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1. Background & Context 
This document is an extract from Circpack’s full EPR Reporting Documentation for Sweden’s 
NPA (Näringslivets Producentansvar) scheme, specifically covering the known limitations of 
the automated report generation system. It is intended as a standalone reference for 
compliance teams, technical reviewers, and anyone assessing the accuracy of generated 
EPR reports. 
Sweden’s packaging Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) system changed significantly 
on 1 January 2024, when the operational responsibility for collecting household packaging 
waste moved from producers to municipalities, under Ordinance SFS 2022:1274. However, 
producers remain fully financially responsible for the collection and recycling of all packaging 
waste. To meet these obligations, producers must join a Producer Responsibility 
Organisation (PRO). Sweden currently has two approved PROs for packaging; NPA is one 
of them. 
Fees are eco-modulated, meaning they are differentiated based on the recyclability of the 
packaging material — penalising hard-to-recycle designs and incentivising circularity. Plastic 
and paper packaging are subject to tiered fee structures, while glass, metal, wood, textile, 
and ceramics are not eco-modulated. The fee calculation framework is governed by NFS 
2022:11 (Swedish EPA), with reporting obligations clarified by NFS 2023:13. 
Circpack’s EPR reports are generated using the User-Defined Report (UDR) functionality 
within SAP Responsible Design and Production. While the UDR system supports a 
comprehensive range of NPA assessment criteria, a few eco-modulation sub-criteria and 
packaging attribute checks are not fully implementable within its current technical 
capabilities. These gaps create potential discrepancies between what NPA’s guidelines 
require and what the automated system can detect or calculate. 
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All limitations described in this document have been flagged to the UDR development team 
and are at various stages of resolution. This report feature will be improved in future updates 
as new functionalities are developed to address current limitations. 
 

2. Known Limitations 
2.1. Filters and Exclusions 

●​ The report does not automatically exclude reusable packaging that is not part of a 
formal deposit-return system. The UDR’s isreusable attribute only indicates the 
potential for reuse, which does not guarantee that the packaging is part of a reusable 
system as required by the NPA. Therefore, this indicator alone is insufficient to meet 
the NPA’s condition for obtaining an exemption from the Swedish EPA for exclusion. 

●​ This version of the report does not include the exclusion for rolls, tubes, cylinders, 
and various other miscellaneous materials requested by NPA. 

●​ The exclusion of large containers (>1000 L) is currently limited to containers with the 
CNR packaging type, while this exclusion should be applied universally across all 
packaging types to ensure alignment with NPA. 

 

2.2. General Cross-Material Eco-modulation Limitations 
To ensure readiness for compliance, a cautious approach was used for the eco-modulation 
results. The eco-modulation conditions are constrained by the following limitations that affect 
various materials simultaneously: 

●​ Adhesive lamination type detection: it is not possible to distinguish one specific 
adhesive from another. 

●​ Print coverage detection: The print surface area coverage sub-criterion will be 
removed from the evaluation for the following reasons: 
○​ No dedicated attribute exists for print surface area coverage. The current 

coverage function calculates all coverage types collectively, including non-print 
elements, making it impossible to isolate print-specific data. 

○​ Print cannot be detected independently as it is integrated within a broader 
function that encompasses glue and coating applications. 

○​ Removing this sub-criterion will not critically affect the overall categorisation, as it 
represents only one of 5 evaluated sub-criteria. 

●​ Solvent-based EVOH check. 
●​ Melting point check. 
●​ Tie layer PA6/66 detection. 
●​ IML label detection. 
●​ Shrink sleeve coverage: Overall coverage percent is assessed but includes other 

packaging elements coverage on main element within its disposal unit. 
●​ PE-g-MAH barrier check. 
●​ The current assessment incorrectly overlooks the functions of barriers, fillers, 

adhesives, and other components when they are present on subordinate packaging 
elements. These functions are only accounted for if they reside on the main element. 

 

2.3. Potential Discrepancies and Deviations in Definitions 
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Because the UDR lacks an attribute to distinguish the manufacturing process of packaging 
elements, the differentiation between PET blow-molded and PET thermoformed packaging 
was based on packaging type and thickness approximations: 

●​ PET Thermoformed Packaging is generally defined by a thickness not exceeding 2 
mm and includes the following packaging types: APL (Applicator), BLS (Blisters), 
CPS (Capsule), CUP (Cup), CUT (Spoon, cutlery), DSP (Display Stand), JAR (Jar, 
jug), TBW (tableware) and TRY (tray). 

●​ PET Blow-Molded Packaging types include: BTL (Bottle), CAN (Can, drum, barrel), 
FLA (Flask, vial, ampule), and GAC (Gas or aerosol can). 

●​ A JAR packaging type can be produced using either a blow-molded or a 
thermoformed manufacturing process. However, due to limitations in the SAP coding 
system, the decision was made to exclusively associate JAR packaging with PET 
thermoformed production. 

 

2.4. Limitations that are Material Specific 
Flexible Polypropylene and Polyethylene 

●​ If the material is not explicitly labeled as PP but contains fractions like BOPP, OPP, or 
P-g-MAH, these specific fractions will not be detected as PP. Consequently, there is a 
risk that the material could be miscategorized as a non-PP material, leading to the 
application of an incorrect fee structure. 

●​ If the material is not explicitly labeled as PE but contains fractions like LLDPE, 
MDPE, MDOPE, BOPE, PE-g-MAH these specific fractions will not be detected as 
PE. Consequently, there is a risk that the material could be miscategorized as a 
non-PE material, leading to the application of an incorrect fee structure. 

●​ If EVOH is reported solely as a basic material fraction and not as a function, the 
report will not recognize its presence as a barrier material. 

●​ Since the total filler content cannot be precisely calculated, thresholds are 
established based on individual filler types, specifically differentiating between 
organic and inorganic materials. A work-around solution was put into place: a 5wt% 
total threshold is applied to each category: 5% for organic filler and 5% for inorganic 
filler. 

●​ The print coverage sub-criterion has been removed from the assessment because it 
cannot be implemented with the current capabilities of the UDRs. This removal is not 
expected to critically impact the overall categorization for the following reasons: It is 
only one of five sub-criteria evaluated. The sub-criterion provided limited 
differentiation, as it offered only two possible outcomes (green and yellow). 

●​ (Flexible polyethylene only) Due to UDR limitations, a solvent-based barrier cannot 
be detected. While a PA barrier is detectable, specific information such as PA66, its 
melting point, or the composition of its tie layer, cannot be determined. 

●​ For packaging composed of non-separable elements, the barrier assessment will 
focus solely on the main packaging component, excluding any separate elements. 

 

Rigid Polypropylene and Polyethylene 
●​ If the material is not explicitly labeled as PP but contains fractions like BOPP, OPP, or 

P-g-MAH, these specific fractions may not be detectable. Consequently, there is a 
risk that the material could be miscategorized as a non-PP material, leading to the 
application of an incorrect fee structure. 

●​ If the material is not explicitly labeled as PE but contains fractions like LLDPE, 
MDPE, MDOPE, BOPE, PE-g-MAH these specific fractions will not be detected as 
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PE. Consequently, there is a risk that the material could be miscategorized as a 
non-PE material, leading to the application of an incorrect fee structure. 

●​ Since the total filler content cannot be precisely calculated, thresholds are 
established based on individual filler types, specifically differentiating between 
organic and inorganic materials. A work-around solution was put into place: a 5wt% 
total threshold is applied to each category: 5% for organic filler and 5% for inorganic 
filler. 

●​ The assessment no longer includes IML detection because the UDR’s features do 
not support it. This omission is not anticipated to significantly affect the overall 
categorization. This is because IML detection is only one of five evaluated 
sub-criteria, and the sub-criterion offered only limited differentiation. 

●​ The methodology for measuring shrink sleeve coverage is conservative: it includes 
the coverage of all sub-elements of the disposal unit, not just the sleeve itself, when 
the unit comprises multiple covering parts. While the actual sleeve coverage will 
inevitably be less than or equal to the total measured coverage, this approach may 
incorrectly lower the fee categorization. 

●​ When packaging contains non-separable components, the assessment of the barrier 
and adhesive lamination criteria will focus exclusively on the main part (such as the 
body of a bottle). These criteria will not be applied to any separate, non-removable 
elements (like a sleeve). 

 

Rigid Polystyrene 
●​ The print coverage sub-criterion has been removed from the assessment because it 

cannot be implemented with the current capabilities of the UDRs. This removal is not 
expected to critically impact the overall categorization for the following reasons: It is 
only one of five sub-criteria evaluated. The sub-criterion provided limited 
differentiation, as it offered only two possible outcomes (green and yellow). 

●​ The assessment no longer includes IML detection because the UDR’s features do 
not support it. This omission is not anticipated to significantly affect the overall 
categorization. This is because IML detection is only one of five evaluated 
sub-criteria, and the sub-criterion offered only limited differentiation. 

●​ The system (UDR) has limited functionality and cannot reliably identify the Barrier 
PE-g-MAH material. Consequently, checks for this material have been disregarded, 
as including them would incorrectly assign a yellow status to many sub-packaging 
categories that should be accurately classified as red. 

 

Blow-molded Rigid PET 
●​ Since the UDR cannot distinguish packaging element manufacturing processes, the 

split between PET blow-molded and PET thermoformed packaging relied on 
approximations of packaging type and thickness. See section 2.3. 

●​ The documentation has a conflict: UDRs list oxygen scavengers as an excluded 
additive, while the NPA definition calls them a barrier. Treating them as an additive 
results in an automatic red scenario under material criteria, contradicting the yellow 
rating they receive as a barrier. 

●​ The print coverage sub-criterion has been removed from the assessment because it 
cannot be implemented with the current capabilities of the UDRs. This removal is not 
expected to critically impact the overall categorization for the following reasons: It is 
only one of five sub-criteria evaluated. The sub-criterion provided limited 
differentiation. 

●​ For packaging composed of non-separable elements, the barrier assessment will 
focus solely on the main packaging component, excluding any separate elements. 
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●​ The methodology for measuring shrink sleeve coverage is conservative: it includes 

the coverage of all sub-elements of the disposal unit, not just the sleeve itself, when 
the unit comprises multiple covering parts. While the actual sleeve coverage will 
inevitably be less than or equal to the total measured coverage, this approach may 
incorrectly lower the fee categorization. 

 

Thermoformed Rigid PET 
●​ Since the UDR cannot distinguish packaging element manufacturing processes, the 

split between PET blow-molded and PET thermoformed packaging relied on 
approximations of packaging type and thickness. See section 2.3. 

●​ The print coverage sub-criterion has been removed from the assessment because it 
cannot be implemented with the current capabilities of the UDRs. This removal is not 
expected to critically impact the overall categorization for the following reasons: It is 
only one of five sub-criteria evaluated. The sub-criterion provided limited 
differentiation. 

●​ For packaging composed of non-separable elements, the barrier assessment will 
focus solely on the main packaging component, excluding any separate elements. 
The sealing sub-criterion is impacted by this, in addition to the barrier sub-criterion, 
for PET thermoformed materials. 

●​ The UDR system’s limitations necessitate ignoring the temperature condition for 
alkaline solubility (below 70°C). This omission poses a risk of incorrectly classifying 
packaging as “green” if it is only soluble at temperatures exceeding 70°C. 
Furthermore, adhesive reactivation is also not accounted for. 

 

3. Disclaimer and Next Steps 
This document reflects the state of the Circpack UDR-based Sweden EPR report as of the 
2026 reporting cycle. All limitations described herein have been communicated to the UDR 
development team and are being addressed at various stages of the development roadmap. 
Users of the automated report should be aware that, in certain edge cases, the fee level 
assigned by the system may not perfectly reflect what a fully manual NPA-compliant 
assessment would produce. Where a limitation could result in an underpayment of fees, the 
system applies a conservative approach (e.g. defaulting to a higher fee tier). Where the 
impact is assessed as minimal — for example when a removed sub-criterion represents only 
one of five evaluated criteria — this is noted explicitly in the relevant section above. 
For questions about specific packaging assessments or to flag a potential misclassification, 
please contact the Circpack reporting team at circpack@veolia.com. 
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