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ABSTRACT

This study explores consumer issues in five online peer to peer platform  markets:
(Re) sale of Goods; Sharing/ renting of g oods, Sharing/ renting accommodation;
Sharing/ hiring rides; and Odd jobs.

The study estimates that 191m citizens across the EU  -28 spend EUR 27.9 billion per
year on online P2P platforms. Of this  total, an estimated EUR 10. 61 billion consists of
platform revenues  and revenues of third part ies.

The study defines three main peer -to-peer platform business models: (a) hosting of
listings where platforms do not get involved in the peer to peer transaction (b) active
management of transactions where platforms foster trust among peers to facilitate a
larger number of transactions and (c) p latform governed peer transactions where the
platform sets one or more contractual terms for the peer -to-peer transaction and
exercis es control over the performance of the transaction

The study identifies five key consumer issues that emerge from this new kind of
economy : (1) transparency and clarity regardi ng the nature of transactions concluded
through online P2P platforms, applicable consumer rights and obligations, the
applicable legal framework and its enforcement; (2) reliability of peer review and

rating systems and accuracy of identity information pro vided on the platform; (3)
discrepancy between exclusion of platform responsibility and liability for the
performance of online P2P transactions and platform practices; (4) access to redress

for peer consumers and peer providers; and (5) data use and data protection issues.

10
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The exploratory study on consumer issues in peer -to-peer (P2P) online platform
markets investigates five P2P markets and identifies the main issues for peer
consumers and peer providers from the perspective of consumer policy.

The study focuses on P2P onl ine platforms for  a) (Re) Selling or Buying of Goods - like
eBay; b) Sharing or Renting of Goods i like Peerby; c) Sharing or Renting
Accommodation i like Airbnb; d) Sharing or Hiring rides i like BlaBlaCar or Uber; and
e) Hiring people to do Odd Jobs T like Yoopies. With the exception of the (re) sale of
goods sector, these sectors are part of what the European Commission has defined as

the "collaborative economy", or what is more generally referred to as t he "sharing
economy".

The study comprises six tasks: a review of existing literature and 485 platforms across

the EU and Norway; a consumer survey and focus groups covering 10 EU Member

States; 10 case studies of selected platforms, a Legal Analysis cover ing 28 EU Member
States and two workshops with stakeholders.

Economic analysis of P2P markets

It is estimated that 191m citizens across the EU -28 have actively engaged in peer to
peer markets between May 2015 and May 2016, concluding at least one transac tion
involving payment. Total peer expenditure over this period in the EU across the five

sectors considered is estimated at EUR 27.9 billion per year; total peer revenues are

estimated at EUR 17.29 billion. The difference of EUR 10.61 billion includes pla tform
revenues and revenues of third parties providing services via platforms, e.g. payment

services, background and ID checks, insurance services.

In the sharing/hiring rides sector peer providers reported revenues add up to 81% of
expenditure; in the (r e)sale or renting/sharing of goods, accommodation
sharing/renting and odd jobs sectors, this is only about 60 to 65%. Expenditure and
revenue on both collaborative and (re)sale of goods platforms are driven by a small
share of peer consumers and peer provi ders. More than half of the revenue and
expenditure is generated by 10% of peers. This indicates the presence of 'very active
private' consumers and providers, and/or of commercial and professional sellers in P2P
markets.

Among the 485 platform websites s creened , 20 platforms, or 4% of them, are very
large and have more than 100.000 unique visitors per day; a large majority (81%) are

small or medium -sized (below 10,000 daily visitors). Almost 80% of sharing/hiring
rides and almost 70% odd jobs platforms ar e small, with less than 500 daily unique
visitors. The platforms provide a wide range of services to peers which they monetise
through selling advertising or promotion of listings on the platform, data use and

reuse for their own or third party (marketing) purposes, and by charging fees. These
include transaction fees, charged to peers on each transaction concluded on the
platform; subscription fees, charged to peers on a periodical basis for access to
platform services; add -on services fees for optional se rvices; other fees such as
cancellation fees, hotline fees, B2B fees etc.

Combining findings on monetisation strategies and platform services with the case
studies, three main platform business models are identified:

1. Hosting of listings : this model is cha racterised by passive matching of peer
demand and peer supply: publishing listings and enabling contact and feedback
between peers by publishing information from peers. These platforms earn
revenues mostly by offering featured listing options, adding photo s to the
listings, etc. The key feature of this model is that platforms do not become
involved in the peer to peer transaction.

11
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2. Actively managed peer transactions: this model is characterised by the
active facilitation and management of the matching of de mand and supply.

These platforms create value by fostering trust among peers and actively
managing the matching, so as to facilitate a larger number of transactions.

These platforms manage trust -building and advanced matching tools, and
charge transaction  fees or subscription fees. They may also charge for add -on
services like insurance or premium listings. The key feature of this model is

that the platform influences the peer to peer transaction but does not control it.

3. Platform governed peer transactions . this model, which concerns mainly
the larger platforms, is characterised by setting one or more of the contractual
terms of the peer to peer transaction, and exercising control over its
performance. Setting contractual terms may include rules for P2P int eractions,
rules and fees for cancellations, and rules for refunds; (optional) automated
price setting or maximum prices. Platforms in this model manage payments -
receiving and holding payments of peer consumers -, monitor the success of
the P2P transacti on before paying out to peer providers, and frequently retain
fees in case of cancellations. They further actively intervene in case of a
complaint, resolve disputes and award refunds and they may include insurance
against damages as part of the transactio n fee. Most of these platforms charge
transaction fees and re  -use peer data. The key feature of this model is that
these platforms restrict the ability of peers to decide contract terms between
them, and give the impression (explicitly or implicitly) that they assume
(partial) responsibility for the performance of the transaction.

The three business models are to some extent Aincr
manage peer transactions also provide hosting and matching services, and platforms

that govern peer transactions offer most of the serv ices of the other two. Platform

business models evolve over time from the simpler to the more complex models and

offer a wider range of services as their user base grows.

Peer experiences in online P2P markets

More than three quarters of internet users in the ten count ries surveyed for this study
have over the past 12 months concluded one or more transactions on a P2P platform -
73% had used platforms for the Sale and Resale of Goods; 8% platforms for Odd Jobs,

12% platforms for Sharing/Renting of Goods, 14% Accommodation Renting/Sharing to

15% of the online population using Ride Sharing/Hiring platforms. About half of both

peer providers and consumers (54%) use these P2P platforms monthly or weekly. A
substantial p rop ortion of peer providers in the accommodation sector report that they

rent out accommo dation on a regular basis, 15.9% once a week and 20.6 % once a

month. Most peers (77% of peer providers and 83% of peer consumers) are satisfied

or very satisfied and want to use the platform again in the future.

Peer consumers report frequent problems wit h transactions on P2P pla tforms. More
than half (55%) have experienced at least one problem over the past year. The most
frequent problems relate to the poor quality of goods or services, or to the goods and

services not being as described. Problems with t he quality of products/services appear

to be almost twice as frequent in P2P markets (29%) as in online purchases in general

(15%). However, peer consumers rate the personal detriment they experienced as low

to medium. Furthermore, focus group research ind icates that peer consumers may
accept a higher level of risk and problems on P2P platforms as "part of the game" - in
exchange for the opportunity to save money, and because most transactions are

relatively low value.

More problems are reported on colla borative platforms than on (Re)s ale of goods
platforms. Problems on accommodation platforms were less likely to get resolved than

problems on other collaborative platforms. Peer providers report fewer problems

(14%) than peer consumers; most relate to cancel lations (over 40%) and various
payment issues (47 .5%).

12
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Consumer issues and policy options

The emergence and development of online peer to peer markets has both positive and
negative effects on consumers. On the one hand, online platforms offer efficient
matching of supply and demand, reduce transaction costs, and facilitate monetising of
under -utilised resources and new employment opportunities. On the other hand,
significant consumer issues were identified regarding a) transparency and clarity of
the lega | nature of transactions on P2P platforms and the applicable rights and
responsibilities, b) the reliability of peer review and rating systems and accuracy of
identity information; c) the discrepancy between exclusion of platform responsibility
and liabili ty for the performance of online P2P transactions and platform practices; d)
access to redress for peer consumers and peer providers; and e) data use and data
protection issues.

Some of the consumer issues that arise on online P2P platforms could be solved

through self -regulation by the P2P platforms, notably through greater transparency

about rights, obligations and responsibilities. However, self -regulatory approaches of
platforms are often voluntary, they do not address all consumer issues and they

mainl y rely on incentives rather than systematic enforcement or sanctions. Because
addressing the consumer issues above may not directly promote transactions on the

platform - which is the main source of revenue of the major platforms - self-regulatory
measures alone might not be sufficient.

1. Platform transparency

One of the main issues concerning the relationship between platforms and their users

relates to the lack of trans parency in online P2P platform rules and practices. The
survey and focus groups hav e shown that most peer consumers (60%) are not aware

or uncertain of their rights and responsibilities in P2P transactions or who to turn to

when something goes wrong. About 40% of peer providers say they do not know or

are not sure about their rights and responsibilities, and about 30% think they know
more or less.

At the same time about 85% of peer consumers find it important or very important
that P2P platforms are clear and transparent about who is responsible when something
goes wrong, and their rights in case of a problem with the price or quality of a product
or service. Peer providers attach similar importance to clarity and transparency about
regulations and responsibilities when something goes wrong.

To determine rights and responsibilities, distin guishing between those acting in a
commercial/professional capacity and individuals acting in a private capacity is
essential. ThelLegal Anal ysis finds that the &édcontinuityd and

the activity are the two main elements Member Sta tes use to assess, on a case -by-
case basis, whether an individual is acting in a private capacity or as a trader. Sector -
specific thresholds and/or tax thresholds differ from sector to sector , as well as

between countries, or even regions and cities, and a re not necessarily relevant to

distinguish consumers from traders for consumer law purposes. Potential policy

options include monitoring legal initiatives adopted at Member State level and

assessing their effectiveness,; androantrepreneursit € of O pi
as used in France - as a new type of economic operator.

Irrespective of the actual definition of traders and consumers, the case studies show

that in practice some platforms do not allow or make it difficult for commercial peer

provide rs to operate alongside private peers; others allow both types of peers and

require peer providers to clarify whether they are acting in a private capacity or not T
while others do not require providers to give any such information. This may not

generate a ny substantial problems in the case of platforms serving smaller local
communities, and/or where transaction amounts are low. But on some of the larger

platforms which give peer providers opportunities to make significant profit, this lack

of transparency raises concern: not identifying those who are acting as professionals

or traders implies they may act as 'hidden traders'. Platforms possess the data to
13
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assess relevant indicators, such as frequency of transactions and number of listings,
and they can moni tor the validity of the information given by peer providers.

Further transparency is also necessary in pricing practices. The search results on
many platforms do not give the total price; platform fees which range from 10% to
25% are often added only at the booking stage. Among the 10 case study platforms
only the F rench language version of BlaBlaCar displays prices in search results that
include the transaction fee.

Transparency issues could be addressed by requiring platforms to clearly indicate the

(self -declared) status of the peer provider, and that consumer la w applies exclusively
in transactions with traders. Platforms should ensure that peer consumers receive pre -
contractual information when they engage in transactions with commercial providers.

In addition , platforms could make their Terms and Conditions more user -friendly and
ensure that key information about rights and responsibilities is presented more clearly

and at the point of the transaction when it is most useful. Platforms could inform

providers whe re they can find information about applicable national or local
registration, licensing or authorisation requirements. Finally , awareness raising
campaigns could boost online P2P platform user knowledge about their rights and
responsibilities -  making app ropriate funding available, for example to trusted
stakeholders such as consumer associations.

2. Reliability of peer review and rating systems and accuracy of identity
information provided on the platform

ATrust building tool so alatermods theirnmaip instriement fored by
protecting peer consumers and peer providers against fraud and other risks and for

ensuring the quality of goods and services and reliability of providers. While

conventional businesses generate consumer trust through compliance  with
governmental regulations, platforms generate trust by managing peer review, rating

and reputation systems and identity verification. The results of the screening of 485

platforms, the user survey and focus groups, and the case studies, ind icate that the

core trust building tools, peer review and rating systems as operated by most

platforms and their identity verification practices, are neither fully reliable nor

transparent. Their effectiveness is therefore subject to serious doubt.

Online P2P platform users do not use peer reviews and rating systems systematically
and they do not always trust them. In addition, most platforms do not appear to
monitor systematically whether reviews or ratings are generated by actual and
genuine users. Moreo ver, many platforms do not offer these core trust building
services. While about half (52%) of the 485 platforms screened for this study offer a

peer review and rating system, almost half of them do not offer such a service. User
data checks and identity v erification services were identified on only 25% of platforms.
Among the case study platforms , hine out of ten manage peer rating systems, and
eight out of ten peer review systems.

The survey findings show that neither peer consumers nor peer providers us e peer
reviews or ratings systematically. Only about 40% of peer consumers and peer
providers use reviews regularly, and more consult reviews before the transaction than

write  them afterwards. This indicates that reviews are unlikely to reflect the
experie nce of all platform users, but those of a smaller number of more involved
peers. In particular, as only 20% of peers said they left a negative review or rating
after encountering a problem with a transaction, there are indications that rating and
review sy stems may be biased.

The survey shows that although most peer consumers evaluate user review systems
positively, three quarters of peer consumers have at least some reservations about

their reliability and their ability to generate trust, provide adequate information, safety
and protection. The focus group research indicates that, instead of relying only on

peer reviews and ratings, peers evaluate the overall reliability of a platform through a
combination of elements.
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The case studies raise further questi ons about the transparency, reliability and
neutrality of the management of peer review and rating systems. Most platforms do

not inform users  whether positive or negative reviews or ratings influence the search

results or access to the platform; and those who do so, do not explain clearly how this

is done. All platforms reserve the right to delete reviews if they do not respect certain

standards. While some platforms systematically check reviews before publication, or

monitor them afterwards, on other plat  forms it is not clear whether the platform
monitors reviews or relies on peers to signal suspicious content. None give information

to users about the representativeness and reliability of user reviews or ratings -
although they hold the data to establish t he relevant percentages.

The Legal Analysis and case studies found that most platforms set minimal
identification requirements for registration and access (e.g. name and email address),

and wusually do not adopt adequate meaAlumasteal t o ver

platforms deny responsibility for the accuracy of user information. Most case study

platforms rely on user information checks through email or social media accounts.

Some offer optional identity verification services and very few require offici al identity
documents for registration.

There is therefore a need for platforms to be transparent about the mechanisms they

use to manage review and rating systems, and to ensure consumer understanding of

the underlying quality control system. Along the sa me lines as the Key Principles for
Comparison Tools, platforms featuring peer review, rating or reputation systems

should at least be required to be clear and transparent about how they manage and/or

verify reviews; publish only genuine reviews with a date ; and give information to
users about the representativeness and reliability of user reviews or ratings, and on

how positive or negative reviews or ratings influence the search results or access to

the platform.

The professional diligence duties and the tr ansparency requirements of the UCPD, as
interpreted in the UCPD Guidance, refer to checking user identity for example when
considering that platforms should ensure that reviews originate from real users and
are not fake. To deal with the lack of identity v erification, platforms which actively
manage or govern the transactions concluded between their users, could further be

required to adopt tools that help to adequately asc

for instance include ID verification systems to check peersdé identity at
registration, interviews, and checks against official databases or similar means.

3. Discrepancy between exclusion of platform responsibility and liability for
the performance of online P2P transactions and platform p ractices

The business models of the largest online P2P platforms are built on the volume and

value of P2P transactions they facilitate, and on their - at least partial - control over
the terms and quality of these P2P transactions. Most case study platfor ms set at least
part of the contractual terms of the P2P transaction. This may create the impression

among users that the platform shares a certain degree of responsibility in case of non -
performance or non -compliance of the performance. Such impressions ¢ an for instance
be created by holding payments until performance/compliance of the service is

confirmed or withholding payment in case of non -performance or non -compliance by
peers; by imposing rules and fees for cancellations by peer consumers or provider S;
and by intervening to solve problems between peers through management of
complaints, mediation of disputes and award of refunds.

But the terms and conditions of these platforms systematically exclude any liability of

the platform in relation to the cont racts concluded between the peers, and explicitly

state that the platform is not a party to such contracts. For instance, all case study

platforms exclude liability for the accuracy of information provided by the peer to

establish whether they are a commer cial or a private provider; non -performance, non -
compliance of the performance by the peer providers; and the accuracy of information

provided in peer -to-peer reviews.
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The discrepancy between the platforms' level of intervention in the P2P transaction

and the liability clauses in its T&Cs risks to confuse or mislead users with regard to the
responsibility of the platform in case of problems with the P2P transaction. Most
importantly, in the current legal environment there is a significant lack of clarity a bout
the liability of platforms that do more than mere hosting of listings. When the platform

actively manages P2P  transactions, or governs them (business models 2 and 3) it is

more likely that its users have the impression that the platform will also shar ea
certain degree of liability 1 for example for unlawful behaviour on the platform,
posting false or misleading listings or reviews, and non -performance or poor

performance of transactions. To deal with this, stakeholders suggested clarifying the
interpr etation of the already existing obligations arising from EU legislation, notably
with respect to platforms that actively manage and govern the transaction between
the peers; taking legal initiatives at EU level to tailor the responsibility of the platform
for the P2P transaction to its degree of intervention in that transaction; and testing the
effectiveness of Codes of Conduct in addressing this.

4. Access to redress for peer consumers and peer providers

In most EU countries, the legal framework applicable to transactions between private
peers, (i.e. C2C transactions) is not tailored to contracts concluded online through P2P
platforms. For example , in C2C transactions concluded online or via online platforms ,
in most cases , the parties or the good are not physically present, the identity of the
other peer is often not clear, and part of the terms of the contract may be determined

by the platform. While no extra regulation is necessary with regards to C2C contracts
concluded bet ween two parties whose identity as consumers is clear, in cases of C2C
contracts concluded online, it could instead be beneficial to make existing C2C
legislation fit for digital purposes. For example, a recent amendment to the French

Civil Code introduced  a new provision setting out that unfair contract terms included in
contracts whose content has been pre -formulated by one of the parties are void.

It could be assessed whether certain aspects of national unfair contract terms
legislation could be extende d to online C2C contracts where the content of the
contract is to a large extent pre -determined by one of the parties, or by a third party,
i.e. the platform, the parties or of the object of the contract are not physically present

and there are uncertainti  es relating to the actual identity of one of the parties. In
order to enhance the effective enforcement of existing C2C legislation in transactions

on online platforms, stakeholders suggested expanding the competence of national
consumer protection authori ties to C2C transactions on online platforms; promoting
the use of the European Small Claims Procedure on online P2P platforms for online
C2C disputes with a cross -border element up to EUR 2,000; and encouraging
platforms to collaborate with competent auth orities to facilitate peerséo
local regulations.

The survey indicated that peer providers and consumers consider the platform to be

an important channel for resolving issues in the P2P transaction, and found a large

number of instances wher e they obtained solutions through the platform. The case
study analysis has shown that redress and refunds in case something goes wrong are
often |l eft to the discretion of the platform which
caseo basi s, a n eria forhts decistorts @re oot dlearly explained to peers.

This could be addressed by requiring platforms which govern P2P transactions
(business model 3) to offer clearly explained, platform -managed redress options to
peer consumers and peer suppliers in case of disputes. At a minimum, all platforms
should in their terms and conditions set out rules and fees for
cancellations/withdrawals of transactions and entitlement to refunds; the rules that

apply in case of non -performance or poor performance, or if t he good or service does
not fit the description, including entitlements to refunds and any administrative fees.
Furthermore, all platforms should also inform peers about external informal and

formal redress options, including, when relevant, Alternative Di spute Resolution and
cross border Online Dispute Resolution.
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5. Data use and reuse

Data use and reuse are common among the platforms analysed in this study and an

essential part of their business models. Especially in the case of larger platforms these

user data represent significant value, for the platform itself as well as for third parties,

for price setting, dynamic pricing, marketing and other commercial purposes. But the

information given by platforms about their data use, re -use, sharing and sellin g
practices is in many cases not fully transparent, and it is therefore not clear if current

national data protection rules are fully respected. In particular, the case study

platforms do not have a clear data use policy regarding transfers to third partie s. All
indicate they share data with third parties, but they do not always mention that they

only do so with user consent. Only BlaBlaCar mentions explicitly that they do not sell

data to third parties.

Such practices, or lack of clarity about current pra ctices of data use and reuse raise
concerns regarding the protection of personal data, especially when they are shared

and/or transferred to third parties for commercial purposes. As the survey and focus

group results have shown, transparency about the per sonal and behavioural data that
platforms collect, how they use them, who they share them with or sell them to, as

well as information about data protection rules that apply is of utmost important for

both peer providers and peer consumers. As of 25 May 20 18, platforms need to
comply with new obligations set out by the General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR). 1t is suggested that the accompanying measures to facilitate the
implementation of the GDPR include specific measures focusing on its implications f or
online P2P platforms.
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1 Introduction

This is the final report submitted as part of contract 2015 86 02 signed with the
Consumers, Health, Agriculture and Food Executive Agency (Chafea) on an exploratory
study on consumer issues in peer-to-peer (P2P) markets facilitated by online

platforms . It describes all the work carried out as part of this contract and it provides
a comprehensive analysis of all findings and conclusions including policy options. This
final report is complemente d by a series of task reports, which give further detail s of

the findings discussed in this document .
1.1 Peerto Peer online platform markets: a consumer policy perspective
EU consumer policy in an online environment

The aim of EU consumer policy is to maximise consumer participation and trust in the
market. Consumer policy generally governs Business to Consumers (B2C) interactions,

and it perceive s the consumer as the weaker party in such transactions. 23 A well -
designed and implemented consumer policy can lead to improved transparency and

better informed  choices, which result in better solutions for consumers and greater
market efficiency .*

With t he emergence of the internet , the focus of EU-level consumer p olicy shifted
towards online purchases and practices, towards harmonising consumer rights across
Member States, facilitating cross -border and online purchasing and promoting best
practices °. Today, 95% of EU consumers made at least one purchase online in the past

12 mon ths, while 12% of EU consumers made such purchases at least every month

From a consumer and consumer policy perspective, online P2P transactions via
platforms present both benefits and challenges. Benefits for consumers may include
lower prices, efficient use of under -utilised resources and improved access to certain
goods . At the same time, 0  nline P2P platforms also pose challenges to policy makers,

such as the applicability and enforcement of existing consumer protection rules which
apply to B2C transactions . Regulatory uncertainty brought about by the rapid
development of online P2P markets could put consumer interests as well as the
sustainable development of these markets at risk.

Online P2P platforms blur the distinction between consumer and provider

As illustrated in  Figure 1, there are three key actors involved in each P2P online
transaction within the scope of this study:

1. The online platform which - atits mostbasic -acts as a fimatchmaker o b
together demand for and supply of a good or service to be rented, hired, sold,

'The original title of the contract was for an fAexploratory study vern consumer
the course of the study that, given ongoing debate regarding thevashest i niti on of
reflected in the notion of fApeer to peer markets facilitated by online platforn

2 Koopman, C., Mitchell, M., Thierer, A. (2015). The Sharing Economy and Consumer Protection Regulation: The

Case for Policy Change. The Journal of Business, Entrep reneurship & the Law, 8(2). Available at:
https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/Koopman - Sharing - Economy.pdf

3 United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (2016). Unit ed Nations Guidelines for Consumer
Protection. Available at: http://unctad.org/en/PublicationsLibrary/ditccplpmisc2016d1_en.pdf

4 European Parliament (2014). Study on Consu mer protection aspects of financial services. Available at:
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2014/507463/IPOL -IMCO_ET(2014)507463_EN.pdf
5 European Commission (2012). Staff Working Document Consumer Empowerment in the EU. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/archive/ strategy/docs/swd_document _2012_en.pdf

5 European Commission (2015). Provision of two online consumer surveys as support and evidence base to a

Commission study: Identifying the main cross border obstacles to the Digital Single Market and where they matte r
most. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/consumers/consumer_evidence/market_studies/obstacles_dsm/docs/21.09_dsm_final_report.

pdf
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exchanged or shared . The platform may also  supply peers with services such as
instant messaging, review systems, background checks , insurance etc.

2. One fipeer 0 acti ng /seker bfithe gopdooserviak eotbe shared or
exchanged (peer provider); and

3. One fipeer o acting as the ofthegoadmeservicetofpeir chaser
shared or exchanged (peer consumer).

At any point in time, a give n peer consumer can be considered as a recipient of a
service/good provided by a peer provider , and as a user of services by  a P2P platform.
Similarly, in addition to the ir main role of providing a good or service , peer providers

are also users of services provided by the P2P online platform.

Figure 1 : Different layers of rule -making on online P2P platforms

Peer platform

+ Socialnorms
+ Terms of use
Algorithms
+  Platform trust mechanisms
Consumerlaws

+ Contractlaws

+ Otherlaws (e.g. safety,
food, competition, labour)

Peer = Peer
provider consumer

Source: OECD (2016). Protecting Consumers in Peer Platform Markets: Exploring the issues. OECD Digital
Economy Papers (253).

Thus, P2P platforms operate as two  -sided markets bringing together actors on the
demand and supply sides. " On the supply side, these actors are providers /sellers of
goods/services; on the demand side, they are consumers or buyers - both can be
referred to as peers, platform peers or platform users. The same platform peer may

perform the role of both peer provider and peer consumer, across multiple
transactions on the same or on different platforms.

This blurring of the distinction between consumers and providers makes transactions
in online P2P markets fundamentally different from traditional offline B2C
transactions

1 Consumers have a more active role in the transaction s than in traditional
markets , also acting as producers or revie wers;

1 P2P platforms act as intermediaries and do not provid e the goods/services that
are the subject of the transactions they facilitate themselves;

1 Data on peer behaviour is intensely used by P2P platforms, which may pose

issues related to privacy, reputation and switching costs 8

7 Martens, B. (2016). An Economic Policy Perspective on Online Platforms. Digital Economy Working Paper
2016/05. JRC Technical Reports.
8 OECD (2016). Protecting Consumers in Peer Platform Markets: Exploring the issues. OECD Digital Economy
Papers (253).
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The need to explore the impact o f online P2P markets on consumer aspects

In addition to setting out the main actors, Figure 1 above also illustrates the different
layers of rule -making that currently govern online P2P transactions . Some of these
result from the application of existing consumer and marketing law. Others are set by
online P2P platforms themselves in  Terms and Conditions, Privacy Policies or
Community  Guidelines °, or intended to foster consumer trust in online peer to peer
markets e.g. peer reviews/ratings, user reputation tools, or complaint, redress and
insurance systems . There is evidence that such voluntary rule -making by online P2P
platforms themselves can be useful : a PwC (2016) '° study finds that 64% of peers
consider peer regulation through platforms more important than government
regulation.

At the same time, the fundamental objectives of consumer policy remain relevant in

online P2P markets . Transparency and easy access to information, safe ty of

transactions and payment s, fair Terms and Conditions or effective dispute resolution

remain important for peers and it is not clear if voluntary action alone can effectively

deliver these outcomes. V  oluntary initiatives are promoted through incentives, rather

than enforced through  sanctions ** and p | at f omagbaveflittle monetary incentive

to address issues that impose costs only on third parties 0O but both the platfo
peer pr owaydhave an inferest in addressing such harms if they could be liable

to third parties for such harms 0.

1.2 Aims and objectives of this study

This study is unde rtaken within the scope of an action covered by Objective 3 of the
European Commi ssionés wor k* withia gsrnaltiameial ¢oosumer2 0 1 5
programme for the 2014  -2020 programming period. Objective 3 aims for the
development and reinforcement of consumer rights, through smart regulatory action

and improving access to simple, efficient, expedient and low -cost re dress including
alternative dispute resolution ~ *°.

The overall objective of the present - exploratory - study is to construct a picture of
the main P2P markets and to identify the main issues from a consumer policy
perspective .

The study objective is achie  ved through collecting primary and secondary data from
EU Member States and Norway to provide an exploratory analysis of the:

1 Indicative economic importance of P2P markets facilitated by online platforms
in the EU Member States, and the main P2P business m odels;

1 Main experience s, perceptions, expectations and problems of consumers/users
in P2P markets facilitated by online platforms in 10 EU Member States;

Examples of community guidelines include AirBnBés hospitality s
agreement. These guidelines are described in detail in the case studies under Task 4.

1 pwC (2015). The Sharing Economy . Consumer Intellige nce Series. Available at:

http://www.pwc.com/us/en/industry/entertainment - media/publications/consumer -intellig_enceseries/assets/pwc -

cis-sharing -economy.pdf

1 OECD (2016). Protecting Consumers in Peer Platform Markets: Exploring the issues. OECD Digital Economy

Papers (253).

ZE. g. through additional benefits to peers that eomPégrbp@shgrase
verification circle T see Task 4 case studies.

¥US Federal Trade Commission (2016). The fASharing Economyod. | ssu
Regulators. An FTC Staff Report. Available at: https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/documents/reports/sharing -

economy -issues -facing -platforms -participants -reqgulators -federal -trade -commission -

staff/p151200_fic_staff report on_the_sharing_economy.pdf

4 As adopted by the Commission Implementing Decision C(2014)9393 final of 11 December 2014.

5 Article 3(1)(c) of Regulation (EU) No 254/2014
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1 Relevance of the EU consumer acquis and other related EU and national
legislation in addressing specific issues and problems in the main P2P business
models, and in its enforcement;

i Transparency of business models and effectiveness of self -regulatory
mechanisms for trust  building, verification, redress/complaint handling,
fulfilling tax obligations a s operated by online P2P platforms,

9 Policy options for resolving any major issues or problems identified.

1.3 The scope of the study

To examine the user and consumer aspects and issues in online P2P markets the
scope of the study must be clearly defined. This sub -section presents and explains the
studyés focus.

First, this study focuses on peer to peer transactions in markets facilitated by online

platforms. The OECD has defined "peer platform markets " as a wide range of new and
emerging production and consumption models that involve the commercial exchange

of goods and services between peers through online platforms (websites or apps). This
study thus has a different focus than publications that refer to the fisharing economy 0
or t h ecolléborative economy . For instance, t he European Commission has  *° defined
the <coll abor at i v ebusiressomodeisywheeesactivities are facilitated by
collaborative platforms that create an open marketplace for the temporary usage of
goods or services often provided by private individuals 0.

Second , the study only covers P2P transactions facilitated online  where peers do not
know each other personally. This delimitation ensures that the platforms considered in

this study are  accessible to a broad range of peer consumers. Therefore, P2P
transactions that occur through direct personal contact, sharing arrangements
between closed groups or friends and fami ly, or where the sharing offer is not
addressed to the public are not considered. Platforms such as BroodFonds in the
Netherlands, are thus  excluded .

Third, the study considers only five sectors of activity , namely :

1 Selling or buying goods from other peopl e - (Re)Sale of Goods: They include
classified listings websites such as Gumtree in the UK, Kapaza in Belgium,
Marketplaats in the Netherlands, or LeBonCoin in France. They also comprise
marketplaces for specific items such as cars (e.g. the Bulgarian platform
Car24), clothes (e .g. Trendsales in Denmark), (Cyklobazar in Czech Republic);

1 Sharing and renting  goods from other people - Sharing/Renting Goods: Some
platforms allow to share or request items from people in their neighbourhood,
such as Peerby in the Netherlands, or Skylib in Norway; or from anywhere (e.g.
Trovit in the UK). Some other platforms focus on specific items, such as
Kleiderkreisel in Austria (clothes), Parking Motel in ltaly (parking spots),
Jestocke in France (storage options);

1 Sharing or renting accommodation from other people - Sharing/Renting
Accommodation: They include platforms to find a long -term accommodation
(e.g. SpareRoom in the UK, Stancja in Poland), holiday rentals (e.g. the
Maltese platform Malta holidays, the Lithu anian platform Trumpam), house
sharing (e.g. the French platform Appartager) or specific types of
accommodation (e.g. the Greek -based platform Campinmygarden);

6 EC: (2016): A European agenda for the collaborative economy, COM (2016) 356 final
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1 Sharing or hiring a ride from other people - Sharing/Hiring Rides: Platforms of
this category of fer ride -sharing services (e.g. the Estonian -based platform

Taxify), carpooling opportunities (e.g the French BlaBlaCar, or the Hungarian
Autosztunk), or car  -rental options (e.g. Mobocar in Latvia). Some also offer to
rent specific cars, such as motorhomes (e.g. Rentmymotorhome in the UK) or
vans (e.g. Areavan in Spain);

1 Hiring other people to do odd jobs - Odd jobs: platforms for hiring non -
professional people to perform personal services. The range of services offered
includes teaching (e.g. Professeurpa rticulier in Belgium, Skillshare in
Germany), cooking (e.g. Foodora in ltaly), tourism guide services (e.g.
Trip4Real in Spain), or dog  -sitting (e.g. Housemydog in Ireland). Some, like
the Polish platform Skill Trade, offer a broader range of services fr om design to
painting or plumb ing.

In addition, i n line with the specifications, certain types of platforms were excluded
from the scope . These include all platforms facilitating transactions in customised or
tailor -made goods, in cultural products (books, films, DVDs, CDs, theatre tickets) w
food -sharing activities and real estate transactions 18 professional services (e.g. legal
advice, accounting and medical services, etc.)'®, crowdfunding/money lending
platforms ; and all platforms facilitating B2C transact ions such as regular B2C rental

markets and B2C vehicle loan systems .

Fourth, the study excludes platforms which do not pursue a commercial purpose (not -
for - profit, charitable private initiatives) . The study is limited to P2P platforms with a
profit seeking motive, either financially benefiting from a monetary exchange  with and
between the peers or via data use and reuse.

Fifth and fi nal bwral detgmphisat scapy idckudes all EU 28 Member
States plus Norway . The basis of the as sessment is not where the platform is
headquartered but whether it operates in at least one of the countries within its
geographical scope.

"The exclusion of platforms such as eBayé6s StubHub, an entertain
because of specific copyright issues related to such products.
8 Food-sharing platforms like EatWith or ShareYourMeal, as well as real estate P2P pl atforms like Landbuy or

LendInvest were excluded because of specific regulatory issues in their sectors of activity.
9 Professional services platforms like Freelancer.Com were excluded because they raise specific qualifications and
employment issues.
2 For instance,like ZipCar in the UK or Cambio in Belgium.
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2 Methodological approach
This section presents a brief overview of the methodology adopted in each of the
study tasks. Further detail on the methodological approach can be found in the
respective task reports (see annexes).
2.1 Task1l - Deskresearch and literature review
During Task 1, two data collection activities were conducted, namely:
1. A comprehensive literature re view covering scientific publications and grey
literature from across the EU -28 and beyond (conducted March -June 2016) #;

and

2. A large -scale desk research exercise to identify and screen 485 online P2P

platforms from the 28 EU countries and Norway (conducted March -December
2016) .
The platform selection emphasised autochthonous platforms (i.e. platforms created
nationally/ locally) in each country to get a picture of the P2P market in each country.
Where autochthonous platforms could not be found, po pular platforms from other
(often neighbouring) countries operating and with  a large peer base in the country of
study were included . Of the 485 platforms in the sample, only three (AirBnB, Uber and
eBay) were established outside of the EU or Norway. These platforms were included in
the study given their popularity and because they have a reg istered office in an EU

country (Ireland for AirBnB and UK for Uber and eBay)

The aim of the screening was not to provide a complete inventory of P2P platforms,

butto have a sample that includes platformsin all relevant sectors of activity. Initially,
the selection aimed to identify five platforms per sector per country, leading to up to

25 platforms per country. This was not always possible, given the different market

sizes. In larger markets like France, the UK or Germany 5 or more platfor ms were
found in each sector . I n small er markets such as Latvia, Croatia or Slovakia only a
handful of relevant platforms were identified . In countries with over 25 platforms, the
selection was focussed on the most popular platforms in terms of daily uniqu e
visitors . %,

Platforms were selected using local experts as well as desk research (e.g. grey
literature, websites of consumer associations, consumer blogs and forums, media).

Desk research was combined with the survey data from Task 2 to identify the most
commonly -used online P2P platforms in each country for each of the five sectors
included in the scope of the study . Of the 485 platforms identified in Task 1, 10 were
selected for a more in  -depth analysis as part of the Task 4 case studies. The selection

was done in ag reement with the European Commission based on popularity in terms of
daily unique visitors , and sectorial coverage.

The table below outlines the number of platforms per country and per sector which
were screened during Task 1.

Table 1: Number of P2P platforms per country and sector included in Task 1

Sharing/ren Total -
(Re) sale of Sharing/ren Sharing/hiri ting collaborativ Total all

goods ting goods ng rides accommoda Sealics e platforms platforms
tion (excluding

2 The date of June 2016 refers to the conclusion of the the systematic literature review across all countries covered. Where the study
team became aware of additional relevant material after that date, this was of course still included in the analysis.
2 See Task 1 report annex for a dull list of platforms included in the analysis.
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re-sale of
goods)

Austria 6 3 1 6 4 14 20
Belgium 6 4 6 6 7 23 29
Bulgaria 10 1 8 0 2 11 21
Cyprus 8 0 2 3 1 6 14
Czech

Republic 6 4 1 1 0 6 12
Germany 5) 5 7 4 5 21 26
Denmark 5) 6 4 2 5 17 22
Estonia 5) 3 4 0 1 8 13
Spain 5) 5 5 4 4 18 23
Finland 5) 2 3 1 1 7 12
France 5) 5 5 5) 5 20 25
Greece 5) 1 2 0 2 B 10
Croatia 5) 0 1 0 0 1 6
Hungary 8 1 4 3 1 9 17
Ireland 1 4 0 4 4 12 13
Italy 5) 6 5 0 4 15 20
Lithuania 9 3 0 4 4 11 20
Luxembourg 4 1 1 7 0 9 13
Latvia 2 0 1 0 0 1 3
Malta ) 3 1 2 0 6 11
Netherlands 9 3 5 4 7 19 28
Norway 5 1 2 1 3 7 12
Poland 5) 5 7 3 5 20 25
Portugal 5) 2 3 3 2 10 15
Romania 6 4 2 1 1 8 14
Sweden 6 4 0 2 1 7 13
Slovenia 5) 2 3 3 1 9 14
Slovakia 4 0 0 2 0 2 6
UK 7 4 6 5 6 21 28
Total 162 82 89 76 76 323 485

The detailed output of this task is presented in the Task 1 report . Key findings are
reported in the present final report. The Task 1 report addresses the following

requirements  of the terms of reference for this study:
1. An indication of the = economic importance of the P2P market sectors facilitated
by online platforms and of P2P cross -border transactions in the 28 Member
States; and

2. A typology of the main business models in P2P markets facilitated by online
platforms as relevant fr ~oma consumer perspective

2.2 Task?2 i Survey

This task focused on the collection and analysis of P2P market user data. The survey is

a standard online survey measuring r eep@tedn dent s o6
behaviour with their experiences as peer consumers and peer providers on online P2P

platforms.

The survey was conducted in 10 EU Me mber States, using the GfK consumer panels e

A representative sample of the online population (aged 18 years or older) in each
country was screened on their experience with five categories of online P2P platforms.

Based on this screening questionnaire, res pondents were selected if they had used one
or more of the P2P platforms within the scope of this study, resulting in about 1 ,000
users of P2P platforms in each country (see Table 2).

2 http://www.gfk.com/solutions/consumer -panel/
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Respondents were selected when they had acted as peer consumers, peer providers or
both in the last 12 months. Respondents with both peer consumer and peer provider
experience first answer ed the questionnaire from the perspective of the peer

consumer and then from the per spective of the peer provider. R espondents who had
experience with more than one platform, were asked to complete the questionnaire

twice: for two different platforms as a user or as a provider. Respondents that had
experience with multiple platform types, were allocated to the platform type for which

the | owest number of respon ses had been obtained . The length of the survey was
between 10 and 15 minutes per platform .

The survey was piloted on at least 50 respondents in each country to check data
quality and to identify  additional relevant online P2P platforms  for inclusion in  the pre -
defined list of platforms in the questionnaire.

Following the pilot, the full survey was launched on 4 May 2016 and closed on 18 May
2016 . The table below provides an overview of the sample size obtained in each
country.

Table 2: Sample size in Task 2 survey

Country Sample size \

Bulgaria 1,002

Denmark 1,000

France 1,001

Germany 1,003

Italy 1,000

The Netherlands 1,003

Poland 1,004

Slovenia 1,003

Spain 1,001

UK 1,002

TOTAL 10,019
The detailed output of this task is presented in the Task 2 report. Key findings are
reported in the present final report. The task 2 report addresses, together with the

Task 3 focus group report, the following elements in the terms of reference for this
study:
1 Measure participation  in P2P transactions / registration on P2P platforms;

1 Assess P2P experiences of active peer -suppliers and peer -consumers, including
the type of problems encountered and action taken to solve problems or

complaints;
1 Assess expectations and satisfaction with  peer review/rating systems,
verification and complaint handling by online pl atforms facilitating P2P

transactions; as well as e xpectations regarding consumer rights/protection in
P2P context/communities, awareness of risk of engaging in P2P;

1 Identify obstacles to engaging (more) in P2P transactions.

2.3 Task 3 T Focus groups

To gain a deeper understanding of the behaviour of peers, focus groups with peers

active on relevant online P2P platforms were organized in each of the 10 countries  2*

2 The cities where the fieldwork took place are London (UK), Milan (ltaly), P aris (France), Nurnberg
(Germany), Madrid (Spain), Warsaw (Poland), Ljubljana (Slovenia), Sofia (Bulgaria), Hilversum (The
Netherlands) and Kopenhagen (Denmark).
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included in the consumer survey. Preliminary findings from the survey were used to
elaborate the focus groups guidelines .

Fieldwork took place in the week of 23 "d t0 27 ™ of May. A 2-hour focus group was held
in one city in each country with a minimum of 7 or 8 active users of online P2P
platforms. Participants were recruited via specialised agencies and in line with  the
screening criteria in table 3 used:

Table 3: Task 3 criteria for focus group recruitment

Topic Criterion \ Quota
Gender Male min. 3
Female min. 3
Age 18-34 min. 4
35-54 min. 2
55+ min. 1
Education secondary education min. 1
tertiary - vocational min. 1
tertiary - higher education min. 2
Experience as peer -consumer min. 3
as peer -supplier min. 3
Type of platform used (re) sale of goods min. 1
sharing/renting goods min. 1
sharing/renting accommodation min. 1
sharing/hiring rides min. 1
odd jobs min. 1
The detailed output of this task is presented in the Task 3 report. Key findings are
reported in the present final report. The Task 3 report addresses the following

elements in the terms of reference for this study:
1 Further explore  P2P experience, perceptions, problems and expectations with
richer qualitative information; and

1 Gather insights about the underlying attitudes of peers to P2P market activities
and the performance of online platforms in particular.

2.4 Task4 1 Case studies

The aim of task 4 was to assess platform transparency, and the effectiveness of trust
building and verification mechanisms, as implemented by a selection of P2P platforms

in the five sector s of activity, and  represent ing some of the main business models in
P2P markets . To do this, 10 platform case studies were carried out: Yoopies, Wimdu,
Wallapop, EasyCarClub, Nimb er, Peerby, BlaBlaCar, AirBnB, Uber Pop/Pool, eBay
between June and December 2016.

Each case study included:
I Qualitative interviews with representatives of platforms (semi -structured, via
telephone and face -to-face when possible);
Document analysis  (company documents, reports and studies);
Analysis of the online platform; and

Mystery shopping.
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The interpretative synthesis of these different data sources provided the basis for the
analysis of each case 2°. In-depth interviews were carried out to captur e non -codified,
tacit information and assessments.

The detailed output of this task is presented in the Task 4 report which includes the
cross -analysis of all 10 case studies as well as 10 standalone case study reports (1 per

platform).  Key findings are r eported in the present final report . The task 4 report
addresses the requirement in the terms of reference to gather in -depth data about:

I Transparency: clarity about legal identities of peers and platforms,

responsibilities, insurance and recourse/redress mechanisms, tax obligations; ®

1 Trust building  (ratings, pictures) and verification of peer information and
criteria;

1 Access to private/self -regulatory complaints, redress and insurance
mechanisms; and

1 Information to platform users . terms and conditions, d  ata protection.

2.5 Task5 1 Legal Analysis

The Legal Analysis identified and analysed the national legislation distinguishing
between B2C and C2C transactions, as well as national/regional and local provisions

applying to C2C transactions and online platfor ms facilitating P2P transactions . This
formed tha basis for ~ assessing the relevance of the EU consumer acquis and Member
State legislation  and identifying  gaps and problems that national authorities encounter

in applying the relevant national rules, both nationally and in cross -border
transactions. Task 5 also gives an overview of relevant legal and policy initiatives ,
already adopted or in the pipeline.

The cut -off date for the Legal Analysis was the end of May 2016. However,
developments occurring after that date up until the end of September 2016 were
considered wherever possible.

The methodological approach adopted consisted of three main steps:

1. EU-level research aimed at giving a brief overview of the EU acquis relevant to
online platforms facil itating P2P transactions , or that could be relevant to P2P
transactions, as well as relevant EU case -law.

2. National -level research across the EU -28 Member States aimed at identifying
and analysing: i. national indicators distinguishing between B2C and C2C
transactions; ii. national legislation applicable to C2C transactions; iii. national
rules applicable to online platforms facilitating P2P transactions; iv. any
relevant specific national, regional or local measure taken by Member States;

v. relevant nati onal case -law., To validate the findings of the national research
and gather more practical data and information , the national experts
interviewed an average of three national stakeholders per Member State.

3. The cross-analysis aimed at identifying the main consumer issues within online
P2P markets, especially those with a cross -border element. For this purpose,
the Legal Analysis Team compared the findings of the EU -level and national -

% Yin, Robert K.: Case Study Research i Design and Methods (2003), Sage Publications
% The te rms of reference also mentioned the need to distinguish between non -profit and for profit platforms
i since not for profit platforms were out of scope of the study, this element was not covered in the report
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level research, as well as the results of the stakeholder consultation car ried out
by national experts.
The detailed output of this Task is presented in the Task 5 Legal Analysis Report. Key
findings are reported in the present final report . The Task 5 Report addresses the
following objectives:
1 Analyse the extent to which EU consumer law Directives are relevant to C2C

transactions and online platforms facilitating P2P transactions;

1 Analyse the key national -level indicators used in the Member States to

distinguish between B2C and C2C transactions and related application problem S

experienced by national authorities;

1 Map the national legislation of all EU Member States relevant to C2C
transactions and analyse relevant rights and obligations of private individuals
covered by this legislation compared to consumer rights guaranteed u nder the
national legislation applicable to B2C transactions;

1 Identify and analyse national rules applicable to online platforms facilitating
P2P transactions concerning the role and responsibilities of platforms towards
peers and related potential issues for peer consumers and suppliers;

91 Identify any issues or problems that national authorities encounter in applying
the relevant national rules and their application to cross -border transactions
facilitated by platforms  , as well as any relevant EU and nation al case -law which
may have caused adaptations or changes in the relevant national legal
framework or highlighting how these rules are applied in practice;

1 Give an overview of legal and policy initiatives being pursued at national,
regional and local levels

2.6 Task6 T Workshops

As part of the study , two workshops were held with s elected stakeholders, including
EU, national and regional policy makers, representatives of the platforms and
consumer associations.

1 The first workshop focused on economic issues re lated primarily to the
preliminary results of Task 1 of the study as well as early findings of Task 2
(consumer survey). The first workshop was held in London on May 12, 2016.

1 The second workshop took place in Brussels on October 3, 2016. During the
works hop selected stakeholders discussed the draft results of the study and
they worked together on potential responses to any consumer issues raised by
the research.

Both workshop agenda s and list of participants are presented in Annex es.
The detailed output of this task is presented in two Task 6 workshop reports. Key
findings are included in the present final report document. The two workshops

together address the following elements in the terms of reference for this study:
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Present and discuss  prel iminary findings  of the study;

Discuss relevant (policy) initiatives in Member States and assess their
(potential) effectiveness in enhancing transparency and legal certainty;

1 Discuss theoretical and practical (policy) options for improving transparency
and legal clarity such as reactive adaptation, dual regulation, self -regulation,
awareness raising and their respective advantages/disadvantages;

1 Discuss issues raised by the  Legal Analysis and their impact on innovation and
growth in the P2P markets facilit ated by online platforms;

1 Develop options for improving transparency and legal clarity to effectively
address issues and problems in transactions in the P2P markets covered by the
study; and

9 Develop options for follow -up at EU level , taking subsidiarity an
proportionality of actions or measures vs. fragmentation resulting from
different policy interventions in Member States into account.

2.7 Data availability and data gaps

Throughout the above tasks, one of the key challenges of the study related to gaps in

data availability on certain platform characteristics. These included for instance,
financial records  (revenue, profitability) , figures on the number of active peers per
country or on mobile apps, or information on the monetisation of user data. Further
research into these fields would be beneficial to complement the findings of the
present study

d
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3 State of play of online P2P platform markets

This section provides an overview of the main P2P markets facilitated by online
platftorms in the EU -28 and Norway , as well as an indication of the economic
importance of the sectors of activity within scope of the study and of P2P cross -border
transactions.

3.1 Size of P2P platforms

Among the 485 platforms screened for this study t here are large differences in
platform size insofar as can be deducted from unique visitor numbers of websites,
both between the P2P markets and within them . A large majority of the platforms,
81% of the 485 platforms in the sample , are small or medium -sized (below 10,000
daily visitors)  while 20 platforms (4%) are very large, with more than 100.000 unique

visitors per day. Depending on the sector, 21 to 41% of platforms examined operate

an app, either exclusively or in addition to a website I no data for app use were
available. The websites of (re)sale platforms are by far the most visited and it is in this
sector where there are the largest differences in platform size or popularity.

3.2 Overview of services offered by P2P platforms

Figure 2 shows the range of  services that online P2P platforms provide, categorised
according to the point at w hich th ey occur in the P2P transaction . The selection of
these services was shaped by academic research in P2P markets as well as by
empirical research  on 485 P2P platforms which were screened for this study. The list
of services includes elements such as pre - contractual information, Terms and
Conditions, payments, complaints handling and a ccess to redress mechanisms , which
are considered relevant fr om a consumer policy perspective 1 for example by the
OECD (2016) 2", as well as trust building tools such as reputational review and rating
systems , identity verification, and insurance, which are often cited in literature %%,

27 OECD (2016). Protecting Consumers in Peer Pla tform Markets: Exploring the issues. OECD Digital Economy
Papers (253).
28 Allen, D. and Berg, C. (2014). The sharing economy. How over -regulation could destroy an economic revolution.
Available at:  https://ipa.org.au/portal/uploads/Sharing_Economy_December_2014.pdf
29 Anders Hansen Henten, Iwona Maria Windekilde, (2016) "Transaction costs and the sharing economy", info, Vol.
18Iss: 1, pp.1 i 15. Retrievable at:  http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1108/info -09-2015 -0044
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Figure 2: Services provided by P2P platforms
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Source: VVA

Pre-transaction services create the conditions for peersto enter into a P2P transaction
on the platform.  These services may help lower transaction costs *°, encourage peers

to register on the platform , or create a trustworthy environment through e.g. peer
review systems, user identity verifications or platform information regarding rules or

safety. From a consumer protection perspecti ve, services at this stage of the
transaction should help improve transparency and allow peers to make well -informed
decisions .

Transaction services determine the way the actual transaction occurs.  This can include

rules pertaining to the transactions ( i.,e. Terms and Conditions ), systems for setting
prices or providing pricing guidance and facilitating payment s. From a consumer
protection perspective, platforms should ensure that payments are s ecure and that a

clear set of rules is in place to govern  tra nsactions.

Finally, among post transaction services , platforms engage in user monitoring (for
instance to identify professional traders or fraudulent users), complaints handling,

facilitating contacts between peers in case of complaints, and/or mediating a nd
seeking, imposing or offering solutions and redress . This may also include tax
collection services on behalf of peer providers or assistance with tax declarations

From a consumer protection perspective, there is a need to have a clear post -
transaction process, as well as rules regarding responsibility and liability in case there
are any issues with the transaction between the peers , or in the relationship between
peers and platform (including e.g. data re -use) .

31

The table below summarises the different services provided by platforms to peers
captured in this study by stage and type and gives a br ief description of each  type of
service as use d in the remainder of the study

% Allen, D. and Berg, C. (2014). The sharing economy. How over -regulation could destroy an economic
revolution. Available at: https://ipa.org.au/portal/uploads/Sharing_Econ omy_December_2014.pdf
3L For example, platforms such as Yoopies assist peer providers with filling in their tax declaration.
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Table 4: Overview of P2P platform services

Stage of the
transaction

Service type Service description

Information on the applicable rules

in the sector (e.g. health and safety
rules, local regulations, etc.) and
potential tax implications of P2P
transactions.

Regulatory Information on rules &
information taxes

Advice on how to ensure safety in
Advice/rules on safety P2P transactions for peers, and /or
rules on how to enforce safety.

CllaliE] Background check of t he
records e .
criminal history.
check
Pre-
screenin
g Verification Verifi cation  of  official identity
Identity of identity documents (passports or national 1D
verification documents cards) provided by peers,

Opportunity to confirm user
information and identity through
automated email or phone and links

User information checks
(through email or social

media . .

) to social media accounts  or other
Pre- background check s.

transaction Tools used to actively stimulate the

matching between peer providers

Demand & supply matching and peer consumers, such as

advanced search functions,
geolocation, matching algorithms,
etc.

Provision of add -on services to the
P2P interaction, including advice on
presenting listings, enhanced
promotion features of listings,
options to further verify identity,
invoicing services, etc.

Add-on services

Availability of a review and feedback
system on other peers that is visible
to the community, e.g. via a star -
based rating mechanism, written

Peer review and rating
Peer review | system

& . feedback, etc.
Reputation
system -
y Systems which reward peers for
Reputation system good performance i.e. through
profile badges and special ratings
T&Cs - platform use T &_Cs For usitng th
services.
Transaction Ui &
Conditions

T&Cs governing, in part or in full,

1S & (AR EIEE the interaction between peers.

# T&Cs for P2P interactions range from simple guidelines on keeping the transaction within the law (e.g.
provide truthful informatio n) to setting contractual conditions like cancellation policies or rules of behaviour
(e.g. TaskRabbit has a set of marketplace guidelines in place to adjust peer provider services to their
standards).
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Stage of the
transaction

Service type Service description

Mechanisms affecting the pricing of
goods/services : imposing a certain
Price guidance/imposition price/price range/maximum price,
providing price setting tips or setting
prices automatically.

Availability of payment methods for

33 peers to complete their transactions,
' including management of payment
by platforms and escrow services

Payment services

Monitoring of user activity to ensure

User monitoring compliance withthe pl at f or mg
and/or T&Cs.
Insurance services, either
Insurance/guarantees mandatory or optional, to the

transaction.

Availability of mechanisms to handle
Complaints handling peer complaints, e.g. via emalil,
ticketing service, hotline, etc.

Post-

transaction Monitoring of the goods and services
listed on the platform and active
engagement in detecting and
removing the fraudulent ones.

Compliance monitoring and action

Platforms on behalf of relevant
Tax collection authorities collected relevant taxes

from peer provider
Tax P P

assistance - - -
Platforms assist with tax declaration

which then peers can report to the
relevant authorities 34

Assistance with tax
declarations

Source: VVA

Figure 3 illustrates the prevalence of the above platform  services across the sample of

485 P2P platforms in all EU Member States and Norway. The results show that there is
a great diversity in the range of services offered across P2P marketplaces in Europe .
* This covers only payments facilitated or managed by platforms, so payments outside the platform (e.g. in

cash) are not covered.
% Services such as tax collection and assistance with tax declarations originate from the case study analysis
under Task 4 and they were not included in the Task1 data collection.
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Figure 3: Prevalence of different services in selected P2P platforms
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Source: VVA analysis of 485 platforms, see Task 1 report (Section 1.3) regarding platform selection criteria
and definition of each of the services included in the research.

Figure 3 further indicate s that the focus of P2P platform services is on the pre -
transaction phase, as confirmed by the literature and by stakeholders attending the

first workshop held in the scope of this study. According to Brescia (2016), whereas
conventional businesses generate trust am ong consumers via explicitly complying with
governmental regulations, platforms must seek other ways of creating trust ®
including, as Slee (2013) 3¢ or Lobel (2016) *" suggest, through reputational systems
such as reviews, ratings and recommendations

The re sults also show that a  significant number of platforms do not offer certain key
services to ensure transparent, fair and safe transactions for consumers

1 At the pre -transaction phase only about half of the platforms actively seek to
promote trust through safety information or peer review systems. Even fewer
platforms actively promote safer transactions through checking peer identity or
other user information (25%), or runn ing criminal checks (1%).

1 In terms of transaction services: the vast majority (86%) of P2P platforms
have T&Cs determining the relationship between themselves and the peers , but
only one third (35%) also have specific T&Cs for P2P interactions. More than
half (55%) facilitate or manage payments themselves , and 22% of all

platforms in the sample suggest or impose prices for the P2P transactions .

% Brescia, 2016
% Slee, T. (2013). Some obvious things about internet reputation systems. Available at:

http://tomslee.net/2013/09/some -obvious -things -about -internet -reputation -systems.html

57 Lobel, O. (2016). The Law of the Platform. Univ. of San Diego, L egal Studies Research Paper Series, Mar.

2016, available at http://ssrn.com/abstract = 2742380.

®For instance, AirBnB provides a fismart pricingd option whereby
to set a price, within a range indicated by the peer, in function of supply and the demand. Transport platforms such

as BlaBlaCar or Uber also give pricing guidance: Uber sets by default a maximum recommended price, which

drivers can adjust downwards through the mobile app. BlaBlaCar computes a price p er kilometre based on fuel and
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Credit cards are the most widely -used payment method - available on 70% of
platforms offering a payment service, followed by debit cards (44%) and

PayPal (37%). Management of payme nts by the platform itself includes escrow
services, meaning that the platform holds the payment from the peer consumer

until it is confirmed that the transaction is completed successfully. 39

1 At the post -transaction stage: more than half have a complaint  handling
system (53%) and one in four platforms offer insurance (24%). Less than a
third of platforms engage in user monitoring (30%) or compliance monitoring
(27%).
There are notable differences between platform services by sector:
1 There are differen ces in how platforms in each market try to build trust. For

instance, sharing/hiring rides platforms tend to foster trust in the pre -
transaction phase via advice/rules on safety (68%), peer review and reputation

systems (60%), information on rules and taxe s (52%) or user data and identity
verification mechanisms (36%). The strategy adopted by (re)sale of goods
platforms to build trust relies more on post -transaction services like user
monitoring or anti  -fraud monitoring and action.

1 User data and i dentity ve rification is more frequent and systematic in the

sharing/hiring ride sector than in the other sectors: in the accommodation
sector only 21% of platforms perform some form of check . The lack of certainty
regarding other peer so6 i dengsuestoy comphcgtionsineat e saf

case something goes wrong with the transaction.

1 Platforms facilitating the sharing/renting of accommodation and sharing/renting
of goods provide fewer pre  -transaction trust -building services like peer review
systems or identity ve rification than platforms engaged in sharing/hiring rides,
odd jobs and (re)sale of goods.

1 One third of platforms set terms for P2P interactions and/or P2P transactions;
27% of platforms in the (re)sale of goods sector do so, 15% of the
sharing/renting ac  commodation platforms and 17% of the sharing/renting of
goods platforms.

1 Post-transaction services:  sharing/hiring rides  platforms are more likely to offer
insurance, while (re) sale of goods platforms engage more in monitoring of user
behaviour and listing s.

1 Inthe post-transaction phase , pl at f orms do not systematically
compliance with platform rules: only 30% of all platforms do so. This relatively
low level of compliance monitoring increases the risk of unfair or fraudulent
activity.

1 . About half of the platforms in the four collaborative sectors offer complaints
handling and only about a quarter engage in user or compliance monitoring.

1 Monitoring of compliance of peers with platfo rm rules varies between sectors:
almost half of the (r  e)sale of goods platforms monitor peer behaviour, but only
11% of platforms in the sharing/hiring rides sector do so.

1 A quarter of all platforms (24%) provide insurance to peers, either included in
the price or against an additional charge. Sharing/hiring  rides platforms are
more likely to offer insurance than other platforms (31%)

other costs, and allows the driver to revise it by 50% upwards or downwards, but not beyond. Peerby Go imposes
prices for the renting of items, based on algorithms of supply and demand for such items.
% This finding results f rom the case study analysis. Escrow services were not included in Task 1 data
collection.
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Figure 4 :Pre -transaction services, divided by P2P market
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Source: VVA analysis based on data collected from the websites of 485 sharing platforms f rom March to
December 2016

In terms of platform accessibility, Figure 5 below shows that the availability of mobile

apps in the sample of 485 platforms ranges from 21% on sharing / renting of
accommodation platforms, to 40% of (re) sale platforms and 42% of sharing/hir ing of
rides platforms. This indicates that only a minority of P2P transactions occurs via
mobile apps, and a majority  via websites . Across the sample, 32% of all P2P platforms
have mobile apps. However, data on usage of app -based P2P platforms are notrea  dily
available .

App based interfaces raise specific consumer issues such as small displays, ads, lack

of pinch -zoom functionality, performance or poor navigation 0 Indeed, a Iready in
2007, the OECD raised a number of privacy and security issues in relatio n to mobile
commerce. These included, but were not limited to the impact of location -based
services, provision of information on terms and conditions, privacy policies or
complaint procedures due to limited capacity of the screens on mobile devices and

provision of secure payment scheme, including authentication, to prevent
unauthorised use “*'. As the OECD (2016) “* also points out, when mobile devices are
used for e -commerce activities, consumers tend to make more rash decisions and they

may fail to understand their rights and obligations.

40" Abramovich, G. (2017). Study: Smartphone Traffic Grows Fast, But Revenue Still Lags Desktop. Adobe

Digital Insights Research. CMO.com. Available at: http://www.cmo.com/adobe -digital -
insights/articles/2016/10/7/adi -mobile -retail -benchmark -2016.html#gs.0pR7NJI
41 OECD (2007). M obile Commerce. OECD Digital Economy Papers No. 124 . Available at: http://www.cecd -

ilibrary.o rg/docserver/download/231111848550.pdf?expires=1491394176&id=id&accname=guest&chec
ksum=16C6EAC3A47B15B1FD25AC62B6F51EA2

42 OECD (2016). Consumer Protection in E -Commerce. OECD Recommendation. Available at:
http://www.oecd.org/sti/consumer/ECommerce -Recommendation -2016.pdf
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Figure 5: Availability of mobile apps on P2P platforms, per sector of activity

100%
80%

60%

40%
20% 40% 42%
26%
0%

(Re)sale goods Sharing/renting Sharing/hiring Sharing/renting Odd jobs
goods rides accommodation

Source: VVA analysis of 485 platforms, see Task 1 report (Section 1.3)

3.3 Peerusage of P2P platforms

In the consumer survey carried out for this study, 77% of the online population in 10

MS indicated that they had used at least one online P2P platform in one of the five
sectors of activity examined during last 12 months. Most of the 23% of  respondents
who had not used such a platform, said they might do so in the future “. These
figures are higher than those reported in other studies because this survey includes
(Re)Sale platforms **, in addition to collaborative or fisharing economy 0 P2P platfo rms.
Concretely, 73% of all survey respondents had used (Re)Sale platforms, while

between 8% and 15 % had used one or more of the collaborative platforms.

Table 5: Usage of online P2P platforms

Used at least one platform Never used a P 2P platform May use a P2P platform in the
future
7% 23% 17.3%
Source: Task 2 survey results ; Base: All respondents i including screen outs (N=14597)

When using P2P platforms, most survey respondents (72%) had acted both as peer
consumers and peer providers and most peer consumers and peer providers had used
only one platform (respectively 78% and 79%).

Not all survey respondents who indicated that they had used an online P2P platform
also reported how much they spent or earned . But a very large majority (85% ) of
those who said the vy used platforms did report at least some spending or earnings
from transaction s (either as peer providers or peer consumers) on a P2P platform over

Thi P2Psphatfboheabcase
v é yFOR R BRIGE) RAPIWHAT &S MI N

and an interestednon -user for another platform ty
“sSee for instance: I NG I nternational S
GROWTH TIPPED FOR THE SHARING ECONOMY

“The incident rates of usage are based on respondents6é usage of
such, respondent scan be bathleasint ede f pt atufes®itd leastnode 6 non
platform who may wuse this platform in the futured. After all, re
pe
ur
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4

the last 12 months ~ *°. 15% of respondents who had used at least one P2P platform in

the last 12 months did not report any earnings o r spending in transaction s on these
platforms
This means that with respect to the full sample of internet users in the ten EU

countries, in total 65.4% reported at least some earnings or spending over a 12 -
mont h period on P2P platforms.

Assuming the behaviour of the average respondent in the 10 MS is identical to the
behaviour of the internet population in the EU as a whole “°, we can estimate that at
least 65.4 % of all EU internet users *’ have engaged in monetary P2P transactions over
the past 12 months. Out of a total population of 366.6 million people aged over 18
across all 28 EU Member States  “®, there are approximately 292 million internet users.
Therefore , the study estimates that about 191 million people across the EU have
engaged in at least one paid P2P transaction in the last 12 months 4 (see Figure 6
below).

Figure 6: Number of active P2P market participants in the total population
(aged 16 -74), EU -28 extrapolated from EU -10

Total EU population 366,576,662

Internet users 292,458,154

P2P market participants 191,298,928

Source: VVA analysis based on  European Commission (2015). Digital Single Market Report (Provision of two
online consumer surveys as support and evidence base to a Commission study: Identifying the main cross -
border obstaclestot he Digital Single Market and where they matter most).

Looking further into the penetration of online P2P markets, the survey shows that a
large majority of the online population of all ages use online P2P platforms. Young

s The percentage is computed as the ratio between the total number of platform users (77% of 14,597 =

11,240 ) and the share of respondents that spent or earned more than EUR 0 on P2P platforms over the past

12 months (9,548).

% In line with the methodology and limitations described in sub -section 3.4.1 , the extrapolation entails a
loss of data reliability.

4" The percentage of internet users is EUROSTAT data taken from European Commission (2015). Digital

Single Market Report (Provision of two online consume r surveys as support and evidence base to a
Commission study: Identifying the main cross -border obstacles to the Digital Single Market and where they
matter most). The data represents the incidence rate of those aged 16 -74 who had used the internet in the
past year.

8 Data on EU population is EUROSTAT data taken from European Commission 2015 Digital Single Market
Report (Provision of two online consumer surveys as support and evidence base to a Commission study:
Identifying the main cross -border obstacles t o the Digital Single Market and where they matter most), page
324, Table Il.1. EU population refers to citizens aged 18+.

49 The P2P market participants rate is calculated according to the method described in this section. Further
methodological explanation s are given in sub -section 3.4.1
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people are most likely to engage , - over 80% of this age group have used at least one
platform. But 75% of 35 -54 olds and 56% of  the over -55 age group also participat e in
the P2P economy *°. Men (70.4%) are slightly more likely to use an online P2P platform

than women (66.8 %)°".

Table 6: Engagement with online P2P platforms in 10 MS
Engagement with 1871 34 35 1 54 55+ year

online P2P platforms year olds year olds olds
Used P2P platforms 82,1% 74,7% 55,8% 66,8% 70,4%

Did not use P2P
platforms
Source: Task 2 survey; Base: all peer consumers (N=8705) and peer providers (N=8498)

17,9% 25,3% 44,2% 33,2% 29,6%

Because of large differences between the (Re)Sale sector and the collaborative

sector 2, it is important to look at the results for the different platform types . (Re)Sale
of goods platforms are by far the most used type of P2P platform (72 .9%), while
collaborative platforms are used by few er respondents. 7.7% of respondents indicated
that they had used a platform for odd jobs and between 12% -15% had used platforms
for renting or sharing of goods, accommodation or rides. Also, most respondents had
heard about (Re)Sale  of goods platforms (only 3. 2% had never heard about them),
while this awareness  was relatively lower for the collaborative pla tforms (b etween
22.9% and 47 .4% of respondents  had never heard about them ). It is notable that
among collaborative platforms, sharing/renting accommodation and sharing/hiring
rides platforms are used and known most often. The figures for accommodation,
sharing /hiring rides  and odd jobs are comparable to those found in other studies 3

Table 7: Differences in use of online P2P platforms, by sector, 10 MS

Usage of
categories

(Re) sale Sharing/renting Sharing/renting Sharing/hiring

of online of goods Accommodation

P2P

platforms
Never

heard of it
Know but

have not 18.6% 36.5% 49.6% 54 .9% 37.6%
used
Have used 72.9% 12.1% 14.4% 14.8% 7.7%
Have not
used but
may in the 5.1% 7.3% 7.2% 7.4% 7.4%
next 12
months
Source: Task 2 survey; Base: all respondents i including screen outs (N=14597)

3.2% 44 1% 28.9% 22.9% 47 .4%

Looking at frequency of use over the past 12 months shows that about half of peer

consumers and peer providers that are active on the investigated platforms use them
weekly or monthly  and these figures are roughly the same for the (re)sale sector and
the collaborative sector. There are h owever, interesting differences within and

between sectors of activity

% See Annex 2 of Task 2 report.
51 See Annex 2 of Task 2 report.
21n line with the Europeaf® d@dmmiigsiomnésf (fixlbl)aborative economy.
t h a tCollafiorative eco nomy transactions generally do not involve a change of ownership 0, the term
ficoll aborative sectoro in this report refers to sharing/hiring
jobs and sharing/renting of goods.
8 See for instance: ING International Survey (2015), WHATG6 S TMVAOR R PRIGE. RAPIDR S
GROWTH TIPPED FOR THE SHARING ECONOMY
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1 (Re)Sale of Goods platforms are used by around half o f peer consumers
(43. 8%) and peer providers (46 .6%) either every week or once a month.
1 Both p eer consumers and peer providers who are active on Odd Jobs and
Sharing/Renting Goods  platforms tend to use them on a regular basis : around

a quarter of users of th  ese platforms use them every week and a further third
at least once a month.

1 Peer consumers use Sharing/Renting Accommodation and Sharing/Hiring Ride

platforms with less regularity. They are more likely to be used once amonth or

a couple of times pery  ear (respectively 63. 5% and 57.7%).

1 A substantial pro portion of peer providers in the accommodation sector rent
out accommodation on a regular basis, 15.9% once a week and 20.6 % once a
month.

1 In the Ridesharing/hiring sector 1 6% of peer providers say they gave rides at
least once a week , but most of them do so less regularly .

1 About a fifth of peer providers used the platform on a weekly basis to perform
odd jobs.

Table 8: Frequency of active use of online P2P platforms i Sector breakdown
(Peer consumers )

Frequency of use A SOUDIE &

Users Every week Once a month times per Once per year
year

(Re) sale of goods 14.1% 29.7% 46% 10.2%

Sharing/renting 26% 32.9% 28.6% 12.5%

Goods

Sharing/renting 11.4% 15% 34.4% 39.1%

accommodation

Sharing/hiring 13.1% 22.5% 46.1% 18.3%

rides

Odd jobs 21.2% 27.2% 33.3% 18.3%

Source: Task 2 report, Base: Peer consumers (N=8705)

Table 9: Frequency of active use of online P2P platforms i Sector breakdown
(Peer Providers )

Frequency of use A el o

Providers Every week Once a month tlgnaers per Once per year
(Re) sale of goods 19.8% 26.6% 42.7% 10.9%
Sharing/renting 24 .4% 29.8% 31.6% 14.1%

Goods

Sharing/renting 15.9% 20.6% 35.7% 27.8%
accommodation

Sharing/hiring 16% 26.4% 44 .5% 13.2%

rides

Odd jobs 21.7% 30.3% 32.9% 15.1%

Source: Task 2 report ,, Base: Peer providers (N=8498)

Finally, p eer consumers and providers may use more than one platform. The findings

of this survey show that a large majority use only one platform (78 .8% for peer
consumers and 78. 4% for peer providers), while 21 .6% of peer co nsumers on P2P
platforms and 21. 2% of providers  use multiple platforms.
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Table 10: Use of single or multiple platforms (consumers and providers)

Using 1 platform Using multiple platforms

Peer consumers 78.8% 21.2%

Peer providers 78.4% 21.6%

Base: All peer consumers (N=8705) and peer providers (N=8498)

3.4 Economic significance of P2P  online platform  markets

The economic significance of peer to peer markets within the scope of this study can

be estimated in terms of peer user expenditure on transactions facilitated by P2P
platforms, revenues for peer providers as a result of these transactions, and revenues
of platforms and  third parties paid through the platform

3.4.1 Methodology

EU-level estimates of peer expenditure and peer revenues are calculated on the basis

of the Task 2 consumer survey run in 10 MS by sector of activit y. The survey targeted
consumers; respondents were not asked to declare if they were professional or non -
professional peer providers.

The method for estimating total expenditure and revenue used in this study is based
on the median peer expenditure/revenue in each of the five economic sectors
considered. This is  because the distribution of the data on expenditure and revenues

in the survey sample is skewed towards the extremes. For such skewed distributions
the median value is a better m easure of the overall tendency than the average, or the
mean. The median represents the value that splits the sample into two equal halves:

50% of peer consumers spend less than the median and 50% of peer consumers

spend more than the median. Thus, the med ian provides a more conservative
estimate of the results than the mean (see also section 3.3.2)

The average and median values used in this calculation refer to total
revenues/expenditures per sector by active users over the past 12 months. They do
not distinguish between expenditure on individual platforms. 4

For each economic sector, total peer expenditure is calculated using the following
formula. The same formula is applied for peer revenues:

YO®wn 0°YOt 0 zO®mRn z"YE OQD Z "YO®gD

I SEC(Exp ) = the total peer expenditure in the given sector;

T MS(nt wes) = the total number of internet users in the EU, based on the
EUROSTAT data taken from the @05 @igitalsSmgleCo mmi ssi ©
Market report;

T EXppeer = the median peer expenditure recorded in the 10 MS in which the

survey ran;
54 . . . .
Note differences in averages between this report and the Task 2 report reflect a different focus: the
figures here referto  average total spending per sector (irrespective of the number of platforms). The figures

in the Task 2 report are based on the average spend per platform in each sector.
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T Tot(P2P i) = the percentage of total respondents engaged in P2P transactions
who reported their spending (or earnings) , based ont he 10 MS in which the
survey ran. The percentage is 65.41%;

I SEC(P2Pionsumers ) = the percentage of peer consumers who reported their
spending in each sector under study, out of the total number of active users
who reported their spending across all P2P platforms (Tot(P2P  yeers)). >

The EU-level estimate for total peer expenditure is compiled by summing up each
sectords estimated peer expendiusedrtoeestimatheeEUdememe appr o
total peer revenues.

Box 1: Methodological limitations

There are several limitations with the models used to calculate economic significance of P2P markets.

First , the values indicated in this section are estimates based on the consumer survey conducted in 10 MS
on internet users age 18 and above as part of this study. The results recorded in the 10 MS have been
extrapolated to the EU as a whole.

Second , only EU citizens aged 18 or over were considered for estimating the EU population, and EU citizens
aged 16 -74 for the incidence of internet use. Peers younger than 16  are not considered in the study

Third , this study relies on median, rather than average values for peer revenues and peer expenditure to
calculate a EU -level estimate for peer revenues and expenditure. Using average values would lead to higher
estimates of the economic size of P2P markets.

Fourth , respondents may have interpreted the question about "money received through the platform”

differently. In  particular , some peer providers may have deducted costs from the money they report to have
"received through the platform"”, thus reporting only real or net earnings. Such costs may be higher or lower

depending on the sector, or the type service provided. 56

3.4.2 Peer consumer expenditure

Figure 7 shows the mean and median values of peer expenditure in each of the five

markets under study. The results point to two important conclusions. First, under both
indicators, peer consumers spend the most in the sharing/renting accommodation

sector, and the least in the sharing/hiring rides sector.

Second, the spread between mean and median is considerable: the mean ranges from
3.09 times the median in the odd jobs sector to 2.06 times the median in the
sharing/renting accommodation sector. Second, under both indicators, peer
consumers spend the most in the sharing/renting accommodation sector, and the least

in the sharing/hiring rides sector.

% For peer consumers, these figures were: Resale of goods: 62.14%; sharing/renting of goods: 4.41%; sharing/renting
accommodation: 8.23%; sharing/hiring rides: 9.28%; odd jobs: 3.28%; for peer providers, these figures were: resale of goods:

56.41%; sharing / renting of goods: 4.29%; sharing / renting accommodation: 5.39%; sharing / hiring o f rides: 8.31% and odd
jobs: 3.47%

6 Car-sharing platforms allow peers to lend cars to other peers (e.g. HiyaCar, EasyCar Club), while ride -
sharing platforms allow peers to share the same ride between them (e.g. BlaBlaCar, UberPop, etc). On car -
sharing pl atforms like Easycar, the money received by peer providers excludes fuel consumption, which is

directly paid by the peer consumer who uses the car. On ride -sharing platforms that act on a cost sharing

basis, such as BlaBlaCar, the money received by peer pr oviders is a capped percentage of the estimated

cost of the trip.On ride  -hiring platforms like Uber, the money received by the peer provider is assumed to

cover part of the cards running costs (e.g. fuel, ®ntsiumence) as
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Figure 7: Mean and median P2P consumer expenditure in the last 12 months,
per sector in the 10 MS under study, in EUR

EXPENDITURE

€0 € 200 € 400 € 600 € 800 € 1.000
(Re)sale goods 150 406 |
Consumer durables 150 384 |
Transport ~== 156
Accommodation T 866 |

0dd jobs — 514 |

OMean OMedian
Source: VVA analysis of Task 2 survey data ; Note differences in the averages between this diagram and the

Task 2 report reflect a  different focus: the above diagram shows average total spending per sector

(irrespective of the number of platforms). Figures in the Task 2 report are based on the average spend per

platform in each sector

The results presented in Figure 7 are in line with similar results obtained by ING

(2015) °’. Although using a different methodology, a PwC study (2015) also found that

the sharing/renting accommodation sector had, by a considerable margin, the largest
P2P transaction value in 2015 %,

The ex penditure values presented in Figure 7 can be extrapolated to EU-level to

compute a n estimate of total peer expenditure in the five P2P markets under study.
Based on median expenditure  °°, total expenditure by peer consumers in the EU P2P
economy in the five sectors examined is estimated at EUR 27.9 billion.

Figure 8 Vvisualises the size of peer consumer expenditure in each EU MS. ® The

calculation method adopted for total peer expenditure assumes that the main variable
across MS is their active internet po pulation, while the percentage of peer consumers
involved in P2P transactions in each of the five sectors is assumed to be overall similar

in all MS and equal to the average derived from the survey responses received in the

10 MS under study.

5 ING (2015). ING International Survey. Mobile Banking, New Technologies and Financial Behaviour. Available at:
https://www.ezonomics.com/ing_international_sur veys/mobile_banking_2015/

% PwC (2016). Assessing the size and presence of the collaborative economy in Europe.

%9 If we had considered  mean expenditure, total expenditure by peer consumers in the EU P2P markets is
estimated at EUR 71.67 Billion.

% The overall figures for total spending by peers across all P2P sectors were aggregated and produced an EU

figure of EUR 27.9 billion. To map this figure, this study multiplied the median user expenditure with the

percentage of sharing economy users at EU level times the internet population of each Member State. Therefore,
the proportions assigned to each Member State are solely based on their number of internet users, and not on the
actual spending/earning patterns recorded through the

-level

studyos
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Figure 8: Total estimated yearly spending by peer consumers on P2P
platforms, by EU Member State.

<€ 100 M

€100 M <X< €500 M

€500M<X<€18B

>€18B

Out of scope

Source: VVA analysis  based on Task 2 survey data

Country -specific estimated annual peer consumer expenditure is reported in Table 11 .
The differences between countries reflect the Member States population size and the

incidence rate of internet use in each country. In the N etherlands, where 94 % of the
population uses the internet , peer consumer expenditure is higher than in more
populous countries like Romania, where only 59% of the population uses the internet.

Table 11 : Total estimated annual peer consumer spending in EU28 MS

Country TOTAL

Total yearly spending
EUR million

EU28 ua 27,905
Austria ua 497
Belgium u 651
Bulgaria u 310
Cyprus ua 43
Czech Republic G4 614
Germany g 4,993
Denmark a 372
Estonia ua 78
Greece u 482
Spain ua 2,504
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EUR million

Finland u 347
France u 3, 688
Croatia a 207
Hungary u 547
Ireland ua 247
Italy ua 2,691
Lithuania a 149
Luxembourg u 36
Latvia ua 109
Malta a 23
Netherlands a 1,089
Poland u 1, 887
Portugal u 482
Romania a 819
Sweden u 613
Slovenia u 108
Slovakia U 326
UK a 3,996

Source: VVA analysis of Task 2 survey data

At sector level, using the same model, the (re)sale of goods sector accounts for an
estimated EUR 17.8bn in peer consumer spending per year (see Figure 9 ).
spend 2.7 times more in P2P transactions in the (re)sale sector compared to the
second -largest sector, the sharing/renting accommodation with 6.6. billion EUR annual
expenditure.

Peers

Expenditure in the sharing/renting accommodation sector is more than five times
higher than  for sharing/renting goods, odd jobs and ride sharing/hiring, where
expenditure is estimated at between 1 and 1.3 b illion EUR. Peers spend the least in
the sharing/hiring rides sector, which is 17.8 times smaller than the (re) sale of goods
sector °*.

“®Due to the low sample size considered in this studyds
possible to disaggregate expenditure per sector in each MS. Such a disaggregation would need to be solely

based, as Figure 8 is, on the different inte  rnet population in each MS, while keeping everything else equal

across MS.

survey
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Figure 9: Total estimated annual peer consumer spending in P2P online
markets, per sector, EU -28

Sharing/renting
accommodation

(€6.6bn)

(Re)sale goods sharing/ Sharing
rentin /hiring
oods jobs | rides

(€17.8bn) (er.3bn) [(EREBAN e

(€1bn)

Source: VVA analysis of Task 2 survey data, EC (2015). Provision of two online consumer surveys as
support and evidence base to a Commission study: Identifying the main cross -border obstacles to the
Digital Single Market and where they matter most.

Considering only the sectors that are inclu¥ded in t
definiton of the Acol | abor at i v di.e. eexaudirg nthe o(re)sale sector ), the
accommodation sector is clearly the largest collaborative sector in terms of

expenditure and ride hiring and sharing the smallest (Figure 10).

Figure 10 : Total estimated annual peer consumer spending in P2P markets,
per sector (without (Re)sale of goods), EU -28

Sharing/
renting

goods 0dd jobs
(€1.3bn) NET26R)

Sharing/renting
accommodation (€66bn) Sharing/hiring rides (€1bn)

Source: VVA analysis of Task 2 survey data, EC (2015). Provision of two online consumer surveys as
support and evidence base to a Commission study: Identifying the main cross -border obstacles to the
Digital Single Market and where they matter most.

%2 European Commission (2016). COMMUNICATION FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT, THE
COUNCIL, THE EUROPEAN ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COMMITTEE AND THE COMMITTEE OF THE REGIONS: A

European agenda for the collaborative economy. COM (2016) 356 Final.
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3.4.3 Peer provider revenue

On the peer provider side, Figure 11 shows, first that sharing/renting accommodation
is the sector where peers earn the most through P2P transactions , While earnings are
lowest in the  sharing/hiring rides sector.

Second, like for peer expenditure, the figure shows a large spread between mean and
median values. The meanis 3.68 times the median in the resale sector, and 2.38 the
median in sharing/renting accommodation.

Figure 11 : Mean and median annual P2P provider revenue, p er sector, EUR

EXPENDITURE
€0 € 200 € 400 € 600 € 800 € 1.000 €1.200

368 |

(Re)sale goods

295 |

Consumer durables

100
100
Transport 3 e

Accommodation

954

400 |

Odd jobs 280 |

115

OMean @O Median

Source: VVA analysis of Task 2 survey data

The differences between mean and median reported above can be explained by the

fact that a major part of expenditure (50 to 60%) and revenue (50 to 70%) is driven

by a small share of very active peer consumers and peer providers . Indeed, m ore than
half of the revenue and expenditure is generated by 10% of peers.

Such skewed levels of peer revenues were also found in the ING (2015) survey, which
reported an 8.3 -fold difference between the mean (EUR 2,500) and median (EUR 300)
peer revenue , and which found that that as much as 80% of revenue ends up in the
hands of 10% of peer providers 63 Comparing the same sectors and only considering
the providers who declared at least some earnings in the surv ey for this study , the top
10% of peer providers earn 56% of all revenues.

The survey data do not support assumption s regarding the predominance of specific
socio -demographic variables distinguishing P2P platforms users from internet users in

general , or that younger peers are more likely to regularly provide services on P2P
platforms . On the contrary, 35-54-year -olds earn and spend more than 18 -34-year -
olds in all five markets, and over 55 -year olds earn the highest revenues on
accommodation platforms.

The more likely explanation for the concentration of revenues and expenditure among
a small group of peers is that certain peers are much more frequently active. As

®]1 NG International Survey (2015) ,FORVAHPRICE RARND GROWTHSTIPPEDUFRIB
THE SHARING ECONOMY.
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