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Note on source materials and prior outputs

This deliverable was prepared as the formal output of TRUSTex Task 3.2 on the
assessment of separate collection strategies. Its analysis builds in part on the first
author’s (Ilkka Leinonen) Master’s thesis conducted at Tampere University in
collaboration with VTT within the TRUSTex project, as well as on a condensed NOFOMA
conference paper derived from that work. The empirical material underlying these
outputs was collected in WP3 Task 3.2. For this deliverable, the material has been
adapted, consolidated, and further translated into a project-oriented format focused on
comparative findings, EPR-relevant implications, and recommendations for TRUSTex
work packages and stakeholders.

Executive Summary

Textile collection has become a decisive implementation issue as separate collection
expands and textile EPR moves closer to deployment in Europe. Collection is more than
just a front-end logistics function. It determines how much post-consumer textile
enters organized systems, in what condition it arrives, how much value can still be
preserved for reuse and recycling, and whether the system can generate credible data
for targets, fees, and reporting. This makes first-mile design one of the main conditions
for workable circular textile systems.

D3.2 addresses this challenge through a comparative assessment of separate
collection strategies for post-consumer textiles. It combines structured literature input
with empirical cases, expert interviews, stakeholder workshops, and supplementary
material to compare major collection archetypes, assess their contextual suitability,
and translate the findings into implications for EPR design, reporting, and
implementation.

The central finding is that textile collection performance is configuration-dependent.
The strongest results do not come from maximizing one channel everywhere, but from
combining channels and controls in ways that fit local conditions. Performance is
shaped by recurring trade-offs between capture, quality preservation, cost, and
measurability. Systems that maximize convenience may weaken quality and
controllability; systems that protect quality more strongly may require higher effort,
stronger coordination, or more cost. Effective collection therefore depends on
balancing these dimensions rather than optimizing one alone.

The main design implication is a shift from one-size-fits-all thinking toward context-
specific portfolio design. Large cities, smaller towns, urban districts, and rural areas
do not support the same collection logic. Effective systems combine at least one
access-oriented channel with at least one quality-protecting or controllability-
enhancing mechanism, and they match this mix to density, travel distance, servicing
feasibility, and actor capacity.

D3.2 also shows that textile EPR requires a more structured target and funding logic.
Collection targets should be separated from preparing-for-reuse/reuse and recycling
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outcomes, because they refer to different operational stages and create different
incentive risks if merged. In addition, fee logic should fund the work that determines
outcomes, not only the movement of collected kilograms. Sorting, grading,
contamination prevention, reporting, and feedback loops are all part of credible system
performance.

A further conclusion is that the minimum viable reporting and digital baseline should be
handover-based and auditable. The most credible reporting points are the interfaces
where material is consolidated, weighed, received, and classified. Reporting should
therefore begin with a small shared dataset tied to real handovers and outcome
interfaces, and only later expand toward more advanced digitalization where system
maturity and controllability make that meaningful.

Stakeholder exchange across the TRUSTex workshops reinforced these conclusions.
Participants repeatedly emphasized practicality, feasibility, role clarity, proportional
reporting, and the importance of protecting reuse outcomes. For WP4, D3.2 provides an
empirical basis for target-setting logic, fee differentiation, and a minimum reporting
baseline. For WP7, it provides implementation-oriented guidance on how EPR-ready
collection should be designed, funded, and governed in practice.

Key recommendations

e Separate collection targets from reuse and recycling outcome targets.

e Design collection as context-specific portfolios rather than universal single-
channel systems.

e Fund sorting, quality control, reporting, and feedback work, not only collection
tonnage.

e Differentiate obligations and compensation where channels and contexts differ
structurally.

e Build reporting around real handovers and sorter or processor interfaces.

e Stabilize auditable basics before tightening digital requirements.

e Procure and manage collection for outcomes and controllability, not only lowest
short-term cost.

e Prioritize pilots on context-specific portfolios, quality-linked incentives, reporting
baselines, retailer roles, and controlled-interface digital tools.

1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose of deliverable D3.2

This deliverable provides TRUSTex project’s assessment of separate collection
strategies for post-consumer textiles, with a particular focus on how first-mile
collection arrangements influence reuse, end-of-life treatment, and the practical design
of emerging textile EPR systems. Its purpose is not only to compare collection channels,
but to translate that comparison into implementation-relevant conclusions on what
kind of collection configurations are workable, what trade-offs they create, and what
they imply for targets, compensation logic, and reporting.
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The practical problem addressed here is that textile collection is often discussed at a
high level, even though system performance is produced by very concrete operational
choices: where collection points are located, how accessible they are, how material
quality is protected, which actors are involved, and where handovers can be measured
and documented. In multi-channel textile systems, these design choices strongly affect
both the quantity and the usability of collected textiles, as well as the credibility of later
reporting under EPR-type governance. (Jadmaa and Kaipia, 2022; Solis et al., 2024;
Tang, 2023)

Collection is therefore treated in this deliverable as a critical first-mile bottleneck. If
textiles do not enter the system at sufficient rates, downstream reuse and recycling
cannot scale. But if they enter in poor condition, without clear handovers or reliable
data, downstream actors inherit avoidable quality loss, higher sorting burden, and
weaker accountability. The aim of D3.2 is to clarify how separate collection strategies
can be assessed and designed so that they support both capture and credible circular
outcomes.

1.2. TRUSTex context and Task 3.2 mandate

Within TRUSTex, D3.2 focuses on the assessment of separate collection strategies for
post-consumer textiles. The task covers the implementation and efficiency of different
collection options for reuse and end-of-life treatment, including channels such as
street containers, take-back and in-store collection, door-to-door or pick-up models,
and other actor-specific collection arrangements. The emphasis is not just on
describing these systems, but on comparing how they function under real conditions
and what kinds of system designs they support.

More specifically, the task addresses optimized approaches for textile collection by
considering factors such as yield, applicability across different contexts, cost-
effectiveness, environmental implications, increasing collection volumes, and the
expected quality of the material collected. It also examines what these issues mean for
the infrastructure required downstream and for the viability of reuse and second-hand
market models operated by both profit and non-profit actors.

In addition, D3.2 addresses three design questions that become particularly important
under textile EPR. First, it considers what makes collection rates sufficiently ambitious
in practice. Second, it identifies the minimum collection-side requirements that matter
for later material-based sorting and recycling, especially where textile-to-textile
recycling is the intended route. Third, it explores whether collection, reuse, and
recycling targets, and their corresponding fee logic, should remain uniform or should
instead be differentiated where system conditions differ materially.

In this sense, D3.2 sits at the interface between operational collection design and later
governance design. Its role is to provide a grounded first-mile evidence base that can be
used in subsequent work on incentives, reporting, governance, and broader project
recommendations.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Research and Innovation program under grant agreement N° 101181901 and from 11
the Swiss State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (SERI). Posts and shares reflect only the views of all the involved partners. Neither
the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This draft deliverable has not yet been validated by the granting authorities.



Project funded by
Co-funded by U hariaiche gt les
lc‘ the Eurepean Union e S

1.3. Scope and boundaries

The primary focus of this deliverable is post-consumer textiles, especially household-
origin streams and the collection channels through which they enter organized recovery
systems. While some of the evidence also touches on adjacent institutional or retailer-
linked flows, the main analytical interest lies in the kinds of collection systems that are
most relevant for broad separate collection under emerging EPR conditions.

The main analytical focus is the first mile: collection-system design and its immediate
interfaces. This includes channel choice, operational organization, actor roles, quality
risks at collection and transfer points, and the handovers through which material
becomes measurable and governable. The deliverable therefore concentrates on the
stages where textiles move from user disposal or donation into organized collection and
onward to the first credible sorting or receiving interface.

Sorting and recycling are addressed only to the extent that first-mile conditions affect
downstream feasibility. In other words, this deliverable does not attempt to define full
technical requirements for recycling technologies or to compare detailed process-
engineering solutions. Its concern is narrower: what collection-side conditions need to
be in place so that downstream reuse, sorting, and recycling remain realistic and
auditable.

The geographical and policy orientation of the deliverable is European. The analysis is
intended to support emerging textile EPR implementation in the EU and the design of
separate collection systems in that context. At the same time, the deliverable is nota
full lifecycle assessment, a complete policy benchmark, or a comprehensive legal
analysis of EPR schemes. Those issues are addressed elsewhere in the project or
require wider analytical frames than the ones used here. Limiting the scope in this way
is important so that the deliverable can stay focused on what it is best placed to
contribute: the practical logic of first-mile collection design.

1.4. Questions addressed in D3.2
D3.2 is organized around four practical questions:

1. What are the main strengths and weaknesses of different textile collection
archetypes in terms of capture, quality, accessibility, cost, and measurability?

2. Which systems, or combinations of systems, fit different settlement and service
contexts best?

3. What do the comparative findings imply for EPR target architecture, fee logic, and
reporting design?

4. What minimum operational and data conditions are needed so that collection
supports credible reuse and recycling outcomes rather than only higher
collected tonnage?

These questions are intentionally practical rather than purely theoretical. They reflect
the need to move from generic discussion of collection channels toward design-
relevant conclusions that can support implementation and later governance work.
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1.5. Relation to other TRUSTex tasks and deliverables

D3.2 is closely connected to several other parts of TRUSTex. Stakeholder exchange
provides an important empirical and interpretive input, particularly by bringing
practitioner, policy, and market perspectives into the assessment of collection-system
trade-offs. This interaction helps ensure that the findings are not based only on desk
research orisolated case evidence, but are also stress-tested against wider sector
experience.

The deliverable also interfaces with the work on sorting and recycling implementation in
WP3. Those tasks address adjacent questions about reuse-oriented sorting,
disassembly, and next-generation sorting technologies, while D3.2 focuses on the
collection-side conditions that influence what sorters and recyclers receive. The
relationship is therefore complementary: D3.2 clarifies how first-mile design affects
downstream feasibility, while the later technical tasks address what can be done once
material reaches those downstream stages.

A further interface exists with WP4. The findings in this deliverable are intended to
support later work on incentives, governance, and reporting by clarifying which target
types should be separated, where differentiated fee logic may be justified, and what
kind of minimum reporting baseline is realistic in heterogeneous first-mile systems. In
the same way, D3.2 contributes to the broader recommendation-oriented work of WP7
by providing practical evidence on context-sensitive collection design and its
implications for circularity-oriented implementation.

1.6. Structure of the deliverable

The remainder of the deliverable proceeds from assessment to design implications.
Chapter 2 introduces the analytical framing and evidence base used in the study.
Chapter 3 provides the comparative assessment of the main collection archetypes and
identifies the principal trade-offs across systems. Chapter 4 translates those findings
into optimized collection approaches for different contexts. Chapters 5 and 6 draw out
the implications for EPR targets, fees, obligations, and differentiated scheme logic.
Chapter 7 defines the minimum collection-side conditions needed for sorting,
recycling, and reporting. Chapter 8 connects the findings back to stakeholder exchange
and the wider project context. Chapter 9 presents practical recommendations for the
main actor groups, and Chapter 10 concludes with the main takeaways and next steps.

2. Analytical framing and evidence base

This chapter defines the analytical logic used in the deliverable and briefly explains the
evidence base behind it. Its purpose is not to reproduce the full academic systematic
literature review behind it, but to clarify how the deliverable interprets “effective” textile
collection, which trade-offs structure the comparison, what collection archetypes and
settlement contexts are covered, and how the empirical material was assembled and
analyzed. In this sense, the chapter provides the conceptual and methodological lens
through which the later comparative findings should be read.
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2.1. What effective collection means in this deliverable

In this deliverable, effective collection is treated as a multi-dimensional capability, not
as a single tonnage metric. A collection system is considered effective when it can:

(i) capture post-consumer textiles at meaningful rates (Dahlbo et al., 2017;
Jaamaa and Kaipia, 2022; Vermeyen et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020),

(i) preserve sufficient material quality for reuse and recycling (Cura et al., 2021;
Logan et al., 2025; Ngrup et al., 2018; Riba et al., 2022),

(iii) remain operationally and economically viable as a service (Bukhari et al.,
2018; Burini et al., 2025; Hinkka et al., 2023; Sumo et al., 2023), and

(iv) generate credible data for accountability, learning, and later governance use
(Agrawal et al., 2021; Cura et al., 2022; Klepek JonaSova et al., 2024; Legardeur
and Ospital, 2024).

To make this framing explicit, Table 1 summarizes the four dimensions used throughout
the deliverable.

Table 1. Four core dimensions of effective textile collection in this deliverable.

Dimension Guiding question Why it matters

Capture Does the system bring meaningful|Without capture, neither reuse nor
quantities of textiles into organized |recycling can scale.
collection?

Quality Does the system protect collected|Circular value in textiles depends heavily
preservation textiles from contamination, wetness,|on preserving usable fractions and
and avoidable degradation? reducing sorting losses.

Economic and | Canthe system be maintained and scaled|A system that performs only under
operational under real logistics, labor, and cost|exceptional conditions is not a robust
viability conditions? implementation model.

Credible data |Can the system generate auditable and | EPR targets, fee logic, and reporting all
and decision-relevant data at realistic |depend on what can actually be measured
accountability |interfaces? and verified.

Capture depends strongly on accessibility and participation. Proximity, convenience, and
perceived legitimacy shape whether citizens use the intended channel or continue to
discard textiles through residual waste or informal routes (Grillo-Mendez et al., 2022;
Jadmaa and Kaipia, 2022; Pera and Ferrulli, 2024). Quality preservation matters because
reuse and higher-value recycling are easily weakened by moisture, non-textile
contamination, soiling, and delayed handling (Ngrup et al., 2018; Sandin and Peters,
2018; van Duijn et al., 2022). Economic and operational viability matters because textile
collection increasingly behaves as cost-bearing infrastructure rather than as a self-
financing donation flow, especially where product quality declines and reuse markets are
volatile (Boschmeier et al., 2024; Soares et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020). Credible data
matters because collection systems are increasingly expected to support EPR-style
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accountability, yet what is easy to report is not always what is most important for circular
outcomes (Long and Lee-Simion, 2022; Seyring et al., 2016; Solis et al., 2024).

For this reason, collection cannot be judged by kilograms alone. A system that collects
more textiles but degrades material quality, creates unmanageable downstream burden,
or cannot produce auditable signals may increase activity without improving circular
outcomes.

2.2. Core trade-offs framing the analysis

The comparative assessment in this deliverable is structured around three recurring
trade-offs. These do not imply that collection systems are interchangeable, but they do
explain why no archetype performs best on every dimension at once.

The first trade-off is collection volume versus quality. High-access, routine-compatible
systems can increase capture, but they may also expose textiles more strongly to
contamination, misuse, and weather unless preventive controls are in place. More
controlled interfaces usually protect material quality better, but they may reduce
participation if they raise user effort too much. (Dahlbo et al., 2017; Ngrup et al., 2018;
Sandin and Peters, 2018; van Duijn et al., 2022; Watson et al., 2020)

The second trade-off is service level versus cost. Higher-service models, such as
coordinated pick-up or property-linked arrangements, can improve convenience and
sometimes quality, but they also increase labor intensity, routing complexity, and
coordination cost. Lower-service bring-based models are often easier to scale, but their
apparent cheapness can disappear if poor-quality inflows create avoidable downstream
burden. (Bukhari et al., 2018; JAamaa and Kaipia, 2022; Soares et al., 2024)

The third trade-off is traceability versus proportionality. More detailed reporting and
traceability are attractive from a governance perspective, especially under EPR and
digital product passport discussions, but not every first-mile interface can support high-
granularity reporting credibly. In dispersed and partly anonymous systems, ambitious
traceability requirements can create administrative burden or false precision unless they
are anchored to real handover points and shared standards. (Alves et al., 2022; Cura et
al., 2022; Legardeur and Ospital, 2024; Ojansuu, 2022; Seyring et al., 2016)

These three trade-offs serve as the main interpretive lens for the rest of the deliverable.
Rather than looking for a universal best model, the analysis asks how different systems
position themselves in relation to these tensions and what that implies for
implementation, EPR design, and reporting.

2.3. Collection archetypes covered

To keep the comparison manageable and policy-relevant, the deliverable groups first-
mile systems into six recurring collection archetypes. These are not meant as rigid
organizational categories. In practice, many real systems combine several channels at
once. The archetypes are therefore best understood as recurring operating logics that can
be compared across cases and contexts. (Bukhari et al., 2018; Dahlbo et al., 2017;
Dukovska-Popovska et al., 2025; Soares et al., 2024; Vermeyen et al., 2024)
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Table 2 summarizes the archetypes used in the deliverable. A fuller operational typology
of the six archetypes, including typical operators, infrastructure, risks, data options, and
example EPR levers, is provided in Annex 1.

Table 2. Collection archetypes used in the comparative assessment.

Archetype |One-sentence definition Typical operating Typical strength | Typical weakness
logic
Street Public-space or semi-public | Relies on routine- Scalable access | Contamination,
containers | bring-based collection compatible drop-off |backbone misuse, and
through permanent and territorial weather exposure
container networks coverage risk
Civic Controlled drop-off at Collectioniis Better quality Lower convenience
amenity staffed or semi-controlled | concentrated at control and and higher user-
sites /| collection hubs recoghized waste or | measurability effort threshold
bring- recycling sites
points
Door-to- Scheduled collection Convenience is High service High labor intensity
door/ pick- | directly from households or |increased by moving |level and and difficult
up properties collection closer to possible quality |economics at
the user advantage scale
In-store Textile return through retail | Collectionistiedto |Cleanerinflow |Limited footprint
take-back |locations or brand-linked shopping routines and stronger and relatively low
store networks and indoor handover |interface control |total capture
Charity- Collection led by charities, |Often combines bins, | Strong Exposure to market
led NGOs, or social economy shops, campaigns, legitimacy and | volatility and
schemes | entities, often with reuse- and sorting for reuse |reuse uneven
focused downstream logic orientation data/reporting
maturity
Hybrid /| Systems that combine Improves matching, |Highest Requires stronger
digitalized |physical channels with feedback, and potential for coordination and
systems smart routing, feedback, or |handover visibility learning and implementation
digital monitoring around existing traceability maturity
channels

Street containers and civic amenity sites are especially common in municipal or
municipally connected collection systems, while charity-led and retailer-linked systems
often reflect different governance traditions and actor roles. Door-to-door and pick-up
models are usually more targeted or context-dependent. Hybrid and digitalized systems
cut across the other archetypes by adding data capture, routing optimization, or
feedback loops rather than replacing the physical channelitself. (Bukhari et al., 2018; Gu
et al., 2019; Martikkala et al., 2023; Soares et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020; Zammori et
al., 2024; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021)

This typology is used in the deliverable because it balances conceptual clarity with
practical relevance: the categories are broad enough to capture recurring European
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system designs, but specific enough to support comparative reasoning on trade-offs,
contextual suitability, and EPR implications.

2.4. Context types used in comparison

Because collection performance is strongly shaped by settlement structure, the
deliverable assesses contextual suitability separately from general archetype
performance. This is important because a system may appear weak in the abstract while
actually being well suited to a specific environment, or vice versa (Belton, 2002; Greco et
al., 2016).

Four generic context types are used in the comparison: large city, smaller town, urban
district, and rural area. These are deliberately generic categories rather than country-
specific administrative classes. Their role is to capture recurring differences in density,
travel distance, service feasibility, space constraints, and volume concentration across
typical European settings (Dukovska-Popovska et al., 2025; Martikkala et al., 2023;
Watson et al., 2014; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021).

To clarify the logic behind them, Table 3 summarizes the main features of each context
type. A fuller typology of the four contexts, including indicative population ranges,
settlement patterns, typical infrastructure, and context-specific collection implications,
is provided also in Annex 1.

Table 3. Generic context types used for contextual suitability assessment.

Context Typical characteristics Why context matters for collection design
type

Large city |High density, short travel distances, high |Supports distributed networks and
footfall, strong retail presence, greater |complementary channels, but also creates
servicing complexity access friction, contamination hotspots, and
spatial constraints

Smaller Medium density, fewer commercial nodes, | Favors fewer but stronger collection nodes
town more concentrated local infrastructure and clearer actor coordination

Urban Compact neighborhood or dense housing | Can support property-linked or district-level
district area within a larger urban setting solutions if space, stewardship, and pickup

routines are clear

Rural area |Sparse settlement, long distances, fewer Requires flow-concentrating nodes and
retail outlets, smaller volume selective complementary services rather than
concentration dense network logic

The main mechanism behind these categories is spatial concentration. In high-density
settings, shorter service distances and higher site volumes make distributed networks
and more frequent servicing more feasible. In lower-density settings, the opposite is true:
the system must rely more on fewer stronger nodes, periodic service, or locally
embedded partnerships. Space and access constraints matter especially in dense urban
settings, while travel distance and structural cost disadvantage matter especially in rural
settings. (Watson et al., 2014; WRAP, 2019; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021)
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Context therefore is not treated as background description, but as one of the main
variables shaping what kind of collection design is realistic and defensible.

2.5. Evidence base

The deliverable combines structured literature input with a comparative empirical
portfolio. The aim is to balance breadth and transferability from the literature with
mechanism-level operational insight from cases, interviews, and stakeholder exchange.
The result is a mixed evidence base designed for comparative interpretation rather than
for statistical generalization.

To make the composition of the evidence base explicit, Table 4 summarizes its main
components and their role in the study. A fuller methodological note on case selection,
data collection, triangulation, coding, and interpretation limits is provided in Annex 2.

Table 4. Main components of the evidence base and their role.

Evidence component |Main content Role in the deliverable

Systematic literature |Academic literature on textile collection, | Defines the analytical framing,

review circular supply chains, EPR, and digital keytrade-offs, and comparison
traceability criteria

Operative case Implemented collection arrangements Provides first-mile

portfolio mechanisms, constraints, and

practical performance signals

Meta-level Sector or network-level actor cases Adds governance, market, and
triangulation cases policy interpretation beyond
individual operators

Interviews and Semi-structured practitioner and expert|Supplies first-hand
optional pre-survey interviews supported by low-burden | explanations, context, and
quantitative anchors where feasible cross-case comparability
Stakeholder Multi-actor workshops Tests whether observed
workshops bottlenecks and priorities

recur beyond individual cases

Supplementary Public reports, operator-provided material, | Corroborates, qualifies, or
documents transparency reports, KPI or policy inputs extends interview evidence

The empirical material is introduced in more detail in Tables 5 and 6. The first of which
identifies the evidence units included in the case portfolio, while the second provides the
interview overview. Case IDs and descriptive pseudonyms are used to preserve
confidentiality.
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Table 5. Empirical evidence units and coverage (anonymized).

Case | Evidence unit Main empirical

ID material

o1 Nordic national charity collector Interview + pre-survey
02 Regional social-enterprise collector + sorting interface Interview

03 Iberian social-enterprise integrated system (collection + sorting + |Interview + pre-survey +

resale) transparency report
04 Municipal TLC service contractor Interview
05 Nordic charity collector with audited two-stream handling Interview + pre-survey
06 Benelux charity collector with central sorting + shops Interview
o7 Nordic/European sorting hub (data-driven feedback) Interview + pre-survey
08 Housing-company property pilot with partner pickups Written responses +

public updates

M1 National recycling federation (system-level view) Interview + pre-survey +
KPI/financial docs

M2 | EU social-economy network (policy + audit lens) Interview + pre-survey +
policy inputs

M3 | EU network expert case (reuse targets + EPR lens) Interview + pre-survey +
target/impact reports

M4 | National sector federation / reuse network Interview + pre-survey

WS1 | External stakeholder workshop (“Hotspots / value chain”, online) Recorded +
documented outputs

WS2 | External stakeholder workshop (“From Waste to Value”, Rotterdam) Recorded +
documented outputs

The empirical base combines three layers: operative cases (01-08), meta-level
triangulation cases (M1-M4), and stakeholder workshops (WS1-WS2). The operative
cases provide ground-level evidence on implemented collection arrangements, while the
meta-level material and workshops add broader perspectives on governance, market
conditions, feasibility ceilings, and EPR implementation. This structure is used
deliberately to separate system-specific operational mechanisms from wider sector-
level interpretation.
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Table 6. Interview overview (anonymized).
Interview |Job title (anonymized) |Years of sector /| Length | Date Language | Recording
ID CE experience (min) basis
INT1-O1 |Clothing collection 23 85 12.11.2025 | Finnish Recorded +
manager transcribed
INT2-01 |Communications 2 85 12.11.2025 |Finnish Recorded +
manager transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-02 Regional operator 33 54 |27.11.2025 |French Recorded +
representative transcribed*
INT-O3 Integrated operator 3 60 24.11.2025 |English Recorded +
representative transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-O4 Senior manager 15 71 12.11.2025 |English Recorded +
transcribed
INT-0O5 Environmental / 38 86 11.11.2025 |English Recorded +
recycling advisor transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-O6 Head / manager of 18 56 08.12.2025 | English Recorded +
second-hand textiles transcribed
and sorting operations
INT-O7 Public affairs / tenders 1.5 52 16.12.2025 |English Recorded +
and operations transcribed +
representative pre-survey
INT-M1 Sector federation 2 61 25.11.2025 |English Recorded +
expert (textile division) transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-M2 Network director / 1 89 26.11.2025 |English Recorded +
policy lead transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-M3 EU network policy lead 4 36 17.12.2025 | English Recorded +
transcribed +
pre-survey
INT-M4 Project Lead Textiles 5 52 28.1.2026 |English Recorded +
transcribed +
pre-survey

*INT-O2 interview was mediated through translation support and was treated accordingly in
triangulation.

To support transparency and replicability while preserving confidentiality, interviewees
are also reported through anonymized IDs, together with role level, sector experience,
interview length, language, and recording basis. The later chapters may refer to
interviewee IDs directly when specific empirical arguments are attributed to a specific
respondent.
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To make the operative portfolio coverage more transparent, Table 7 maps the operative
cases across the six collection archetypes and four generic context types used in the
deliverable. The table should be read as a coverage matrix rather than as a scoring device:
it shows where the empirical portfolio provides direct operative evidence for a given
archetype—context combination. The purpose is to show the coverage envelope behind
the later synthesis, while meta-level cases and workshops remain outside the matrix
because they are used primarily for triangulation rather than as implemented systems

(ex

located in a single archetype—context cell.

Table 7. Evidence coverage matrix (operative cases): archetype x context.

Context\ |Street Civic amenity | Door-to-door |In-store Charity-led |Hybrid /
Archetype |containers |sites/bring- |/ pick-up take-back |schemes digitalized
points systems
Large city |O1, 03, O4, |04, 05 04, 05, 08 01,04,06 |01,03,04, |03,05,07,08
05, 06 05, 06
Smaller 01, 02,03, |04, 05 02,04, 05 01,04,06 |01,03,04, |03,05,07
town 04, 05, O6 05, 06
Urban 01, 03, 04, |04, O5 04, 05, 08 01,04,06 |01,03,04, |03, 05,07,08
district 05, 06 05, 06
Ruralarea |01, 02,03, |04, O5 02,04, 05 01,04,06 |01,03,04, |03,05,07
04, 05, 06 05, 06

The matrix shows that the portfolio does not cover every cell equally, but it does provide
broad operative coverage across the main archetypes and contexts relevant to the later
comparative assessment.

Taken together, these materials provide both operational first-mile evidence from
implemented systems and broader triangulating perspectives on governance, markets,
and implementation barriers.

2.6. Analytical approach

The synthesis in this deliverable is MCDA-informed and comparative. This means that
the analysis is guided by a bounded set of performance dimensions and explicit trade-
offs, rather than by one dominant metric such as cost, capture tonnage, or lifecycle
emissions alone (Belton, 2002; Cinelli et al., 2014; Greco et al., 2016). MCDA is usefulin
this context because textile collection systems are shaped by multiple partly conflicting
objectives: more capture may come at the cost of lower quality, better quality mayrequire
more service effort, and stronger reporting may become unrealistic if imposed at the
wrong interface.

The analytical process combines criteria-based comparison with hybrid coding and
synthesis. In practice, interview and documentary material were analyzed using
deductive codes derived from the comparison criteria, such as capture, contamination
risk, accessibility, economic viability, and data/traceability, while inductive coding was
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used to identify emergent themes such as governance friction, coordination problems,
or outlet volatility (Flick, 2011; Govindan et al., 2015). The coded evidence was then
summarized into case-by-criterion interpretations (see Annex 3) and translated into
comparative archetype-level performance signals.

A key analytical choice is the separation between performance and contextual
suitability. General performance asks how an archetype tends to behave across
recurring criteria. Contextual suitability asks where that archetype is most defensible or
effective given settlement structure and service conditions. Keeping these two layers
separate avoids penalizing systems merely because they are observed in unsuitable
contexts or rewarding systems whose apparent success depends heavily on favourable
external conditions. (Belton, 2002; Greco et al., 2016)

The approach also uses transparent handling of uncertainty. Where evidence is strong
and recurring, the comparative signal is stated more confidently. Where data are partial,
qualitative, or unevenly comparable, the interpretation remains more cautious. This is
particularly important in textile collection, where quantitative indicators are often
fragmented, definitions are not fully harmonized, and mature systems are documented
more consistently than pilots or emerging arrangements.

Overall, the analytical approach is designed to produce transferable design guidance
rather than a statistically generalizable ranking. Its main output is a transparent logic for
comparing systems, surfacing trade-offs, and interpreting how first-mile collection
design connects to EPR readiness and reporting feasibility.

2.7. Limitations and interpretations notes
Severalinterpretation limits should be kept explicit from the outset.

First, the empirical base is small-N and uneven in quantitative comparability. Not all
cases provide equally robust data on volumes, contamination, or cost, and some
indicators are easier to observe than others. The deliverable therefore relies on
transparent comparative logic and triangulation rather than on formal statistical
inference (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Yin, 2018).

Second, the analysis is first-mile bounded. It focuses on collection-system design and
its immediate interfaces, not on detailed downstream modelling of sorting technologies,
recycling chemistry, or long-run market dynamics. Those downstream issues matter, but
here they are considered only insofar as first-mile conditions affect feasibility and
outcome credibility.

Third, the interpretation is Europe-focused. The evidence base and policy relevance are
oriented toward European separate collection and EPR implementation, even though
some cited literature includes wider international experience. The conclusions are
therefore most directly transferable within broadly comparable European governance
and infrastructure settings.

Fourth, the findings should be read as guidance for design, not as universal ranking
claims. The deliverable does not argue that one system is always best. Rather, it provides
an evidence-based way to understand recurring trade-offs, contextual fit, and the
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operational conditions under which different collection strategies are likely to succeed
or fail.

These limits do not weaken the usefulness of the deliverable. On the contrary, making
them explicit helps position the findings appropriately: as a transparent and transferable
first-mile evaluation logic that supports implementation and later governance design
without overstating certainty.

3.Comparative assessment of separate collection
strategies

This chapter compares the main textile collection archetypes covered in Task 3.2 and
asks how they perform in practice across the first mile of post-consumer textile waste
collection. The assessment is based primarily on the operative cases (01-08),
interpreted against meta-level evidence (M1-M4) and stakeholder workshops (WS1-
WS2). The purpose is not to identify a single universally best system, but to make the main
recurring performance patterns, trade-offs, and context dependencies explicit so that
later chapters can translate them into optimized approaches and EPR-relevant design
implications. This comparative focus is central to T3.2, which is expected to assess
collection options such as street containers, in-store take-back, and door-to-door
schemes against factors including yield, context applicability, cost-effectiveness, and
the expected quality of collected textiles.

3.1. Overview of the collection archetypes as implemented in
practice

The six archetypes used in this deliverable are analytical categories rather than fixed
organizational models. In practice, most cases combine several channels at once. A
charity-led operator may use containers, shops, and selected take-back partnerships; a
municipal contractor may rely mainly on public bring infrastructure but test in-store or
door-to-door pilots; and a digitally advanced actor may not replace physical collection
channels at all, but instead improve routing, measurement, and feedback around them.
The comparison below therefore concerns recurring channel logics and their typical
implications, not one-to-one comparisons between identical systems. (Bukhari et al.,
2018; Jadmaa and Kaipia, 2022; Vermeyen et al., 2024; O1-08; M1-M4)

To orient the reader before the comparative scoring, Table 8 summarizes the six
archetypes as they appear across the case portfolio.
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Table 8 Overview of collection archetypes as implemented in practice.

Collection Typical actor Typical service Typical strengths Main risks

archetype configuration logic

Street Municipalities, Permanent, High reach, Contamination,

containers charities, private unsupervised or familiarity, scalable |weather exposure,
collectors, lightly supervised backbone, routine- |overflow, misuse,
contracted bring-based compatible uneven reporting
operators collection network | participation

points

Civic amenity
sites / bring-

Municipalities,
recycling centers,
contracted partners

Controlled drop-off
at staffed or semi-
controlled sites,
often co-located
with other waste
streams

Cleaner inflows,
stronger
controllability,
easier weighing and
handover
management

Lower convenience,
access barriers,
travel requirements,
weaker performance
where user effortis
high

pick-up

Door-to-door/

Municipalities,
contracted
collectors, housing
companies, local
partners

Scheduled
household or
property-based
collection,
sometimes pilot-
based or area-
targeted

High convenience,
potential quality
advantage where
handover is
coordinated

High labour
intensity, routing
cost, scheduling
burden,
theft/weather risk in
exposed curbside
models

In-store take-

Retailers, brands,

Indoor return points

Cleaner stream,

Limited footprint,

technology
providers

loops, targeted
service matching

service design,
better traceability

back stores, contracted |linked to retail visits |controllable low-to-medium
collection partners interface, potential |capture, burden on
for brand/POS- store operations,
linked data risk of symbolic
rather than systemic
scale
Charity-led Charities, NGOs, Multi-channel High public trust, Exposure to volatile
schemes social economy collection strong reuse reuse outlets, rising
entities, often with | combining bins, orientation, flexible |low-quality inflows,
shops and sorting shops, donation partnership logic uneven traceability
partners centers, campaigns maturity
Hybrid /| Collectors, sorters, |Smartbins, routing |Strongest learning Upfront investment,
digitalized municipalities, tools, property and accountability |coordination
systems housing actors, pilots, feedback potential, adaptable |burden,

dependence on
governance quality
and interface
discipline

Across both the literature and the empirical material, the reason these archetypes
remain relevantis that they structure the main first-mile trade-offs differently. Accessible
bring-based infrastructure tends to support capture, controlled interfaces tend to protect
quality, and more digitalized configurations tend to strengthen feedback and auditability;
but none of these strengths comes without constraints in cost, convenience, or
implementation complexity. (Dahlbo et al., 2017; Ngrup et al., 2018; Seyring et al., 2016;
Soares et al., 2024; Solis et al., 2024; O1-08; M1-M4)
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3.2. Cross-case performance by criteria family

To make the recurring cross-case sighals explicit, Table 9 synthesizes the main
archetype-level performance patterns observed across the portfolio. The ratings are
qualitative and deliberately coarse. They summarize the dominant direction of evidence
rather than a mechanical score, and the confidence flag reflects how consistently similar
signals appeared across cases and triangulation sources.

Table 9. Cross-case performance signals by criteria family.

Collection Capture Quality |Accessibility | Economic |Digital Overall Confidence
system viability traceability | performance

archetype

Street High Medium- | High Medium Low-Medium | s v % ¢ ¥ High
containers Low

Civic amenity | Medium High Low-Medium | High Medium eSS SN Medium
sites / bring-

points

Door-to-door/ | Medium Medium- | High Low Medium D O OAOAS Medium
pick-up High

In-store take- | Low- High Medium Medium Medium- Yk K Y Medium
back Medium High

Charity-led Medium- | Medium- | Medium-High | Medium Low-Medium | v 4 % % Y High
schemes High High

Hybrid / Medium Medium- | Medium-High | Medium High e S & OAd Medium-
digitalized High High
systems

The main logic behind Table 9 is consistent across both the literature and the empirical
evidence. First, capture — i.e. collection volumes — is driven above all by routine-
compatible convenience. Dense, familiar and widely distributed infrastructure tends to
collect more material, especially when disposal can be integrated into ordinary daily
routines rather than requiring a special trip or appointment (Dahlbo et al., 2017; Grillo-
Mendez et al., 2022; Jadmaa and Kaipia, 2022; Pera and Ferrulli, 2024; O1, O3, 04, O5).
Second, quality is shaped primarily by controllability at the handover. Cleaner inflows are
associated with indoor receipt, supervised drop-off, or clearly governed intake rules,
whereas open and anonymous interfaces expose the stream more strongly to wetness,
misuse, and non-textile contamination (Ngrup et al., 2018; Sandin and Peters, 2018; van
Duijn et al., 2022; 04, O5, O7). Third, economic viability depends not only on collection
cost itself, but also on labor intensity, logistics intensity, and the avoidable downstream
burden created by poor-quality inflows. Several cases described how contamination,
declining resale value, and residual-treatment costs can quickly erode the apparent
cheapness of scalable channels if quality protection is weak (Soares et al., 2024; Solis et
al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020; O4-07; M1-M2). Fourth, digital maturity is strongest where
flows consolidate and handovers can be measured, logged, and linked to feedback
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loops, rather than at anonymous disposal points (Legardeur and Ospital, 2024;
Martikkala et al., 2023; O3, 04, O7).

These criteria-family results already suggest that the core comparative question is not
which single channel “wins”, but how each channel positions itself in relation to the
recurring tensions between access, quality protection, service effort, and measurability.
That point becomes clearer when each archetype is discussed in turn.

3.3. Archetype-level strengths and weaknesses

3.3.1.Street containers

Street containers emerge as the strongest general-purpose capture mechanism in the
portfolio. Their main advantage is that they provide a permanent, familiar and relatively
low-effort interface for citizens, which makes them suitable as a backbone channel in
many contexts. This is visible both in literature stressing the importance of coverage
density and in operative cases where container networks form the main collection
infrastructure (Dahlbo et al., 2017; Vermeyen et al., 2024; O1, O3-06). In practice, their
strengths are most evident where a dense network can be maintained and where
servicing routines prevent overflow from undermining trust and participation.

Their main weakness is recurring quality loss. Open-access systems are more exposed
to contamination, weather, wetness misuse, and mistaken disposal of non-textile items.
Several cases described this as a persistent first-mile risk rather than an exceptional
problem (O4-06; M2). In the municipal contractor case, street containers were still seen
as the most realistic scalable backbone, but the operator also reported lower-quality
inflows after the expansion of separate textile waste collection and emphasized that
dense urban locations create service friction, blocked access, and labour-intensive
operations (04; INT-0O4). In the Nordic charity case, maintaining container cleanliness,
reliability, and rapid servicing was treated as essential to preserving public trust; driver-
level pre-screening of wet or clearly non-conforming material served as a quality-
protection practice at the first-mile interface (INT-O5).

Street containers therefore perform best when they are not treated as passive
infrastructure. Their performance improves when site placement is deliberate, servicing
is disciplined, communication is clear, and some form of reception screening or
downstream feedback exists (04, O5, O7). Their common failure mode is throughput-
oriented scaling without equivalent investment in prevention, which shifts
contamination, sorting burden, and residual costs downstream.

3.3.2. Civic amenity sites / bring-points

Civic amenity sites perform well where quality protection and controllability are
prioritized. Compared with open container systems, they offer a more governed handover
environment, which supports cleaner inflows, less misuse, and better possibilities for
weighing and logging. This is consistent with literature on controlled drop-off
environments and with empirical signals from cases where bring-points or recycling
centers formed part of the service mix (Soares et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020; O5, O7).
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Their main limitation is accessibility. These systems depend on users being willing and
able to travel to a site, which creates a participation threshold that is especially relevant
for lower-mobility users or where the trip is not already routine-compatible. For this
reason, they rarely outperform highly distributed bring-based infrastructure on capture
alone. Their comparative role is stronger as a quality-protecting complement or as a
backbone in contexts where residents are already accustomed to centralized drop-off
logic.

The portfolio suggests that civic amenity systems perform best when they are integrated
into broader municipal waste infrastructure and when the receipt conditions themselves
protect quality, for example through covered or indoor drop-off and short storage times
before transfer (INT-O7). Their common failure mode is overreliance: if treated as the sole
main channel in settings where convenience matters strongly, they can produce cleaner
inflows but insufficient capture.

3.3.3.Door-to-door / pick-up

Door-to-door and pick-up models score strongly on convenience and can offer a quality
advantage when collection is tightly coordinated. This is particularly true in compact
property-based or district-based settings where routing is efficient and the handover is
protected from long exposure. The literature and the case portfolio both support the idea
that these models can work well in targeted circumstances rather than as default
national infrastructure (Dukovska-Popovska et al., 2025; Jadmaa and Kaipia, 2022;
Soares et al., 2024; 08).

However, the same evidence also shows why these systems are difficult to justify at
scale. The main weaknesses are labour intensity, coordination burden, communication
requirements, and exposed failure risks. In O4, door-to-door collection had been tested
but discontinued because of high cost, low quantity, weather exposure, proof-of-service
issues, penalties, and the communication effort needed to make participation reliable
(INT-O4). In O5, earlier door-to-door experience was also judged non-viable as a
mainstream model because of labour needs and theft risk when bags were left outside
before pickup.

These findings do not mean door-to-door should be dismissed. They suggestinstead that
it performs best when deployed selectively: in dense housing, in coordinated property
settings, or in specific service niches where convenience or quality protection justifies
the extra effort. Its common failure mode is attempting to scale it as a universal service
in contexts where routing economics and participation discipline do not support it.

3.3.4.In-store take-back

In-store take-back performs best where a controlled indoor handover matters more than
maximizing total capture. Its main strengths are cleaner inflows, stronger interface
control, and the possibility of linking collection to existing retail systems. At the same
time, its footprint is structurally narrower than that of broad public bring-based systems,
which limits its contribution to total collection volumes. The wider literature used in this
study supports the same general conclusion: retailer-linked take-back can improve
quality and visibility, but usually functions better as a complementary channelthan as a
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stand-alone mass-collection solution (Cura et al., 2021; Deckers et al., 2024; Donatello
et al., 2021; Ngrup et al., 2018; Seyring et al., 2016).

The operative material points in the same direction. In O4, in-store take-back is described
as producing cleaner and more consistent inflows than the main household-origin
channels, with less non-textile contamination, but also at lower volume and with a
narrower product mix. In O6, retailer take-back likewise appears as a cleaner
complementary stream than bin collection, even though it represents only a minority
share of total intake. These cases suggest that the main value of in-store collection lies
in quality protection and controllability rather than scale.

Its performance improves when retailer obligations remain operationally realistic and
when storage, pickup, and handover routines are clearly arranged. Its common failure
mode is symbolic scaling: visible take-back points are introduced, but without sufficient
network density, downstream integration, or realistic support for store operations. For
this reason, the strongest role for in-store take-back in D3.2 is as a selective
complement, especially in urban settings where retail density is high and cleaner
collection interfaces add value to a wider multi-channel system.

3.3.5.Charity-led schemes

Charity-led schemes are among the strongest overall performers in the portfolio because
they combine several advantages that matter simultaneously: public trust, reuse
orientation, flexible multi-channel collection, and often an embedded downstream logic
through sorting and second-hand sales. The literature has long highlighted the centrality
of charities and social economy entities in textile reverse flows, and the empirical cases
confirm that this remains true even as the system becomes more EPR-relevant and more
recycling-oriented (Grillo-Mendez et al., 2022; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021; O1, 03, O5,
06).

Their core strength is not a single collection channel per se, but an organizational model
capable of combining containers, shops, campaigns, and sorting-oriented decision-
making. Several charity-linked cases showed how this combination can widen access
while still preserving a reuse-first orientation (01, O3, 05, O6). In addition, these systems
often benefit from strong legitimacy among citizens, which supports participation and
cleaner donations relative to purely anonymous waste channels.

Their vulnerabilities are equally structural. Charity-led systems are highly exposed to
declining garment quality, volatility in domestic and export reuse markets, and the risk
that rising non-reusable volumes undermine both mission and economics (05-06; M2-
M3). Reporting maturity also varies: some operators already audit and document their
flows extensively, while others still face gaps at specific channel interfaces. Their
common failure mode is being expected to absorb increasing low-quality textile waste
without equivalent financing for sorting, preparation-for-reuse, contamination handling,
and reporting.

3.3.6. Hybrid /digitalized systems

Hybrid and digitalized systems are best understood as enabling configurations rather
than one more physical collection channel. Their main value lies in improving channel fit,
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service matching, measurement, and feedback. In the portfolio, this is visible in systems
that combine data collection, routing optimization, composition feedback, or property-
level coordination with more traditional collection channels (Chowdhury et al., 2023;
Martikkala et al., 2023; O3, O7, 08).

Their strongest comparative advantage is on traceability and learning. O7, for example,
shows how a sorting-interface actor can turn incoming deliveries into actionable
feedback for municipalities through composition data, quality checks, and penalties for
dirty loads, thereby transforming reporting from a passive record into a quality-
improvement mechanism. O3, similarly demonstrated stronger transparency and
accountability through a documented reporting logic and a roadmap toward more
structured digitalization, even if parts of the current practice remained manual. O8
illustrated a more targeted form of hybridization, where property-based service logic and
partner pickups increased convenience in a localized setting, though with limited scale.

Their limitations are mainly organizational. Hybrid systems require clear governance,
measurable interfaces, and a basic level of operational discipline before digital tools
create real value. Their common failure mode is over-engineering: demanding high-
granularity digitalization in collection environments where the basic handover, weighing,
and quality-control routines are still weak or diffuse.

3.4. Main trade-offs observed across systems

3.4.1.Capture versus quality

The most consistent cross-case trade-off is the tension between collection volume and
quality. Open and routine-compatible access tends to support higher capture, but it also
increases exposure to contamination, misuse, and weather damage unless preventive
controls are designed into the system. Controlled interfaces protect reuse and sorting
quality more effectively, but they introduce effort thresholds that may reduce
participation unless complemented by more accessible channels (Ngrup et al., 2018;
Sandin and Peters, 2018; O4, O5, O7; M2). This is why the empirical comparison does not
support volume-only evaluation of collection performance.

3.4.2.Convenience versus controllability

Systems that are easiest for households to use are not always the easiest to govern.
Street containers and other open interfaces minimize effort at the user side, but they
reduce direct control over what enters the stream. Civic amenity sites, in-store take-
back, and structured pickups improve controllability, yet they depend more strongly on
user willingness, partner coordination, or both. Several cases effectively showed that
improving convenience without preserving control can degrade downstream outcomes,
while improving control without preserving convenience can limit collection volumes
(04, 05, 08; WS2).

3.4.3.Service level versus unit cost

Higher-service models can deliver better user experience and sometimes cleaner
material, but they become financially binding when labour, routing, and communication
needs grow. This was especially clear in the door-to-door evidence, where targeted
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usefulness did not translate into mainstream cost-effectiveness (04-05). Conversely,
lower-service bring-based models often remain cheaper per tonne collected, but only as
long as rising contamination does not create avoidable downstream cost that cancels
out the apparent savings (Soares et al., 2024; Solis et al., 2024; 04, 06, O7).

3.4.4.0penness versus data quality

Anonymous and dispersed disposal moments are difficult places to demand detailed
reporting. The strongest data signals in the portfolio appear at points where flows are
consolidated and handovers are structured, such as sorter interfaces, civic hubs, or
digitally supported collection systems. Where flows remain open and anonymous,
ambitious data demands risk disproportionate administrative burden without improving
actual accountability (Seyring et al., 2016; O3, 04, O7; M2). This is an important
implication for later chapters on EPR reporting and digitalization.

3.4.5. Broader acceptance versus downstream burden

Systems that are socially and politically easy to scale can still create hidden burden
elsewhere. Multiple meta-level and workshop sources warned that schemes framed as
successfulbecause they collect more material may still weaken circular outcomes if they
deliver rising volumes of low-quality textiles into unfunded sorting and residual-
treatment systems (M1-M3; WS1-WS2). In other words, broader acceptance at the front
end can coexist with burden shifting to sorters, municipalities, or charity actors at the
back end if quality and reporting are not protected.

Taken together, these trade-offs explain why the comparative result is patterned rather
than hierarchical. The chapter does not identify a simple winner; it shows where each
archetype gains and where it pays for that gain.

3.5. Contextual suitability across settlement types

Because the same collection system archetype can perform very differently depending
on settlement structure, contextual suitability is assessed separately from general
performance. Table 10 summarizes the empirical fit signals across the four generic
context types used in the study.

Table 10. Contextual suitability of collection archetypes across typical settlement types.

Collection system archetype | Large city | Smaller town | Urban district | Rural area
Street containers 2. 8.8.8.9 2. 8.8 8" 2. 8.8.8.9 2.8 88"
Civic amenity sites ) S ® B Y 2.0 & ¢ * & vk * %k %k
Door-to-door / pick-up 1.0, 0" "¢ Kk 2. 8.8 8" * e
In-store take-back dokkok | kokokok 1.8 0 * e e e
Charity-led schemes 2. 8.8.8 9 2. 8.8.8.9 2. 8.8 8" 2. 8.8 8"
Hybrid / digitalized systems | %k %% Y % K v % Yk * % Kk e

Legend: %% %% = High suitability; %% = Moderate; %% =Low; % =Very low.
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In large cities, the most suitable backbone channels are those that benefit from density:
street containers, charity-linked multi-channel systems, in-store take-back, and hybrid
configurations that can optimize service around a dense network. Civic amenity sites can
play an important complementary role where they improve quality control, but they are
rarely sufficient alone because convenience and volume concentration are already
structured around shorter daily movement patterns. The main feasibility constraints are
urban space, servicing friction, traffic, blocked access, and contamination hotspots. The
main risk in large cities is attempting to rely too heavily on labour-intensive high-service
models as universal infrastructure, rather than using them selectively where
controllability gains justify the extra cost. (Deckers et al., 2024; Gu et al., 2019; Jdadmaa
and Kaipia, 2022; Ngrup et al., 2018; Seyring et al., 2016; Watson et al., 2020, 2014; O4,
06; WS2)

In smaller towns, the evidence favours a more selective backbone built around civic
amenity sites, charity-led systems, and strategically placed container networks.
Compared with metropolitan areas, the lower density of retail networks and footfall
reduces the stand-alone effectiveness of in-store systems, while the lower volume
concentration makes urban-style service intensity harder to justify. Here the key
constraints are moderate density, fewer nodes, and the need to concentrate flows
without making access too inconvenient. The main risk is importing a big-city network
logic that creates too many low-performing points, or, conversely, relying on high-service
pickup models whose unit costs cannot be justified in the local volume base. (Dahlbo et
al., 2017; Deckers et al., 2024; Donatello et al., 2021; Seyring et al., 2016; Soares et al.,
2024; Watson et al., 2020; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021; 02, 04, O5; M4)

In urban districts, especially compact neighbourhoods within larger cities, there is
stronger scope for targeted property-based or district-level solutions. The comparative
evidence suggests that this is the context where door-to-door or pick-up models can
become more defensible, not as universal citywide systems but as localized
complements with efficient routing and stronger community-level coordination. Hybrid
and digitalized solutions are also particularly promising here because shorter distances,
local identity, and manageable service areas support experimentation with smart bins,
micro-hubs, and targeted communication. The main constraints are space, shared-
property governance, and the need for local stewardship. The main risk is either over-
relying on anonymous open access in settings where quality-sensitive management is
needed, or overbuilding niche solutions without sufficient operational discipline.
(Deckers et al., 2024; Ekstrom and Salomonson, 2014; Lakhouit, 2025; Martikkala et al.,
2023; Narup et al., 2018; Watson et al., 2020; O7-08; WS2)

In rural areas, the most viable backbone is usually a smaller number of high-performing
nodes rather than dense network logic. This points toward civic amenity sites, periodic
bring-based collection, and locally embedded charity or partnership models as the most
realistic foundations. Hybridization may still matter, but mainly in a pragmatic sense:
using data or coordination to improve sparse service, not to create a highly digitalized
system for its own sake. The strongest constraints are long travel distances, low material
density, limited retail footprint, and tighter municipal budgets. The main risk is trying to
copy urban collection logic into structurally different conditions, especially through
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retailer-based or labour-intensive pickup models that cannot achieve viable density.
(Deckers et al., 2024; Dukovska-Popovska et al., 2023; Seyring et al., 2016; Soares et al.,
2024; Watson et al., 2020; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021; 02, 04, O5; M1-M2)

Overall, the empirical message is that contextual fit is governed primarily by the spatial
concentration of households, collection points, and recoverable volumes. As density
rises, more distributed networks and higher-frequency service become feasible. As
density falls, flow-concentrating nodes, structured partnerships, and selective
complementary services become more important. This means that contextual suitability
should not be treated as a secondary detail, but as a core design variable in its own right.

3.6. Synthesis: why no single system is best everywhere

The comparative assessment leads to a clear overall conclusion: no single collection
system archetype simultaneously maximizes capture, protects quality, remains
economically robust, and produces strong data across all contexts. Street containers
remain the strongest scalable backbone for broad access in many settings, but they
require active quality protection and governance. Civic amenity sites and in-store take-
back improve controllability and quality, but do not solve capture on their own. Door-to-
door and pick-up models can work in targeted conditions but are difficult to justify as
universal infrastructure. Charity-led schemes remain crucial because they combine
trust, reuse orientation, and multi-channel flexibility, yet they are increasingly exposed to
outlet volatility and rising low-quality inflows. Hybrid and digitalized systems offer the
strongest learning and accountability potential, but only where the underlying collection
interfaces are already governable.

The implication is therefore portfolio-based rather than channel-based. Mixed system
configurations generally outperform one-size-fits-all scaling because they allow at least
one channel to support capture while another protects quality, measurability, or
contextual fit. Contextual suitability determines whether an archetype’s theoretical
strengths can actually materialize in practice. This is the basis for the next chapter, which
moves from comparative assessment to optimized context-specific collection
configurations.

4. Optimized collection approaches for different contexts

Chapter 3 showed that the main collection archetypes differ less by a simple “best-to-
worst” ranking than by how they position themselves in relation to recurring first-mile
trade-offs. The practical design task is therefore not to choose one preferred channeland
scale it uniformly, but to assemble context-appropriate configurations that balance
capture, quality protection, cost, and measurability. This chapter translates the
comparative findings into such design proposals. In line with the scope of Task 3.2, the
focus is on optimized first-mile approaches for post-consumer textile collection, while
keeping the resulting systems compatible with later EPR governance, sorting, and
digitalization work in other TRUSTex tasks and work packages.
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4.1. Portfolio logic instead of one-size-fits-all design

The main design implication of the empirical material is that the recommended unit of
design is a portfolio configuration. In practice, optimized approaches tend to combine
four elements: first, one or two capture-oriented channels that fit the local settlement
structure; second, at least one quality-protection mechanism that reduces wetness,
contamination, and uncontrolled misuse; third, an allocation logic that keeps the system
operationally viable under EPR or equivalent financing; and fourth, a minimum reporting
layer that makes performance auditable without overburdening uncontrolled first-mile
interfaces.

This portfolio logic follows directly from the recurring empirical pattern that no single
channel simultaneously maximizes participation, protects reuse and recycling quality,
remains affordable to operate, and produces strong accountability data. Open-access
channels often solve the participation problem but create quality risk; controlled
channels improve quality and measurability but can limit capture if used alone; and
higher-service channels can improve convenience in specific settings but become
financially binding when applied too broadly.

To make the proposed design logic explicit, Table 11 summarizes the recommended
context-to-configuration blueprint developed from the operative cases and cross-case
synthesis.

Table 11. Context-to-configuration blueprint for optimized first-mile textile waste collection.

Recommended Main Why this mix Main risks if Minimum management
backbone complementary |works poorly designed | requirements
channels /
mechanisms
Dense street- Selective in-store | Density supports | Overflow, Curated siting, high-
container network | take-back, broad access, contamination frequency servicing,
and/or charity-led | controlled civic frequent hotspots, blocked | incident response,
2 multi-channel sites, targeted servicing, retailer |access, site indoor/covered options
© network property-linked presence, and competition, where possible,
g_i, solutions, digital stronger data downstream feedback from sorting
E routing/feedback | feedback loops burden shifting
Fewer but high- Selective retailer Flow Too many low- Shared local
performing bring- take-back, concentration yield points, infrastructure plan,
g points: civic periodic balances overbuilt high- coordinated
o amenity sites, campaigns, limited | accessibility with | service models, communication,
§ strategic pickups for manageable fragmented actor | monitoring of node-level
® containers, specific groups service footprint | responsibilities performance
‘,E, charity/shop nodes
~ Nearby public Micro-hubs, Short distances Shared-space Site steward role,
8 o collection targeted partner- | and housing misuse, lack of resident instructions,
s 5 backbone plus operated pickups, | concentration container space, |overflow monitoring, fast
% g selective property- |in-store return make controlled |unclear ownership | correction loops, clear
c f, linked collection points, site-level proximity of follow-up, pickup responsibilities
8 & |where site reporting/feedback | attractive constrained
5 8 | conditions allow scalability
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Strategic bring- Mobile or periodic | Concentrates Copying urban Simple but reliable
points / civic campaigns, low-density flows | network logic, network, strong citizen
, ® |amenity sitesand a |selective pickups |intoviable nodes |longtravel communication, longer
% g smaller number of | for specific user while preserving | distances, weak but dependable service
J > | large weather- groups, minimum access |retail footprint, cycles, compensation
73 g protected nodes community/charity inequitable for structural cost
é 3 partnerships access disadvantage

The table should not be read as a rigid template. Rather, it sets out the most robust
empirical design direction for each context. The rest of the chapter unpacks these
configurations in more detail and clarifies what should function as the backbone, what
should remain complementary, and what practical conditions determine whether the
configuration works.

4.2. Recommended configuration for large cities

In large-city settings, the most robust configuration is built around a networked access
backbone. In practice, this usually means a dense street-container network, often
combined with a charity-led multi-channel presence and supported by selective indoor
return points such as retailer take-back or controlled civic sites. The main reason is
straightforward: high population density, short travel distances, and concentrated
footfall favour routinized drop-off behaviour and allow more frequent servicing than in
low-density contexts (Gu et al., 2019; Vermeyen et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2014; O4, O6).

Within this configuration, street containers remain the primary capture channel, but they
should not operate alone. The empirical material suggests that cities benefit from pairing
them with at least one cleaner or more controllable interface. In-store take-back can play
that role where retail density is strong, because it produces cleaner inflows and offers an
indoor handover, even if its total volume contribution remains lower than household-
origin channels (04, O6). Controlled civic amenity or indoor collection points can play a
similar buffering role for quality-sensitive inflows. In dense residential blocks, targeted
property-linked solutions may also complement the city backbone where housing-
company governance and suitable space exist, as illustrated by O8.

Good large-city design therefore means broad access plus active control
mechanisms. The main constraints are not only logistical but also spatial and social. O4
describes dense city centers as the most operationally difficult environment because of
narrow streets, blocked access, smaller vehicle needs, and labour-intensive servicing.
06, in turn, shows that large anonymous urban contexts can also produce poorer-quality
inflows, especially where dumping and non-textile misuse are harder to prevent. This
means that simply increasing the number of drop-off points is not enough. High-
performing urban systems require careful siting, differentiated emptying frequencies,
fast response to overflow and vandalism, and clear local communication.

What should not be done in large cities is to treat high-service collection as the default
citywide baseline. The cases do not support universal door-to-door rollout in
metropolitan settings. While targeted property-based or niche pickups can work, O4 and
O5 both indicate that broader door-to-door deployment becomes expensive,
coordination-heavy, and vulnerable to proof-of-service, theft, and communication
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problems. The optimized urban configuration is therefore hybrid, but not indiscriminate:
it uses high-convenience channels as the backbone, reserves more labour-intensive
solutions for suitable micro-contexts, and relies on sorting-side feedback to keep quality
losses from accumulating downstream (O7; WS2).

4.3. Recommended configuration for smaller towns

In smaller towns, the optimized approach shifts from dense network logic toward fewer
but better-performing nodes. The evidence suggests that the strongest backbones here
are combinations of civic amenity sites, strategically located street containers, and
charity or shop-based local collection points. Compared with metropolitan areas, the
service network does not need the same density to remain usable, but it does need
enough concentration to avoid dispersing already modest flows across too many low-
yield sites (Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021; 02, O4, O5).

This is the context in which civic amenity sites become especially valuable. They fit well
where residents are already used to centralized drop-off behaviour and where municipal
waste infrastructure can host textile receipt with at least a basic level of control. Smaller
towns also appear better suited than dense city cores for combining several collection
functions at the same node, because land-use pressure is lower and the service
environment is often more manageable. At the same time, town-scale charity shops or
local social-economy actors can strengthen collection legitimacy and provide a visible
reuse link, which helps prevent the system from becoming only a waste-handling
interface (02, O5; M2).

The complementary channels in smaller towns should remain selective. Retailer take-
back may be usefulwhere a real store footprint exists, butitis unlikely to provide a system
backbone on its own. Door-to-door or pick-up services may be justified for specific
populations, local campaigns, or institutional partnerships, but the comparative
evidence does not support them as the default structure in a medium-density town
context (02, O4, O5). The key design task is to maintain a balance between accessibility
and a manageable service footprint.

Actor coordination becomes especially important in this context. Because the scale is
smaller, fragmentation is more damaging: separate municipal, charity, and private
initiatives can quickly create overlapping or weakly used sites if not coordinated. The
optimized smaller-town configuration therefore depends on some shared local
infrastructure logic, even if governance remains pluralistic. This includes agreeing who
manages which nodes, how citizen guidance is framed, and where the main handover or
reporting points sit. Without this coordination, the system risks either underserving
capture or dissipating volume into too many weak channels (02, O5; M4).

4.4. Recommended configuration for urban districts

Urban districts and dense housing areas deserve a separate configuration because they
combine metropolitan density with more localized governance opportunities. The main
design opportunity here is controlled proximity: collection can be brought closer to
households than in a citywide public network, but only in settings where property-level
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organization, container space, and follow-up responsibilities are sufficiently clear.
(Dukovska-Popovska et al., 2025; Martikkala et al., 2023; O8)

The strongest empirical signal comes from O8, where housing-company premises were
used as collection points through a partner-operated setup. The case shows that placing
collection at or near the doorstep lowers the effort threshold and supports participation;
reported user reception was positive, and the underlying logic was summarized clearly:
the closer and easier the service is, the more people participate (0O8). At the same time,
the same case also demonstrates why this model should not be treated as universally
scalable. Only a minority of properties could be covered because suitable container
space was required, and broader rollout depended on both partner capacity and portfolio
characteristics (08).

For this reason, the optimized urban-district configuration should be treated as a
targeted complement to the broader city system, not as an isolated stand-alone
model. A nearby public container or charity-led network should usually remain in place
as the basic fallback infrastructure, while property-linked collection is introduced
selectively in sites where it can genuinely add value through proximity, local stewardship,
or better resident engagement. In some districts, this may also be combined with micro-
hubs, selective partner-operated pickups, or nearby in-store return points.

The critical management issue in dense housing contexts is that shared spaces do not
manage themselves. Container siting inside or adjacent to a property can reduce public-
space misuse, butit also creates new dependencies: resident instructions must be clear,
overflow must be noticed quickly, someone must own site-level follow-up, and pickup
schedules must match actual use. O8 further shows that evaluability can become a
constraint; broader waste effects are not easy to assess unless the surrounding waste
system is also measured in a compatible way (08). In other words, urban-district
solutions can improve participation and local control, but only when site-level
management and feedback are built into the design from the beginning.

4.5. Recommended configuration for rural areas

In rural and other low-density areas, the optimized approach must begin from a realistic
premise: universal high-service collection is usually not viable as the baseline. Long
travel distances, sparse settlement, weak retail density, and lower per-site volumes
mean that the primary design task is flow concentration rather than network
densification (Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021; 02, 04, O5).

The most robust rural backbone is therefore a smaller number of strategically placed,
reliable nodes. These may include civic amenity sites, larger weather-protected bring-
points, or community-linked collection locations that are integrated into existing local
infrastructure. Where charity or community actors are present, they can play an
important supporting role, especially by increasing legitimacy and local visibility.
However, the core principle is that nodes must be few enough to remain serviceable and
predictable, yet well enough placed to preserve minimum access across dispersed
populations.
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Selective complementary services are still relevant, but they should remain selective. In
low-density settings, campaign-based collections, mobile events, or pickups targeted at
specific user groups may improve equity without forcing the whole system into a
structurally expensive service model. The cases do not support routine door-to-door as
a rural default. Rather, they suggest that high-service models in low-density contexts
should be justified case by case, especially where specific mobility barriers or
community partnerships make them meaningful (02, O5; M1).

Rural equity is a particularly important issue here. A context-sensitive system cannot
simply optimize for lowest unit cost if the result is that participation becomes
impractically difficult outside dense centers. At the same time, the answer is not to copy
urban collection density into structurally different settings. The better approach is to
combine clear communication, a reliable but simpler network, and explicit recognition
that low-density areas may require different funding logic to avoid being disadvantaged
under future EPR systems (OECD, 2016; 04, O7; M3). O7 also adds an important nuance:
rural inflows may differ in composition from urban ones, sometimes appearing more
“used/worn to end-of-life”, which may matter for downstream routing and reinforces the
need for feedback-based rather than purely generic system design.

4.6. Role of key actors in each configuration

Optimized configurations are not only combinations of channels; they are also
combinations of actor responsibilities. This matters for T3.2, because it explicitly covers
involved actors and is intended to feed later governance and implementation work.

To clarify these responsibilities, Table 12 summarizes the core roles thatrecur across the
recommended configurations.
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Table 12. Core actor roles in optimized collection configuration.

Actor Core role in optimized configurations
Municipalities / public Define local service logic, secure siting permissions, align textile collection
waste actors with broader waste infrastructure, set contract expectations for servicing

and reporting, and ensure minimum territorial access

Collectors / logistics Run day-to-day servicing, maintain containers and collection points,
operators record weights and incidents at practical handover points, and implement
first-line quality prevention

Social-economy / Provide reuse-oriented collection channels, public legitimacy, local

charity actors presence, and practical knowledge on quality preservation and outlet
realities

Retailers Offer selective indoor take-back where store footprint and staffing

conditions make itrealistic; ensure safe storage, clear customer guidance,
and disciplined handovers to downstream partners

Sorters / sorting hubs Provide outcome classification, quality feedback, contamination signals,
and the first credible point for fate reporting; help convert collection data
into operational learning

PRO / EPR designers Finance the real bottlenecks, align incentives with outcomes rather than
throughput alone, and define a proportional minimum dataset and role
allocation for reporting; depending on scheme design, PROs may act
primarily as financial/coordinating bodies or may also organize operations
by contracting and coordinating collection, sorting, and recovery actors.

Property / site owners  Provide space, support local communication, monitor site-level misuse or
(e.g., housing companies, overflow, and act on feedback when collection is linked to a specific
shopping centers) property or host site

In practice, the role of a PRO may differ across EPR models. Some PROs operate primarily
as financial bodies that collect producer fees and finance compliant collection, sorting,
and related obligations, while others also take on stronger operational roles by organizing
logistics, contracting operators, and coordinating material recovery. The empirical
material suggests that this distinction matters for governance design. Several
interviewees, most explicitly INT-M1 and INT-M2, expressed reservations about PRO
models that would centralize operational control in ways that displace existing
collectors, sorters, and reuse actors or weaken inclusive governance. Across the meta-
level evidence, the stronger preference was for PROs to secure stable financing, common
rules, and auditable reporting while preserving and upgrading existing operational
capabilities rather than replacing them and starting from scratch.

What is also notable across these roles is that no single actor can optimize the system
alone. Municipalities can provide access but not necessarily reuse expertise; collectors
can collect volume but not classify final outcomes; sorters can identify quality problems
but cannot solve them upstream without feedback loops; retailers or property actors can
offer controlled interfaces only if their responsibilities are realistic and supported; and
PROs can stabilize financing and coordination, but they should not crowd out the
operational capabilities on which collection, sorting, and reuse already depend. The
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optimized configurations in this chapter therefore assume coordination rather than
simple channel deployment.

4.7. Operational risks and implementation conditions

The proposed configurations should not be read as self-executing. Across the empirical
material, the same operational conditions repeatedly determined whether a theoretically
suitable configuration actually worked in practice. To keep these conditions visible, Table
13 summarizes the most important implementation requirements.

(ex

Table 13. Key implementation conditions for optimized collection configurations.

Implementation Typical failure if absent

condition

Why it matters

Clear handovers Determines where weight, quality, and

responsibility can be recorded credibly

Blurred accountability, disputes over
outcomes, weak EPR-readiness

Containers become contamination
points rather than capture points

Prevents overflow, and

erosion of public trust

Servicing discipline wetness,

Communication and
acceptance clarity

Helps citizens use the intended channel
correctly and understand what belongs
there

Mis-sorting, low participation,
frustration, symbolic rather than real
uptake

Quality prevention |Protects reuse/recycling potential | Downstream burden shifting to sorters,

at source and
reception

before losses become embedded in the
flow

higher residual shares, avoidable cost
growth

Funding adequacy

Keeps collection, preparing-for-reuse,
sorting, and reporting work financially
viable

Throughput bias, retreat from quality
work, system instability

Workable reporting
routines

Makes the system auditable without
excessive burden

Paper compliance, incomparable data,
weak basis for targets or fee

differentiation

The first recurring condition is clear handovers. Systems perform more robustly when it
is obvious where responsibility shifts from one actor to another and where minimum data
can be captured. This is why controlled intake points, sorter interfaces, and documented
collector-to-receiver handovers repeatedly appear as stronger governance points than
anonymous disposal moments (OECD, 2016; Watkins et al., 2017; 04, O7).

The second is servicing discipline. Especially in open-access and urban systems, the
quality of the collection channel depends heavily on whether emptying, maintenance,
and incident response are treated as core performance tasks rather than secondary
housekeeping. 04, 05, and 06 all point to the operational and reputational
consequences of weak servicing, while O7 shows how quickly poor first-mile conditions
translate into penalties or downstream burden.

The third is communication clarity. Several cases indicated that the citizen-facing
interface is not neutral: accepted materials, bagging practices, and local instructions all
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affect quality and participation. This is particularly important in property-linked or
selective configurations, where unclear communication can undermine an otherwise
promising model (05, O7, O8).

The fourth is quality prevention, both at source and at reception. This includes practical
measures such as weather protection, shorter storage times, bagging guidance,
reception screening, and feedback on recurring contamination patterns. The chapter’s
recommended configurations assume that some such mechanism exists; without it,
high-access systems can easily degrade into high-volume but low-value inflow channels
(Ngrup et al., 2018; Sandin and Peters, 2018; O5, O7).

The fifth is funding adequacy. The cases repeatedly show that textile collection and
sorting increasingly operate as cost-bearing infrastructures rather than self-financing
charity streams. This means that even a technically sound configuration will not persist
if the system pays for tonnes moved but not for the work that determines outcomes,
especially sorting, preparation-for-reuse, contamination prevention, and reporting
(Boschmeier et al., 2024; Watson et al., 2020; 06-07; INT-M2).

The sixth is workable reporting. Optimized configurations should be designed so that at
least a minimum dataset can be produced routinely and proportionately. This does not
require maximum digitalization everywhere; it does require that the collection model
includes some reliable measurement and feedback points. Systems that cannot produce
such signals may still collect textiles, but they will remain weak foundations for future
target-setting, differentiated fees, and accountability (Seyring et al., 2016; Solis et al.,
2024; 04, 05, 07).

Taken together, these conditions reinforce the central point of the chapter: optimized
approaches are not defined only by channel selection, but by how channels, actor roles,
and control mechanisms are combined into a workable local package. This has a direct
implication for the next chapter. If context-specific collection configurations are the
practical unit of design, then EPR target-setting cannot be based on tonnes alone; it must
recognize the operational conditions under which capture, quality, and accountability are
produced.

5. Implications for EPR target-setting

This chapter translates the comparative findings from Chapters 3 and 4 into implications
for target architecture under emerging textile EPR. In line with Task 3.2, the purpose here
is notto define a complete legal scheme model, which is further elaborated in WP4 tasks
on existing schemes, eco-modulated fees, governance, and reporting requirements, but
to clarify what the first-mile evidence implies for target-setting if the aim is to support
viable reuse and recycling outcomes rather than simply higher collection tonnages. This
focus is important because the empirical material repeatedly shows that target design is
notaneutraltechnical exercise: it shapes what actors optimize, what gets measured, and
where operational and financial pressure accumulates.
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5.1. What EPR-relevant performance looks like in practice

Across the empirical material, “EPR-ready” performance does not appear as a property
of one specific collection channel. Rather, it appears as an operational capability: the
ability of a collection system to expand capture without letting contamination costs
escalate, to route materials credibly toward reuse and recycling, to remain economically
and organisationally workable under increasing volumes, and to generate auditable
signals at real handover points (OECD, 2016; Watkins et al., 2017; 04, O7; M1-M4) In
other words, a system is not EPR-ready because it is container-based, retailer-based, or
charity-led as such; it is EPR-ready if it can make the relevant outcomes visible and
governable in practice.

To make this logic explicit, Table 14 summarizes the main dimensions that together

define EPR-relevant performance in the first mile.

Table 14. Main dimensions of EPR-relevant performance in first-mile textile waste collection.

contamination

textile contamination remain
within workable limits

become misleading if they
reward unusable inflows

Dimension What it means in practice Why it matters for target- | Typical practical
setting evidence point
Capture Textiles enter the intended Without capture, no Collected weight at
collection system at downstream circular collection and logistics
meaningful rates outcome can scale interfaces
Manageable Mis-sorting, wetness, and non- | Collection targets Reception checks,

contamination
observations, sorter
feedback

Viable reuse /

Materials can still be directed

Circularity depends on

Sorting outputs, fate

financeable under real
conditions

briefly but not persist
credibly

recycling toward preparing-for-reuse, routing quality, not just categories,

routing reuse, and credible recycling inflow mass reuse/recycling shares
routes

Economic Collection, sorting, and related | Unfunded systems may Contracting logic and

continuity quality work remain meet nominal targets incentives, unit cost

pressure, operator
continuity

Auditable data

The system can produce
routine, proportionate, and
comparable data at real
interfaces

Targets without auditable
signals risk paper
compliance and weak
enforcement

Handover weights, origin
tags, fate reporting,
recurring operator reports

The first dimension, capture, is the easiest to understand and usually the easiest to
measure. Collection systems can often report incoming kilograms with reasonable
reliability, especially at consolidation and transport interfaces. This was visible
particularly in O4 and O7, where weight-based recording was already embedded in
logistics and reporting routines. However, the empirical material also makes clear that
capture alone is an incomplete basis for EPR performance.
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The second and third dimensions, manageable contamination and viable routing, are
what prevent collection from becoming a misleading success metric. The cases
repeatedly show that quality is not a fixed attribute of a channel, but something co-
produced by user behaviour, acceptance rules, servicing discipline, and interface design.
In O6, contamination was described as a persistentissue evenin an otherwise functional
collection system, while O4 highlighted the practical difficulty citizens face in
distinguishing reusable textiles from textile waste. O7 further stressed that collection
design has a high effect on the quality received downstream. From an EPR perspective,
this means that a system can perform well on inflow while performing poorly on circular
outcomes.

The fourth dimension, economic continuity, is equally important. Several cases
described how textile collection has shifted from a revenue-generating activity toward a
cost-bearing infrastructure, especially as average textile quality declines and
downstream outlets become more volatile. O6 explicitly reflected this economic shift,
while O4 and M1 pointed to contracting and governance arrangements that can leave
operators carrying risks that EPR is meant to correct rather than reproduce. A target
architecture that ignores this dimension risks creating formal ambition without
operational durability.

The fifth dimension, auditable data, determines whether targets can be enforced
credibly at all. The core lesson from the cases is not that data is absent, but that it is
unevenly measurable across interfaces. Weights are usually feasible; outcome and
quality reporting require clearer definitions, responsibility allocation, and routine
recording atthe points where decisions are actually made. For thisreason, EPR readiness
is best understood as the capacity to produce verifiable signals to decision makers at
handovers and classification moments, rather than a commitment to track materials in
fine detail at every step of disposal (Long and Lee-Simion, 2022; OECD, 2016; Watkins et
al., 2017; 04, O7; M2).

5.2. Collection targets are not outcome targets

The central target-setting implication of the empirical material is straightforward: targets
for separately collected post-consumer textiles are not the same thing as targets for
circular outcomes. Collection kilograms are usually the most straightforward metric to
operationalize, but they remain a weak proxy for reuse and recycling performance unless
they are interpreted within a wider quality and routing logic. (Atasu and Subramanian,
2012; Cai and Choi, 2020; O7; M1-M4; WS1-WS2)

This distinction matters because collection targets are structurally attractive from a
governance perspective. They are comparatively easy to define, simple to communicate,
and often measurable at the first consolidated interface. The material shows that actors
widely regarded them as the most operational target type for this reason (INT-M1; O4,
O7). Yet the same evidence also shows why they are insufficient on their own. As soon as
the system starts rewarding captured mass without equivalent protection of quality and
fate visibility, it risks optimizing the wrong thing whilst undermining the core aim of
circularity.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Research and Innovation program under grant agreement N° 101181901 and from 42
the Swiss State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (SERI). Posts and shares reflect only the views of all the involved partners. Neither
the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This draft deliverable has not yet been validated by the granting authorities.



Project funded by
Co-funded by c hariaiche gt les
lc‘ the Eurepean Union e S

The main problem is that tonnage-based collection logic can increase throughput while
reducing average material usability. Broader acceptance rules, more open access, or
politically attractive volume pushes may all raise inflows, but if the incoming material
becomes dirtier, wetter, or less reusable, the additional collection can intensify sorting
labour, increase residual disposal, and undermine reuse outcomes rather than improve
them. This concern appeared repeatedly in the meta-level evidence and workshops,
where the core tension was framed as quantity versus quality rather than as a temporary
implementation problem (M1-M4; WS1-WS2). This is recorded especially clearly in M3,
where rising volumes of lower-quality material were linked to overloaded systems and
weakening reuse economics (INT-M3).

This is why collection targets should be treated as capture or access indicators, not as
directindicators of circular value retention. Ngrup et al. (2018), Sandin and Peters (2018),
van Duijn et al. (2022), and Watson et al. (2020) all support the broader logic that circular
gains depend not only on how much material is collected, but on whether sufficient
usability is preserved for higher-value pathways. The empirical material confirms that this
is not merely a theoretical concern. In practice, systems can “succeed” on tonnes while
failing on reuse quality, sorting burden, and public legitimacy (04-07; M2-M3).

The implication for D3.2 is therefore that collection targets should be recognised as
necessary but not sufficient. They remain important because access and capture do
matter, especially in a policy context where separate collection is being scaled up. But
they must not be confused with outcome targets, and they should not become the sole
performance signal around which scheme ambition is defined.

5.3. Separating collection, preparing-for-reuse / reuse, and
recycling targets

Because the different target types represent different operational realities, they should
be separated rather than collapsed into one aggregate ambition. The empirical material
consistently points toward a three-part target architecture: one target layer for
capture/access, one for preparing-for-reuse or reuse outcomes, and one for recycling
outcomes (M1-M4; WS1-WS2).

To clarify this architecture, Table 15 distinguishes the three target types and their
practical meaning.
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Table 15. Distinguishing collection, reuse/preparing-for-reuse, and recycling targets.

Project funded by

@ e

Target What it measures |Main measurement | Why it should Main design risk if
type point remain separate merged with others
Collection | How much textile | Collection, Measures access May reward high inflow
/ capture | enters the intended | transport, or hub and participation, regardless of usability
target separate collection | handover not final circular
system outcome
Preparing- | How much material | Sorting and output Measures value May be overstated if
for-reuse/ | is successfully interfaces retention and inferred from collection
reuse sorted and directed hierarchy-aligned volume alone
target to credible reuse outcomes
pathways
Recycling | How much non- Sorting/recycler Measures May encourage
target reusable material |interfaces downstream downcycling or
is credibly directed recovery of the non- | displacement of reusable
to recycling routes reusable fraction items if badly set

The first reason these target types should remain separate is that they refer to different
parts of the system. Collection targets belong to the first mile; reuse and recycling
targets belong to later decision points where material condition and routing can be
assessed more credibly. Trying to compress these into one headline figure obscures
where performance is actually created and who is responsible for it. (OECD, 2016;
Watkins et al., 2017; 04, O7)

The second reason is that they rely on different measurement conditions. Collection
mass can usually be recorded earlier and more routinely. Reuse and recycling outcomes
depend on sorting decisions, output classification, and more stable definitions. Several
interviewees emphasised that outcome targets only make sense when they are framed
around verified results rather than intensions, and when reporting basis is clear. The
evidence records and explicit call from INT-M3 to separate reuse and preparing-for-reuse
targets from recycling targets, while INT-M2 simultaneously stressed that such targets
must remain realistic about what can actually be reused under realistic technical and
market conditions.

The third reason is that merging target types creates contradictory incentives. If reuse
and recycling are blended into one downstream percentage, the system may meet an
overall “recovery” target while masking deterioration in reuse quality. If collection and
reuse are blended, actors may be rewarded for inflow growth even when reuse
performance weakens. If recycling is treated as a universal fallback without regard to
market and technology constraints, it may encourage low-value routing or create
expectations that the non-reusable fraction can always be absorbed. The empirical
material pushes against all three simplifications (M1-M4; WS1-WS2).

For D3.2, the most defensible conclusion is therefore notto propose one universal textile
EPR target, but to propose a structured target architecture in which each layer has a
distinct purpose, measurement point, and accountability logic.
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5.4. Criteria for “sufficiently ambitious” collection rates

At this stage, the evidence base is better suited to defining the qualities of an ambitious
target than to prescribing one numeric rate across contexts. The cases repeatedly
suggest that the core problem is less the absence of aspiration than the risk of targets
being set without sufficient regard to measurability, operational conditions, and
downstream capacity (INT-M1-INT-M3).

Before specifying any numeric collection ambition, it is therefore useful to make explicit
the criteria a “sufficiently ambitious” rate should satisfy. Table 16 summarizes the main
criteria implied by the empirical material. The following paragraphs explain the criteria
and their relevance in more detail.

Table 16. Criteria for sufficiently ambitious collection rates under textile EPR.

Criterion Why it matters

Measurability The target must be definable and auditable through routinely
collectible data

Context feasibility The target must remain workable across different settlement
structures and service conditions

Compatibility with sorting and | Higher collection should not systematically outpace the system’s
reuse capacity ability to sort and route materials credibly

Compatibility with recycling|The non-reusable fraction must have realistic downstream handling
and market absorption options

Avoidance of strong perverse |The target should not reward throughput at the expense of quality,
incentives hierarchy, or transparency

Equity across dense and low-|Ambition should not assume identical service economics and
density areas accessibility conditions everywhere

Policy and operator clarity Actors must understand what counts, where measurement occurs,
and how the target relates to other targets

The first criterion is measurability. A target can only discipline behaviour credibly if
actors know what counts and if the resulting metric can be verified. This is why collection
targets, despite their limitations, remain attractive: kilograms at collection interfaces are
usually more measurable than downstream outcomes. But measurability alone is not
enough.

The second and third criteria are context feasibility and compatibility with
sorting/reuse capacity. Chapter 4 already showed that collection systems are strongly
context-dependent. A collection rate that appears reasonable in a dense urban
environment with an extensive network and established sorting capacity may be
unrealistic in rural or fragmented settings without disproportionate cost. At the same
time, even a physically reachable collection target may become counterproductive if it
systematically pushes volumes beyond the system’s ability to preserve and sort value.
This concern was visible in both the operative and meta-level evidence, where actors
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emphasized that target ambition must be grounded in real system capacity rather than
headline desirability (04, O5, O7; INT-M1; M3).

The fourth and fifth criteria are compatibility with market absorption and avoidance of
perverse incentives. Textile recycling remains structurally constrained by composition
heterogeneity, contamination, and uneven market readiness, while reuse depends on
both product condition and viable outlets (Boschmeier et al., 2024; McCauley and
Jestratijevic, 2023; Watson et al., 2020). This is reflected particularly clearly in O4, O6,
and O7, as well as in the meta-level evidence from M2 and M3. The cases do not reject
ambition, but they warn against assuming that more collected textiles can automatically
be reused or recycled at meaningful value. Ambition becomes credible only when it does
not force the system to solve impossible routing problems through hidden disposal or
compliance optics.

The sixth criterion is equity across dense and low-density areas. A target that is
formally uniform but operationally biased toward contexts with naturally lower service
costs and higher footfall may not be ambitious in a fair sense; it may simply embed
territorial disadvantage. This is especially relevant because Chapter 4 showed that viable
collection configurations differ structurally by context. If EPR targets are to support EU-
wide implementation rather than only the easiest geographies, the architecture must
leave room for differentiated service logic under a shared overall framework (OECD,
2016; 02, O4, O5; M1).

The seventh criterion is policy clarity. The material notes that even experienced
operators can interpret “targets” differently unless language and system boundaries are
precise (INT-M1). A sufficiently ambitious rate must therefore be one that actors can
understand and operationalize consistently, not only one that sounds demanding in
policy discourse.

5.5. Risks of poorly designed targets

While Chapter 5.4 defined the conditions that a sufficiently ambitious collection target
should satisfy, this chapter focuses on what happens when those conditions are not met
in practice. The empirical material shows that weak target architecture does not merely
produce technically suboptimal targets; it can distort actor behaviour, shift burdens
downstream, weaken reuse and recycling outcomes, and reduce the credibility of the
scheme itself. Table 17 therefore summarises the main implementation failure modes
associated with poorly designed textile EPR targets.
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Table 17. Main risks associated with poorly designed textile EPR targets.

Project funded by

Risk

Typical mechanism

Likely consequence

Quantity-over-
quality incentives

Targets reward inflow mass without
quality safeguards

Lower reuse shares, higher
contamination, heavier sorting burden

Accumulation
without capacity

Collection ambition rises faster than
sorting, reuse, or recycling capacity

Stock build-up, residual disposal,
financial stress

Underfunded
preparing-for-reuse
and sorting work

Targets focus on collection while fee
logic neglects downstream labour

Outcomes deteriorate even when
collection increases

Definitional
ambiguity

Terms such as collection, reuse,
preparing-for-reuse, or recycling remain
unclear

Incomparable reporting and contested
compliance

Symbolic or non-
auditable targets

Targets are politically attractive but not
supported by routine data generation

Paper compliance and weak
enforcement

Territorial inequity

Uniform expectations ignore structural

Uneven burden on low-density or

differences in density and access fragmented service areas

The main added value of identifying these risks separately is that they reveal how target
design choices translate into concrete system effects. In other words, Chapter 5.4
explains what credible ambition requires, whereas this chapter shows how weak target
design can generate implementation problems even when formal ambition appears high.
The first risk, quantity over quality, is the most central. If targets reward mass without
regard to condition and fate, they can legitimize exactly the system behaviour that the
circular hierarchy is meant to avoid. The material emphasizes that volume-only
incentives can worsen average quality and push burdens downstream (INT-O7; M1-M4;
WS1-WS2).

The second risk is accumulation without capacity. When collection targets ratchet
upward faster than sorting, reuse, and recycling capacity, the likely results are stock
build-up, more residual treatment, and rising cost exposure. The material records this
concern directly in expert-level evidence, including scepticism about steep collection
ambitions detached from sector realities and the warning that the sector’s economics
have already shifted as good-quality material becomes scarcer (INT-M1-INT-M2).

The third risk is underfunded preparing-for-reuse and sorting work. Even a well-
structured target hierarchy will fail if the system financially rewards only the upstream act
of collection while leaving the labour-intensive work of grading, sorting, contamination
handling, and routing undercompensated. The cases suggest that this is not a secondary
implementation detail but a core determinant of whether targets lead to outcomes or
only to movement of material (O6-07; INT-M2).

The fourth and fifth risks are definitional ambiguity and non-auditable targets. These
are closely related. A target that cannot be grounded in harmonized definitions and
routine data may still exist on paper, but it will struggle to shape behaviour credibly. In
textile EPR, this problem is not just conceptual but also operational because actors may
allreportin good faith and still produce incomparable results if terms such as collection,
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handover, preparing-for-reuse, reuse, recycling, residual treatment, and confirmed fate
are not anchored to the same decision points. The most practical response is therefore
not to attempt an exhaustive categorization of every garment type, but to define the
critical interfaces at which material condition is assessed and downstream fate is
determined. In other words, what needs stabilizing first is a glossary of operational
handover points and outcome categories. The literature on EPR design makes the same
point from a governance perspective: reporting and enforcement architecture are not
administrative afterthoughts but central scheme levers (Atasu and Subramanian, 2012;
OECD, 2016; Watkins et al., 2017).

The sixth risk is territorial inequity. Because collection systems are structurally context-
dependent, uniform ambition without contextual sensitivity can generate formally equal
but substantively uneven expectations. This is especially relevant for textile systems,
where collection convenience, retail footprint, and service economics vary sharply by
settlement type.

5.6. Proposed stepwise target-setting logic for D3.2

Taken together, the evidence supports a sequential and learning-oriented target-setting
logic rather than a one-step fully optimized architecture from the outset. The cases do
not support setting all target layers at high precision simultaneously. Instead, they imply
that target-setting should mature in step with the system’s ability to measure, classify,
and govern outcomes.

A practical D3.2 target-setting logic can therefore be expressed in three steps. First,
establish a stable baseline for capture measurement and basic fate reporting. This
means ensuring that separately collected textiles can be measured consistently at real
handover points and that at least broad downstream categories are visible. Without this
baseline, later differentiation remains fragile (OECD, 2016; Watkins et al., 2017; O4, O7).

Second, introduce or tighten outcome targets only as definitions and reporting stabilize.
This is especially important for preparing-for-reuse and reuse, where comparability
depends on shared classification rules and where intentions should not be mistaken for
outcomes. The empirical material strongly supports treating reuse-related targets as
explicit outcome metrics rather than as assumptions derived from collection volumes
(M1-M4).

As a practical follow-up to this second step, TRUSTex could prepare a concise glossary of
key first-mile interfaces and outcome definitions. The purpose would not be to classify
every textile product in detail, but to stabilize the meanings of terms such as
collection/capture, handover, received material, preparing-for-reuse/reuse, recycling,
residual treatment, and confirmed fate at the points where these can be credibly
observed and reported.

Third, treat target architecture as an integrated package with reporting and financing
rather than as a standalone policy number. Even though fee differentiation is addressed
more fully in the next chapter, the target-setting evidence already shows that ambition
becomes credible only when the system can fund the work that determines outcomes
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and produce the data that verifies them. In that sense, target maturity and data maturity
should advance together rather than separately. The logic is summarized in Table 18.

Table 18. Proposed sequential target-setting logic.

Phase Main focus Core requirement Purpose
Phase 1 |Stabilize collection and | Routine handover weights, clear Build an auditable
basic fate measurement | system boundaries, basic downstream |baseline
categories
Phase 2 |Introduce differentiated |Shared definitions for preparing-for- Link targets to real
outcome targets reuse/reuse and recycling, more stable |circular outcomes

sorter/output reporting

Phase 3 |[Tighten and refine Stronger data maturity, clearer quality |Reduce perverse
ambition signals, better alignment with funding |incentives and improve
and governance accountability

This sequential logic fits both the empirical evidence and the project’s wider division of
labour. It allows D3.2 to contribute grounded first-mile design implications to WP4 and
WP7 without overclaiming a complete legal scheme design before the necessary
reporting, governance, and fee architecture are fully specified. Most importantly, it keeps
the target question anchored to what the cases show most clearly: textile EPR should not
reward merely more collection, but collection that remains governable, financeable, and
compatible with credible reuse and recycling outcomes.

6.Implications for fees, obligations, and system

differentiated scheme logic

Chapter 5 argued that textile EPR targets should distinguish between collection,
preparing-for-reuse/reuse, and recycling outcomes. The next design question is how
obligations and payments should be structured once that distinction is accepted. This
chapter addresses that question from a first-mile and system-implementation
perspective. Its purpose is not to define a complete formal fee model for textile EPR, but
to identify where the empirical evidence supports differentiated obligations,
differentiated compensation, and differentiated governance expectations across system
types and contexts. This is directly relevant to Task 3.2, because it’s one explicit purpose
is to explore the feasibility of differentiating collection, reuse, and recycling targets and
corresponding fees for different textile fractions, and it complements the broader EPR
benchmarking and governance work in WP4.

A central finding across the case material is that fee logic cannot be treated as a neutral
add-on. It shapes what is funded, which actors absorb hidden costs, and whether the
system rewards tonnes moved or actual circular outcomes. The evidence therefore
points away from a flat, one-size-fits-all compensation model and toward a differentiated
architecture in which a basic cost-covering layer is combined with targeted obligations
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and, where feasible, additional modulation linked to quality, performance, and data
maturity.

6.1. Why single uniform compensation model is not supported

The cases do not support one flat obligation or one flat compensation logic across all
collection archetypes and contexts. The main reason is not simply that systems “look
different”, but that their cost structures and operational risk profiles differ in systematic
ways. Unit costs vary with density and servicing conditions; quality risks vary with the
openness of the collection interface; controllability varies with the type of handover;
labour intensity varies with the extent of manual quality work; and reporting feasibility
varies with how structured the interface is. A uniform fee may therefore appear simple,
but it can easily misallocate resources and weaken outcomes rather than improve them.
(OECD, 2016; Rziga et al., 2025; INT-O4, INT-O7, INT-M2)

To make these differences explicit, Table 19 summarizes the main dimensions along
which the cases indicate that a uniform compensation model becomes problematic.

Table 19. Why a flat compensation model is not supported across textile waste collection systems.

Dimension of | What differs in practice Why a flat modelis problematic

variation

Unit cost Transport effort, servicing frequency, |A uniform payment can undercompensate

structure labor intensity, site management structurally expensive but necessary services
burden and overcompensate simpler ones

Quality-risk Exposure to wetness, misuse, Systems with higher avoidable downstream

profile contamination, anonymous disposal |burden need different incentives than cleaner,

more controlled channels

Controllability | Degree of supervision, clarity of Some channels can credibly support stricter
handover, ability to enforce intake obligations and performance requirements,
rules while others cannot

Labor Manual sorting, grading, quality Reuse-oriented and quality-sensitive systems

intensity control, preparing-for-reuse work risk being penalized if only volume is funded

Reporting Ability to weigh, classify, and Precision-based incentives become unreliable

feasibility document flows at real interfaces if the underlying data cannot be produced

credibly

Context Dense urban constraints, low-density | A formally equal fee can create substantively

sensitivity access costs, fragmentation of actors | unequal conditions across territories

The cost evidence is especially clear in O4. The operator described a transition from
paying to secure municipal tenders to requiring payment for the service because costs
had risen while material value had dropped sharply. In the same interview, the
respondent emphasized that everybody now wants to know the cost because
municipalities, PROs, or utilities will have to pay for a service that used to be partially
cross-subsidized by better resale value (INT-O4). This is a strong indicator that a legacy
assumption of self-financing collection can no longer be treated as the default baseline.
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The cases also show that cost does not sit only in collection. O7 is particularly important
here because it makes the sorting and feedstock-preparation cost visible. The
interviewee estimated that around EUR 0.6/kg had to be put in to move from collected
textile waste toward recyclable raw material again, and described a system in which
municipalities pay gate fees while contamination above a threshold triggers a financial
penalty and dialogue upstream (INT-O7). From a fee-design perspective, this matters
because it shows that the financially decisive work often sits at the collection-sorting
interface and in the prevention of avoidable quality loss, and not just in the physical act
of picking textiles up.

Meta-level evidence reinforces the same point. INT-M2 described the current market
trajectory as one in which the “cream” or best-quality fraction is shrinking and collection
is “not profitable anymore”, while EPR is expected to change that dynamic by financing
collection and sorting more systematically. INT-M3 similarly argued that cost-covering
and eco-modulation should be treated as related but distinct layers, rather than
collapsing all scheme objectives into one fee signal. TRUSTex D4.1 points in the same
direction: existing schemes vary markedly in scope, targets, governance, and financial
mechanisms, and stakeholders explicitly raised concerns about insufficient fees,
underdeveloped eco-modulation, and weak coverage of recycling and reuse costs (Rziga
et al., 2025).

The practical implication is that a textile EPR scheme should not assume that equal
payment per kilogram is synonymous with fairness or efficiency. In textile systems, “same
fee for all” can mean that low-control, high-contamination channels are implicitly
subsidized while labour-intensive quality work and contextually necessary services
remain underfunded.

6.2. Differentiation by archetype and channel logic

If a single uniform model is not supported, the next question is where differentiation is
justified. The empirical material suggests that differentiation should be anchored first to
the operating logic of the collection channel, and only then refined further by context and
data maturity. In practice, this means that scheme design should ask a simple question:
what kind of system condition is present, and what type of obligation or compensation
best fits that condition?

To condense the recurring signals into a project-oriented format, Table 20 presents the
main archetype- or channel-based “if-then” rules supported by the evidence.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Research and Innovation program under grant agreement N° 101181901 and from 51
the Swiss State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (SERI). Posts and shares reflect only the views of all the involved partners. Neither
the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This draft deliverable has not yet been validated by the granting authorities.



Project funded by
Co-funded by U Irmsizerische Eidgemssenschal
lc\ the European Union

Table 20. Empirically grounded “if-then” differentiation logic by collection channel or system condition.

If the system Then EPR obligation / compensation logic Primary risk addressed
condition is... should...

Open-access street Explicitly fund servicing, maintenance, overflow |Hidden downstream cost

containers are a prevention, and contamination mitigation in from misuse, wetness, and
backbone channel addition to basic collection tonnage poor-quality inflows
Civic amenity sites Allow stricter intake and reporting expectations, | Quality-protecting
function as primary but compensate complementary access infrastructure becomes
hubs channels where distance would otherwise inaccessible or inequitable
suppress participation if treated as the only
service

Door-to-door or pick- | Treat it as a targeted, higher-cost service, not a High unit cost crowds out

up is used universal baseline; tie compensation to verifiable | other necessary

service delivery at consolidation level investments
In-store take-back is |Define retailer obligations narrowly and Operational burden is
used as a operationally, and compensate handling, storage, | shifted to stores without
complementary and reporting work materially improving
channel system performance
High preparing-for- Explicitly fund sorting, grading, quality control, Reuse-oriented systems
reuse/reuse and related manual work rather than rewarding are penalized for doing
outcomes are volume alone labour-intensive quality
expected work
Performance Scale modulation with data maturity; start from Paper compliance and
bonuses or fee auditable basics and tighten only where reporting | unverifiable precision
modulation rely on is stable
data
Hybrid systems with |Use them as early candidates for stronger High-potential systems
structured handovers | differentiated incentives and more demanding remain unfavoured despite
and feedback already |reporting obligations better controllability
exist

Thefirstrule concerns open-access street-container systems. These remain important
as capture backbones, but their quality risk is structurally different from that of more
controlled channels. The cases indicate that if containers are expected to perform as
broad-access infrastructure, their compensation logic must cover the work that keeps
them from degrading into contamination points. O4 linked dense-city collection to
servicing difficulty, access constraints, and operational friction, while O5 described how
drivers use protective bagging and site practices to prevent wetness and preserve quality.
These signals support a scheme design in which container-based systems receive not
only tonnage-based funding but also explicit support for the prevention of avoidable
quality loss.

The second rule concerns civic amenity or similarly controlled bring-based hubs.
Because handover is more structured, these channels can support stricter intake
expectations, clearer reporting, and more reliable quality protection. However, that same
control usually comes with a convenience trade-off. A differentiated scheme should
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therefore not assume that a more controlled interface can simply replace broader
access. Instead, it should allow stricter quality and reporting expectations at the hub
while financing complementary access where travel distance or user effort would
otherwise create a capture ceiling. (04, O5, O7)

The third rule concerns door-to-door and pick-up services. The evidence does not
support making these the universal default. Rather, it supports treating them as targeted
higher-cost services in situations where they solve a specific access problem or fit a
coordinated building portfolio. O4 and O5 both reported that broader door-to-door
collection had weak economics and significant operational difficulty, even where the
quality could be somewhat better than in open drop-off channels. This implies that if a
scheme requires such services, it should do so selectively and with clear cost uplift tied
to verifiable service delivery.

The fourth rule concerns in-store take-back. The cases show that retailer-linked take-
back can produce cleaner material and can function well as a complementary urban
channel, but only when it fits store routines and downstream logistics. O4 described in-
store take-back as producing better quality but lower volumes than the main household-
origin channels, and O6 reported that a retailer partnership delivered about one fifth of
total collection with clearly better quality than bin collection. This suggests that retailer
obligations should be defined narrowly and pragmatically - for example around signage,
temporary storage, and handover discipline - and that handling and reporting should be
compensated rather than assumed to be a costless add-on for retail staff.

The fifth rule concerns systems expected to deliver stronger preparing-for-reuse or
reuse performance. Here the central lesson is that volume-based funding alone is not
enough. Reuse work remains labour-intensive and quality-sensitive. INT-M2 explicitly
framed the issue as a balance between keeping the process human and keeping it
financially viable, while INT-M3 argued for dedicated funding mechanisms such as
solidarity funds or comparable instruments that support reuse operations on top of
general cost coverage. A scheme that expects high reuse performance but only pays for
upstream collection will systematically underfund the work that actually produces the
higher-value outcome.

The sixth and seventh rules concern data-linked modulation. Both D4.1 (Rziga et al.,
2025) and the case material suggest that eco-modulation and performance-based
differentiation are attractive, but only if the underlying data exists and is auditable. INT-
M3 made this point directly by arguing that eco-modulation should be added on top of
cost-covering fees rather than replacing them, and that harmonized elements should be
combined with national-level flexibility. 04, O5, and O7 show that some systems already
produce usable operational data, while others still have obvious gaps. Arealistic scheme
should therefore distinguish between the cost-covering base that all compliant systems
require and the more advanced modulation layer that only makes sense where reporting
maturity is sufficient.
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6.3. Differentiation by context

Channel logic alone is not enough, because the same channel can impose very different
costs and risks in different settlement conditions. For that reason, the evidence also
supports differentiation by context. This does not mean creating a separate scheme for
every municipality, but it does mean recognizing where structural differences alter the
feasible service level, the likely cost base, or the expected controllability of the system.

Table 21 summarizes the main context-sensitive differentiation points that follow from
the comparative findings.

Table 21. Main context-sensitive differentiation points for obligations and compensation.

Context
condition

What scheme logic should recognize

Main reason

Dense urban
areas

Higher servicing cost, access friction,
urban incident burden, and need for more
active site management

Collection density improves access,
but city operations are not simply
“cheap per kilogram” in practice

Smaller towns

Need for fewer but better-performing
nodes and coordinated local infrastructure

Dispersing flows across too many sites
weaken viability

Urban districts /
dense housing
portfolios

Higher potential for targeted property-
linked services, but only where local
stewardship and pickup routines are clear

Controlled proximity can work, but itis
management-dependent

Rural / low-
density areas

Structurally higher access cost, longer
service distances, and need for larger
weather-protected nodes or periodic
complementary services

Uniform urban-style obligations would
create inequitable expectations

Fragmented
local systems

Greater need for simple, shared reporting
rules and possibly stronger clearing or
coordination mechanisms

Without coordination, differentiated
compensation can reward
fragmentation rather than performance

More
controllable
interfaces

Stronger scope for performance-linked
obligations and reporting expectations

Better measurability justifies stricter
differentiated requirements

Dense urban areas are the clearest example of why context matters financially. INT-O4
explicitly described “real cities” as difficult environments in which trucks struggle to
access collection points and space for emptying is limited. In other words, dense urban
systems may benefit from volume concentration, but they also face structural servicing
friction. A context-blind fee model can therefore undercompensate precisely the urban
systems that must work hardest to keep open-access infrastructure clean, trusted, and
operational.

Low-density contexts raise the opposite problem. The evidence does not support
copying city-style service expectations into rural areas. INT-O5 stressed that in sparsely
populated areas the container model only remains appropriate if the containers are large
enough, weather-resistant enough, and serviced in a way that respects long distances
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and cost-effectiveness. Thisimplies that compensation logic must recognize low-density
access cost explicitly. Otherwise, a formally equal obligation can create structurally
unequal service pressure.

Fragmentation is another context-sensitive issue. Where multiple actors and channels
operate with weak coordination, even well-intended differentiated fees can generate
gaming, overlap, or reporting inconsistency. This is why governance structure matters.
INT-M1 warned against monopolistic PROs, but also emphasized the need for strict
operating parameters if multiple PROs exist. INT-M3 similarly argued that if multiple PROs
are allowed, some national clearing or oversight function is needed to ensure cost
coverage and compliance consistency. The implication is that context differentiation
should not only concern geography; it should also reflect the degree of actor coordination
and the architecture through which payments are distributed. This is also why the
institutional role of the PRO matters: where PROs act mainly as financial bodies, stronger
contracting, clearing, and oversight arrangements may be needed to coordinate
operations, whereas more operational PRO models require particular care to avoid
displacing existing collector, sorter, and reuse capabilities or concentrating decision
power too narrowly.

A practical way to read this section is that context differentiation should answer three
questions: where are service costs structurally higher, where are access barriers
structurally stronger, and where is performance measurability structurally weaker? A
differentiated scheme does not need dozens of micro-categories, but it does need
enough sensitivity to avoid embedding urban assumptions into all contexts or rewarding
formal simplicity at the expense of territorial fairness.

6.4. Funding the work that determines outcomes

Arecurring weakness in simplified EPR debates is that “collection” is treated as if it were
the main cost-bearing function. The empirical material does not support that view. Again
and again, the cases indicate that the work determining actual outcomes includes not
only collection, but also sorting, grading, quality control, contamination prevention,
reporting, and feedback. If these functions are not explicitly financed, the scheme may
increase textile movement without increasing circular performance.

To make this visible, Table 22 summarizes the main functions that fee logic needs to cover
if the scheme aims to support real outcomes rather than nominal compliance.
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Table 22. Functions that fee logic should cover beyond basic collection tonnage.

preparing-for-reuse
labour

can actually be directed to higher-value
pathways

Function Why it matters What happens if it remains
underfunded
Sorting and Determines whether collected material | Reuse declines, mixed-quality inflows

are pushed downward, and collection
tonnage becomes a misleading
success metric

Quality control and
grading

Protects reuse and recycling potential
at the main decision interface

Low-quality inflows create avoidable
downstream loss and higher residual
shares

Contamination
prevention

Reduces wetness, non-textile intrusion,
and avoidable sorting burden

Downstream actors pay for upstream
failure

Reporting and data
management

Makes targets, fee differentiation, and
compliance auditable

Obligations exist on paper but cannot
be enforced credibly

Feedback loops
across interfaces

Enables upstream correction based on
downstream quality signals

The same problems are paid for
repeatedly instead of being reduced

Targeted access
support where

Preserves territorial fairness and
capture in contexts where baseline

Low-density or constrained user
groups become disadvantaged under a

structurally needed |service is harder to provide formally uniform system

O7 provides the clearest empirical illustration of this logic. The case shows both that
sorting/preparation costs are material and that contamination can be converted into a
visible cost signal rather than treated as an unavoidable externality. The operator’s
pricing practice for dirty and moldy materialis not a full EPR scheme, but it demonstrates
the principle that upstream design and citizen guidance should matter financially
because they affect downstream work directly.

06 reinforces the same point from a different angle. The operator described a system in
which the value of collected textiles had fallen so much that some complementary
collection actors were reconsidering continued participation, while the quality of retailer
take-back remained better than bin collection. This suggests that better outcomes are
not free: they depend on a combination of collection design, sorting infrastructure, and
viable downstream integration. If EPR fees only finance collection tonnage, they risk
underfunding the interfaces that actually preserve value.

Meta-level evidence makes the same argument more explicitly. INT-M2 stated that EPR
should finance collection and sorting because both are producer-responsibility issues
under current market conditions, while INT-M3 argued that reuse activities need specific
support on top of generic cost coverage. D4.1 similarly highlights insufficient fees to
cover recycling costs, underdeveloped reuse incentives, and the need for investments in
sorting, reuse infrastructure, and processing capacity (Rziga et al., 2025).

From a scheme-design perspective, the key implication is that fee logic should be
layered. A basic layer should cover the cost of compliant system operation. On top of
that, targeted funding streams or differentiated payments should support the functions
that most directly determine waste hierarchy -aligned outcomes, especially quality work
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and reporting. This does not require maximal complexity, but it does require moving
beyond the assumption that “collection paid = system solved”.

6.5. Avoiding burden shifting

Poorly designed fee logic does not eliminate costs; it redistributes them, often opaquely.
The clearestrisk identified across the material is burden shifting: low-quality inflows and
unfunded quality work are pushed onto the actors least able to absorb them, while
upstream collection appears successful on paper.

In practice, the most exposed actors are sorters, municipalities, social-economy
operators, retailers, and property hosts. Sorters are exposed when quality loss at
collection interfaces is not priced or prevented, because they then carry the cost of
handling dirty, wet, or low-value inflows. O7’s contamination penalties illustrate precisely
this problem: absent a financial signal, the cheaper option would often be to treat poor-
quality inflows as a downstream sorting problem rather than a correctable upstream
design issue.

Municipalities are exposed when the scheme assumes that public actors can absorb
service costs during the transition to EPR or where local contracts still rely on outdated
market assumptions. INT-O4 described municipalities and smaller cities as uncertain
about who should pay in the transition period and highlighted that some cities still
expected operators to pay for access even though the underlying economics had
reversed. This is a classic sign of burden shifting from a scheme not yet aligned with
actual cost reality.

Social-economy and reuse actors are exposed when policy discourse expects strong
reuse performance without financing the labour, infrastructure, and reporting needed to
achieve it. INT-M2 and INT-M3 both emphasized that current systems are already under
pressure from declining quality and rising quantities, and that EPR should not simply
offload producer-responsibility costs onto reuse networks that historically filled the gap
through charitable or market-based cross-subsidies. D4.1 makes a similar point in
recommending mandated participation of reuse organizations in governance and
stronger support for reuse infrastructure (Rziga et al., 2025).

Retailers and property/site hosts are exposed when complementary obligations are
defined without realistic operational support. The cases suggest that retailer take-back
and property-linked systems can work, but only where storage, handover, pickup, and
reporting routines are clearly arranged. If these are mandated but not resourced, the
scheme risks shifting the burden of compliance onto store staff or local site managers
without securing reliable system-wide outcomes. (04, 06, 08)

The broader lesson is that burden shifting is not just a fairness issue; it is also a
performance issue. When costs are pushed onto the wrong actors, the likely results are
withdrawal from cooperation, declining quality work, weak data, and defensive
behaviour. Scheme design should therefore be judged not only by whether producers pay
something, but by whether payments reach the points where circular outcomes are
actually produced and where avoidable losses can realistically be prevented.
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6.6. D3.2 fee and obligation output for WP4

The contribution of this chapter to WP4 is intentionally practical rather than formalized.
It does not propose a full legal fee schedule or a complete governance architecture.
Instead, it provides an empirically grounded differentiation logic that WP4 can use when
refining target-setting, reporting, and financial design.

The main outputs can be summarized in four points. First, the evidence does not support
a flat compensation model across channels and contexts. Second, differentiated
scheme logic is justified where system conditions differ systematically in quality risk,
controllability, labour intensity, and reporting feasibility. Third, cost-covering and
incentive-shaping functions should be distinguished conceptually: the base layer of a
scheme should ensure operational viability, while additional modulation should only be
tightened where data maturity and auditability make it credible. Fourth, fee logic should
be evaluated partly by its ability to avoid burden shifting and to fund the work that
determines outcomes, not merely by how simply it can be administered.

This means that D3.2 contributes to WP4 not a finished fee formula, but a structured “if-
then” logic for where obligations and payments should vary, what they should cover, and
what risks they should prevent. That is an appropriate contribution at this stage of the
project, because it keeps financial design anchored to the operational evidence from the
first mile while leaving room for WP4 to translate these signals into more formal
governance and incentive proposals.

7.Minimum requirements for sorting, recycling, and
reporting

The earlier chapters showed that textile waste collection systems cannot be assessed
only by how much material they capture. They also shape in what condition that material
reaches sorting, how credibly outcomes can be reported, and how much avoidable
burden is pushed downstream. This chapter therefore addresses the minimum
requirements implied by the first-mile evidence. The focus is deliberately narrow: it
identifies the collection-side conditions that make credible reuse, recycling, and
reporting more feasible. It does not attempt to define full technical requirements for
recycling technologies or sorting-line engineering, which lie beyond the core scope of this
deliverable. Instead, it concentrates on what the first mile must at least get right so that
downstream actors are not asked to solve avoidable upstream failures.

7.1. Why first-mile design determines downstream feasibility

The empirical material consistently shows that downstream feasibility is shaped before
textiles even reach the main sorting decision point. Collection design affects
contamination exposure, moisture risk, time in storage, handover clarity, and the
availability of usable data. In that sense, reuse and recycling feasibility do not begin only
at the sorting facility; they begin at the collection interface and at the operational routines
surrounding it. This aligns with literature emphasizing that contamination, soiling, and
material degradation quickly reduce reuse and high-value recycling potential, while also
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increasing sorting losses and handling cost (Ngrup et al., 2018; Sandin and Peters, 2018;
van Duijn et al., 2022).

The cases make this first-mile dependency concrete. INT-O7 describes wetness,
uncontrolled exposure time, and non-textile intrusion as recurring practical threats to
recyclability and sorting efficiency, while also showing that covered collection, shorter
storage times, and better bagging practices can reduce these problems materially. INT-
06 similarly reports poorer-quality inflows in open bin systems, with non-textile
contamination and weaker material condition especially evident in more anonymous
contexts; the case also notes that cleaner inflows are associated with more controlled
channels such as in-store take-back. INT-O4 and INT-M1 add that households cannot
reliably self-separate reusable from non-reusable textiles, which means that collection
design should focus less on expecting perfect front-end judgment and more on
protecting material until professional sorting can occur. Together, these cases support a
simple conclusion: quality is not only a downstream problem:; it is a first-mile design
outcome.

Handover design matters for measurability in the same way. Where collection remains
fully anonymous and dispersed, only limited accountability is realistic. Where material is
consolidated, received, weighed, and assessed, both outcome reporting and corrective
action become more credible. The strongest data practices in the portfolio appear exactly
at those interfaces: O4 tracks route- and container-level operational data, O5 combines
routine collection control with audited handling, and O7 records precise delivery-level
weights, timestamps, and composition feedback at the sorting interface. This means that
first-mile rules are part of downstream feasibility not only because they affect quality, but
also because they determine whether the system can generate auditable evidence about
what happened to the material next.

7.2. Minimum collection-side conditions needed for reuse and
textile-to-textile recycling readiness

The empirical material does not support defining one universal technical specification
for “recycling-ready” or “reuse-ready” inflow at this stage. What it does support is a
smaller set of collection-side preconditions that protect the feedstock sufficiently for
later routing decisions. These are best understood as minimum interface conditions
rather than deep downstream technology criteria.

Before detailing them in detail, Table 23 summarizes the main minimum collection-side
conditions implied by the case evidence.
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Table 23. Minimum collection-side conditions that support downstream reuse and recycling feasibility

Minimum Why it matters Typical practical means Main empirical
condition basis
Prevention of | Moisture damage can quickly | Covered or indoor collection where 05; O7; INT-O5;
wet and moldy | make textiles unsuitable for |feasible, shorter storage times, INT-O7
inflows reuse and hardertorecycle |bagging guidance, reception rejection
of clearly wet material

Reduction of |Non-textile intrusion Clearinstructions, container design, |04; O5; 06; O7
non-textile increases sorting burden, site maintenance, simple reception
contamination | safety risk, and residual screening, feedback to problematic

treatment sites
Clearer Ambiguous citizen-facing Simple instructions, consistent 04; O5; WS2
acceptance rules worsen mis-sorting and | messaging, avoiding over-complex
logic where quality loss self-assessment demands
feasible
Controlled or |Reporting, accountability, Route/hub weighing, receiver 04; O5; 07
at least and corrective action depend | confirmation, site or area tags,
documented |onidentifiable interfaces matched sender-receiver records
handovers
Preservation |Reuse and textile-to-textile Timely pickup, protected storage, 05; 06; 07
of material recycling depend on material | avoiding overfilled containers, basic
quality until arriving in a still-sortable quality flags at reception
sorting state
Feedback Quality protection improves | Sorter reports, contamination alerts, |0O7; M1; WS2
capacity back |when downstream signals site adjustments, communication
to collection |lead to upstream changes updates
actors

The first minimum condition is the prevention of wet and moldy inflows. This is one of
the clearest practical requirements in the whole portfolio. O7 links covered civic-site
collection, shorter time before pickup, and bagging practices directly to lower wetness
and cross-contamination risk, while O5 describes driver-level screening and operational
controls that remove clearly unsuitable material before it degrades the rest of the load.
The point is not to eliminate every damaged item at the first mile, but to stop avoidable
moisture-related loss from becoming normal system behaviour.

The second condition is the reduction of non-textile contamination. The cases
repeatedly describe this as a routine rather than exceptional risk, especially in open or
more anonymous collection environments. O6 reports substantial bin contamination
and strong channel-level differences, while O4 and O5 both describe operational
mitigation through instructions, equipment upkeep, and simple screening practices. For
downstream actors, the significance is obvious: non-textile contamination consumes
sorting time, lowers usable output, and can make specific recycling routes less viable.
This is why a minimum requirement for downstream feasibility must include some
prevention of contamination before the sorter interface, not only classification after it.

The third condition is clearer acceptance and segregation logic where feasible. The
evidence does not support asking households to make highly nuanced decisions about

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Research and Innovation program under grant agreement N° 101181901 and from 60
the Swiss State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (SERI). Posts and shares reflect only the views of all the involved partners. Neither
the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This draft deliverable has not yet been validated by the granting authorities.



Project funded by

Co-funded by U hariaiche gt les
lc‘ the Eurepean Union e S

textile condition or final routing. O4 explicitly reports that repeated attempts to separate
reusable and non-reusable textiles at household level did not work reliably because
citizens cannot judge condition consistently enough for professional-grade routing. The
implication is not that all front-end guidance is pointless. Rather, it suggests that the
minimum requirement is clarity without overloading the user: simple instructions on
what belongs in the stream, how to bag it, and how to avoid obviously damaging
contamination are more defensible than expecting accurate consumer pre-sorting into
final fate categories.

The fourth condition is controlled or at least documented handovers. A collection
system does not need perfect traceability at every deposit moment, but it does need
identifiable points where material responsibility shifts and basic data can be attached.
This is where route-level weighing, site or area tags, receiver confirmation, and matched
handover records become important. O4, O5, and especially O7 show that these
practices already exist in usable form and can anchor more credible accountability than
anonymous disposal moments ever can. This is also a point at which this deliverable’s
boundary should be restated clearly: D3.2 can identify the collection-side
preconditions for downstream performance, but more detailed technology-specific
purity or process criteria for textile-to-textile recycling lie beyond its core scope.

The fifth condition is preservation of material quality until sorting. This may sound
obvious, but the cases show how easily quality is lost through time delays, overflow,
exposed storage, or unmanaged site conditions. The minimum requirement is therefore
not sophisticated pre-sorting everywhere, but preventing avoidable degradation before
the material reaches professional assessment. In practical terms, that means protected
storage, timely pickup, and at least a simple ability to identify high-risk loads at reception.

Finally, the sixth condition is feedback capacity. O7 is especially important here
because it demonstrates that collection-side improvement depends on downstream
evidence returning upstream in actionable form. The case shows how composition data,
photo examples, and contamination penalties can help municipalities adjust site design
and communication instead of leaving the same problems to recur indefinitely. A system
that cannot learn from what the sorter sees will struggle to sustain better reuse and
recycling outcomes even if it initially captures large volumes.

7.3. Minimum viable reporting dataset

The cases and workshops suggest that the most useful reporting output at this stage is
not a maximal data wish list, but a minimum viable dataset: a compact baseline that is
modest enough to be implemented across heterogeneous systems, yet strong enough to
make targets and obligations auditable. The evidence repeatedly points in the same
direction: weights are usually feasible, while quality and fate reporting require clearer
definitions and role allocation at the interfaces where decisions actually occur (04, O5,
07; M1-M4; WS1-WS2).

To make the minimum dataset comparable across heterogeneous systems, the reporting
field should be accompanied by a minimum shared definition set. What matters most is
consistency at the critical interfaces where material is handed over, received, classified,
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and routed, and not an exhaustive product taxonomy. A collector should not be expected
to reconstruct anonymous upstream disposal behaviour. The definitional task is
therefore primarily an interface-definition task.

Table 24 sets out a proposed minimum viable reporting dataset for first-mile textile
collection and its immediate downstream interfaces.

Table 24. Proposed minimum viable reporting dataset for first-mile textile collection and its immediate downstream
interfaces.

Data field Unit / format Main Main reporting | Main purpose
reporting point
actor
Input weight kg / tonnes Collectoror |Batch/route/ |Verifiable capture
logistics hub handover measurement
contractor
Timestamp Date-time Collector Handover Temporal traceability
and reconciliation
Origin tag (non- Area / site group ID + Collector Handover Makes weights
personal) channel type interpretable across
contexts and channels
Channel type Categorical (container, | Collector Handover Enables system
hub, pick-up, in-store, comparison and
etc.) differentiation
Receiving operator | Anonymized ID Collector + Handover Chain-of-custody and
receiver reconciliation
Basic wet/mold risk |Yes/no, optionally Collector Handover or Signals avoidable
flag sampled share and/or sorter |reception quality loss
Basic non-textile Low / medium / high, or | Sorter Reception / Supports prevention
contamination flag |sampled % preferred batch and quality monitoring
Preparing-for-reuse |kg/tonnes Sorter Batch / monthly | Outcome reporting
/ reuse output output
Recycling output kg / tonnes, optionally |Sorter/ Batch / monthly |Outcome reporting
process category recycler output
Energy recovery / kg /tonnes Sorter Batch / monthly |Residualvisibility
residual disposal output
Destination Categorical, optionally |Sorter/ OQutput stream | Basic outlet
category country / region recycler transparency
Exception log Count/notes on Collector/ Site / month Operational
overflow, vandalism, site operator interpretation and
disruptions incident tracking

This datasetis intentionally modest. It does not require item-level traceability or universal
composition recognition at the point of citizen disposal. Instead, it anchors reporting in
points where operational records already exist or can be added proportionately. The
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baseline starts with weight, time, and origin because these are the practical backbone of
auditable collection measurement. It then adds a small number of quality and fate
variables because without them the system cannot distinguish between “collected” and
“usefully routed” material. This logic is consistent with both the case evidence and wider
reporting literature emphasizing that what matters is not maximum granularity
everywhere, but fit between governance needs and feasible measurement practices (see
e.g., Cura et al., 2021; Deckers et al., 2024; Donatello et al., 2021; Ngrup et al., 2018;
Seyring et al., 2016; Solis et al., 2024).

The quality indicators are deliberately narrow. Wet/mold risk and non-textile
contamination were chosen because they recur across the empirical material as
economically and operationally consequential issues, and because they are more
auditable than highly subjective quality sub-classifications. O5 and O7 both support this
kind of limited but useful quality signalling through quick reception checks, while 04
shows that operators already track related practical observations such as overflow and
site-level problems.

The outcome fields are assigned to sorting and processing interfaces because thatis the
first point where classification becomes credible. Several actors in the material explicitly
place the sorterinterface at the center of defensible fate reporting. This is especially clear
in O7, where the organization records not only incoming deliveries but also downstream
splitinformation and composition evidence in a way that can be linked back to upstream
design choices. The proposed dataset therefore shifts the focus from “how much entered
collection” to “what happened next”, without pretending that the collector alone can
credibly report everything.

7.4. Allocation of reporting responsibilities by actor position

A recurring lesson from the cases is that not every actor can credibly report every
variable. Trying to make all actors report everything would create both burden and
confusion. Reporting responsibilities should therefore be allocated according to position
in the chain and proximity to the relevant decision point.

Before explaining that logic in more detail, Table 25 summarizes the suggested
allocation of reporting responsibilities.
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Table 25. Suggested allocation of reporting responsibilities by actor position.

Actor position |Main reporting responsibility What should generally not be

expected from this actor alone

Collector/ Input weights, timestamps, origin tags, channel |Credible final fate reporting after

logistics actor |type, receiving operator at handover, basic material leaves their control
incident log

Site operator/ |Exception log, overflow/vandalism Outcome classification or detailed

host (where observations, local site status downstream allocation

relevant)

Sorter Reception-quality flags, preparing-for- Accurate reporting on the original
reuse/reuse output, recycling output, residual | anonymous depositor or every
output, destination category where known upstream cause

Recycler/ Confirmation of accepted recycling flows, Full first-mile collection history if

downstream process category where applicable, destination |not transferred through chain-of-

processor confirmation custody

PRO /scheme |Aggregation, reconciliation rules, compliance Replacing operational actors as the

administrator |verification, reporting templates primary generator of raw data

Collectors should report the intake and handover basics because they are closest to
those events. This includes collected weight, timestamp, origin/category tags, and the
identity of the receiving operator. In some systems, collectors may also report a basic
wetness observation or incident note, but their role should remain tied to what they
actually see and control in normal work. O4 and O5 both support this logic: operational
measurement is most robust where it is embedded into route and servicing routines
rather than treated as a separate analytical exercise.

Sorters should carry the main responsibility for fate and quality reporting because they
are the first actors who can credibly assess what the material can become. This includes
the split into preparing-for-reuse/reuse, recycling, and residual outputs, as well as a
small set of defensible quality indicators. O7 is the clearest case for this role allocation:
it records incoming deliveries, generates composition and fraction-level evidence, and
uses those observations to shape upstream improvement. Assigning such reporting to
dispersed first-mile nodes instead would reduce comparability and shift responsibility
away from the actual decision interface

Downstream processors should report subsequent processing status where relevant and
proportionate, especially where recycling destinations or contested outlets require
confirmation. This does not mean the recycler must reconstruct the whole first mile; it
means that once material enters a new stage, the next actor should confirm the part of
the chain that is now under its control. This is also where chain-of-custody
documentation becomes important for credibility, particularly in flows where destination
scrutiny matters.

Scheme administrators or PROs should not be treated as the primary data producers.
Their role is to define templates, reconciliation logic, audit rules, and aggregation
practices, not to replace the operational actors who actually handle the material. This
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distinction matters because otherwise reporting becomes detached from operational
reality and risks turning into paper compliance rather than decision-grade information.

7.5. Auditability and proportionality

The value of a minimum reporting baseline depends on whether it is auditable and
proportionate. The evidence strongly suggests that these two qualities need to be
designed together. A baseline that is too weak will not support credible targets or
differentiated obligations. A baseline that is too demanding will either not be
implemented consistently or will absorb resources without improving decisions.

The practical implication is that the baseline should be shared, auditable,
proportionate, and feasible across heterogeneous systems. Shared means that the
same core fields and basic definitions should apply across channels and actors, even if
systems remain operationally diverse. Auditable means that the data should be linked to
practical verification methods such as weighbridge logs, transport records, sender-
receiver reconciliation, mass-balance checks, contracts, destination confirmations, and
periodic sampling audits. Proportionate means that reporting intensity should match
what can credibly be measured at a given interface. Feasible means that the baseline
should work not only in advanced hybrid systems but also in ordinary container and hub-
based operations.

This is exactly why the evidence argues against granular item-level traceability at
uncontrolled disposal moments. The cases repeatedly describe open public drop-off as
an anonymous interface where material-level accountability is difficult to impose
credibly. Stronger digital practice appears instead at route consolidation, sorting intake,
and outbound shipping, where the material is already being handled, weighed, or
assessed. (04, O5, O7; M1) Requiring item-level precision at the point of anonymous
deposit would therefore ask the wrong part of the system to carry the greatest reporting
burden.

Proportionality also matters for quality reporting. The evidence supports a small number
of high-impact indicators rather than elaborate front-end condition taxonomies.
Wet/mold risk and non-textile contamination are repeatedly identified as consequential
and observable enough to support prevention. By contrast, over-granular first-mile
classification would likely create inconsistency without adding equivalent governance
value. The minimum baseline should therefore be judged by whether it improves
accountability and upstream correction, not by whether it maximizes raw data volume.

7.6. Digitalization as enabler, not prerequisite

The evidence does not treat digitalization as a separate solution layer that can
compensate for weak physical operations. Instead, digital value appears when it
strengthens already identifiable handovers, clarifies responsibilities, and supports
feedback loops. In other words, digitalization matters most when it improves
accountability at controllable interfaces, not when it is expected to instrument every
disposal moment equally.
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This point is especially clear in the cases with stronger reporting maturity. O4 uses
operational KPI tracking to support route and container management, while O7 uses
delivery-level data and composition evidence to inform municipalities and improve
upstream collection quality. In both cases, digital practices create value because they
are attached to handovers and operational decisions that already exist. Where handovers
are uncontrolled, digital tools appear mainly in maintenance, asset management, and
site monitoring, not in credible material-level traceability.

A useful way to frame this for the deliverable is as a sequencing logic. Minimum digital
maturity in first-mile textiles is handover-based: weights, timestamps, origin tags,
outcome categories at sorting/processing interfaces, a small set of quality flags, and
usable feedback loops. Once that baselineis stable, systems with stronger controllability
can move toward enhancement layers such as site-level analytics, digital registers of
collection points, and basic chain-of-custody documentation for more contested
outlets. Only after such a baseline exists does higher-granularity digitalization, including
DPP-linked or batch-/item-linked approaches, become a credible extension rather than
a performative requirement (Alves et al., 2022; Legardeur and Ospital, 2024; Ojansuu,
2022).

The central conclusion of this chapter is therefore that minimum requirements for
sorting, recycling, and reporting should be understood first as minimum requirements
for collection-side quality protection, documented handovers, and proportionate
outcome reporting. That is the level at which this deliverable can make a concrete
contribution. More advanced digital systems and more refined downstream process
requirements remain important, but they should be built on this baseline rather than
substituted for it.

8. Stakeholder and cross-task synthesis

This chapter brings the deliverable back to the broader TRUSTex context. Whereas
Chapters 3-7 focused on comparative findings and design implications, the purpose here
is more synthetic: to clarify what external stakeholders emphasized, how those
messages aligh with the empirical patterns, how D3.2 connects to adjacent TRUSTex
tasks, and what this deliverable enables for later project outputs. The chapter therefore
does not repeat detailed findings system by system. Instead, it distills the main project-
facing implications of the work.

Before moving into the subsection discussion, Table 26 summarizes the main
stakeholder and cross-task messages that recur across the workshops, meta-level
material, and the later analytical chapters.
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Table 26. Main stakeholder and cross-task synthesis messages from D3.2.

Project funded by

@ e

Synthesis theme

Main message

Main relevance for D3.2

Practicality and
feasibility

Collection improvements are supported when
they fit real user behavior, operating conditions,
and local system constraints

Reinforces context-sensitive
design and portfolio logic

Role clarity

Actors need clearer boundaries for who
collects, who pays, who reports, and who
verifies outcomes

Supports differentiated
obligations and handover-
based reporting

Volume-only
incentives

Stakeholders repeatedly questioned tonnage-
led success metrics if reuse quality and
downstream feasibility deteriorate

Supports separating collection
from reuse/recycling outcome
targets

Reporting burden

More reporting is not automatically better; data

Supports a minimum viable

should be anchored to auditable interfaces and
funded proportionately

reporting layer rather than
maximal reporting

Protection of reuse |Reuse remains financially and environmentally |Supports quality-protecting

outcomes important and should not be crowded out by collection design and
low-quality throughput dedicated support for
preparing-for-reuse/reuse
Cross-task Collection-side design affects later sorting, Positions D3.2 as a first-mile
usefulness recycling, EPR governance, and project input to WP3, WP4, and WP7
recommendations
8.1. Main stakeholder messages from workshops and

exchanges

Across the stakeholder workshops and follow-up exchanges, the most consistent
message was that textile collection systems need to be judged by their practicality and
feasibility in real operating conditions, not only by their formal design. Stakeholders
repeatedly linked effective collection to convenience, clarity of instructions,
transparency about what happens after collection, and realistic matching between
service design and local context. In the first online Hotspot Solution Finder (9" Oct 2025
“Uncovering Social and Environmental Hotspots: A textile value chain workshop”),
participants identified collection and sorting as both a major current bottleneck and the
biggest opportunity to improve circularity, while also highlighting consumer education,
behavioural incentives, and transparency as key design elements for more effective
collection systems. To illustrate the type of stakeholder input generated in this first
workshop, Figure 1 shows an example of the Mentimeter output used to surface
perceived bottlenecks and leverage points across the textile value chain.
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1. Which points in the value chain offer the greatest opportunity to support circularity? Choose top three.
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9 9
5 6
3 3
B 1 00

Manufacturing:  Manufacturing:  Distribution: Consumption:  Collectionand  Gifts, loans, Refurbishfreuse  Repurpose Post-consumer  Post-consumer ~ Energy Landfills

internal recycling  post-industrial unsold products  repair/ resale sorting secondhand (closed loop) (open loop) recycling (open  recycling valorization
recycling marrket loop) (closed loop)

Figure 1. Example Mentimeter output from WST.

This first workshop also made clear that stakeholders were not asking for collection
expansion in isolation. Their comments repeatedly pointed to a broaderimplementation
problem: rising volumes are difficult to handle if collection quality deteriorates or if
downstream reuse, sorting, and recycling capacity remain under strain. In the same
event, participants highlighted governance and policy gaps as critical barriers to effective
EPR, and they pointed to improvements in sorting, recycling and reuse infrastructure, as
well as eco-modulation and fee structures, as important directions for implementation.
Taken together, these signals reinforced the need to move beyond volume-only thinking
and to treat first-mile design, downstream feasibility, and governance as interconnected.

The second major message was that no single collection model fits all contexts. This
became especially visible in the December 2025 Rotterdam stakeholder event (2-4" Dec
2025 “From Vision to Reality: Circularity across the Textile Value Chain”), where the
collection-system session asked participants to work through different context types
rather than discuss collection in abstract terms. The synthesis from that event stressed
that effective collection must be context-specific and must balance accessibility,
convenience, and operator capacity. It also highlighted collaboration between
municipalities, PROs, social economy entities, and citizens as a necessary condition for
workable systems. In the context-specific group work, urban groups emphasized mixes
of street containers, in-store take-back, and door-to-door elements; small-town groups
emphasized recycling centers, event-based collection, traceable containers, and simple
systems; and district-level groups emphasized multi-channel combinations and local
flexibility. The context-specific character of this discussionisillustrated in Figure 2, which
provides example blueprint poster outputs from the WS2 group work.
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Figure 2. Example blueprint poster outputs from WS2.
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The WS2 blueprint work added an important layer to the synthesis by showing that
stakeholders repeatedly framed effectiveness as a combination of convenience and
trust. Proximity and ease-of-use were treated as decisive enablers, but they were
repeatedly linked to communication, chain transparency, and shared responsibility
rather than to infrastructure density alone. The blueprint outputs also highlighted
recurring practical constraints such as weather protection, maintenance burden, “out-
of-sight” behaviour, knowledge gaps, and mixed-waste risks. In other words, the
workshops did not simply confirm that context matters; they also helped clarify why it
matters operationally.

Athird recurring stakeholder message concerned role clarity. Across the workshops and
broader exchanges, actors repeatedly returned to the need for clearer responsibility
chains linking collectors, sorters, municipalities, reporting systems, retailers, and PROs.
This appeared both in the broader Rotterdam event synthesis and in T3.2-specific
discussions. Stakeholders did not treat governance as something separate from
collection performance; they treated it as one of the conditions that determines whether
collection systems can function credibly and whether accountability can be shared
without excessive friction.

A fourth recurring message concerned reporting burden and proportionality.
Stakeholders clearly valued transparency and traceability, but they also emphasized that
tools and reporting systems should reduce complexity rather than create new burdens.
The broader stakeholder engagement material explicitly states that data and
transparency are central requirements across topics, while also emphasizing that
reporting-oriented tools should reduce complexity instead of adding obligations. This
message aligns closely with the position taken in D3.2: stronger data is necessary, but it
should be anchored to real handovers and role-appropriate interfaces rather than
demanded at every uncontrolled disposal moment.

The March 2026 follow-up Hotspot Solution Finder (10™" Mar 2026 “Uncovering Social and
Environmental Hotspots: A TRUSTex value chain workshop”) added an important final
layer to this synthesis because it allowed us to show how the earlier stakeholder input
had been integrated into the work and to test that direction in discussion. In that session,
the collection-systems presentation explained that the work had moved toward stronger
emphasis on quality protection, governance, and the economic fragility of downstream
markets, and that traceability discussions had led to the development of a light-touch
reporting framework focused on essential information rather than maximum reporting
burden. The presentation also explained that, following the Rotterdam event, the work
shifted away from ranking “best” systems and more toward context-specific blueprints
for different environments. The resulting direction of the work was presented visually
through a collection-system blueprint, reproduced here as Figure 3.
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Note: Primary channels listed are listed first; supportive channels are shown in parentheses.

LARGE CITY

{Metropolitan core)

ﬁ ﬁ
H
Recommended core capture channels mix:

Street containers + Charity-led schemes (+ In-store take-back as
add-on where feasible)

Quality-control add-ons required:
Container siting & servicing discipline; contamination prevention &
continuous guidance; provide at least one controlled/indoor option for
quality-sensitive fractions

EPR design emphasis:
Quality-weighted targets; fund sorting capacity; compensate higher
service-level constraints in dense areas

Minimum viable digital layer for credibility:
Load/site weights + origin tag; fate split reporting (reuse / recycling /
energy / residual); basic quality tags; feedback loop to sites/areas

&Y URBAN DISTRICT E LA ﬂ
ﬁ.ﬁ (Compact neighborhood / suburbia) H
Recommended core capture channels mix:

Street containers + Charity-led schemes (+ In-store take-back where
retail density supports it)

Quality-control add-ons required:
Micro-siting and local stewardship; short feedback cycles on
contamination; neighborhood-facing communication

EPR design emphasis:
Differentiated fees by quality; co-fund dense-area constraints;
prevent volume-only incentives

Minimum viable digital layer for credibility:
Container-level monitoring where feasible; simple quality KPI +
rejection reasons; feedback to local managers/municipality

SMALLER TOWN

(Regional center / small city)

#ad

¥
ol =
Recommended core capture channels mix:

Civic amenity sites + Charity-led schemes (+ limited Street
containers where viable)

Quality-control add-ons required:
Covered/controlled drop-off; clear acceptance rules; periodic
campaigns and targeted communication to protect quality

EPR design emphasis:
Hub-based obligations; reward reuse outcomes, cover transport and
handling costs where scale is limited

Minimum viable digital layer for credibility:
Weighbridge/handover weights; quarterly fate reporting; proportional
audit trail (buyers/destination category where relevant)

~k 5 12 Y]

Recommended core capture channels mix:
Civic amenity sites (+ periodic Door-to-door / pick-up and/or charity
partnerships as complements)

RURAL AREA

(Dispersed settlements)

Quality-control add-ons required:
Indoor storage at hubs; scheduled/periodic collections; avoid open
exposure and overflow

EPR design emphasis:
Higher unit-cost compensation; flexible targets with access
safeguards; support partnerships to ensure coverage

Minimum viable digital layer for credibility:
Pickup event logs + hub weights; baseline origin/fate reporting;
lightweight tools only (avoid heavy tech requirements)

Use as a design checklist: choose the context type align channels, quality controls, EPR incentives, and minimum digital reporting.

Figure 3. Collection system blueprint presented in the March 2026 Hotspot Solution Finder.

The discussion after that presentation surfaced two questions that are worth addressing
explicitly here because they connect directly to the core logic of this deliverable. The first
concerned whether segregated disposal for resale versus recycling should be
considered in the blueprint. The answer emerging from D3.2 is yes, but selectively and
pragmatically. The issue is relevant, especially where controlled interfaces make clearer
separation feasible, but the overall system should not depend on expecting households
to make professional-grade routing decisions at the point of disposal. The second
question concerned downstream data provision and governance, with a participant
noting that data collection should not simply become the responsibility of the collector.
This concern is directly reflected in the reporting logic developed in D3.2, especially in
Chapter 7 and in the proposed minimum viable reporting dataset and actor-specific
responsibility allocation (see Tables 24 and 25). The logic adopted here is that reporting
responsibilities should be position-specific: collectors are best placed to provide intake
and handover basics, sorters to report quality and fate categories, downstream
processors to confirm subsequent treatment where relevant, and scheme administrators
or PROs to manage aggregation, reconciliation, and audit.

Taken together, Figures 1-3 show the progression from broad hotspot identification, to
context-specific stakeholder blueprinting, to a more explicit collection-system blueprint
shaped through that exchange. That progression also did not merely accompany the
analysis but helped sharpen the practical direction of the work.
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8.2. Where D3.2 findings align with or support T3.3 and T3.5

In the TRUSTex project plan, Task 3.2 is framed around assessing separate collection
strategies for reuse and end-of-life treatment, while other WP3 tasks address adjacent
downstream interventions. The role of D3.2 is therefore not to duplicate detailed sorting
orrecycling technology work, but to clarify what kind of collection-side conditions make
those later interventions more viable.

This alignment is especially clear in three areas. First, D3.2 clarifies what kind of input
quality later sorting and recycling work depends on. Across the empirical portfolio,
avoidable wetness, non-textile contamination, and uncontrolled degradation emerged
as decisive first-mile issues. This means that downstream sorting and recycling tasks do
not start from neutral input; their feasibility is already shaped by collection design and
basic quality-protection routines.

Second, D3.2 clarifies what kind of routing and handover structure makes later
processing more governable. The deliverable shows that the most useful accountability
signals arise where material is consolidated, received, weighed, and classified. That
insightis directly relevant to later work on sorting and recycling implementation, because
it identifies the interfaces at which collection-side decisions can be connected to
downstream routing credibly, rather than only assumed.

Third, D3.2 clarifies what kind of reporting baseline is realistic before more advanced
downstream and governance expectations are added. The deliverable’s handover-based
logic helps define where data should first become robust enough to support later target-
setting, fee differentiation, or digital integration. In this way, D3.2 supports later technical
and governance work without trying to replace it.

The practical implication is that T3.2 and T3.3/T3.5 are complementary. T3.2 asks what
collection-side system desigh must achieve so that later sorting and recycling
interventions are not undermined at the source. T3.3 and T3.5 then address what can be
done further downstream once that input reaches the relevant processing stages. The
distinction matters because it keeps T3.2 within its first-mile boundary while still making
its downstream relevance explicit.

8.3. What D3.2 contributes to WP4 and WP7

In the TRUSTex project plan, D3.2 is positioned to feed later work on governance,
incentives, and broader recommendations. The contribution of this deliverable to WP4 is
therefore not a finished legal scheme blueprint, but a grounded first-mile evidence
base for later governance choices.

First, D3.2 contributes an empirical basis for target-setting logic. The deliverable
shows why separately collected tonnes should not be treated as direct proxies for reuse
and recycling outcomes, and why a more credible target architecture distinguishes
between collection/capture, preparing-for-reuse or reuse, and recycling. This gives WP4
a stronger operational basis for discussing what “ambitious” targets should mean in
practice and how target maturity should relate to reporting maturity.
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Second, D3.2 contributes an empirical basis for fee differentiation logic. The cases do
not support a single flat compensation model across all archetypes and contexts.
Instead, they support differentiated obligations and payments where structural cost
drivers, quality risks, controllability, and reporting feasibility differ materially. This “if-
then” logic is not yet a full fee schedule, but it gives WP4 a grounded starting point for
further scheme design.

Third, D3.2 contributes an empirical basis for a minimum reporting baseline. The
deliverable shows that reporting should be anchored to auditable handovers and
outcome interfaces rather than overloaded at uncontrolled disposal points. This is
important for WP4 because reporting architecture is not an administrative add-on; it
determines whether targets and differentiated incentives can be enforced credibly.

For WP7, D3.2 contributes something slightly different: practical implementation-
oriented synthesis. The deliverable provides project-level recommendation material on
context-sensitive collection design, quality-protecting first-mile configurations, realistic
reporting expectations, and the conditions under which digitalization improves
accountability instead of simply adding complexity. In this sense, D3.2 gives WP7
concrete building blocks for broader policy and industry guidance, especially on how
EPR-ready collection should be understood operationally rather than only institutionally.

8.4. Remaining uncertainties and issues requiring further work

Although D3.2 provides a comparatively strong first-mile evidence base, several issues
remain unresolved and should be treated as priorities for later work rather than as gaps
to be hidden.

One unresolved issue is cross-border handling and outlet dependence. Several meta-
level and operative signals indicate that reuse and recycling outcomes are shaped not
only by collection and sorting, but also by where material ultimately goes and under what
market conditions. This creates both accountability and policy-design challenges,
especially where outlet quality, export conditions, and domestic processing capacity are
uneven. D3.2 can identify the first-mile implications of this problem, but not fully resolve
it.

A second unresolved issue is the need for harmonized definitions and reporting
categories. The evidence repeatedly shows that data maturity varies across actors and
that even well-developed systems may use somewhat different reporting vocabularies.
This limits direct comparability and reinforces the need for shared definitions if future
EPR targets and fee modulation are to be implemented consistently.

A third issue is detailed fee modelling. D3.2 identifies where differentiated logic is
justified and what functions need funding, but it does not yet provide comparative unit-
cost models, nationally calibrated fee formulas, or fully specified eco-modulation rules.
Those steps require further governance and economic refinement.

A fourth issue is reporting and dashboard integration. The deliverable proposes a
minimum viable reporting layer, but that still needs translation into templates,
aggregation logic, reconciliation rules, and system-level dashboards that can work
across heterogeneous actors. This is especially important if future project outputs aim to
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connect operational data collection with project-wide indicators or scheme oversight
tools.

Afifth issue concerns long-term impacts and system scenarios. The empirical portfolio
is strong on currentimplementation realities, butitis not longitudinal and does not model
future scenario dynamics in full detail. Questions such as how collection systems should
adapt under rapidly increasing textile volumes, stronger eco-design effects, changing
reuse markets, or broader digital infrastructure rollout remain open. This means that
future project work should continue moving from static comparison toward scenario-
based and pilot-based learning.

Taken together, these uncertainties do not weaken the value of D3.2. They clarify its role.
D3.2 provides a project-relevant first-mile synthesis that makes trade-offs, design logic,
and implementation conditions explicit. What it enables next is more robust governance
refinement, more realistic reporting design, and more focused pilot and scenario work
across the later phases of TRUSTex.

9. Recommendations

This chapter converts the comparative findings and design implications of the earlier
chapters into practical recommendations for implementation. The aim is not to restate
all findings, but to identify the most important actions for the main actor groups that will
shape textile collection performance under emerging EPR conditions. The
recommendations are grounded in the recurring empirical pattern that effective systems
do notemerge from one intervention alone. They depend on aligned target logic, workable
collection configurations, adequate funding of quality-sensitive work, and a reporting
baseline that is strong enough to support accountability but simple enough to be
implemented across heterogeneous systems.

To keep the practical message visible, Table 27 summarizes the chapter’s
recommendations before the actor-specific sections.

Table 27. Summary of key recommendations by actor group.

Actor group Main recommendation focus

Policymakers, Member | Separate target types, fund full-chain outcome work in line with the waste
States, PROs, EPR hierarchy, differentiate where system conditions differ, start from auditable
designers baseline data

Municipalities and | Procure for outcomes and controllability, design channel mixes by context,
public waste operators |formalize reporting handshakes, recognize local structural constraints

Collectors, sorters, and | Protect quality at first mile, document handovers, build regular feedback
social-economy actors | loops, strengthen legitimacy through transparent reporting

Retailers, producers,|Engage beyond formal compliance, support realistic in-store obligations,
and brands finance the work that produces reuse/recycling outcomes, enforce ecodesign
and higher-quality production, align EPR with broader circular strategies

Project and Prioritize pilots that test context-specific portfolios, quality-linked incentives,
implementation actors | handover-based reporting, retailer roles, and controlled-interface digital tools
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9.1. Recommendations for policymakers, Member States,
PROs, and EPR designers

The first recommendation is to separate collection targets from outcome targets.
Collection remains an important access and capture metric, but it should not be treated
as a direct proxy for reuse or recycling success. A robust target architecture should
therefore distinguish at least between collection/capture, preparing-for-reuse or reuse
outcomes, and recycling outcomes, with reporting responsibilities attached to the points
where those outcomes can be assessed credibly. This distinction is important both for
policy clarity and for avoiding quantity-over-quality incentives.

The second recommendation is to fund the work that determines outcomes, not only
the act of collection. The empirical material repeatedly shows that sorting, grading,
contamination control, preparing-for-reuse, and reporting are not secondary
administrative additions. They are the work through which collected material becomes a
reuse or recycling outcome. If the scheme finances only kilograms moved, it risks
pushing the cost of quality-sensitive work onto sorters, municipalities, or social-
economy actors while still appearing successful on paper.

Where public or producer funding is allocated across downstream pathways, it should
first support preparing-for-reuse and reuse, and then recycling, in line with the waste
hierarchy. Recycling remains essential for the non-reusable fraction, but funding
structures should not crowd out higher-value pathways by rewarding throughput more
readily than value retention. In practice, this means that EPR financing should help
protect reuse capacity and only then support the recycling routes that are needed for
textiles that cannot credibly remain in higher-value use.

The third recommendation is to differentiate obligations and payments where system
conditions differ structurally. Not every channel or context justifies the same
compensation logic. Open-access container networks, controlled civic hubs, property-
linked systems, in-store take-back, and targeted pick-up models have different quality
risks, labour profiles, and reporting possibilities. A fair and effective EPR architecture
should reflect those differences explicitly, rather than assuming that equal payment per
kilogram is automatically neutral or efficient.

The fourth recommendation is to start from an auditable baseline dataset and only
then tighten obligations. A minimum shared reporting baseline should include
handover weights, timestamps, non-personal origin tags, channel type, basic fate
categories, and a small set of quality indicators where feasible. More demanding
reporting and fee modulation should be added only where systems can actually support
them. This is especially important in textile systems, where uncontrolled first-mile
interfaces remain common and overly ambitious reporting requirements can create
paper precision without real accountability.

The fifth recommendation is to tighten requirements gradually as systems mature. A
sequential logic is preferable to forcing fully specified outcome obligations and advanced
modulation onto immature systems all at once. First stabilize collection measurement
and basic fate reporting; then refine reuse and recycling outcome requirements as
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definitions, sorting data, and chain-of-custody practices become more robust. This
improves both enforceability and learning, and it reduces the risk of symbolic
compliance targets that cannot be audited consistently.

9.2. Recommendations for municipalities and public waste
operators

Municipalities and public waste operators should procure for outcomes and
controllability, not only for lowest short-term cost. In practice, this means that
contracts should not evaluate collection channels only by unit collection price or
nominal coverage. They should also consider contamination risk, weather protection,
emptying discipline, reporting capability, and the ability to preserve material quality until
sorting. O4 and O7 are especially relevant here: both show that first-mile design choices
create very real downstream cost differences, even when the upstream channel looks
superficially efficient.

Municipal actors should also desigh channel mixes by context rather than defaulting
to one universal model. Dense urban areas may justify a backbone of frequently
serviced containers supported by controlled complementary channels, while smaller
towns and rural areas often perform better with fewer but stronger nodes and more
selective service intensity. Urban districts and coordinated housing portfolios can justify
targeted property-linked solutions, but only where local stewardship, site space, and
pickup routines are clear. The key pointis that territorial fairness and system performance
are better served by context-sensitive portfolios than by uniform channel mandates.

A further recommendation is to build a minimum data handshake into contracts and
operating routines. At the very least, contracts should specify where weights are
recorded, how handovers are documented, what incident datais logged, and how sorter-
side feedback returns to the collector or municipality. Without this, it becomes difficult
to distinguish between a service that is merely running and one that can support future
EPR obligations and outcome accountability. O7 provides the clearest example of how
sorter-side information can be used to correct upstream problems rather than simply
absorb them.

Municipalities should also recognize dense-urban and rural constraints explicitly
instead of embedding urban assumptions into all service design. Dense urban
collection can be operationally difficult because of access, congestion, and site
pressure; rural service can be structurally expensive because of low density and long
travel distances. If these conditions are not acknowledged in planning and contracting,
the likely result is either overbuilt networks with weak performance or formally equal but
practically uneven service. The evidence supports designing from these structural
realities rather than treating them as exceptions.

9.3. Recommendations for collectors, sorters, and social-
economy actors

Collectors, sorters, and social-economy actors should formalize reception checks and
quality-protection routines wherever possible. This does not require highly complex
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classification at every interface. It does require simple, consistent routines for spotting
wet or moldy material, flagging non-textile contamination, preventing avoidable
exposure, and protecting stored material before sorting. The cases show that these
practical routines often determine whether value is preserved or lost before the main
routing decision is even made.

They should also build systematic feedback loops rather than treating collection and
sorting as disconnected stages. Sorters are often the first actors able to see recurring
contamination patterns or channel-specific quality differences. That information should
be returned upstream regularly in a form that supports action: site adjustments,
communication changes, acceptance clarifications, or servicing changes. O7 is again
the strongest illustration of this logic, but similar needs also appear in O4 and in
workshop material (WS2) stressing that first-mile design must learn from downstream
evidence rather than rely only on fixed rules.

A third recommendation is to use minimum viable digital practices instead of waiting
for fully advanced systems. Load-level weighing, timestamps at handover, site or area
tags, batch-level fate categories, and basic quality flags already provide meaningful
accountability if they are recorded consistently. More advanced digitalization can be
added later, but it should build on these routines rather than substitute for them. This is
especially relevant for smaller operators and social-economy actors, who may not
benefit from ambitious digital expectations if the reporting baseline is still unstable.

They should further document handovers consistently and transparently. Even where
collection remains partly anonymous at deposit, the transfer from collector to hub,
sorter, or processor is usually the first realistic point at which weights and responsibility
can be attached. Consistent chain-of-custody and handover documentation improve not
only compliance readiness but also organizational credibility in a policy environment
where scrutiny of outcomes is increasing.

Finally, collectors, sorters, and social-economy actors should strengthen legitimacy
through transparent reporting about what happens to the collected material. Public
trustis easier to sustain when actors can explain how much they collected, but also what
share went to reuse, recycling, or residual treatment and why quality constraints matter.
This is particularly important for social-economy actors, whose role can otherwise be
misunderstood as limitless absorption capacity for declining-quality inflows.

9.4. Recommendations for retailers, producers, and brands

Retailers, producers, and brands should engage beyond formal compliance and treat
textile EPR as a system-building responsibility rather than only a financing
obligation. The literature on EPR and circular supply chains has long shown that
producer responsibility works best when it is connected to broader design, business
model, and information strategies rather than handled as a narrow end-of-life tax (see
e.g., Bocken et al., 2016; OECD, 2016; Watson et al., 2014). In textiles, this means that
producer financing, retailer participation, and information systems should support
actual reuse and recycling performance instead of only demonstrating formal scheme
membership.
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A further recommendation is to connect EPR implementation more explicitly to
ecodesign and production choices. For producers and brands, system-building
responsibility should not stop at financing end-of-life management. It should also
include enforcing ecodesign requirements and reducing the flow of low-quality textiles
by producing less, but with higher durability, reparability, and reuse potential. Without
this upstream shift, collection and EPR systems risk being asked to absorb growing
volumes of products that are structurally harder to reuse and often less attractive to
recycle at meaningful value.

A second recommendation is to support full-chain cost coverage. Producers and
brands should expectthat a functioning EPR system will need to cover not just collection,
but also sorting, preparing-for-reuse, contamination handling, reporting, and the
maintenance of contextually necessary access. The empirical material makes clear that
much of the decisive work lies after collection and before final routing. If that work
remains underfunded, the system may collect more textiles while still underperforming
on circular outcomes.

Retailers specifically should make in-store obligations realistic and operationally
narrow. In-store take-back can be valuable as a complementary channel, especially in
dense urban contexts, but it should not be framed as a stand-alone mass-collection
solution or as a burdenless obligation for store staff. Practical expectations should focus
on clear customer guidance, temporary storage conditions, handover discipline, and
integration with downstream partners. The cases suggest that in-store systems can
improve quality, but onlyif the operational burden is matched with realistic resources and
role clarity.

A fourth recommendation is to align producer financing with the real work needed for
reuse and recycling outcomes. If brands and producers want EPR to support higher-
value circular pathways rather than low-value throughput, their financing logic should
explicitly support the labour and infrastructure that make those pathways possible. This
includes sorting and grading labour, reception controls, and reporting routines, not only
haulage. Otherwise, the scheme risks reproducing a gap between policy ambition and
operational capability.

9.5. Priorities for piloting and scale-up

Because textile EPR and separate collection systems are still evolving, the most useful
near-term action is not only to legislate or contract, but also to pilot the specific system
elements that remain uncertain. The pilots should be designed to generate decision-
relevant evidence for later scale-up rather than simply demonstrate activity.

Table 28 summarizes the pilot priorities that appear most useful based on the preceding
analysis.
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Table 28. Priority pilot areas for scale-up and implementation learning.

Co-funded by
the European Union

Project funded by

O s |

Pilot area Main question tested Why it matters

Context- Which channel mixes work best in large | Tests the practical value of portfolio
specific cities, smaller towns, dense housing, and | logic rather than one-size-fits-all
portfolio pilots |rural areas? scaling

Quality-linked

Can simple quality signals be linked to

Helps move beyond pure tonnage

based reporting
pilots

reliably across heterogeneous systems?

fee pilots incentives  without creating excessive |funding and tests proportional fee
burden? differentiation
Handover- Which minimum data fields can be generated | Builds the auditable baseline needed

for targets and scheme enforcement

interface digital
pilots

hubs, sorting interfaces, or property-linked
systems?

Retailer What in-store obligations are realistic and | Prevents symbolic retailer roles and
obligation useful at scale? clarifies where take-back adds real
pilots value

Controlled- Which digital tools improve accountability at | Tests practical digital value without

overreaching into full

traceability

premature

Feedback-loop

How effectively can sorter-side information

Converts reporting from a compliance

pilots improve upstream collection performance? |exercise into system learning

The first priority should be context-specific portfolio pilots. These should compare
different channel combinations rather than individual channels in isolation, because the
core finding of the deliverable is that mixed configurations usually outperform single-
channel logic. A useful pilot design would therefore test, for example, a dense urban
portfolio with containers plus selective in-store and controlled complementary channels
against a smaller-town or rural configuration built around stronger nodes and lower
network density.

The second priority should be quality-linked fee pilots. These do not need to begin with
complex eco-modulation. Even a modest pilot that tests whether wetness flags,
contamination indicators, or reception-quality thresholds can be linked to differentiated
payments or corrective obligations would be valuable. O7 already shows a practical
analogue of this principle, making it a strong candidate for structured pilot learning.

The third priority should be handover-based reporting pilots. These should test whether
a small common dataset can be recorded reliably across different actor types and
channels, and where reconciliation problems appear in practice. This is particularly
important because later target-setting, fee differentiation, and dashboard development
all depend on a stable baseline. Without such pilots, reporting requirements risk being
designed in abstraction from operational reality.

The fourth priority should be retailer obligation pilots. These are needed because in-
store take-back is frequently discussed in policy and brand strategies, but its practical
contribution varies sharply by location, store format, and downstream arrangement.
Focused pilots could clarify what realistic obligations look like and where retailer
participation adds quality or convenience value rather than just visibility.
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The fifth priority should be controlled-interface digital pilots, especially in systems
where handovers are already structured, such as sorting hubs, civic amenity sites,
coordinated housing-company models, or retailer-linked flows. These are the
environments where digital tools are most likely to improve accountability and routing
decisions without creating disproportionate burden. They are also the most plausible
settings for later connection to more advanced information systems if the baseline
proves stable.

The sixth priority should be feedback-loop pilots. These should test not only whether
data can be collected, but whether it changes behaviour: site placement, container
servicing, citizen communication, intake rules, or contracting logic. This is one of the
most underused but potentially most valuable pilot directions because it links collection,
sorting, and governance into one learning system rather than treating them as isolated
functions.

Taken together, these recommendations reinforce the main practical message of the
deliverable: textile collection systems should be desighed and funded as outcome-
oriented infrastructures. That means recognizing structural differences between
channels and contexts, protecting material quality before the sorting stage, and building
just enough reporting and digital capability to make learning and accountability possible
at scale.

10. Conclusions

10.1. Main takeaways from D3.2

The central conclusion of this deliverable is that there is no single best textile collection
system that performs optimally across all contexts and all evaluation dimensions. The
comparative evidence instead shows a repeated trade-off structure: channels that are
strongest on broad access and capture tend to face greater quality and controllability
risks, while channels that protect quality and measurability more effectively often require
more effort, stronger governance, or higher cost. In practice, performance is therefore not
awinner-versus-loser question, but a matter of how well a system manages the recurring
tensions between capture, quality, cost, and data. This pattern appeared consistently
across the operative cases, the meta-level evidence, and the stakeholder workshops.

A second key conclusion is that portfolio logic is stronger than one-size-fits-all
scaling. The strongest systems were not those relying on a single channel alone, but
those combining at least one access-oriented collection mechanism with at least one
quality-protecting or controllability-enhancing mechanism, and doing so in a way that
matched local settlement structure and actor capacity. Dense urban areas, smaller
towns, controlled housing contexts, and low-density rural settings did not support the
same optimal channel mix. Contextual fit was therefore not a secondary refinement, but
one of the main determinants of whether a theoretically promising system actually
worked in practice.
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A third conclusion is that textile EPR should not treat collection targets as outcome
targets. The evidence supports separating at least three target layers: collection/capture,
preparing-for-reuse or reuse outcomes, and recycling outcomes. These target types refer
to different operational stages, require different measurement points, and create
different incentive risks if merged. A tonnage-only approach may be administratively
attractive, but it is a weak proxy for circular outcomes and can easily intensify
downstream burden if quality and routing are not protected at the same time.

Afourth conclusionis that fee logic must finance the work that determines outcomes,
not only the movement of collected kilograms. The cases showed repeatedly that sorting,
grading, contamination prevention, preparation-for-reuse, reporting, and feedback loops
are decisive parts of system performance. If these functions remain underfunded, the
likely result is not only weaker reuse and recycling outcomes, but also burden shifting
toward sorters, municipalities, retailers, and social-economy actors. In that sense, cost
coverage and incentive design should be treated as linked but distinct layers of scheme
design rather than collapsed into one flat payment logic.

A fifth conclusion is that the minimum viable reporting and digital baseline should be
handover-based. The most credible and usable data points in the empirical material
appeared where flows were consolidated, weighed, received, and classified, not at
anonymous disposal moments. This supports a proportionate baseline built around
routine weights, timestamps, origin tags, basic chain-of-custody fields, fate categories at
sorter or processor interfaces, and a small number of practical quality indicators. More
advanced digitalization can add value later, but it should build on these governable
interfaces rather than substitute for them.

Taken together, these findings provide TRUSTex with a comparative first-mile evidence
base, context-sensitive design logic, and grounded inputs for later governance and
recommendation work.

10.2. Priority next steps

The first priority after D3.2 is governance and scheme refinement. The findings support
further work on how differentiated target logic, cost coverage, eco-modulation, and
actor-role definitions can be translated into workable EPR architecture without creating
excessive complexity or burden shifting. This is particularly important for clarifying where
harmonized baseline rules are needed and where contextual flexibility should remain.

The second priority is reporting and dashboard development. The deliverable identifies
a minimum viable reporting baseline, but that baseline still needs translation into shared
templates, reconciliation rules, and usable aggregation logic. Future work should
therefore focus on how handover-based first-mile data can be made comparable across
heterogeneous systems, how it can support both compliance and learning, and how a
shared concise glossary of key interfaces and outcome definitions can be developed
alongside the reporting baseline.

The third priority is broader recommendation synthesis across TRUSTex. D3.2 has
focused on collection-side system design and its immediate interfaces. The next step is
to connect these insights more tightly with adjacent work on sorting, recycling, digital
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tools, governance, and broader EPR implementation so that project-level
recommendations reflect the whole chain rather than isolated components.

The fourth priority is future pilots and scenario work. Several of the most important
open questions are practical rather than purely conceptual: which context-specific
channel mixes work best in real implementation, how far simple quality-linked incentives
can go, what retailer obligations are realistic, and how digital tools improve
accountability at controlled interfaces. Targeted pilots around these questions would
strengthen the evidence base for scale-up and reduce the risk of designing systems that
are formally coherent but operationally weak.

Collectively, these next steps reinforce the main conclusion of the deliverable: textile
collection systems should be designed not as simple tonnage infrastructures, but as
outcome-oriented first-mile systems in which capture, quality protection, cost coverage,
and accountability are deliberately aligned.
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Annex 1. Detailed typologies of collection archetypes
and context types

A1.1 Purpose of this annex

This annex provides the fuller operational typologies underlying the brief system-
archetype and context-type tables presented in Chapter 2. The purpose is to make the
working categories used throughout the deliverable more transparent and more
practically interpretable without overloading the main text.

The typologies are intended as analytical categories, not rigid administrative or legal
classes. Real-world textile collection systems often combine multiple collection
channels, and single cases may operate across more than one settlement context.
Similarly, the context categories are generic and Europe-oriented rather than country-
specific statistical classifications. Theirvalue lies in helping the reader interpret recurring
first-mile logics, trade-offs, and implementation conditions in a structured way. This
follows the same reasoning used in the main report: archetype performance and
contextual suitability are treated as related but analytically distinct.

The detailed tables below expand the brief typologies by clarifying:

e what each archetype looks like at the first-mile interface,

e who typically operatesiit,

e whatkind of infrastructure and resourcing it relies on,

e where ittends to perform well and where it typically struggles,

e whatkinds of reporting, digitalization, and EPR levers are most relevant,

e and how the four generic settlement contexts differ in practical collection terms.
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A1.2 Detailed collection archetype typology

Archetype [Core definition and|Typical operators Infrastructure  and|Strengths — when it shines |Common pitfalls / risks Examples of data and|Examples of EPR levers Examples of

first-mile interface resourcing traceability options and useful KPIs additional variants
Street Dedicated textile Municipal contractors, |Container network with |High availability and visibility; Contamination and mis-sorting; |Container IDs, lift-based Fee modulation through quality |Indoor lobby containers,
containers |containersin public space [NGOs/charities, private |placement permits, low citizen effort; scalable vandalism or theft; site weighing, fill-level sensors, |bonuses or contamination co-located eco-point

or near recycling points;  |firms under a PRO servicing routes, lock or |network; suitable for steady degradation if servicing is weak; |GPS-based route planning, |malus; KPls such as A/B-grade |containers, anti-tamper

unattended drop-off with |framework anti-theft features, truck |capture at relatively low uneven quality by location; photo verification at pickup |share, contamination rate, kg  |chute designs

continuous access rounds, basic marginal cost possible local resistance to siting per inhabitant, overflow

communication signage incidents, average fill at lift
Civic Drop-off at staffed or Municipal or regional Fixed sites with staff, Lower contamination due to Access barriers due to distance or |Site-level weigh or grade Service-coverage obligations; [Mobile civic sites,
amenity semi-staffed waste waste companies; safety controls, signage, |supervision; opportunity to pre- (opening hours; lower spontaneity; |logs, intake codes, KPls such as kg per visit, A- temporary pop-up
sites / stations where textiles are |sometimes NGO integration with other screen quality; suitable for can favor car users; queue and incident logs, linkto PRO  |grade share, rejection rate, wait |collection days
R deposited in designated |partners onsite waste fractions, defined |bulky textiles; easier reporting |seasonality peaks reporting, possible gate- time, and accessibility distance

recycling ; - S

bays or containers under opening hours and handover control based DPP scanning pilots
centers supervision
Door-to- Household or building- Municipal operators, Booking systems, route |Highest convenience; can High logistics cost per kgin low- |Booking IDs, address-level |Performance-based payments |Lobby-day events, “best
door /|lobby collection through  INGO or social- planning, small-vehicle |target specific buildings or user |density settings; no-shows; event logs, photo proof, for high-quality inflows; KPIs bag” campaigns,
pick-up scheduled rounds oron- |enterprise actors, access, building-access |groups; possible quality benefit [contamination if preparation is bag or barcode labels, such as pick-up success rate, |targeted building

demand booking private providers, often |protocols, resident if preparation is guided; useful |unclear; access/security issues; |future integration with kg per stop, A-grade share, campaigns (e.g.

with housing-company |communication as an equity lever for low- route inefficiency DPP-style systems missed collections, cost per kg |students, elderly users)
partnerships mobility users by density

In-store Textile return in retail Brands, retailers, In-store bins, staff Uses retail footfall; low Bias toward shopping areas; Transaction-linked drop Quality- or incentive-linked Brand-only vs multi-
take-back |storesthrough counter franchise groups; training, consumer marginal logistics if back-haul |weaker equity where retail records, store-level obligations; KPIs such as items |brand systems, staffed

drop or dedicated
collection boxes

logistics often via NGO,
sorter, or PRO
contractor

incentives, back-haul
logistics, point-of-sale
prompts

works; easy to combine with
campaigns; often cleaner
inflow if staff can pre-screen

footprint is sparse; greenwashing
risk without transparency; limited
storage in small stores

weights, coupon codes,
simple tagging, possible
early DPP linkage

per transaction, return-to-
purchase rate, A-grade share,
store participation rate

counter vs unattended
bin, coupon incentive vs
charity-donation framing

Charity-led

Non-profit-led collection

NGOs, charities, social

Container network plus

Strong reuse orientation;

Funding volatility; competition for

Shop intake records,

Reuse targets, social-impact

Shop-centric vs
container-centric

schemes for reuse and social economy entities shops and sorting hubs; |community trust; established collection locations; donor container scans, grade- credits; KPIs such as reuse
impact, often using volunteer and staff grading expertise; social value |fatigue; dependence on reuse level data, social-impact |share, A-grade kg, social- models, municipal or
multiple channels such as workforce; community |creation; often comparatively |markets; theft or poaching metrics, growing DPP employment hours, mission PRO partnerships,
containers, shops, and communication; social |strong A-grade performance readiness among revenue periodic door-knocking
event-based collection programmes advanced operators campaigns
Hybrid /|Integrated portfolios PROs or system loT sensors, dynamic Can optimize capture vs cost; |Higher complexity; IT change- Real-time container Channel-specific modulation, |PRO-led platforms,
digitalized combining several integrators, routing, unified booking |reduce unnecessary trips; management burden; telemetry, bag/barcode quality gates, dynamic service |smart-collection hubs,
systems channels (containers, municipalities with apps, data dashboards, |flexible by context; strongest interoperability issues with legacy |IDs, site metadata, API agreements; KPIs such as retailer-NGO-PRO

stores, civic sites, mobile
units, pick-up)
coordinated through
digital tools

platform partners, NGOs
with technology
partners, private
operators

cross-channel targeting
and communication

potential for traceability and fee
modulation

actors; data governance and user-
divide risks

links to PRO/EPR systems,
DPP pilots

blended cost per kg, channel-
level capture, channel-level A-
grade share, CO2e per kg

coalitions, phased
digitalization roadmaps
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Context type |Indicative Density / settlement |Typical infrastructure and |Relevance to textile collection: what tends
population |pattern actors to work / what struggles
guideline
Large city > 200,000 |Very high density; Multiple operators Tends to work: street-container networks
(Metropolitan multi-story housing; (municipality/PROs, with high footfall, retailer take-back where
core) mixed-use core; strong INGOs/charities, retailers); |retail is dense, charity-led multi-channel
agglomeration effects |dense bring-point systems. Main watch-outs: contamination
networks; frequent logistics |hotspots, traffic congestion, space
windows constraints, high servicing friction, and the
need for sufficient downstream capacity.
Smaller town ~20,000- [Medium density; one  |Civic amenity / bring-point |Tends to work: civic amenity bring-points,
(Regional 200,000 |or a few commercial sites are common; some charity shops, selective public container
center / small nodes; contiguous retailer presence; networks. Mixed: retail take-back, depending
city) built-up area municipal capacity often on store footprint. Common struggle: dense
adequate door-to-door service unless highly targeted.
Urban district ~2,000- |High local density District bring-points, Tends to work: targeted door-to-door or
(Compact 20,000 |inside a metro; short  |possible smart bins, easier |scheduled pick-up, smart-bin/loT pilots,
neighborhood walking distances; community outreach, micro-hubs. Mixed: civic sites where space
/ municipality- strong local identity municipal sub-unit is constrained. This context is especially
level unit governance relevant for controlled-property pilots and
within a larger community-level experimentation.
urban area)
Rural area < 5,000 |Long distances; sparse |Limited retail footprint; few |Tends to work pragmatically: infrequent
(Dispersed and/or very |settlement; small centralized facilities; strong |bring-points or civic sites, periodic mobile
settlements) low density |villages; limited public |NGO or volunteer role in collection, community-linked collection.
transport some areas; tighter Common struggles: door-to-door due to
municipal budgets high cost, retailer take-back due to few
outlets, and some smart/digital tools where
connectivity or adoption is low.

Indicative source basis: Bg and Baxter, 2025; EastCham, n.d.; Lemoy and Caruso, 2017;
Martikkala et al., 2023; Ponnambalam et al., 2023; Teixeira Franca Alves et al., 2023;
Watson et al., 2014; Wowrzeczka, 2021; WRAP, 2019; Zhuravleva and Aminoff, 2021

Interpretation note: The population thresholds above are indicative only. In this
deliverable, the core purpose of the context typology is not statistical classification, but
analytical interpretation of first-mile service conditions such as distance, density,
access, footfall, and volume concentration. This is why the main report treats contextual
suitability separately from general archetype performance.

Annex 2. Methodological note and analytical process

A2.1 Purpose of this annex

This annex provides a fuller methodological note on how the comparative assessmentin
D3.2 was constructed. Its purpose is to improve transparency on case selection,
evidence collection, triangulation, analysis, and interpretation limits without overloading
Chapter 2 of the main report. The deliverable is designed as a comparative, MCDA-
informed first-mile assessment rather than as a statistical study. Accordingly, the
methodology aims to make trade-offs, context dependence, and evidential uncertainty
explicit rather than to produce universally generalizable rankings (Belton, 2002; Cinelli et
al., 2014; Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Greco et al., 2016; Yin, 2018)
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A2.2 Research design and comparative logic

The study uses a multiple-case, mixed-evidence comparative design focused on post-
consumer textile collection in the first mile. Operative cases are treated as embedded
case studies of implemented collection arrangements, while meta-level cases and
workshops are used as triangulating layers rather than as “systems” to be scored in the
same way. This structure makes it possible to compare practical collection arrangements
while also incorporating broader perspectives on governance, markets, and EPR
implementation barriers.

The comparison is guided by an MCDA framing. This means that systems are assessed
across a bounded set of criteria rather than through one dominant metric such as
tonnage or cost alone. In this deliverable, that framing is appropriate because first-mile
textile systems are shaped by several partly conflicting objectives: higher capture may
come at the cost of lower quality, greater service may raise cost, and stronger reporting
ambitions may become unrealistic if imposed at the wrong interface. The analytical goal
is therefore structured comparison of trade-offs, not optimization on a single dimension.

A further design choice is the explicit separation between archetype performance and
contextual suitability. General performance asks how a collection archetype tends to
behave across recurring criteria such as capture, quality, accessibility, viability, and
measurability. Contextual suitability asks where that archetype is most defensible given
settlement structure and service conditions. Keeping these two layers separate reduces
the risk of confusing system effects with context effects.

A2.3 Case selection and portfolio construction

Case selection followed a purposive maximum-variation logic. The aim was not
statistical representativeness, but broad enough variation to compare the most relevant
collection archetypes and context types under emerging European EPR conditions. In
practice, the portfolio was constructed to span different operating logics, actor
constellations, and settlement conditions while still remaining feasible in terms of data
access and stakeholder participation.

For operative cases, the main inclusion logic was:

e relevance to post-consumer textile collection,

e evidence of actual implementation rather than purely hypothetical design,

e analytical relevance to one or more collection archetypes,

e reasonable prospects for obtaining interview access and/or supporting

documentation,

e and sufficient information to support qualitative comparative assessment.
Cases were excluded if they focused exclusively on industrial or pre-consumer streams,
represented only hypothetical concepts, or could not be meaningfully documented
because of access or confidentiality constraints. For meta-level cases, the key inclusion
criterion was the ability to provide a credible cross-system perspective relevant to textile
EPR, collection-system design, or downstream feasibility. Workshop evidence was
included when it was directly relevant to collection-system design, documented in a
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traceable format, and useful for triangulating recurring bottlenecks or priorities across
actors.

The resulting empirical base combines three layers:

1. Operative cases (01-08) representing implemented collection arrangements,
2. Meta-level cases (M1-M4) representing sector, federation, network, or policy-
oriented perspectives used for triangulation,
3. Stakeholder workshops (WS1-WS2) used to test whether the issues observed in
the cases recur across a broader multi-actor setting.
This structure is intentional. It separates ground-level operational mechanisms from
system-level interpretations that individual operators may not be able to observe end-to-
end, such as cross-border outlet dependence, governance design constraints, or broader
market fragility.

This structure is intentional. It separates ground-level operational mechanisms from
system-level interpretations that individual operators may not be able to observe end-to-
end, such as cross-border outlet dependence, governance design constraints, or broader
market fragility.

A2.4 Data collection and source types

The primary empirical source was semi-structured interviews. These were selected
because they allow respondents to explain operational mechanisms, trade-offs, and
constraints in depth while still supporting cross-case comparison through a common
guide structure’. Interview guides were organized around the main comparative themes
of the study, such as capture, contamination risk, accessibility, economic viability,
governance, and data/traceability.

Where feasible, interviews were supported by an optional pre-survey. The purpose of
the pre-survey was not to replace the interview, but to provide low-burden quantitative
anchors and structured reflection in advance. Depending on the case, this could include
approximate volume data, reporting practices, quality observations, or reactions to
preliminary literature-based assumptions about archetype performance and contextual
suitability. These pre-survey inputs were then revisited and clarified in the interview itself.

The study also used documentary evidence to corroborate or qualify interview claims.
These materials included public reporting, transparency reports, policy and industry
materials, KPI or financial documents, operator-provided descriptions, and workshop
reports where relevant. Documentary evidence was not treated as automatically
superior to interview evidence; rather, it was used to strengthen factual baselines, clarify
contested points, and support triangulation.

Finally, stakeholder workshops were used as a cross-cutting triangulation layer. Their
role was not to provide operator-level detail, but to test whether observed constraints and
design priorities appeared beyond individual cases and across a wider actor set. Thiswas

" Data availability: The exact interview guides and pre-surveys are available from the authors on request.

Interview transcripts and other raw materials are not publicly available due to confidentiality agreements.
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particularly useful for issues such as feasibility ceilings, reporting burden, governance
ambiguity, and concern over volume-only incentives.

A2.5 Analysis pipeline

The analysis followed a hybrid coding and comparative synthesis pipeline. Case
materials were analyzed in NVivo using:

e deductive codes derived from the comparison criteria, such as
capture/coverage, quality/contamination, accessibility, economic viability, and
data/traceability,

e and inductive codes used to capture emergent themes such as governance
friction, coordination problems, outlet volatility, or implementation barriers.

Coded material was then summarized into case-by-criterion interpretations. Where
reasonably credible numerical anchors were available, these were used to strengthen
interpretation, but the analysis did not force false precision where evidence was partial
or not directly comparable. Instead, the synthesis translated the coded evidence into
archetype-level performance signals and context-level suitability judgments, while
flagging uncertainty where needed.

The structured feedback loop built into the pre-survey and interview process also
functioned as an additional analytical check. Where practitioner responses broadly
aligned with preliminary assumptions, this reinforced the baseline logic. Where
respondents repeatedly challenged those assumptions, the disagreement was treated
as an analytical signal pointing to context effects, incentive problems, or feasibility
constraints requiring revision.

A2.6 Triangulation, research quality, and confidentiality

Research quality was strengthened through method triangulation, source
triangulation, and a documented coding-to-synthesis trail. Interviews provided depth
and causal explanation; pre-surveys provided low-burden anchoring; documentary
materials provided factual corroboration; and workshops provided wider stress-testing
of recurrent themes. The use of multiple evidence types reduced the risk of
overinterpreting one actor’s viewpoint or one isolated dataset.

Confidentiality and anonymity were treated as essential design conditions because the
study relies heavily on external organizations and individuals. Case IDs, anonymized
interview IDs, and descriptive pseudonyms were used to preserve analytical
transparency while protecting sensitive organizational information. This also means that
the main report presents comparative patterns more readily than fine-grained
organization-specific benchmarking. In one case, interview interpretation was also
mediated through translation support, which was explicitly taken into account in later
triangulation and synthesis.

A2.7 Interpretation limits

Severalinterpretation limits follow directly from the chosen design.
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First, the empirical base is small-N and uneven in quantitative comparability. Not all
cases provide equally strong data on volume, contamination, cost, or reporting, and
mature systems are often better documented than pilots or emerging hybrid
arrangements. The analysis therefore relies on transparent comparison and triangulated
interpretation rather than formal statistical inference.

Second, the study is first-mile bounded. It focuses on collection-system design and
immediate handover conditions, not on detailed downstream process engineering,
recycling chemistry, or long-run market modelling. Downstream issues are included only
to the extent that first-mile conditions affect their feasibility and credibility.

Third, the interpretation is Europe-focused. This improves relevance for emerging
European textile EPR implementation, but it also limits direct transferability to settings
with very different infrastructure, governance, or market conditions.

Fourth, the study is not longitudinal. It captures collection-system conditions and
stakeholder perspectives at a specific phase of implementation rather than tracking
long-term change over time. This means the findings are best read as design guidance
and comparative logic rather than as a forecast of future sector equilibrium.

Taken together, these limitations do not remove the usefulness of the study. Rather, they
clarify the nature of its contribution: D3.2 provides a transparent, transferable first-mile
evaluation logic for comparing textile collection systems, surfacing trade-offs, and
connecting operational design choices to EPR readiness, reporting feasibility, and later
implementation work.

Annex 3. Full MCDA criteria-by-case matrix

This annex presents the detailed criterion-by-case synthesis used to support the
comparative interpretation in the main report. It expands the condensed synthesis tables
in Chapters 3-7 by showing the case-level coding summaries behind the archetype-level
conclusions. For readability, operative cases (O1-08) and meta-level triangulation cases
(M1-M4) are shown in separate tables.

The matrix is intended as a transparency annex rather than a scoring table. The wording
captures the dominant coded signal under each criterion for each case; it does notimply
that all criteria are backed by equally strong quantitative data. Where evidence is thinner,
the entries should be read as informed qualitative summaries rather than precise
measurements.

In this annex, O1-08 and M1-M4 refer to the cases introduced in Chapter 2. The entries
inthe tables summarize the dominant coded signalfor each criterion based on the case’s
available evidence, including semi-structured interviews, optional pre-survey responses,
supplementary documents, and, where relevant, public reporting or other written case
material. The wording in each cell should be read as a criterion-specific synthesis of the
available material for that case.
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A3.1 Environmental criteria-by-case matrix

Table 29. Environmental criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).

o1 02 03 04 05 06 o7 08

Annual volumes Gives concrete Strong Strong on system | Clear quantitative | Strong Provides a clear 08 has weight-
and trends (peak, | annual collection | quantitative intent and on how | anchor from pre- quantitative throughput based textile
covid drop, volumes evidence: ~19k policy changes survey: ~#2,500 anchors: total anchor (~6,000 collection data
recovery), (2024/2025), tonnes/year and shiftincoming t/year (Stream 1). | collected (4,300 t/y)and a (kg) reported by
weekly/monthly indicates reuse/recycling quality/flows t/y), sorted in- reuse/recycling/ot | the partner at
maghnitude logic, additional event outcome shares (more low quality house (~2,000 t/y), | her split least annually,
and the stated collections, and reported in both after 2022). channel split (bins | (25/60/15). and O8 publishes
annual estimate in | references “still- pre-survey and ~3,000 t; take- annual kg publicly

E3 Waste hierarchy alignment

concern that
misdesigned EPR
or separate
“poistotekstiili”
collection can
divert reusable
items away from
reuse.

~10% CSR), plus
discussion that
PRO supports
CSR (not
incineration) and
that consumer
ability to judge
“non-reusable” is
limited (risk of
wrong sorting).

by waste
hierarchy;
interview worries
quality decline
pushes more to
recycling).

asking citizens to
separate “waste
textiles,” and
concern about
perverse
incentives if low-
quality volumes
surge (incineration
economics vs
hierarchy
constraints).

targets can
compete; export
restrictions can
reduce circularity;
multi-layer textiles
often end up
incinerated due to
missing markets.

forces
incineration of
recycled-quality
and even some
reusable textiles;
argues change
requires
legislation obliging
recycled content /
recycling
solutions.

textile waste, not
reusable stream);
emphasizes that
enabling recycling
requires better
first-mile quality +
market demand;
EPR money
should support
lower-hierarchy
steps where
economics fail.

the pre-survey. in-residual” transparency back 800 t; shops (inits annual
textiles from report. ~500 t but report). No actual
MODECOM audits uncertain). kg values are
(~3,000 t). provided in the
email chain itself.
Environmental Not directly Mostly indirect (no | No quantified Not an LCA case; | Only light No quantified Not measured yet;
'© | framingis mainly | quantified (no LCA/CO,). environmental environmental evidence environmental in the emails
S “do reuse first” + a | CO,/LCA), but outcomes (no argument is (mentions annual | metrics; most suggest the
§ concrete indirectly LCA/CO,) largely qualitative | review includes “environment” intention to
T | operational referenced via (production CO2 figures; no content comes assess impacts
€ example of using | policy direction impacts valuesin through hierarchy | such as changes
g renewable diesel | (reduce export dominate; reuse transcript). Most and system in mixed waste
g to reduce reliance; build offsets “environment” effectiveness after the current
= | footprint. local recycling). production). content is actually | arguments. year (only feasible
é hierarchy/market in deep collection
o failure (E3/T4). sites).
w
Reuse is Strongly codable: | Very explicit Very strong: reuse | Strong stance: Very strong: reuse | Strong “recycling- | Strong “sorting &
repeatedly outcome split “reuse-first” vs recycling reuse priority; is positioned as stream” recycling
positioned as the | (~50% reuse, positioning (report | distinction, warns that the best outcome; | orientation (they promotion” intent,
primary goal; ~40% recycling, says works strictly | skepticism about | reuse/recycling current crisis primarily handle but no tracked

breakdown of
where textiles end
up (reuse vs
recycling vs
incineration). They
explicitly state
they haven’t
collected this and
can only point to
public info.

Table 30. Environmental criteria-by-meta-level cases (M1-M4).

M1 M2 M3 M4
France-wide figures: ~300,000 t M2 frames the crisis as “more Provides network-scale magnitude Provides network-scale indicative
c collected (2024); container-based collected volume, less reusable (“>400k tonnes collected/year”) and | figures (~30,000 t/year) and a rough
-g collection dominates; collection rate | quality”; gives network-level scale positions textiles as a dominant allocation (60% reuse, 20% recycling,
_g - discussed as ~33% with ambitious signals (very large tonnages) and pre- | waste stream for members. 20% waste). Emphasizes reuse as
S o bcn targets ahead. survey provides a concrete 2024 the primary value pathway and warns
g g’ 7; “collection stream” number plus that increased collection will mainly
o9 5 pathway shares. increase the recycling/waste burden
mwee if quality keeps declining.
- Mostly indirect (no LCA/KPI). Mostly argued qualitatively (reuse Not quantified (no CO,/LCA); Not quantified; argued indirectly via
® . | Environmental benefit is argued via best environmental option; recycling | environmental “benefit” is implied “reuse-first” framing and the claim
E 8 “keep reuse viable” rather than is resource intensive; incineration through keeping reuse viable and that quality decline forces more
o g' quantified impact reduction. rising is “bad”), but few direct impact | avoiding incineration. incineration due to missing buyers for
S = metrics. low-grade fractions.
N £ @
W w e
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Core storyline: reuse finances the
whole system; if quality falls and
reuse share drops, the system

One of the strongest themes:
prevention often forgotten; reuse
(local + audited export) should be

Crisis forces more incineration
because markets/outlets are
saturated and quality is insufficient;

Strong “reuse-first” stance; explicitly
states recycling should be for textiles
not fit for reuse, and that reuse

02 Contamination risk

dumping and
vandalism are real
but
“manageable”;
mitigation through
removing
persistently
problematic sites,
“bag closed”
messaging, and
multi-stage
screening (at
collection, at

% here, but
discussed through
mis-
sorting/understan
dingissues and
the challenge of
asking people to
self-assess
reusability; strong
link to
“communication
as contamination
control.”

quality decline
from fast/ultra-
fast fashion; (2)
operational
mitigation via
“almost fully
sealed”
containers +
removal of
obvious waste at
collection point +
contamination
prevention focus

ladder (take-back
high/clean,
ecological islands
low), quality
decline due to fast
fashion and
“collect
everything”
messaging; mis-
sorting risks in
two-stream tests.

through
implementation:
clearinstructions,
service level,
equipment
upkeep, and driver
screening during
emptying;
estimated ~5%
removed as
wet/polluted/wron
g. Vandalism
prevention is also

bins attract
garbage and non-
textiles; quality
differs by region
(Wallonia poorer
than Flanders);
urban anonymity
increases
dumping; policy
allowing damaged
textiles increases
low-quality inflow;
take-back stream

wetness/weather
+ time sitting in
containers,
bagging practices,
container
type/roofing, and
stream
composition
differences (waste
centersvs
household-near).
Also introduces
“multi-layer

2 E‘ ;:: destabilizes. Also links eco-design prioritized; recycling has structural argues for explicit reuse/preparing- deserves higher policy priority; also
% 2 £ | (durability, recycled content, limits; penalties should land on for-reuse targets and supportive distinguishes quality-for-reuse vs
; g ﬁ, recyclability) to enabling producers/PROs, not instruments (solidarity fund, repair quality-for-recycling as a missing
m = % downstream hierarchy outcomes. collectors/sorters. vouchers). nuance in many comparisons.
A3.2 Operational criteria-by-case matrix
Table 31. Operational criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).
o1 02 03 04 05 06 o7 08
National rollout Public-bin Pre-survey notes Covers 1400+ ~800 Stream 1 Large container System contextis | Pilot coverage
and network backbone (%350 Iberia still lacks municipalities; containers, plus network (600) + Denmark’s two- increased from
density; bins) + notes on enough separate highlights fewer placements at stated aim of stream setup + <10 to 19 sites out
placement what works best in | textile containers | containers per municipal “bins per 1,000 municipal of 220 total
constraints in urban settings; per inhabitant in inhabitant in big recycling stations | citizens”; triesto | collection housing sites; site
dense capital acknowledges many cities cities due to and businesses; scale Brussels; diversity (“nine selection was
8 region; co- municipal/small (access gap). space constraints | Stream 2 is but alsowants to | different ways” constrained by
'S | location at civic municipality -> operational municipal reduce bins due to | allowed) and the practical
© | points improves points often consequences. walking-distance | quality/cost. interface between | suitability (space
-2 coverage and use. | underperform due requirement household drop- for containers).
g to low (handling off and waste Some sites
?'P “animation” outsourced). centers. generate more
° capacity. textile volumes
3 than others, but
o reasons aren’t
o identified.
Misuse/illicit Not measured in Two angles: (1) Channel-quality Managed primarily | Central theme: Dominant theme: | Not directly

discussed (no
contamination
observations);
operational
“success”
emphasis is on
clearinstructions
and getting
residents
involved.

03 Logistics feasibility

warehouse, then (avoid humid/dirty discussed. is significantly textiles” as a
sorting). items). cleaner. sortability barrier.
Two-region Rich: weekly Concrete in the One of the Very rich: Outsourced Key levers are The partner sets
operating model emptying feasible | report (truck strongest areas: statistics-driven collection (two collection schedule/frequen
(own fleet vs (4 trucks, 5-day pickup, transfer frequency logic by | emptying, operators) with frequency/time- cy and provides
subcontractors), cycle), bag-holder | warehouses, kg/container, cost/trust clear €/kg costs; lag, infrastructure | semi-
route planning stations designed | delivery to routing “tours,” tradeoff, own door-to-door at waste centers annual/annual
based on to piggyback Madrid/Barcelona | dense historic city | fleet, warehouses, | partnerused asa | (covered/indoor), |reporting. No
historical fill routes, door-to- sorters) + pre- access issues export packing, quality lever; and container resident
patterns, and door rejected due | survey/answers (parking, narrow and rejection of internal sorting design trials; plus | complaints about
intent to avoid to logistics on route streets), door-to-door due | operations are they are “also a overflow/full
unnecessary mismatch with optimization staffing/vehicle to mostly manual logistics partner.” | containers are
emptying visits; real discard ambitions and adaptations, and | labor/costs/theft. | with conveyor reported to O8.
logistics is highly | behavior. driver-collected manual-labor support; scaling Sensory/fill-level
execution- operational data. | constraints. depends on tech is not
dependent. workforce something partner
capacity. offers for other

waste; textile
container tech is
the supplier’s
responsibility.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Research and Innovation program under grant agreement N° 101181901 and from 9@

the Swiss State Secretariat for Education, Research and Innovation (SERI). Posts and shares reflect only the views of all the involved partners. Neither

the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This draft deliverable has not yet been validated by the granting authorities.




o

ex

Table 32. Operational criteria-by-meta level cases (M1-M4).

Project funded by

Co-funded by
the European Union

M1 M2 M3 M4

System-level channel split: street Containers are defended as high- Describes dominant channel mix Describes a nationally dense
- containers (majority), civic amenity capacity and “present in people’s across members (street containers + | infrastructure with street containers
g sites, small in-store share; stresses area”; access can drop when shop donations; some door-to-door plus direct drop-off to thrift shops;
af’ scaling containers as primary lever to | members stop collecting in low- pockets); notes real-world includes some house-on-house
° meet targets. quality/high-risk areas; competition retrenchment (removing containers) collection (decreasing). Argues
3 8 for container siting in high-quality because volumes can’t be absorbed. | charity-led/kringloop systems have
o E areas is noted. dense coverage even in lower density
6 8 areas (Dutch-specific nuance).
c “Quality going down” is framed as (1) | Central: containers get non-textile Clear differentiation: in-store tends to | Contamination and quality are central
o fast/ultra-fast fashion quality decline | waste (sometimes sizeable), reduce contamination but doesn’t challenges; highlights “hygiene rules”
® and (2) collection issues like wet rain/overflow issues, theftin door-to- | guarantee reusability; containers (bagging, shoes paired) and points to
£ textiles and mis-sorted items; door, better quality via in-shop/retail have high misuse/contamination risk | container emptying method as a
g mitigation via sorting instructions partner collection; quality varies by (bagging noncompliance; dangerous major contamination
c (airtight bags), secure/covered socio-economic context; citizen items). amplifier/mitigator.
8 . placement, and trial-and-error ability to self-sort reusable vs
8 g container siting to reduce vandalism. | nonreusable is limited.
" Less micro-detail than operator Containers create overflow/emptied- | Container “truck system” Discusses hub logic: large regions
© cases, but clear emphasis on too-late problems; rural routing can convenience contrasted with overflow | can sustain dedicated sorting hubs;
_.'Z. ::' container-based logistics (truck be inefficient; door-to-door is labor realities (mountains of bags) and rural | smaller regions need shared hubs.
g" _§ rounds), economies of scale in fleet intensive and rain-exposed; sorting route cost issues; crisis creates Notes controlled emptying
; g management, and practical siting capacity (skills + infrastructure) is the | storage bottlenecks before and after | (container-by-container) can reduce
o _0_3 learning loops. bottleneck more than collection. sorting. system-level contamination impacts.

A3.3 Economic criteria-by-case matrix

Table 33. Economic criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).

o1

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

Ec1 Cost effectiveness

Door-to-door
dropped due to
time/cost and
reputational
friction; route
frequency
optimization and
avoiding
“unproductive”
sites; cost split
rough 50-50/60-
40 and wages/fuel
as major drivers.

Clear economic
logic: bins are
costly (€1,200-
€1,400 installed),
bag-holder pilot
likely ends
because logistics
cost exceeds
tonnage, CSR
chosen because
it’s financially
supported (vs
incineration).

Cost pressure
implied by “paying
a lot of money in
some cities to
place containers”
+ desire to
differentiate
payments by
“good-quality kg.”

Door-to-door is
the clearest “fails
cost test”; also
strong on cost
drivers (manual
work, city access,
penalties/proof
burden) and on
KPI-driven
efficiency (€/kg,
ton/km).

Dominant theme
(also ranked #1 in
pre-survey).
Equipment + labor
drive cost;
sensors not
scaled due to
cost; frequency
must balance
trust vs economy;
door-to-door
called
uneconomic.

Very concrete:
pays 22-25
cents/kg for
collection to
sorting center;
bins are expensive
because of low
value/low quality;
sorting is costly
but profitable via
shop sales (cream
quality €/kg).

Gate-fee model +
penalty if >10%
dirty/moldy/other
waste; container
design tradeoffs
(working designs
exist but too
costly to service).

Not discussed (no
cost figures or
efficiency
comparisons).

Ec2 Financial sustainability

Self-financed
model (no
external funding)
raises sensitivity
to market demand
and cost shocks;
EPR should not
make reuse
unaffordable.

Key point: textiles
are the only
French EPR sector
noted as having
no collection
subsidy from PRO;
collectors paid
per tonne;
historical
institutional path
dependency
explained.

Uncertainty
around future EPR
and whether it will
fund collection;
market access
constrained by
tender structure
favoring certain
social economy
entities (as
described by
respondent).

Transition story is
central: material
value dropped
sharply; tender
logic changed
from paying cities
to being paid; EPR
uncertainty and
conflict about who
gets funding;
small vs big city
capacity to adapt.

Charity-funded
model requires
profitability; in
some tenders they
pay per kg for
exclusivity;
market downturn
threatens viability;
EPR design
uncertainty
(prefers PRO
financial-only
role).

Strong: system
shifted from
“earning” to
“cost”; collectors
want to stop;
needs
subsidies/EPR;
inter-regional
differences
(Wallonia/Brussel
s supportvs
Flanders refusal).

“Viable now via
gate fees” but
broader system
needs funding;
long-term viability
depends on
creating demand
for sorted
fractions and EPR
money flows;
discusses PRO
role tension.

Not discussed in
monetary terms;
thereisa
resourcing
constraint on
reporting/monitori
ng (extra reporting
would need
internal approval).
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Ec3 Scalability

Collection could
expand
operationally, but
downstream
(markets, logistics
lanes, sorting
capacity, demand
volatility) is the
first limiting
factor.

Growth trend
(2024>2025), plus
future 2026 EPR
specs expected to
“improve the
situation”; also
highlights
structural scaling
barriers: small
municipalities are
hard to “animate.”

Scaling bottleneck
framed as “poor
quality of
clothes”; digital
tools
(sensors/scales/r
outing) listed as
future efficiency
levers.

"What breaks
first” is
markets/outlets
for low quality; not
trucks/capex. Also
notes incomplete
geographic
coverage (south
Italy not served by
them).

“Market breaks
first” at 2x
volumes;
recycling
constrained by
end-markets and
tech/economics
(multi-layer
textiles); local
recyclers may
require gate fees.

Strategy is not
“collect more” but
“sort more”
(target 80-90%
sorted by O6) and
shift to higher-
quality channels.
Main bottleneck is
staffing/skills,
plus end-market
collapse for

Claims strong
internal scale
potential (up to
~4x with existing
line); macro
bottleneck is
demand pull from
brands and
recycled-material
markets.

Expansion is
incremental (to 19
sites) and limited
by
capacity/coverage
constraints (220
total sites) and by
practical siting
feasibility (space
for containers).

recycled quality
and export
disruptions.

Table 34. Economic criteria-by-meta level cases (M1-M4).

M1 M2 M3 M4
o Strong: collection is cost-heavy and Discussed via “logistics = labor + Highlights institutional shift Not given as explicit €/kg, but
g often loss-making; profitability hinges | cost” and inefficiency of certain (Netherlands example) from paying repeatedly links rising labor costs and

- a>> on extracting reuse value through models (door-to-door in dense for container siting to being paid for weak recycling outlet markets to

8 .3 sorting; unsorted bales no longer sell | districts/rural routes); policy docs collection/sorting under EPR logic. declining system economics;

« O |duetooversupplyof collected textiles | emphasize full-cost accounting indicates a growing cost burden from

Lﬁ % ¢ in Europe. including residuals. sorting for recycling.
Central tension = EPR financing and “Structural crisis”: declining quality + | Central theme: funding gap after Very explicit that PRO money is
governance. EPR pays per ton sorted; | rising volumes undermines the old mandatory separate collection; needed to keep collection/sorting
current level (~223 €/t) seen as charity-resale balance; municipalities | emergency support (Belgium) is short- | capacity functioning under current

r 4? insufficient; crisis-induced stoppages | sometimes charge for sites; EPR must | term and not a stable “reward”; PRO market conditions; multiple PRO

‘0 = | illustrate fragility; PRO-operator finance collection + sorting and negotiations are structurally tense; competition creates fee pressure.

S g conflict of interest is highlighted. should not push incineration/export staffing expansions and extra shifts

i.% -% penalties onto operators; warns increase cost without matching

o B about PRO governance and “race to revenue.

S 2 bottom.”
The dominant “top criterion”: Scaling is constrained by sorting “Can’t absorb influx” is the core Scaling collection without scaling
doubling collection by capacity and skill development; reuse | constraint; doubling volumes triggers | reuse/recycling markets leads to

= 2028/2030/2031 targets is framed as | potential capped by incoming product | bottlenecks across capacity, higher residual treatment; if volumes

= achievable only if the sector is quality; recycling capacity + market infrastructure, and markets; argues double, the bottleneck is recycling

a financially supported and containers | demand are insufficient; calls for eco- | for investment in sorting markets (and secondarily

L‘: are expanded; warns that in-store modulation and recycled-content infrastructure (incl. automation for staffing/sorting capacity).

8 cannot deliver volume scale alone. obligations to create market pull. recycling) and warns against adding

™ more competition for the same

) valuable fraction.

A3.4 Social criteria-by-case matrix

Table 35. Social criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).

S1 Accessibility & inclusivity

01 02 03 04 05 06 o7 08

Mobility Limited direct Not strongly Very limited: Some concrete Some direct Not a core focus; | Not explicitly
impairment limits | evidence (no covered beyond interviewee content: housing- | evidence: carless | only indirectvia assessed by user-
street-container mobility/vulnerabl | general explicitly says association citizens and older | “close-to- group metrics, but
usability; rural e group “containers not they don’t have model for high- people in cities household” vs the core logic is
distance and car | discussion). Only | nearby” access numbers; mostly | rise areas; can struggle with | waste-center accessibility-by-

indirect “small
municipalities”
participation
issue.

dependency;
limited pickup for
justified cases;
temporary pop-up
containers used
for
inclusion/events.

issue. No explicit
vulnerable-group
detail.

“feelings.”

otherwise framed
as “depends on
how you inform
and what you
make available.”

distance/heavy
bags; otherwise
access is
described as
generally good.

collection
differences.

proximity:
bringing
containers to
residential
buildings is
framed as
enabling
participation.
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24/7 container
access is framed
as the most
convenient; co-

Public bins
framed as the
most realistic
optionin urban

Main evidence is
distance/access
to containers
(“hard for citizens

Street containers
as “free, anytime,
like a small

warehouse,” and

Convenience is
treated as a
precondition (“no
users, no

Co-location near
glass bins;
“strategic
placement” for

Implicit through
“close-to-
household” vs
requiring effort to

Very strong: “the
clearer, easier
and closer sorting
is, the more

communication

between donation

report explicitly

comms + chain

maintenance,

incineration (“in

communication

8 location with areas; door-to- to find a container | realistic given collection”); convenience; go to waste residents join.”

5 other recycling door rejected nearby”); rural people donate container model shop donations center; not deeply | Site selection also

‘c fractions is partly because door-to-door only a few isimplied to be and take-back are | discussed as a depends on

g convenient; shop | households suggested as times/year; convenient; door- | alternative user-experience whether container

g drop-off yields declutter only 1-2 | alternative. supermarkets/dri | to-door is convenient topic. placementis

2 cleaner quality times/year; retail ve-by mismatched with | pathways. feasible and

8 but lower vouchers exist in convenience behavior and suitably located.

=} volumes. store take-back. noted. vulnerable to

a theft.
Strong brand Very strong: Strong in two Emphasizes that Central: donors Strong framing: Clear: citizens are | Reported resident
recognition in awareness/visibili | places: (1) citizen | quality issuesin treat Stream 1 as | urban anonymity | influenced by reaction is
Finland and long | ty gaps, engagement containers are “donation”; trust | reduces social media/images of | positive and there
history; trust built | misunderstanding | framed as key to partly “lack of is control -> more exported textile is no negative
through of rules, avoiding landfill; information/trust” | built/maintained | dumping; public waste; O7 feedback received
consistent “disconnect” (2) transparency and that better via service level, may misinterpret | responds with about the service;

communication

P
7]
g and visible local bins and second- | links distrust in controls would documentation, the press looks banners and by and instructions
g stats campaigns; | hand shops; second-hand increase and tailored like we are training waste- are highlighted as
o confusion over argues that export narratives | acceptance; also | communication. burning”) and center staff to key success
S “poistotekstiili” explaining the to need for contrasts legitimacy is guide citizens; factors.
‘g terminology pathway would documentation/tr | “illegal/non- threatened; “mental impact”
[%} undermines increase positive | aceability. transparent” ethical stance on | of red bags
% correct behavior. | donor response. actors. export quality to supports correct
£ avoid harm; behavior.
= government
a responsibility
8 narrative.

Table 36. Social criteria-by-meta level cases (M1-M4).

M1 M2 M3 M4

Discussed only lightly/implicitly

Containers high “coverage” but not

Appears mainly through the social-

Pre-survey frames inclusivity as

> > (channel availability, siting patterns, | fully inclusive (mobility needs); enterprise/work-insertion context critical (mobility/storage/awareness
= ‘§ urban focus). Not a major evidence | digital/hybrid can exclude digitally- (trained teams, mission-driven local | constraints); rural/low-density
% g area in this case. limited groups; stopping collections | reuse) rather than explicit user- access seen as better supported by
3 = in some areas reduces citizen access metrics. established charity-led networks
- 8 £ access. than retailer-led take-back.
n <D
Indirectly present (containers as Containers are convenient/visible; Discussed indirectly: containers are | Convenience is discussed indirectly:
o scalable/public interface; in-store in-store depends on retail proximity | “convenient,” but convenience can street containers and thrift shop
g limited scope). Not deeply and motivation; door-to-door can be | backfire when overflow and misuse | drop-off are embedded in routine
N 2 developed. convenient but operationally undermine the system; workforce behavior; in-store take-back
3 5 problematic. shiftwork under crisis is also a social | depends on retail density and is
=] é dimension. therefore weaker in small/rural
% 8 contexts.
Important via two angles: (1) “Donation system turning into waste | Emphasizes awareness-raising to Strong trust and cultural norm of
§ “donation belief” shapes what system” undermines legitimacy; reduce contamination and improve | donating to reuse networks; also
= people bring (more reusable items; retailer voucher incentives can donation quality; highlights reputational and
o3 reluctance to bring non-reusable promote overconsumption; social- contamination/misuse examples behavioral risk if citizens aren’t
8 textiles to charities/shops), and (2) economy mission = work integration | illustrate why trust/behavior are informed properly about how to
é’ g fear that “collect then burn” would + community role; reputational risk fragile; notes socio-economic donate (bagging, correct items).
-g 2 destroy willingness to separate from unethical exports motivates neighborhood differences (with
o 8 textiles; plus media reputation auditing. caveats due to centralized sorting
B e issues. strategies).
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A3.5 Traceability and digital criteria-by-case matrix

Table 37. Traceability and digital criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).

D1 Transparency & accountability

discussion of
reporting needs
in EPR; also
explicit limits:
annual report
totals don’t
include all splits
and system

audits quantify
textiles in
residual waste;
explicitly notes
inability to
compute capture
as % of placed-
on-market due to

97% reporting
coverage,
deviation
explanation, and
documented
utilization
categories;
interview adds

/driver/truck daily
+weekly
dashboards; also
governance
transparency
concerns about
illegals and need
for PRO

stream tracking
since 2017
feeding a textile
transparency
report, plus
mandatory
reporting to
public statistical

incineration kilos
are exact; export
traceability is
partial; shop-
level kg datais a
known gap;
willing to share
datasets; annual

with detailed
fraction outputs +
photo evidence
sent back to
municipalities.

o1 02 03 04 05 06 o7 08

Site-level annual | Uses weighing at | Report provides Strong on Very strong: Mixed/stream- Very strong Textile amounts
stats and route- sorting center + high-structure operational SmartCollect dependent: operational are reported in kg
level weekly per-inhabitant traceability: sold- | reporting: (kg/site/date/loc | knows collection | traceability: per- | (weight-based),
monitoring; KPIs; MODECOM | to-sorter table, kg/container/tour | ation), third-party | and sorting kilos; | delivery reporting | at least annually;

08 publishes
annual kg in
public reporting.
However, they
don’t track
downstream
treatment shares
(reuse/recycling/i

partial rollout
issues among

trucks could be
used (not digital).

audited (system-
level

with bureaucracy
concern.

assisting, not a
goal.”

organizational
(TESS auditing)

sorting tech, and
explicit link to

change delays missing local driver-level data | oversight. system review contains ncineration).
new split data. POM data (online | capture (kg, municipality-by- | impact numbers.

sales). locations, municipality.

quality).

Use of Essentially Mixed evidence: | Tablets/software | Practical digital Digitalization is Strong: system 08 explicitly
route/drive absent respondent says | exist but hybrid ops are present mainly an built for “full downplays
management operationally; “purely manual” | (paper + digital); | (smartphone identified need: traceability” “digital” in the
tools (Zero only a (pre-survey) but DPP discussed logistics + wants to (originating in pilot; the only
Waste; plus conceptual report shows as potentially SmartCollect); digitalize shop- food industry), potentially digital
“ajohallintajarjes | mention that data is compiled | useful for sensors explicitly | level flows; extensible data element
telma” noted in dual- into Mepex recycling rejected for cost; | traceability schema, mentioned is kg
pre-survey); compartment database and (composition), “digital is supportis partly | automated fine measurement

(and earlier
article claims

subcontractors; digitalization of rather than tech; | DPP needs for about sensors).
discussion of reporting/QC). no DPP recycled In the email, they
DPP mainly as Also lists planned discussion. materials under clarify: container
future digital tools EPR. techis the
sorting/automati (keys, on-board supplier’s
on enabler. scale, sensors, responsibility,

g routing, Partner does not

'g traceability). provide sensors

0 for other waste

9 streams, and

-5 there’s no explicit

S sensor-based

o0 process

o described for

3 textiles.
No substantive No explicit No explicit No privacy/data- | No explicit No real No explicit Not discussed.
privacy privacy/data- privacy/data- protection privacy/data- privacy/data- privacy/data
discussionin O1 | protection protection discussion; governance protection protection

:2 materials. discussion. discussion. “trust” is discussion. Trust | content (trust discussion.

= .:'-:’ discussed is discussed appears as

® 8 socially, not as mainly as S3 legitimacy/public

a s @ data governance. | (public trust), not | perception -> S3).

8s5E D3.
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Table 38. Traceability and digital criteria-by-meta level cases (M1-M4).

M1 M2 M3 M4
Strong “system boundary” Big focus on export Collects member-level flow data but | States data is “medium-low”
definition: operators track collection | auditing/traceability as a governance | publishes aggregates; highlights confidence: fragmented,
3 origin, sorting categories, bale tool; reporting varies across fragmented capacities and need for | aggregated, inconsistent definitions;
c:f - destinations; but post-sale members; need clearer categories EU-wide harmonized reporting downstream destination and sorting
o £ traceability (e.g., what happens in (“what is sorting?”), plus quality- requirements. outcomes not consistently linked
g 2 export markets) is not feasible/seen | controlled “ready-to-reuse/non- back to upstream collection.
2 .g as disproportionate. Also: PRO waste” categories in transboundary
[ reporting is relied on; audits exist; flows.
L 8 M1 can’t collect member data due to
E 8 antitrust risk.
Mention of TMS feasibility for Not many concrete deployed tools Digital readiness framed as Digital/hybrid solutions are mostly
container rounds; DPP discussionis | described; main content is barriers capacity-building need: reporting is pilot-scale and complementary
practical (chip/label durability, (no obligations in many countries, work-intensive; EPR fees should today; highlights future-oriented
portal scanning at sorting) but “not inconsistent categories) and need support reporting systems and needs such as NIR/Al sorting for
c urgent” compared to immediate for proportionate harmonization; training; calls for interconnected EU- | recycling and the idea that digital
E -g crisis/financing issues. “DPP-ready traceability” not yet level registers/reporting tools require supporting
ED o changing practices much. harmonization (and mentions DPP infrastructure and literacy.
a g,n adaptation support for social
S E economy entities).
& No explicit privacy/data-protection No explicit privacy/data-protection No explicit privacy/data protection Not discussed explicitly (no
c content (trust is mainly about discussion. discussion. GDPR/privacy focus); “trust” is
© 'f:’ system legitimacy and sorting mainly framed as citizen trust in
® 8 - participation -> S3). donation purpose and system
g "é g integrity.
[a QA

A3.6 Support-code matrix

Table 39. Support codes criteria-by-operative cases (O1-08).

bales,
incineration).

collectors.

o1 02 03 04 05 06 o7 08
End-to-end flow Clearend-to-end | Transparency Contracts/tenders | Two-stream Very clear multi- End-to-end focus | Partner provides
(collection -> outline: collection | reportis the ->container setup; end-to-end | stream system from collection containers +
screening -> channels, sorting- | backbone: collection -> flow (containers -> | (shops, bins, take- | interfaces to resident sorting
0 packing -> export | center collection > logistics -> warehouses -> back, plus sorting outputs: instructions +
O | sorting), channel | throughput, and transfer warehouses -> export sorting; and | emerging door-to- | municipal collection
g mix, emptying output warehouses > sale to sorting municipal waste - | door partner) and | collection variants | operations +
ﬁ logic. destinations Madrid/Barcelona | centers (HUMANA | > manual pre- an end-to-end ->receiving -> reporting; O8
Q (reuse/recycling sorting > or partners); plus | sort). view from manual pre-sort + | manages resident
E export; CSR downstream channel collection to automated fine comms and
g outlet). sorting centers; experiments. sorting to outlets sort -> fraction publishes annual
® also shop supply. (shops, export reports back to results.
@
=

T2 Actors & governance

Own fleet + 16
subcontractors;
Rinki as partner;
capital-city siting
bureaucracy; EPR
governance
preference and
concerns.

Vosges TLC (bins
+ sorting center),
PRO, Eco-TLC
legacy, social-
integration
enterprise
collectors,
retailers with
national schemes;
plus partner
termination (Le
Relais).

Key actors include
Humana Spain +
Mepex + sorting
centers + (in
interview answers)
municipalities/ten
ders and PRO
design
preferences
(multiple PROs).

Municipalities vs
multi-utilities;
PRO role; illegals;
brand partnersin
take-back;
subcontractors for
<10% collection.

Donors, staff, site
owners,
municipalities,
competitors,
waste companies,
third-party
auditor, national
statistical system,
future PRO.

Municipalities/regi
onal governments,
outsourced
collectors, retailer
partner,
incineration
facilities, (future)
Belgian EPR
actors.

Municipalities,
PROs, recyclers,
NGOs/charities
(difficult interface
due to rules),
brands/retailers
(demand
problem), future
EPR governance
roles.

08 (housing
company),
collection partner,
municipal waste
organization.
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T3 Data quality & limitations

Pre-survey claims
“full” data
availability;
technical
limitation: multi-
layer textiles

Very explicit
limitations: (1)
mixed-waste
impact evaluation
only possible at
deep-collection
sites (weight-
based), (2) textile
reporting is annual
(public), extra
monitoring would
require approval,
(3) noreliable
explanation for
site-level variation
yet, (4) no
downstream fate
data collected by
0s.

T4 Implementation matters

Repeated
“depends on
emptying
frequency, siting,
communication,
operator
capability” logic;
caution against
policy that
optimizes volume
at the expense of
quality.

Repeated
emphasis that
outcomes depend
on
communication/a
nimation and
matching
collection design
to real discard
behavior; also
policy/economic
dependency on

Repeated logic
that outcomes
depend on time-
lag, weather
protection, staff
training at waste
centers,
bagging/communi
cation, and
incentive design
(penalties >10%
contamination).

Strong practical
success logic:
focus on making
sorting easy, clear
instructions,
resident
engagement, and
operational
coordination with
the partner; the
pilotis
intentionally “try

what the PRO
finances (CSRvs
incineration).

- Co-funded by c haricerische
the European Union
Very strong, Didn’t complete Strong “data Explicit gaps
because the pre-survey; confidence” claim | (shop kilo
report explicitly broader reporting; export
documents uncertainty about not fully
assumptions upcoming Italian traceable); EPR
(mixing at sorters), | EPR directive timeline
what is excluded timing uncertain;
(waste removed quality/market
pre-export), and volatility is
interpretation ongoing.
uncertainty (reuse
vs recycling
ambiguity >
counted as
recycling when
unclear).
Repeats Repeated The most Repeated:
“engagement + “depends on repeated meta- channel
container design + | communication, theme: “method outcomes depend
quality criteria + siting, route doesn’t determine | on anonymity,
paying for good- design, results— communication,
quality kg” logic; enforcement/cont | operation quality | subsidy design,
also notes rol of operators” does,” with and end-markets;
market/sorter framing; warns concrete policy allowing
selection affects against policy examples damaged textiles
outcome shares designs that flood | (frequency/trust/e | is “right”
year-to-year. the system with conomy, staff environmentally
low-quality investment, but breaks
textiles. maintenance, economics
communication). | without support;
shifting channels
is a deliberate
design move.

and learn,” with
evaluation
planned after
more data
accrues.

Table 40. Support codes criteria-by-meta level cases (M1-M4).

M2

M3

M4

T1 System

Clear macro view of the French
chain: collection channels - sorting
(reuse value extraction) >
recycling/downcycling > energy
recovery caps/targets; plus split of
who does what (operators vs PRO).

Multi-model comparison across
Europe; dominant interface is
containers, with secondary streams
(in-shop/retail partnerships,
occasional door-to-door).

Cross-country “archetype map” of
channels (containers, in-store
donation, some door-to-door,
underground containers) and the
role of waste-operator status in
enabling street collection.

Explains practical chain: collection
via bins + thrift shop drop-off; some
house-on-house; sorting for reuse,
export, recycling; increasing non-
reusable fractions due quality
decline.

T2 Actors &

One of the strongest areas:
operators, municipalities, PRO,
brands/retailers, government target-
setting, committees, and conflicts of

Strong: municipalities, retailers,
PROs/EPR governance, social
economy entities, EU institutions;
repeated call for
collectors/sorters/reuse to be
formally included in decision-
making.

Strong: social economy entities,
municipalities, PROs/producers,
retailers/brands (via PRO
governance), and national/EU policy
processes; calls for genuinely
inclusive EPR governance.

Key actors: thrift shops/kringloop
networks (members), municipalities
(tenders/support), three PROs (EPR
financing), producers switching
PROs, recyclers/sorters; argues
reuse actors should be part of PRO
governance.

T3 Data

“Acceptable quality” of PRO data
but incomplete system coverage due
to undeclared tonnages; M1 has
antitrust limits; audits/consistency
checks mentioned.

Explicit: member data maturity
uneven; definitions inconsistent;
harmonization needed but must
avoid excessive admin burden; DPP
not yet operationally driving change.

Recognizes fragmented reporting
capacity and definitions across
countries.

Explicitly flags fragmentation and
definition inconsistency; notes that
market conditions change what
rankings/criteria mean; provides
indicative rather than audited
network numbers.

T4

Repeated framing: economics is the
precondition; channel rankings are
only partly meaningful; siting is trial-
and-error; messaging can reshape
what people deposit; policy targets
should reflect operational reality.
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Many “design warnings”: avoid
perverse incentives (voucher
schemes, tax breaks); don’t open a
single market for unsorted textile
waste; penalties must be assigned
upstream; transitional support
needed before EPR is live.

Repeated “design choices matter”:
awareness raising, contamination
prevention, full cost coverage,
governance structure (clearing body,
eco-modulation design), and target-
setting that separates reuse from
recycling.

Emphasizes “tell the story” to
citizens, operational choices
(container emptying method) as
quality drivers, and warns against
unintended policy effects that
privilege recycling over reuse;
stresses innovation plus maintaining
existing capacity.
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