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Questionnaire on the Implementation of the European Waste List (EWL) as established by Commission Decision 2000/532/EC
 

Preliminary remarks  

The questionnaire covers a wide range of questions with regard to the application of the European Waste List (EWL). We kindly ask you to distribute  the questionnaire to other institutions, stakeholders and experts  that might be able to contribute to all or to some of the questions. 

Please fill in the questionnaire electronically and insert as many lines as needed for your answers.

Wherever it is more convenient for you to provide information in separate documents than to complete the questionnaire please feel free to do so. 

If you should refer in your answers to legal or other documents we kindly ask you to send these documents together with the questionnaire or to provide information on where the documents are available (e.g. link for download, institution, etc.).

Your institution might have commented on some aspects of the questionnaire already in previous studies or directly to the Commission. If this should be the case please feel free to attach the previous answers instead of completing the respective questions again, or indicate in which context and to whom the information had been provided. 

In case the questionnaire is completed by a sub-national institution the term “country” should generally be understood as the geographic area to which the provided information refers.

We kindly ask you the return the questionnaire by 30. November 2007 to  the contact address below. If you should have any questions please don’t hesitate to contact us.


Contact:
ARGUS GmbH, Franklinstr. 1, D-10587 Berlin, Germany



Juergen Gonser



Phone: 
+49 30 398060-0


Fax: 
+49 30 398060-55


Email: juergen.gonser@argus-statistik.de
Part 1: General information

Information on the institution

(1) Name of the institution: FNADE (French national association for depollution and environnement)


(2) Department/Unit: 


(3) Street / no.: 33 , rue de Naples 


(4) Postal code / city: 75 008 Paris 


(5) Please describe briefly the tasks of the institution. Focus on those tasks that are related to the application of the European Waste List.

Contact person 

(6) Name: PERRIN Claude  


(7) Position within the institution: FNADE permanent 


(8) Phone:+33 1 53 04 32 99


(9) Email:fnade@fnade.com internet site :www.fnade.com 


Part 2: Transposition and application of the EWL

(10) When did the European Waste List (EWL) become effective in your country for the permitting of treatment, recovery and disposal facilities and for the permitting of waste transports?

Decree 2002 540 - 18 april  2002

(11) Has the EWL been adapted to national requirements in the course of transposition, e.g. by modifications of individual waste codes or by introduction of new waste code? 
If yes, please describe the differences compared to the wording of Decision 2000/532/EC.

A new code has been introduced :17 06 05*
matériaux de construction contenant de l'amiante

(12) Has the classification procedure laid down in point 3 of the introduction to the Annex to Decision 2000/532/EC been modified in any way?
If yes, please describe the modifications compared to Decision 2000/532/EC.

No,it’s identical 


(13) Do there exist official guidance documents or tools in your country / region that are intended to support authorities and/or enterprises in the application of the EWL?
If yes, please name the document(s) / tool(s) and send them together with the completed questionnaire. If you cannot provide the document(s) for some reason then please give an overview of the character and the contents of the document(s) (target group, scope of the document, legal status, volume, date of publication, …) and indicate where the document is available. 

Yes: a guideline has been developed by FNADE and UNED in 2003, especially dedicated to mirror entries for landfilling  


UNED ( union of landfills operators )


Part 3: Practical application

Classification problems

(14) Which are according to your experience the most serious classification problems resulting from EWL application? 

(a) Please describe the problems and the concerned waste codes or materials. Sort the problems according to their relevance starting with the most serious one. 

(b) Specify the extent and the possible impact of the listed classification problems (e.g. frequency of the problem, burden to companies / administration, possible environmental impacts through misclassification, etc.)  

(c) Describe how the listed problems are handled in practice. 

(The most problematic situation encountered is the mirror entry for a lot of wastes destined to landfilling .We need to know how demonstrate that the waste is not hazardous .The use of chemical parameter H3 to H8 seemed to be insufficient to take into account the environnemental.effect .Only the H14 parameter could solve the issue .

(A second problem has arisen through the “99” code .each time a correct code cannot be found, waste is classified into “99” code but it is always considerated as NON hazardous, that’s not logical .only one code “99” has a mirror entry. 
(Another problem is the code 19 03

This codification was introduced for the aims of the Landfill Directive 99/31 which requests all waste must be pre-treated before landfilling .For hazardous wastes they can be stabilised .France has developed since 10 years stabilisation process but all hazardous wastes even pre treated still are considered as hazardous .In the case 19 03 , only hazardous wastes must be considered .So our proposal is to restrict the 19 03 to hazardous wastes stabilised /solidified ,deleting the two non hazardous code because the hazardous wastes remain hazardous especially after a solidification process and also after a stabilisation which suppose chemical reaction The foot note needs also to be clarify by a guideline ( a RECORD study has been run upon this methodology ,that we could provide you)
19 03
déchets dangereux stabilisés/solidifiés

19 03 04*
déchets catalogués comme dangereux, partiellement
 stabilisés

19 03 05
déchets stabilisés autres que ceux visés à la rubrique 19 03 04
19 03 06*
déchets catalogués comme dangereux, solidifiés
19 03 07
déchets solidifiés autres que ceux visés à la rubrique 19 03 06
The classification is not easy to use for industrial producers of waste and it is also not practical. The choice of a waste code is not easy and is sometimes subjective. There is a lack of training and communication on how to use this classification.

For example, in the last chapter (section 20): this chapter does not concern industrial waste, but sometimes producers use codes in this chapter (for example: 20 01 32) instead of using the appropriate code in the chapter of the activity. 

The use of the criteria H1 to H14 (annex 1) is really not clear and not easy. Industrial producers of waste need to be trained to learn how to use these hazardous properties (use of mirror code).

Need for additional waste codes

(15) Do you think there is a need for the introduction of additional waste codes in the EWL? 

(d) If yes, please list the waste types for which new codes should be added. 

(e) Please specify the characteristics (consistency, composition, hazard properties) and the origin (economic sector, technical process) of these waste types. 

(f) Please indicate to which waste codes the proposed waste types are assigned at present.

After a sorting operation of non hazardous wastes(in site operation), some non recoverable wastes remain in a mixing form. For such flux, no code is adapted. They need a commercial industrial wastes codification in 16 XX XX In the same time, the flux of non recoverable wastes of an external sorting plant could also be named as a 20 XX XX instead to be classified as 20 01 99 

(16) Do you think there is a need for the introduction of additional sections or chapters in the EWL? 
If yes, please specify the sections/chapters that should be added and give the reasons why they should be added. 

(Today through the extended responsibility of producer, a lot of wastes separate collection are run in MS. 
In order to optimise the statistics we propose to dedicate the “15” family to households like industrial wastes (except industrial production waste) and restrict the “20” family to the households wastes in which codes must be create to take into account flux such as EEEWastes, Plastics wastes , paper and so on . 

(A more precise codification must also be introduced into 19 12 family considering EEwastes .

(17) The EWL contains 69 waste codes with the ending “99” which are dedicated to non-hazardous waste types that cannot be assigned elsewhere.

(g) Please indicate which of the 99-codes are used in your country and give the respective quantities (annually generated amounts, preferably for year 2004).  


Example for a company that operates  5 hazardous landfill sites  , the use of code « 99 »  affetcs around 115 wastes for 7536 tons 

 For non hazardous wastes: 377 wastes that represent 600.000 tons 


(h) Which types of waste are allocated to the 99-codes in your country? Please specify the characteristics (consistency, composition, hazard properties,) and the origin (economic sector, technical process) of these waste types for each of the 99-codes used.

K1 : 040299, 050199, 060299, 060399, 060699, 060799, 060899, 060999, 061199, 061399, 070299, 070799, 080199, 080299, 100199, 100299, 100399, 100499, 100599, 100899, 100999, 101099, 101199, 101299, 110199, 120199, 160199, 160799, 190199, 190899, 200199..


K2 : 100999, 120199, 160199, 190899, 200199


(i) Do you consider the 99-codes as helpful or as problematic? Please describe the advantages and problems according to your experience. 

The « 99 » codes are particularly useful when no other code can fit. They enable to realise good statistics, if no 99 code exists, you have to choose the most appropriate and you distorts statistics .If there is a mirror entry for 99 codes , this would not be problematic  


(18) The EWL currently contains one waste code with the ending “98*”
 which is dedicated to hazardous waste that cannot be assigned elsewhere.

(j) Do you think the introduction of 98*-codes in other sections of the EWL would be helpful? If yes, please describe the cases in which 98*-codes would be desirable.

It would be helpful to double each code 99 by a mirror code 98 *, if a full and clear methodology exist to distinguish hazardous from non hazardous wastes.
(k) Which problems do you see if additional 98*-codes should be introduced? Please describe.

The most significative problem of this new mirror entry is linked to the use you do of it . The use of these two categories must be restrict  


Unnecessary waste codes

(19) Which of the about 840 waste codes of the EWL are not used in your country? Please list the respective waste codes. 

No idea


(20) Does the EWL contain waste codes, sections or whole chapters that should be deleted according to your experience? If yes, please list these codes, sections or chapters and specify the reasons why they should be deleted.

It seems there is no need to delete anything


Structure of the EWL

(21) The structure of the EWL in its present form is under discussion from different sides. The main criticism refers to:

· the lack of a hierarchical structure that would allow a meaningful aggregation of waste types; 

· the use of the origin of waste as a structuring element; 

· the non-compatibility with the structure of Annex VIII and IX of the Basel Convention.

Assuming that the structure of the EWL will be revised, which structural changes would you consider as most important? Please feel free to outline your ideas.

We just need a correspondence table between Basel convention and OCDE list WE think that the entry by wastes generation is convenient. We can easily link a waste to an economic sector


The most important problem in the structure of the EWL is the determination of the hazardous character of the waste. How to use the criteria H1 to H14? Which methodology?
The use of the origin of waste to classify the waste is a good thing and that should not change. But maybe the hierarchical structure inside each chapter should be different? 

To take into account the Stockholm Convention and the EU regulation 250 2004 on POP it would be helpful to integrate the POP into the hazardous substances that classified the wastes as hazardous .


(22) Do you consider the EWL a suitable classification for the compilation of waste statistics? What should be changed or improved in this regard according to your opinion? Please describe.

It’s a good way to set up statistics but it could be improved by publishing the EU statistics.
It could be a good solution to compile datas, but only if the use of this EWL is systematic and reliable. 
Part 4: Application of hazard criteria and mirror entries 

Property H9 “Infectious”

(23) Does there exist a definition of the hazard criteria H9 ‚infectious’ in your country? 

(l) If yes, please give the definition: 

Decree of November 1997 


(m) Are there specific definitions for different waste categories (e.g. health care waste, animal testing waste,)? If yes, please specify.

Yes, concerning health care waste.

 There is a specific regulation concerning health care waste. Health care waste can be disinfected, and then they can be considered as a municipal waste. It means, than the disinfected waste can be collected and treated as municipal waste, and then the use of the specific waste code is no more done.


(24) Which methods are used to determine whether a waste should be classified as hazardous on account of the criterion H9 ? Please describe the decision criteria and/or other approaches used, if necessary for the different categories of waste.

Different risk infectious under OMS rules, chemical 


No methodology to my knowledge. The approach consists in the use of the origin of the waste or the knowledge of the activity that produces the waste: Hospital, medical center, etc. These professions are aware of this problematic.


(25) What is your experience with the definition and the methods applied? What are the advantages and shortcomings? Please give an assessment, in particular with regard to the relevance of the results and the (analytical) burden on the health care sector and on companies.

A specific regulation is awaited for the management of disinfected wastes 


(26) For which waste types the property H9 might be relevant according to your experience? Please name the EWL-codes. 

A French Standard  X30 5norme NF X 30 503 : 2004  Réduction des risques microbiologiques et mécaniques par les appareils de prétraitement par désinfection des déchets d'activités de soins à risques infectieux et assimilés. is describing methodologies to check the infectious character of the wastes .


Problematic could appear when the chemical wastes are contaminated by elements like “prions” or legionellosis. 


Property H12 “Release of toxic or very toxic gases”

(27) Is the criterion H12 applied in your country? We applies some times when a waste through the stabilisation process releases by example hydrogen gaz .We request the hazardous character for this property . 


(28) Which methods are used to determine whether a waste should be classified as hazardous on account of the criterion H12? 

(n) Please describe the test methods and/or other approaches used. 

Chemical analysis of the gaz released .No specific test has been developed .Laboratories could run without problem the test .
(o) If analytical methods are applied:

· which parameters are analysed?

· which concentration levels are applied?

(29) What is your experience with the applied methods? What are the advantages and shortcomings? Please give an assessment, in particular with regard to the relevance of the results and the (analytical) burden on companies.

(30) For which waste types the property H12 might be relevant according to your experience? Please name the EWL-codes.

Code 10 03 20 


Property H13 “Substances which, after disposal, yield other substances with characteristics listed above”

(31) Is the criterion H13 applied in your country?  NO because is only concerns the above character and absolutely not the H14 characteristic ,which would be the H that need this H13 because what is usually tested is the release from wastes 


(32) Which methods are used to determine whether a waste should be classified as hazardous on account of the criterion H13?

(p) Please describe the calculation, the test methods and/or other approaches used. 

Leaching test under CEN standard EN 


(q) If analytical methods are applied:

· which parameters are analysed?

· which limit values are set for the release of toxic gases?

Parameters analysed: ecotoxicity 


(33) What is your experience with the applied methods? What are the advantages and shortcomings? Please give an assessment, in particular with regard to the relevance of the results and the (analytical) burden on companies.

(34) For which waste types the property H13 might be relevant according to your experience? Please name the EWL-codes.

For all the wastes that must be tested for H14 


Property H14 “Ecotoxic”

(35) Is the criterion H14 applied in your country? Yes 


(36) Which definitions are used to define “ecotoxicity” and on which legal documents are they based?

Ministry of environment run a lot of studies with INERIS especially to know te ecocompatibility of inert or non hazardous wastes in a reuse scenario for example road materials 


(37) Which methods are used to determine whether a waste should be classified as hazardous on account of the criterion H14? 

(r) Please describe the test methods and/or other approaches used. 

For landfilling scenario, H14 approach is described in the FNADE guidelines and is based on three types of test : 

On leachate 

2 Acute toxicity test s: ISO 11348-3 and ISO 6341


2 Chronic Toxicity test : inhibition of algal growth,Cerio daphnia dubia , or brachionus calyciflorus. 

On raw material waste : 

ISO11269-2 and pollutants effects on worm


(s) If test methods are applied:

· which parameters are analysed? 

· which concentration levels are applied?

See guidelines p 15 


(38) What is your experience with the applied methods? What are the advantages and shortcomings? Please give an assessment, in particular with regard to the relevance of the results and the (analytical) burden on companies.

The advantages is to have a methodology for a parameter which is the alone environmental one , very convenient for landfilling scenario 


The tests were chosen after a common study SITA /ADEME on 10 mirror entries wastes .the most discriminating ones were retained .the methodology has also an economical approach: starting  with acute test (the less expensive ) to the chronic , more longer and more expensive . If for the 1 step result is positive so wastes is hazardous .

(39) Can you give examples of waste types that are classified as hazardous on account of criterion H14 but would not be considered as hazardous according to any other H-criteria? If yes, please name the EWL-codes. 

Essai circulaire en cours sur H14


04 01 07 sludge without chromium, and to be exhaustive , see the guideline part 2 all waste potentially non hazardous ( no *) but considered by Landfill operators to be checked under H14.  


Properties H3 to H8, H10 and H11

(40) Which problems do you encounter in the application of the hazard criteria H3 to H8, H10 or H11 in practice? Please describe the problems separately for the each of the concerned H-criteria and indicate how these problems are handled.

The  problem for H3 to H8, which are translated into concentration of substances ,is linked to  the analysis of the substances classified in the risk .For waste , you never know all the substances inside .It’s not a preparation nor a substance .The substances approach that has been used is not adapted to wastes that concentrate all the fabrication defaults.


(41) Which approaches are taken in your country to reduce the analytical efforts for the application of the H-criteria under consideration? Please describe the approaches and give an assessment of their advantages and their shortcomings.

This approach is not really used .


Part 5: Laboratory analyses

(42) How many laboratory analyses are carried out in your country in order to determine whether a waste is hazardous or not? Please give the frequency (per year) and specify the number by waste codes and H-criteria. Please provide estimates if no statistics are available.

No answer


(43) If you are not able to provide the respective figures or estimates, where in your country might this information be available?

(44) Which laboratories carry out analyses to determine the hazard properties of waste on behalf of the waste generators, waste management companies or competent authorities? Please name the laboratories or attach a list, if possible. 

Most well known are  IRH, INERIS,Metz laboratories , POLDEN . 


Part 6: Other remarks

(45) If you should have any other remarks concerning the application and the structure or the EWL please feel free to describe it here.

�	Commission Decision 2000/532/EC of 3 May 2000 (OJ L 226, 6.9.2000, p.3), last amended by Council Decision 2001/573/EC of 23 July 2001 (OJ L 203, 28.7.2001, p.18 )


� 	Les processus de stabilisation modifient la dangerosité des constituants des déchets et transforment ainsi des déchets dangereux en déchets non dangereux. Les processus de solidification modifient seulement l'état physique des déchets au moyen d'additifs (par exemple, passage de l'état liquide à l'état solide) sans modifier leurs propriétés chimiques. 


� 	Un déchet est considéré comme partiellement stabilisé si, après le processus de stabilisation, il est encore, à court, moyen ou long terme, susceptible de libérer dans l'environnement des constituants dangereux qui n'ont pas été entièrement transformés en constituants non dangereux.


� 11 01 98* Other wastes containing dangerous substances





