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General comment in this document.

In-depth analysis (slide per slide)
Additional remarks:
In blue are additional questions
In “grey” I added quotes from the report.

- Quid reuse?
- Quid potential for an European system?
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Screenshot Remarks

Introduction

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1JSw3YbYoSWnc_On6PjhuOmhn2PabPjMA3tv-OCmaRHg/edit#


4 The study is set up to preserve the system of the blue bag. So that already quite limits the
scope of thinking and shows the main thing that industry wants. It is not about the optimal
system, but about preserving the blue bag.

The study is set up in such a way that it should serve as a clear argument in favor of the
DDRS compared to RTR-DRS, supported by figures. It is of course their right to set up
studies like this but it strongly reduces the objectivity of it. But:

- Businesses have lobbied for policy based on this study with the suggestion that
they have studied the topic;

- Businesses are making a lot of claims about the QR-system. But if their research is
to prove a point at all cost instead of actually learning, then the statements will
likely lack enough substantiation

10 ● Home scanner: a home scanner seems to require an internet connection and a link with
a bank account, which are big problems linked to the digital divide.
How much would they cost and who would have to pay for them? (certainly cannot be
household themselves, would penalize the ones who do not have a smartphone / do not
know how to use them). What if a home scanner breaks? Do consumers need to justify
what happened to them?

● Mobile application: what will be done to support consumers in case of issues with the
App (problem connection, scan doesn’t work, app bug …)? And how fast will problems
be solved?

● Disposal on-the-go: With disposal in generally open public bins, the quality of the
recyclate is likely to be low (public “blue” bins which do not seem to prevent the
discarding of non-PMD waste). Will this count as ‘separate’ collection?

● Public bins on-the-go vs blue bag: citizens need to pay for a blue bag (15 cents for 30
liter). How to make sure citizens will not use the public bins instead of the blue bags for
plastic bottles and cans consumed at home?

● "through bank account". What about consumers who do not have a bank account / do
not want to link it?



11 - With respect to the activation of the deposit: will this be equally easy to activate for
small shops compared to big shops?

- What are the ‘disposal identifiers’ to prove ‘correct disposal’ and how is privacy
ensured?

- What about resale of products, for example to festivals and small shops? So when
point of sale is different than expected?

12 ● Substantial adaptation cost (est. between 1 to 11 million per producer).
● Also interesting to note that the researchers asked for an amount within a specific

timeframe (see * at the bottom of the slide) and several producers were not able to
provide an estimate. Ask why that was. Both the huge range in adaptation costs & the
lack of being able to provide a cost estimate within a specific timeframe, seem to
indicate a lack of understanding of actual possibilities and costs to change production.

● The study doesn’t really make the timeline very clear. It talks about 1.5-3 years
implementation time + 6 months transition cost, but also it talks about ‘development
required to print unique codes on cans’, additionally there is an additional impact on
material and cost and speed of production. What does this overall mean for the
timeline and the costs?
What about small producers? The slide already talks about a different ‘upload’ system
for small producers.

● Implementation time: 1.5 to 3 years (+ 6 months transition) = not achievable by 2025.
● Coke & Heineken fill at 120k cans per hour. There is no technique that matches this

speed. On average it is 90k per hour. When going slower, costs increase a lot.



13 ● Needs min 2 years
● Check-out solution = what corresponds to “1 check-out”. Is it one point of sale, how

does this materialize?



14 ● Identification par “Itsme” is quite advanced for users and most likely will lead to fail
(see here for frequent bugs).

● With respect to convenience: how easy is it to register?
● What about tourists? Do they all need to install an app? Can we also ask that much

from consumers in general?
● System for ‘digitally’ impaired relies heavily on municipalities who might not want that

and still expect citizens to register on a website, this is irrealistic.
● Who pays the cost per scanner? What if it is broken? It seems that a scanner should

then be something like a public service because consumers have the right to get their
money back. How to guarantee the service?

● What about that scanner for points-of-sales without a check-out solution? What is
meant here? That they can activate the code in that way?

● What about the digitally impaired when on-the-go?

15 ● So it looks like this slide is specifically about the identifiers on disposal units. Cost
range is quite big but that is understandable considering the range of ways to put them
on.

● About the bins: how sensitive are QR-codes to being misread, especially considering
weather and tear in public spaces?

● General remark about QR-codes: how big do they need to be? What possibilities with
respect to placement (on packaging) does that lead to?

● Second scan still doesn’t “prove” the correct disposal (e.g. putting the packaging
outside of the bin after the double-scanning)
Worse, one could even imagine a user making a copy of the QR-code on the blue bag
or public bin and thus retrieving the money anywhere (unless there is geolocation,
which raises further privacy issues. Moreover, even geolocation is not accurate
enough to tell whether the packaging is thrown in the public bin or right next to it (e.g.
if it is full).

● What is the cost of the NFC? How can it be mentioned if not accounted between the
costs? How long would it take to be operational?



16 What is the scenario used for DRS?
● This entire table is largely suggestive. Accessibility is framed in ways to suit the

digital solution.
● Row 1 (Collection at home and out of home) and 2 (designed to target on-the-go

consumption) are contradicting each other: how can it be ‘only out-of-home’ but not
designed to target on-the-go consumption. With collection in stores, there is not
really a matter of ‘being able to target on the go consumption’ that really only is a
thing when the alternative is to put it only in the blue bag.
> Traditional DRS is in essence designed to a) reduce the presence of in-scope
packaging in litter AND b) increase return rates. Simply see the impact it has on
litter in many countries (factsheet RNB)

● Accessibility digitally impaired > home scanners are not a good enough solution
● Accessibility - physically impaired > it is false to assess that DRS cannot offer at

home collection (see how many delivery systems such as Picknick, AH now offer to
collect packaging with a deposit upon grocery deliveries).

17 See suggestion updated cost comparison at the end of the document
- This table too is beyond suggestive and not at all trying to list pro’s and cons in a

fair way.

18 There is absolutely no justification or detail for the costs presented.
- Investment cost: what are the costs of developing the technology of a digital system,
investment in backend system, amortization of the many (outdoor) collection points…
- Operational costs: Again, doesn’t include adaptation costs.
- Littering costs & unredeemed deposit revenues: ofc those are the same given a given
collection rate assumed. However, in reality the ability to achieve a certain return rate is
linked to convenience and accessibility for consumers, which this study makes doubtful.
- Recycling revenue: what about the difference in quality of the recyclate when keeping the
packaging in the same stream (risk of contamination)?
- Note: Producer-specific adaptations costs are not included which flaws the results
completely. What are those costs?

https://recyclingnetwerk.org/2022/10/18/factsheet-het-effect-van-statiegeld-op-zwerfafval/


- Adaptation cost (training) not included: which would potentially be way higher in DDRS
(training for systematic check-out vs simple punctual assistance) What are those costs?

19 How does a ‘D-DRS’ compare to a ‘Classical DRS?’ ● Recycling revenue: how to explain that the increase of recycling revenue is higher in
DRS only for steel? (quality of the recyclate would be higher also with PET and
aluminium given lower contamination compared to the Blue bag or public bins).

● Same as previous slide: the impact on litter and unredeemed deposit is largely based
on system performance. Assuming specific return rate therefore makes little sense.

● See questions slide before.
● We would like to have all information that should support these calculations

I) Technical layer (24-40)

25 A DDRS Collection option - overview ● Price of 'Smarts bins' is clearly underestimated. The Resources Future impact study for
Wales spoke of an average of £4500 per bin (not including development, depreciation
and annual maintenance costs).
> P 47 of the study "Costs for this smart E-bin are £4,500 per unit, with operational
costs of about £675 per year (15% of capex). Installation costs have been
estimated at £1,350, and have a lifetime of between 5 and 10 years."

● The NFC option is not included in the costs and simulation! Even though it would be
very expensive, which distorts the results by underestimating them.

● Home scanner option is only available for disposal at home, which means that
consumers without a smartphone are excluded from all redemption outside of home.

26 A DDRS Collection option - Blue bag ● Limited behavior change: is it what we want (e.g. staying in a society of single-use)?
● Disadvantage forgotten: heavy reliance on technology still (quid home-scanners and

digital impairment)
● Risk of fraud
● Advantages are very subjective:

○ First point is no comparison to return to retail, just says that they have two options
○ Proven performance of blue bag says nothing as it is exactly the lack of

performance on litter which makes DRS necessary

https://www.brysonrecycling.org/downloads/DDRS_Impact_Assessment.pdf


○ ‘can be expanded to other recyclable’ fractions says again nothing about the
desirability of the system

○ ‘limited behavioural change’ is not true in comparison to return to retail, which is
something people already know and do, while scanning packaging isn’t

○ ‘100% accessible’ is contestable

27
-
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A DDRS collection options - Public blue bin Many disadvantages omitted (and advantages listed are hyper subjective)
● Risk of attracting other waste
● Risks of vandalism
● Risk of fraud
The risk of contamination makes it largely irrelevant and would require large investment in
post-consumer sorting. Besides this type of bins is, until further proven, not suitable to
qualify for selective collection.

What if local authorities don’t cooperate? Who is responsible for things going wrong or for
extra litter because of these public bins?

29
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Smart bins ● When is it ready to be implemented?
● “Access control could be enabled”, specification?



0 ● Why are the yearly maintenance cost and lifespan not estimated? This is key for such
innovation

● Risk of contamination remains very high with all those models
● Risk of attracting other types of waste
● Risk of contamination, destruction of the smart is very high
● Reliance on municipalities is a big risk factor

31
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Implementation strategy The study mainly counts on Public blue bin (simple), without means of ensuring that
consumers can only deposit the deposit packaging in the bin, this strategy is simply a
adapted version of The Click, which the lack of success is already clearly seen.
> Simply placing new bins of different color won’t be a solution (even with +135 000 of
them). The bins will remain highly polluted. See for instance multi-bins system in train
stations which are still highly contaminated.
The implementation strategy is irrealistic for many points:
● The costs (investment + placement) of 750€ for the Public blue bin (model

Traflux Pillar) doesn’t correspond to the market research of this model (which
was estimated at 1250 to 1450€ investment + placement). Seems that the
reference cost used is the one of the Mini Moloc model).

● Extreme reliance on municipalities
● Very complex system for consumers who - especially on the go - will not follow the

rules of disposal, linking to a very large risk of contamination
● Period of deployment is extremely long and does not include
● The final scenario still seems to be based on mostly (slides 31) still need to be mainly



based on non-smart simple public bins, which is by no mean a solution which is most
likely gonna link to fraud, discarding of wrong packaging (and thus contamination), full
bins leading to the area attracting more litter… An alternative scenario with more
smart bins also seems like a very highly costly scenario.

● The model makes no changes in level of contamination, while a smart bin (if it only
opens after scanning) obviously has a higher level of cleanliness



34
-
35

This study reveals that there are still many elements of the design to be determined. The
potential need for new waste operations (public blue bin, smart bin) is very ironic: this
doesn’t seem to be a problem in those scenarios, while similar waste operations for a RTR
model are heavily criticized.

● Is the packaging collected in the ‘public blue bins’ considered separately collected
based on the selective collection criteria of the EU? Potential contamination of
hazardous material (article 2 of the implementing decision)

36
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Expected collection rates “Please note: In this report, collection rates are calculated against the declared volumes of
put on market beverage packaging.” it is essential to look critically at those figures and to
look at the amount which is found in litter currently
“selective collection” in the public blue bin scenario.
● What are the current collection rates? Key to know them to compare the impact of

changes.

http://ropa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021D1752
http://ropa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A32021D1752
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No comment at this stage

40 Items to be further determined Clearly impossible to determine all of this within the span of one year. Besides those:
● Risk of fraud / failed redeeming
● Consumer participation levels
● DDRS blue bins = can the material count as separately collected
● Potential for reuse
● Risk of contamination and attraction of other types of waste



● “Alternative in case there is no willingness of municipalities to collaborate in the
context of DDRS”: this is a determining element which risks to make the whole
D-DRS proposition fall short. In the Netherlands, municipalities clearly closed the door
to having collection points set up on public spaces. VVSG already indicated during the
hearings in the Flemish Parliament (Oct 2022) that it cannot be that the public space is
used for collection.

II) Technology layer (41- 55)

43 ● Refund with as little clicks (process steps) as possible: Nothing is said about a
minimum amount of scanned packaging to get back money on a bank account. It is
very important to know whether a consumer can reclaim his/her deposit after each
package scanned, or whether there is a minimum amount (this would be problematic
for tourists, or people on very low incomes for whom every euro counts).

● Should be responsive at all times: what about absence of data/wi-fi?
● What about this ‘verified location’ stuff?
● Backend infrastructure needs to handle a very large amount of requests:

environmental and economic cost of such a backend infrastructure?
● GDPR compliant: how? And is that in itself enough?
● Also: each smartphone (also with poor camera’s) should be able to scan the QR-code

44 ● Geolocalisation = still need to assume consumer acceptance (providing home address
is far from being something everyone wants to do). Plus, geolocalisation 50m from the
home address doesn’t imply correct disposal (e.g. someone deactivating the code of
his/her bottle to avoid the burden of having to redeem outside of home but then
discarding the packaging on-the-go.

● “Have some basic information about previous activities” = consumer acceptance?
● Solution architecture is extremely complex and potentially energy intensive.

45 B Weighing of the Click No specific comment. But the fact that it is a clear conflict of interest highlights how
‘pro-DDRS’ the study inherently is.



Also, what does ‘Possible with Unbox’ means? Can it be operational to be tested in 2023
and ready in 2025?

46 C Architectural design - introduction

47 C Architectural design - components Retail: quid cost of training?
What if the scan is not okay: a)product cannot be sold? b) No deposit paid by consumer?
Citizen: quid people without bank account? How to set it up on home scanners (also if
changes needed later in time) / what if authentication fails?

48 C Architectural design - Security system ● “The central system should be set up at a well-known cloud provider that has already
proven to be able to offer sufficient protection.” > does that even exist?



● Information uploaded: but will producers and retailers be able to access the information
of consumers?

49 D Design principles - Product registration process Quid cost small producers? (See Annex later)

50 D Design principles - Product registration process: unique codes

51 D Design principles - Product vending process What about fraud risk (not mentioned in the slide): Employee of supermarket using the
home scanner to activate and deactivate many codes?



52 D Design principles - Scanner initialization process “Official instance will take care of it. This can be done by a government official, or the
DDRS organisation” > using ‘municipal administration’ puts a very large pressure on public
authorities and there takes part of the burden away from the industry.
“Citizens or retailers will complete their account” > not suitable for digitally impaired (even if
home-scanner).

53 D Design - principles Process disposal at home “In order to allow a grace period in which the products can be returned to the store, we will
delay payment. For example, 1 month. By implementing this delay we
make sure that products are not bought, scanned and immediately returned to the retail
store.” > delayed payment of 1-month is huge for consumers, especially with a lower
income. This also makes the system very complex and annoying for any tourist.

● What about fraud? Delayed repayment prevents potential return to shop. But
consumers could redeem all deposits when coming back from the store without having
consumed the product.

● And again, quid of digital impairment, also with home scanner (no support in case of
difficulties redeeming the deposit).

54 Disposal on-the-go ● Is the delay of refund also one month?



● Still appears that the ‘public blue bins’ are not smart bins but simply regular bins painted
in blue with a 2D-code / NFC tag. In the case of a mix, it will create a lot of confusion
among consumers on how to use the on-the-go system

● What about fraud / misuse?
a) If the bin is full, consumers might simply discard the packaging, it would then become
litter.
b) What if the consumer simply deactivate the 2D-code at the first bin he/she crosses
when coming out of the point of sale?

55 Items to be further discuss On top of the existing items:
- How to minimize fraud and misuse (retail, home, on-the-go)?
- How to make the system accessible to tourists, digitally impaired (home-scanner is

not a good enough solution at this stage)?
- How to 100% ensure data security?

III) Financial Layer (56-90) see calculations here

58 A DDRS Deposit Flow Without more commitment of retailers (as seller, not producer), the system risks being
imbalanced with too little incentive for retailers to ‘do their work well’. In a RTR-DRS there
is a handling fee and financial investments which ‘force’ retailers to take part in the system
and motivate them to be part of it.
So far the only liability they have is the ‘forwarding of the deposit in their invoice’ (2.)

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1NnD6uU4sMTTdPEJbGRNSZPOOc3Q3_wH6RgB8fAwajPw/edit#gid=0


59 B Cost simulation - overview

60 B Cost simulation - Data classification and processing ● Is there any distinction between collection and “selective” collection in the data
received? What data did they got (collection figures in Belgium not public at this point)

● Were the declared packaging on the market questioned at any point in the scenario?
● Which data were used for the classical DRS scenario?

61
-
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B Cost simulation Scenario modeling: allocation of collection point ● Why did scenario 3 for DRS got selected? Why a restriction at 10.000 collection
points, and what are those collection points (supermarket, gas stations… how many
RVMs…)?

● “From a methodological point of view, the costs associated with a specific scenario
can only compared to its counterpart with the same restrictions & criteria”.
> So why did scenario 2 (D-DRS) and 3 (DRS) got compared?



63 B Cost simulation - Description of cost elements D-DRS (1/2) ● Costs linked to home scanner and the whole smartphone interface: payment of public
authorities in charge of setting up the home scanner, user support, app development
and maintenance etc. Are those included in the IT development? Those are different
from the simple ‘scanners’ cost.

● Cost NFC for the public bins?
● Cost of cleaning public spaces around the public bins?
● Cost in supermarkets of activating the code for employees?

64 B Cost simulation - Description of cost elements DRS (2/2) ● Exploitation (building) cost: why isn’t this cost also present in case of public space?
● ‘Handling cost of returning deposit’? What is this cost exactly?
● Below the table are indicated that potential additional need for sorting and counting

centres is not included. Then what do the ‘OpEx: Cost related to ‘retourcentra’’
correspond to in the table?



65 B Cost simulation - Results: investment costs D-DRS: the amount of ‘smart bins’ is only 138 for the whole of Belgium. The rest only
consist in ‘Public blue bins’ which are simple bins
● Why is the investment cost of the traflux bins at 750€ in the cost analysis, while in the

benchmark (slide 28) the investment + placement cost was 1250 to 1450€ per bin?

66 B Cost simulation - Results: Investment costs (2/4) ● If including the lower price of those Traflux PILLAR bins (1250€ instead of 750€ for
investment + placement estimated in the benchmark slide 28), the cost (136.267*1250
= 170.333.750 vs 102.200.250 calculated) so already a difference in investment costs
of almost 68 millions (68.133.500€).

● The cost of scanners at the moment is of 15.260.712,69€, which corresponds to
554.935 scanners (27.5€ per unit), the number of home scanner needed for all the
households is 5.024.851 (138.183.402,5/27,5). So in the evaluated scenario, only 11%
of the population has those home scanners. This seems a very low coverage given
potential refusal of users to use smartphone apps, digital impairment (if the home
scanners would even fix this issue), home scanners for families with childrens (so they
can take part in the system as well…). The exclusion of those costs therefore risk
flawing the effectiveness of the system.

● Cost of NFC tags is 4 times higher than the one of the simple bin scanners
(147.317,40/36.827). The exclusion of those costs therefore risks flawing the result by
110.490,4€.

● Generally speaking, without more smart bins, the likelihood of this system to have a
sufficient impact on out-of-home consumption seems very unlikely.

67 B Cost simulation - Results: Investment cost (3/4)



68 B Cost simulation - Results: investment costs (4/4) If taking into account the correction in investment costs mentioned above for D-DRS for the
cost of public blue bins (68.133.500€), NFC (+110.490,4€), the investments costs for
D-DRS already go up to 186.730.481,09€ and are therefore higher than the ones of DRS.

69 B Cost simulation - Results: Operational cost (1/4)

70 B Cost simulation - Results: operational costs D-DRS (2/4) ● The collection costs of the ‘public blue bins’ seem quite low given the amount of public
blue bins there would be. Is it feasible to have such a ‘low’ cost for potentially more
frequent collection which needs to be separated from the ‘classic public bins’ (at least
by means of a truck with different compartments if not by different trucks)?



● The transfer of the pre-sorting cost to post-sorting bins in 2027 seems to have been
forgotten: in 2027, the pre-sorting costs (which are calculated for the ‘classic public
bins’ simply disappears (more than 337.000€) while that same year the cost of
post-sorting (Defined slide 63 as) “Cost for sorting PMD fractions, based on EPR litter
simulation. Applied to volumes collected through public bins (transition) and “public
blue bins”. only increases by about 53.000€. How can that be explained?

● Detail of the maintenance / IT cost?
● Quid operational cost of cleaning the public spaces? This should be factored in given

the risk of extra public bins to attract more litter.
● Recycling revenues are here the same as for the DRS scenario. Given higher risks

of contamination in the D-DRS scenario, the quality of the recyclate (and therefore its
selling price) will be lower.
Has the contamination factor been taken into consideration?

71 B Cost simulation - Operational costs DRS (3/4) ● Maintenance cost per year for the RVMs is estimated at 15.486.450€, meaning =
1585,89€ per machine (15.486.450/(8.209+1.558)).

● Detail of the operational costs?
● In general, it is surprising to have such imbalance in the cost benefit given the results

of the OVAM impact analysis of 2015. Where do the data used for the estimation of the
costs come from?

72 B Cost simulation - Operational cost comparison (4/4) For the operational costs, it was more difficult to recalculate the costs provided by PWC
given little detailing of the calculation. However, given the remarks made above, it seems
that the conclusion in favor of a D-DRS vs DRS are not as conclusive as estimated initially.
Notably given (non-exhaustive):

- Underestimation of the pre & post sorting costs (D-DRS)
- Overestimation of the recycling revenues (D-DRS)
- Potential overestimation of the operational and maintenance costs for DRS

75
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Financial results D-DRS and DRS Following the comments in the previous slides, the cost-benefit analysis is based on
assumptions which might have flawed the results greatly.
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Sensitivity analysis Given the doubts on the validity of the cost-benefit analysis, comment on the
sensitivity analysis would make little sense at this point.

89 D Impact DRS on cost of other household packaging in Blue Bag True, shift would have an impact on the unit cost of collection of the other. However:
- Quid increased revenue given a higher quality of the recyclat (food-grade material

when collected through RTR-DRS)
- If it results in increased cleanliness (thus saving costs of clean-up), isn’t it worth the

increased cost?

90 Items to be further developed ● Idea of a ‘handling fee’ for local authorities = interesting but clearly means that there is
no longer any responsibility on retailers.

IV) Governance Layer (91-100)



This layer is not present in the study, although there should be 9
pages dedicated to this based on the Table of content.

???

V) Stakeholder layer (93-95)



9
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A Impact matrix of DDRS ● Impact of DDRS on Municipalities/IC is considered ‘medium’: can we consider the
reliance on municipalities for public bins management, home-scanners etc. as
medium?

9
5

B Items to be further developed



VI) Legal Layer (98-109)

98 A GDPR considerations for DDRS - Applicability

A GDPR considerations for DDRS - Type of processing activities
that will apply to DDRS

10
0-
10
5

A GDPR considerations for DDRS - GDPR Compliance Framework
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B High-level input VAT aspects - Legislative framework
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Legal - General: DDRS NPO entails processing of Personal Data
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Legal - Account creation, management & deletion
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Legal - Deposit & Payment service
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Legal - Payment of the deposit
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Claim of tag on a user account
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Case study
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Understanding the background of the serialisation techniques of
other industries and integrating it into existing processes

13
0

(1) The pharma industry - unique serial numbers to prevent
counterfeit medicines

13
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Case: Alliance Healthcare



13
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(2) The tobacco industry: unique identifier codes to combat illegal
production and trade

13
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Case (1/2): CTS Santelé
Serialisation and traceability for tobacco products



Case: Anonymous company
Traceability for tobacco products with Sewtec automation solution

13
6

(3) Unique codes are applied regularly in the food and beverage
industry, for a variety of reasons

Case (1/2): Aguas Misioneras



Case (2/2): Alfajores El Molle
Enabling digitalisation and traceability with serialisation
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Main challenges to overcome when introducing serialisation

14
0

Datasystems used to manage unique identifiers
Benchmark of suppliers



14
1

Suppliers of digital deposit return system
Benchmark of suppliers

14
2

Which technologies are on the market ?

14
3

What is the process fostered for serialisation, aggregation and



DDRS?

14
4

How to manage products imported from abroad?
Use cases from other industries applying serialisation

14
5

Small producers: outsourcing ● Outsourcing the serialisation doesn’t seem to be a solution which matches the reality
of the constraints faced by small producers. To what extent would this be a feasibly
solution to allow them to limit the costs of the system (especially so that they remain in
line with relative cost that larger producers pay).

● Has any small producer been consulted on the idea of a D-DRS? What was their
reaction?



14
6

Process overview as conclusion
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Introduction

14
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Return & recycling rates for DRS - EU
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Return & recycle rate for DRS - Worldwide

15
1

Move towards digitisation and kerbside collection for DRS

15
2

DDRS - pilot projects ● Conwy pilot: households received a welcome pack and therefore didn’t pay a entry
deposit

● Whitehead: no deposit so this was by no means a D-DRS pilot



DRS D-DRS

Pro

● Positive impact on the litter (compared to no incentive)
● Positive impact on the return and recycling rate (compared to no
incentive)
● Limited change for producers (requires one-time change in label)
● Suitable for reuse by reverse logistic from the supermarket
● Increase in recyclate quality (no contamination)
● No issue of data privacy / GDPR compliance
● No risk of people redeeming the deposit without properly
discarding the packaging.
● Accessible to all: children, older generations, people without
smartphone, tourists  (no need for a smartphone, digital capacity or
bank account)
● Align with practices of neighboring countries
● Presence of employee support at take-back locations

● (Assumption). Positive impact on the litter (compared to no
incentive)
● (Assumption). Positive impact on the return and recycling rate
(compared to no incentive)
● Flexibility in the means of collection (at home & on the go)
● Builds on existing success of blue bag system
● Optimal access and availability of collection points to capture
maximum amount of identified fractions
● Implementation of unique code provides data on traceability,
consumption and consumer habits
● Creates additional communication channels towards consumers in
relation to litter (app)
● Adaptable system to access other fractions
● Minimal risk of fraud (no cash returns, no import)
● Minimal change for consumers in relation to the disposal



Cons

● End of blue bag collection for identified fractions
● End of door-to-door collection for identified fractions
● (Assumption). Shift in waste transportation from
intercommunales to private waste operators, potentially lowering the
negotiation power to reduce cost for collection & transportation
● Significant change in waste management for households and
private consumers
● (Assumption). Significant cost for consumers to return identified
fraction
● (Depends upon design, not proven in best-performing
system). Constraint in access and availability to sufficient collection
points to allow for consumption on the go and beyond opening
hours of collection points with RVMs
● Impact of implementing a deposit system for retailers (machine for
returning waste infrastructure)
● Risk of fraud (Import, multiple reimbursements for same unit [tbc],
cash reimbursement)

● Significant change and costs for producers in setup phase
(serialisation), especially for smaller producers
● Home scanners are not a solution for digitally impaired users and
put a lot of responsibility on municipalities (set-up)
● Digitally impaired have no access for reimbursement on the go
● Implementation requires support from local authorities
● Risk of fraud (duplication of codes, hacking of the system, people
taking pictures of the QR-codes in PoS)
● Risk that the redeemer does not dispose the fraction in the
appropriate collection point
● Significant change in waste management for households and
private consumers (scan of multiple codes, use of an app)
● Unsuitable for reuse from reverse logistic in supermarket
● No increase of recyclate quality (packaging still contaminated)
● Issues of data privacy / GDPR compliance
● Heavy backend infrastructure
● No physical support at take-back location in case of difficulties (at
home / on-the-go)
● Absence of incentive for retailers to take part in the system (low
Producer Responsibility)
● Risk of attracting other waste with 'Smart' bins
● Feasibility: is this system even feasible?
● Timing: Never been implemented: need (years of) further testing


