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Apologized: Nicolas Garnier (Amorce), Jacques Allard (Intradel), Pentti Rantala (Tampere Regional Solid Waste Management), Luk Van Wassenhove (INSEAD).

Introduction of the Meeting by Christof Delatter 
Self introduction by participants. Two new members are welcomed: Frédérique Mongodin (RREUSE) and Jean-Jacques Dohogne (ACR+ secretariat).

The minutes of the 4th meeting, held in Brussels on 26 March 2008, are adopted without comments and/ or changes.
	"Round table whereby each participant elaborates on the evolution of the implementation of the WEEE and RoHS directives in his/her country"


Italy - Gian Andre Fucigna

Marche Region has been charged by the Italian Ministry of Infrastructure and Transport to draw up a pilot project targeting the household electrical equipments sector, and the public and private logistics including the management of these goods when they reach the end of life. The Marche Region is an important EEE producer and namely, the district of Fabriano is well known for its electrical household equipments production at European level.
By this project a survey was carried out on the regional territory and it showed some interesting data about WEEE collection. For instance, that this covers 97% of municipalities and that collection centers are usually managed by municipalities themselves or by consortium of municipalities; the total WEEE for the regional territory should reach 6.000 tons by 2009 and about 7.000 tons by 2013.
The production chain and its logistics are not a real matter of concern, but when it comes to the collection of WEEE the framework arising from the national regulation creates some confusion on competences among different actors.
By the above mentioned project Marche Region tried to answer to these questions, thus improving communication between public and private parties. This project aimed to rationalize the logistic chain and this objective was achieved by the active involvement of different stakeholders (as waste collection enterprises and retailers). The project proposes to develop a small amount of public managed WEEE platforms and to promote the producers' consortiums WEEE collection. It also provides a web based information system allowing the different actors to share data and improve procedures. 

Problems: 

· recent national regulations created some confusion on competences among different actors: if municipalities are responsible for the first segment (collection centres), producers have to organize the transport to the recovery and disposal centres, but the same regulation allows producers’ consortiums to create their own centres. Such a regulation makes coordination between municipalities and producers desirable and this is precisely the reason why national consortiums decided to create a Coordination Centre;

· municipal centres are usually not adequate for WEEE collection;
· difficulties related to the legal framework are confirmed by the circumstance that the new regulation on the financing of WEEE management by the EEE producers, which was supposed to come into force by 31/12/2008, has been delayed to 31/12/2009;
· prevention must be at the top of waste management: EEE can be re-used, but the existing regulations don’t pay enough attention to this topic.

Spain (Catalonia) – Maria Vidal Tarrason

945 municipalities, 6.7 million inhabitants. 9 different WEEE collection systems in place. Some of them specialized in certain fractions, other for all fractions. Some of them might lose their authorization. Local authorities receive an economic compensation from the producers. The amount depends on the number of fractions: 5 different fractions = 85 Euro/ton, 3 different fractions = 43 Euro/ton and everything mixed together = 15 Euro/ton.
A communication campaign was launched. Waiting for the evaluation of this campaign to start a new campaign.
Problems: difficulties to reach the target of 4kh/inh/y. Some WEEE is leaking away on municipal sites, mainly through own personnel. Some leakage through distribution sector.

Portugal - Patricia Carvalho
Two entities are responsible in Portugal: ERP and a national entity. Strong competition between both. LIPOR works with ERP. Collection points in shopping malls. Collection increased in 2008. Acceptance is legally enforced. Two different fees: one for collection (25 euro/T) and one for sorting/logistics (71 euro/T). 
Collection of scrap metal decreases while the collection of WEEE is increasing. More or less 1 kg/inh/y collected (latest figures). A protocol for reuse is established with ERP. A workshop has been set up for this purpose.

Problems: leakage
Germany – Christoph Becker
According to the government Germany has a perfect system and no problem is encountered. Municipalities are not compensated for the collection of WEEE. No information is provided on how/ where the WEEE is recycled. Less than 40% of the CFC are recovered.
Problems: organized leakage which was part of the deal for not having to finance municipalities
Netherlands – Maarten Goorhuis
Stable situation. 2 major collection systems since 1999.  Part of the collection paid to municipalities till 2006. Since 2006 industry has set up own collection system. They do not longer pay the municipalities. Municipalities look at alternatives such as marketing themselves the WEEE with positive value (as to 60% of the large household appliances). More and more WEEE is handled by the scrap metal sector. Officially 5.6 kg/inh/y collected. Unofficially much more.
Problems: Very difficult negotiation with industry for the moment. By March 2009 a deal should be reached otherwise NVRD will initiate a court case.

France – Laurence Bouret
Rudologia is involved in the collection of light bulbs. 30% of generated bulbs are separately collected. Containers offered for free for the collection of the bulbs. Rudologia is mainly involved in communication and training for local authorities as for the private sector. 4 collection systems/ bodies (ERP, Eco-systems, Ecologic,…). 
Problems: Lack of transparency by collection systems/ bodies. Lack of information to municipalities. Competition between collection systems/ bodies
Flanders – Christof Delatter
The bulk of WEEE is collected at civic amenity centers. Only few are collected from the stores/ distributors. Two options possible: either organized by Inter municipality waste agencies and brought to the transfer station or a private company picks up at civic amenity centre. Reuse is done at civic amenity centers as soon as possible. Personnel receives specific training for this (recognizing, handling, storing,…). More than 8kg/inh/y is collected. Recupel is the entity responsible for WEEE. Contract to be renegotiated. Currently the fees for container parks and transfer stations are not enough to cover the costs. Recupel not willing to pay more. Pressure is set by the Minister to raise the fees to 69 Euro/ ton at civic amenity centers and if transfer station used (including pre-sorting) an additional 100 Euro/ton (= total of 169 Euro/ton).
Problems: some leakage (not in civic amenity centers). Difficult negotiations with Recupel. Small WEEE (how to store at collection point). Procurement rules do not apply which gives problems to contracts offered (one contractor for transport, large quantities of WEEE to a few companies only,…). Market should be organized for smaller quantities and as such should have more contractors/ sub contractors. Illegal exports by companies having a contract with Recupel noticed. Exported as reused material (easy money). Illegal trade does not originate from municipalities but rather from shops/ retailers. 
Iceland – Ludvik E Gustafsson (see presentation attached as annex 2)
Sweden – Gunnel Klingberg
In operation since 2003. Collection rate (2006 figures) = 18 kg/inh/y. Practical way of implementing. 1 producer organization is organizing all. Some try individual producer responsibility. Municipalities do not receive money for the collection. In the future they will get.
Problems: DG enterprise allows the market to be role player. According to them local authorities will solve their own problems. However, municipalities will always be a role player as they will always receive a certain amount of WEEE.

RREUSE – Frédérique Mongodin
Implementation of reuse is required but for the moment not handled as a priority. Very few countries have something in place for this. Design of products should take care of reuse (design for repair). Decision makers should be more aware of the waste hierarchy as mentioned in the waste framework directive.
Problems: illegal shipments: enforcement of the law required. Need to differentiate between export for reuse and export of leakages (waste).

Brussels Capital Region – Marco Jadot
In Belgium more or less 9 kg/inh/y is collected. In Brussels 4kg/inh/y. In 2005 the Brussels Region started a B2B system. For the moment 35 to 45 plants available of which 15 recognized by the authorities. 
Problems: A lot of leakages however in the Brussels Region. Strong opposition of the WEEE-forum on the implementation of the WEEE-directive.

	Summarizing

· Move into the right direction

· Fees are more and more initiated

· Old problems (such as leakages…) remain or got worse.


	"Short explanation by chairman Christof Delatter on the (own) communication done in the last months with regard to the revised directives"


· The position paper was on the website of the EC. Most WEEE-PIN members entered this paper to the EC.
· Contact all bodies in member states to send this position paper to EC. Only very few members did this.

· Christof Delatter was present during the Green Week and was involved in a debate on the WEEE issue.

· Revision of the WEEE-directive was a closed process until first draft came out. This draft was not treated with confidentiality (was sent to industry and WEEE-forum). They reacted furiously. WEEE-PIN also took the opportunity to write a letter to the EC (via 5 commissioners). Not all the WEEE-PIN members send this letter through.

	“The revised WEEE and RoHS directives”

Presentation by Maarten Goorhuis (NVRD)




See annexe 3 
	Discussion following the presentation of Maarten Goorhuis


Christof Delatter: the problem of the WEEE directive is not necessarily the inconsistency but the implementation. If the old directive (2002/2003) were to be implemented, a lot of problems would have been solved already.

Christoph Becker: a paper was published to change annex 2: canceling the obligation to remove CFC from fridges. Germany, Austria, Belgium, the Netherlands and the UK were against it. However they might be successful. Christof Delatter mentions that separate targets for recovery of all CFC should also be taken care of in other regulation (BREF’s on waste management).

Laurence Bouret mentions that Rudologia is participating in the advisory committee of the WEEE-forum. They might get information on what will happen or strategies from the WEEE-forum.

Patricia Carvalho raises the issue of registration. She would like to know the exact amount of appliances sold in and to Portugal. A common methodology will have to be drafted in order to calculate and register the country sales per member states.

The 65% collection rate will be reached by independent systems at national level. Collection systems will differ across Europe and should thus not be harmonized.

The issue of real costs calculation is brought up. What are the real costs for the collection? Does it include the surveyors’ time at the civic amenity centers? This has been calculated and taken care of in Belgium and the Netherlands.

Jean-Pierre Hannequart refers to the new framework directive and the waste hierarchy propagated in it. Why is this WEEE-directive not following this logic. Why are there no real design requirements? There is no derogation (specific cases for which legislation does not apply) in this directive. This WEEE-directive is the first directive appearing after the waste framework directive has been adopted. One might expect that it might affect the WEEE directive. Why has no proper distinction been made between reuse and recycling.

Marco Jadot suggests using the proposed 5% increase under the chapter recovery targets (55%, 70% or 80% according to the categories shall be prepared for re-use and recycled) to be earmarked for reuse. From a strategic point of view, this seems an interesting approach.
Christof Delatter does not understand why the industry is making such a fuss about the revised WEEE directive. They were responsible to make the change „ must“ by „should encourage“. They got whet they wanted anyway.

Marco Jadot presents a calculation with regard to results: if one compares the collected WEEE in 2007 to what has been put on the market in the Brussels Region in 2005/2006 the following figures appear: 44% fridges, 83% televisions and 26% of small appliances collection rate.
Jean-Pierre Hannequart raises the issue of annex 1 ‚waste shipments’: why not having a national certification process which would give more transparency on export. This could be discussed with people on local level who do the control. Others feel that it might be OK to support what is in the draft texts now, except that a special approach is needed for reuse within the EU Market.
	Strategy and to do’s for months to come


The ACR+ secretariat will undertake the following actions:
1. Resend the letter on the issue of ‘full cost recovery’ sent to WEEE-PIN members in November and requests them to send this letter to the 5 commissioners.

2. Based on the focus points as presented in Maarten Goorhuis’ presentation draft a letter indicating the problems. Maarten Goorhuis will work out a first short document for this in cooperation with Christof Delatter. This letter is to be sent to all WEEE-PIN members who on their turn will transfer it to their National Contact Points. The focus points are: 1. Get full coverage of cost in Directive instead of encouragement to cover all costs, 2. Set regulations on the visible fee regarding the way actual costs are calculated, how funds are monitored and controlled and transparency for the public, 3. Separate status and target for reuse (in line with the new WFD) and 4. Support the 65% collection target, now mentioned in the texts. This document will also be used during contacts with the commission and the rapporteur, and the new members of EP.
3. In order to counter the continuous accusations by the industry that municipalities are putting money in their pocket by trading themselves the best (positive value) appliances come up with objective data to counter argue this statement.  Find out the amounts of the different WEEE categories (previous annex 1 categories (10)) in kg/inh/y, indicate the ones with positive value, and deduct the ones with positive value from the figures so as to find out what would remain If municipalities were acting the way the industry says they do. This information should then be communicated to the Commission.

4. Make arrangements to meet the person replacing Kurt Van der Herten at the commission in order to make them supportive for our concerns. The person is Orsolya Csorba (tel. secretariat 02/2959087). Christof Delatter, preferably with one or two other WEEE-PIN members, will meet her.
5. Write a letter to all WEEE-PIN members requesting them to provide us with information on the financial reserves set aside in banks by recovery organizations. This information should be easily accessible through annual reports (have to publish this by law). It is important to mention the year for which the figures apply.
Maarten Goorhuis (lead) and Christof Delatter (support) have been asked to write a small document based on the discussion of today highlighting and elaborating on the focus points as mentioned above. This document will also take into consideration key elements of the position paper and inputs from the stakeholder consultation. This document will then be used for lobby work with regard to the vote of the revised WEEE directive by the parliament end of this year.
Christoph Becker will work out a short document about the problems of the treatment standards. As those are discussed in technical committees, WEEE-PIN members will then be invited to address this problem to their national contact persons.
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