaging write-offs -1 1 0
More pack sizes inevitably requires greater finished goods stock -1 1 0
Pack size complexity increases delivery costs -1 1 -1
Retailers will seek listing fees for each new pack -1 1 0
The greater the number of packs will put pressure on shelf space -1 1 -3
There will be more production line change-overs & down-time -1 1 0
More packs produced on the same lines will increase cycle-stock -1 1 0
Free choice of pack sizes facilitates differentiation between brands 1 1 0
Packaging innovation, in terms of size, format and material is encouraged 1 1 0
A broader range of sizes facilitates entry to other markets 1 0.66 1.98
Free sizes may produce more competition from imports from outside the EU 1 1 3
Flexible production will require more fixed assets for the same total output -1 1 0
More pack sizes incur greater administration costs -1 1 -1
Retailers will expect more pack sizes from manufacturers 1 -1 1 1
The necessity to compete with more packs may create a barrier to entry -1 1 0
Small manufacturers may find it difficult to invest in flexible packaging lines -1 -1 1 0
More difficult for small manufacturers to achieve scale economy -1 1 -1
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Conclusions 

 
Our weighted findings support the policy option favoured by the European 

Parliament – the a priori liberalisation of pack sizes while retaining fixed ranges 

of pack sizes for certain “basic products”. As the analysis and the impact 

assessment model60 show in greater detail, a liberalisation of pack sizes in these 

product categories would, overall, be a disbenefit. However, the balance – based 

on our initial weightings, which may be varied according to the political 

preferences of the Honourable Members – is a very narrow one. 

 

Clearly vulnerable consumers are an important impact on the result. 

Manufacturers of the products in question do not seem to be keen on a policy 

change even though it appears that most extra costs that would incur in the case of 

a liberalisation of pack sizes would be relatively modest. 

 

Choosing the policy option favoured by the European Commission – a 

liberalisation of pack sizes that includes the product categories in question – 

would, in our view, require flanking measures that reduce the negative impacts on 

consumers. Our thorough analysis of consumers’ understanding and use of unit 

pricing in part II of this study leads us to the conclusion that effective education 

and information programmes for consumers which help them understand unit 

pricing and promote their use of this decision tool would keep adverse effects for 

consumers to a minimum. The programmes would have to be tailored to the 

groups in which ignorance and lack of use of unit pricing is most widespread. 

Such programmes could build on the experience gained from – or, in some cases, 

be combined with – existing and planned education and information programmes 

that promote the understanding of advertising (and other marketing techniques) 

and food labelling, both areas in which very similar consumer protection issues 

arise.  

 

                                                 
60 See part IV and the ‘interactive’ Microsoft Excel spreadsheet distributed together with this 

document. 
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ANNEX A – Shop Survey                       
RESULTS OF SHOP SURVEY IN BRUSSELS (1)                   
                       
                       
 Match   Lidl 1   Lidl 2   GB 1   GB 2   Delhaize  Carrefour  Colruy
FIXED SIZE CATEGORIES # Packs# Brand # Packs# Brand # Packs# Brand # Packs# Brand # Packs# Brand # Packs# Brand # Packs # Brand # Pack
Milk & Milk Based Beverages  2 4 1 1 1 1  3 4 3 4 3 4 4 4  2 
Butter/Spreadable Fats 2 4 2 1 2 1  3 4 2 4 3 4 3 4  3 
Brown Sugar 2 1 0 1 0 0  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 
White Sugar 3 3 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 2 2 3 3 2  1 
Pasta Products 3 4 1 1 2 1  3 4 2 3 2 4 3 4  4 
Rice 3 3 1 1 3 1  3 3 2 3 3 2 6 3  4 
Ground or Un-Ground Coffee 2 4 1 1 1 1  2 4 2 4 3 4 2 4  4 
                  
NON-FIXED SIZE CATAGORIES                  
Soluble Chocolate Powder 1 1 1 1 1 1  4 3 4 4 4 3 5 3  3 
Soluble Coffee 5 2 2 1 2 1  3 3 4 3 3 2 4 3  2 
Tea 4 3 3 1 3 1  7 3 6 3 10 3 8 4  5 
Marmalade 4 2 1 1 1 1  5 3 3 3 1 1 7 4  4 
Chocolate Spreads 4 3 2 1 1 1  5 4 5 3 5 3 7 4  4 
Yoghurt 3 2 4 1 6 2  3 3 4 2 4 2 5 3  3 
Artificial Sweeteners 2 2 1 1 0 0  6 3 5 3 3 2 3 3  1 
Potatoes 1 1 1 1 2 1  3 1 3 1 4 1 3 1  2 
                  
Shop Ratio 1.24 0.61 1.88 1.00 1.40 1.17  1.97 0.96 2.29 0.92 1.75 0.68 1.67 0.99  1.11 
                  
Overall 1.65 0.91                     
High 2.29 1.17                     
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Low 1.11 0.61                     
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ANNEX B – Shop Survey (Contd.) 

RESULTS OF SHOP SURVEY IN BRUSSELS (2)                      
                        
Average Number of Packs per Manufacturer Present                    
 Match Lidl 1   Lidl 2   GB 1   GB 2   Delhaize   Carrefour  Colruyt 1   Colruyt 2 
FIXED SIZE CATEGORIES # Packs # Packs   # Packs   # Packs   # Packs   # Packs   # Packs   # Packs   # Packs 
Milk & Milk Based Beverages  1.50 1.00 1.00 1.75 2 2.00 2.50 1.25 1.00 
Butter/Spreadable Fats 1.50 2.00 2.00 1.50 1.5 1.75 1.75 1.33 1.25 
Brown Sugar 2.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
White Sugar 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1 1.00 1.50 1.00 1.00 
Pasta Products 1.75 1.00 2.00 1.67 1.5 1.50 2.00 2.50 2.00 
Rice 1.67 1.00 3.00 1.67 2.67 2.50 3.67 2.33 1.33 
Ground or Un-Ground Coffee 1.75 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.75 1.50 2.00 1.75 2.33 
          
NON-FIXED SIZE CATAGORIES          
Soluble Chocolate Powder 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.25 1.33 1.33 2.00 1.67 1.50 
Soluble Coffee 1.67 2.00 2.00 2.00 1.67 2.50 2.00 1.67 1.33 
Tea 2.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4 4.00 2.00 2.00 1.67 
Marmalade 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.67 1.00 2.00 1.67 2.33 
Chocolate Spreads 2.00 2.00 1.00 1.67 1.75 1.67 2.25 2.00 1.67 
Yoghurt 2.00 4.00 7.00 2.50 2 2.00 2.67 1.33 2.00 
Artificial Sweeteners 1.50 1.00 0.00 2.00 2 2.50 1.33 1.00 1.00 
Potatoes 1.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 3 4.00 3.00 2.00 2.00 
          
Shop Ratio 1.03 1.88 1.49 1.49 1.46 1.48 1.05 1.05 1.19 
          
Overall 1.34                       
High 1.88                       
Low 1.03                       
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ANNEX C – Stakeholder Questionnaires 

 
Short introduction 

 
Pack sizes for many foodstuffs and other consumer goods are currently subject 
to a detailed set of national and EU rules. Sugar, for instance, may only be sold 
in the following sizes: 125g – 250 g – 500g – 750g – 1000g – 1500g – 2000g – 
2500g – 3000g – 4000g – 5000g. This means that sugar may not be sold in packs 
of 150g or 600g, etc. 
 
Lately these rules have been subject to a review by the European Commission. As a 
result of this review, the European Commission has presented a legislative proposal in 
which it suggests that pack sizes be liberalised. 
 
The European Parliament broadly supports the European Commission’s deregulatory 
approach, but believes that mandatory ranges of sizes should be kept for certain ‘basic 
products’ such as coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-
packaged bread. 
 
Ergo Communications (a company of the Global Consulting Group) has been 
contracted by the European Parliament to carry out an impact assessment study on its 
proposed amendments. An important part of this study is to ask stakeholders for their 
views and evidence they can provide on the issues at stake. To this end, we are 
contacting consumer organisations (including those which represent consumers with 
special needs), small and medium sized enterprises (manufacturers) and retailers. 
 

 
We very much look forward to your input! 

 
 

Questionnaire – Consumer Groups 

 
 

1.  
a. For which of the above-mentioned product categories do you think 

fixed pack sizes are favoured by consumers? 
Please answer here 

 
b. If so, please indicate what evidence you have. 

Please answer here 
 

2. In what ways would liberalising pack sizes benefit consumers? 
Please answer here 
 

3. In what ways would liberalising pack sizes disadvantage consumers? 
Please answer here 

 
4. Please indicate whether you agree with these statements: 
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a. “Consumers generally know how to make price comparisons between 
products of the same category by use of the unit price (indication of the 
price per kilo, litre etc. that retailers provide in addition to the selling 
price of the item).” 
Please select one 

 
b. “Consumers generally make use of unit prices to make price 

comparisons.” 
Please select one 

 
c. “Unit prices are generally displayed in large food retail outlets in my 

country.” 
Please select one 
 

d. “Unit prices are generally displayed in small food retail outlets in my 
country.” 
Please select one 

 
5. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “Liberalisation of pack 

sizes would help promote competition among manufacturers in favour of 
consumers.” 
Please select one 

 
6. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “Fixed pack sizes lead 

to price collusion.” 
Please select one 

 

7. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “There would be a loss 
of transparency of value for consumers if fixed pack sizes were abandoned.” 
Please select one 

 
8. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “Consumer needs are 

not being met by fixed pack sizes.” 
Please select one 

 
9. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “Consumers value the 

choice of free pack sizes.” 
Please select one 
 

10.  Please indicate whether you agree with these statements: 
 

a. “More pack sizes help single person households to better match 
purchases to their needs.” 
Please select one 

 
b. “More pack sizes help large households to better match purchases to 

their needs.” 
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Please select one 
 
c. “More pack sizes confuse the consumer and make purchasing 

decisions more difficult.” 
Please select one 

 
11.  Is there any way to put a monetary value on the impact on consumers? If so, 

please indicate. 
Please answer here 
 

12.  Overall would you say that, for consumers, the net overall impact of 
liberalising pack sizes would be: 
Please select one 

 
13.  If there is anything else you would like to draw our attention to in this 

context, please input below. 
Please answer here 
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Short introduction 
 
Pack sizes for many foodstuffs and other consumer goods are currently subject 
to a detailed set of national and EU rules. Sugar, for instance, may only be sold 
in the following sizes: 125g – 250 g – 500g – 750g – 1000g – 1500g – 2000g – 
2500g – 3000g – 4000g – 5000g. This means that sugar may not be sold in packs 
of 150g or 600g, etc. 
 
Lately these rules have been subject to a review by the European Commission. As a 
result of this review, the European Commission has presented a legislative proposal in 
which it suggests that pack sizes be liberalised. 
 
The European Parliament broadly supports the European Commission’s deregulatory 
approach, but believes that mandatory ranges of sizes should be kept for certain ‘basic 
products’ such as coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-
packaged bread. 
 
Ergo Communications (part of the Global Consulting Group) has been contracted by 
the European Parliament to carry out an impact assessment study on its proposed 
amendments. An important part of this study is to ask stakeholders for their views and 
evidence they can provide on the issues at stake. To this end, we are contacting 
consumer organisations (including those which represent consumers with special 
needs), small and medium sized enterprises (manufacturers) and retailers. 

 
 

We very much look forward to your input! 
 
 

Questionnaire – Special Consumers 

 
 

1. Does the group of consumers you represent have special needs regarding pack 
sizes in the product categories mentioned above? 
Please select one 
 

2. If so, are they being met currently? 
Please select one 
 

3. If not, would the liberalisation of pack sizes help? 
Please select one 
 

4.  
a. For which of the above-mentioned product categories do you think 

fixed pack sizes are favoured by this group? 
Please answer here 
 

a. If so, please could you indicate what evidence you have: 
Please answer here 
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5. In what ways would liberalised pack sizes benefit this group? 

Please answer here 
 

6. In what ways would liberalised pack sizes disadvantage this group? 
Please answer here 
 

7. Please estimate what proportion of this group:  
 

a. Shop alone  
Please select one 

b. Shop with the help of another 
Please select one 

c. Have their shopping done for them? 
Please select one 

 
8. Please indicate whether you agree with these statements: 
 

b. “The group of consumers we represent generally know how to make 
price comparisons between products of the same category by use of the 
unit price (indication of the price per kilo, litre etc. that retailers 
provide in addition to the selling price of the item).” 
Please select one 

 
c. “They generally make use of unit prices to make price comparisons.” 

Please select one 

 
d. “Unit prices are generally displayed in large food retail outlets in my 

country.” 
Please select one 
 

e. “Unit prices are generally displayed in small food retail outlets in my 
country.” 
Please select one 

 
9.  

a. What proportion of this group normally shop in small retail outlets? 
Please select one 
 

b. What proportion of this group normally shop in large retail outlets? 
Please select one 
 

10. Is there any way to put a monetary value on the impact on this group? If so, 
please indicate. 
Please answer here 
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11. Overall would you say that, for the group of consumers you represent, the net 

overall impact of liberalising pack sizes would be: 
Please select one 
 

12.  If there is anything else you would like to draw our attention to in this 
context, please input below. 
Please answer here 
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Short introduction 
 
Pack sizes for many foodstuffs and other consumer goods are currently subject 
to a detailed set of national and EU rules. Sugar, for instance, may only be sold 
in the following sizes: 125g – 250 g – 500g – 750g – 1000g – 1500g – 2000g – 
2500g – 3000g – 4000g – 5000g. This means that sugar may not be sold in packs 
of 150g or 600g, etc. 
 
Lately these rules have been subject to a review by the European Commission. As a 
result of this review, the European Commission has presented a legislative proposal in 
which it suggests that pack sizes be liberalised. 
 
The European Parliament broadly supports the European Commission’s deregulatory 
approach, but believes that mandatory ranges of sizes should be kept for certain ‘basic 
products’ such as coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-
packaged bread. 
 
Ergo Communications (a company of the Global Consulting Group) has been 
contracted by the European Parliament to carry out an impact assessment study on its 
proposed amendments. An important part of this study is to ask stakeholders for their 
views and evidence they can provide on the issues at stake. To this end, we are 
contacting consumer organisations (including those which represent consumers with 
special needs), small and medium sized enterprises (manufacturers) and retailers. 

 
 

We very much look forward to your input! 
 

 
Questionnaire – Small and Medium Sized Companies 

 
 

1. Approximately how many people are employed in your company? 

Please select one 

 
2. Please choose from the above list the products which you would like to answer 

questions about. 
Please answer here 

 
3. What are your annual sales in this category? 

Please answer here 
 
4. How many pack sizes do you normally manufacture? 

Please select one 
 

5. What percentage represent 80% of your sales? 

Please select one 
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6. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement:  “If a competitor 
introduces a new pack size, I / my company would feel obliged to match it.” 
Please select one 

 
7. Please indicate whether you agree with these statements. If sizes were 

liberalised: 
 

a. “I / my company would wish to offer more sizes.” 
 Please select one 

 
b. “I / my company would feel under pressure to offer more sizes to 

maintain competitiveness.” 
Please select one 

 
c. Supermarkets would demand more sizes.” 

Please select one 

 
d. “Packaging innovation would be encouraged.” 

Please select one 

 
e. “This would make it more difficult for me / my company to achieve 

economies of scale.” 
Please select one 

 
f. “Large manufacturers rather than small/medium-sized would be 

favoured.” 
Please select one 

 
g. “I / my company would offer special promotional size packs.” 

Please select one 

 
h. “This would facilitate differentiation between brands.” 

Please select one 

 
8. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement:  “Free sizes would help 

control pack prices if raw material costs rise.” 
Please select one 

 
9.  

a. Would new pack sizes be achievable on your existing machinery? 
Please select one 

 
b. If so, could you provide estimate cost per pack for each new pack size 

introduced? 
Please answer here 
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c. If not, could you provide an estimate for what new machinery would 
cost, expressed as a percentage of your yearly turnover? 
Please answer here 
 

10. What costs are involved in pack changeovers on a production line? 
Please answer here 

 
11.  

a. Do you think that an increase in the number of pack sizes would 
involve more packaging write-offs? 
Please select one 

 
b. If so, by how much? 

Please answer here 
 

12.  
a. Do you think that the need to handle more pack sizes adds to 

distribution costs? 
Please select one 
 

b. If so, please indicate by how much costs would increase. 
Please answer here 

 
13.  

a. Do you think that an increase in the number of pack sizes would 

require more cycle stock? 

Please select one 

 

b. If you agree with the above statement, please indicate by how much 

costs would increase. 

Please answer here 
 

14. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “More packs would 
cause problems with share of shelf space in shops.” 
Please select one 

 
15. What listing fees if any are incurred by a new pack?  

Please answer here 
 

16. Overall, would you say that, for small and medium sized manufacturers, the 
net overall impact of liberalising pack sizes would be:  
Please select one 
 

17.  If there is anything else you would like to draw our attention to in this 
context, please input below. 
Please answer here 
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Short introduction 
 
Pack sizes for many foodstuffs and other consumer goods are currently subject 
to a detailed set of national and EU rules. Sugar, for instance, may only be sold 
in the following sizes: 125g – 250 g – 500g – 750g – 1000g – 1500g – 2000g – 
2500g – 3000g – 4000g – 5000g. This means that sugar may not be sold in packs 
of 150g or 600g, etc. 
 
Lately these rules have been subject to a review by the European Commission. As a 
result of this review, the European Commission has presented a legislative proposal in 
which it suggests that pack sizes be liberalised. 
 
The European Parliament broadly supports the European Commission’s deregulatory 
approach, but believes that mandatory ranges of sizes should be kept for certain ‘basic 
products’ such as coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-
packaged bread. 
 
Ergo Communications (a company of the Global Consulting Group) has been 
contracted by the European Parliament to carry out an impact assessment study on its 
proposed amendments. An important part of this study is to ask stakeholders for their 
views and evidence they can provide on the issues at stake. To this end, we are 
contacting consumer organisations (including those which represent consumers with 
special needs), small and medium sized enterprises (manufacturers) and retailers. 

 
 

We very much look forward to your input! 
 
 

Questionnaire – SME Trade Associations 

 
18. Please choose from the above list the products which you would like to answer 

questions about. 
Please answer here 

 
19. In your product category, which market share do your member organisations 

represent? 

Please select one 
 

20. Please indicate whether you/your members agree with these statements. If 
sizes were liberalised: 

 
a. “We would wish to offer more sizes.” 

Please select one 
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b. “We would feel under pressure to offer more sizes to maintain 

competitiveness.” 
Please select one 

 
c. “Supermarkets would demand more sizes.” 

Please select one 
 
d. “The effects of liberalising pack sizes would make it more difficult for 

us to achieve economies of scale.” 
Please select one 
 

e. “Large manufacturers rather than small/medium sized would be 
favoured.” 
Please select one 
 

f. “Free sizes would help control pack prices if raw material costs rise.” 
Please select one 

 
g. “Packaging innovation would be encouraged.” 

Please select one 

 
h. “Extra packs involve more packaging write-offs.” 

Please select one 
 

i. “The need to handle more pack sizes adds to distribution costs.” 
Please select one 

 
j.  “Extra packs require more cycle stock.” 

Please select one 

 
k.  “More packs would cause problems with share of shelf space in 

shops.” 

Please select one 

 
l. “Free choice of pack sizes would facilitate differentiation between 

brands.” 

Please select one 
 

m. “We would offer special promotional size packs.” 
Please select one 

 
21. Overall, in your products category, would you say that, for small and medium 

sized manufacturers, the net overall impact of liberalising pack sizes would be:  
Please select one 
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22. If there is anything else you would like to draw our attention to in this context, 

please input below. 
Please answer here 
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Short introduction 
 
Pack sizes for many foodstuffs and other consumer goods are currently subject 
to a detailed set of national and EU rules. Sugar, for instance, may only be sold 
in the following sizes: 125g – 250 g – 500g – 750g – 1000g – 1500g – 2000g – 
2500g – 3000g – 4000g – 5000g. This means that sugar may not be sold in packs 
of 150g or 600g, etc. 
 
Lately these rules have been subject to a review by the European Commission. As a 
result of this review, the European Commission has presented a legislative proposal in 
which it suggests that pack sizes be liberalised. 
 
The European Parliament broadly supports the European Commission’s deregulatory 
approach, but believes that mandatory ranges of sizes should be kept for certain ‘basic 
products’ such as coffee, butter, salt, sugar, rice, pasta, drinking milk and pre-
packaged bread. 
 
Ergo Communications (a company of the Global Consulting Group) has been 
contracted by the European Parliament to carry out an impact assessment study on its 
proposed amendments. An important part of this study is to ask stakeholders for their 
views and evidence they can provide on the issues at stake. To this end, we are 
contacting consumer organisations (including those which represent consumers with 
special needs), small and medium sized enterprises (manufacturers) and retailers. 
 
 

We very much look forward to your input! 
 
 

Questionnaire – Retailers 

 

 
1. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “If pack sizes were 

liberalised the trade would demand more packs.” 
Please select one 

 
2. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “An increase in the 

number of pack sizes would cause pressure on shelf space.” 
Please select one 

 
3. Please indicate whether you agree with these statements:  
 

f. “Shelf pressure would be resolved by limiting the packs per 
manufacturer.” 
Please select one 

 
g.  “Shelf pressure would be resolved by limiting the number of 

manufacturers represented.”  
Please select one 
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4. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “Free pack sizes would 
increase sales.” 
Please select one 

 
5. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “More liberal pack 

sizing would cause shelf stacking problems.” 
 Please select one 
 
6. Please indicate whether you agree with this statement: “An increase in the 

number of pack sizes available would favour large retailers over small 
retailers as smaller shops have less room to stock more items.” 

 Please select one 
 
7. Overall can you estimate the net overall cost to retailers, and the overall 

impact on items displayed, of free sizes assuming this results in: 
• 25% more packs  Please answer here 
• 50% more packs Please answer here 
• 100% more packs  Please answer here 
 

8. Overall, would you say that, for retailers, the net overall impact of liberalising 
pack sizes would be: 

 Please select one 
 
9.  If there is anything else you would like to draw our attention to in this 

context, please input below. 
  Please answer here 
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