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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:


(2) Department/Unit: 


(3) Street / no.: 


(4) Postal code / city:


(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:


(7) Position within the institution:


(8) Phone:


(9) Email:


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?

(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.

(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.

(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. 

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. 

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.

(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. 

(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).  


(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.

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

(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.

(k) Which problems do you see if additional 98*-codes should be introduced? Please describe.

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. 

(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.

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.

(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.

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: 

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

(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.

(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.

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

Property H12 “Release of toxic or very toxic gases”

(27) Is the criterion H12 applied in your country? 


(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. 

(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.

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

(31) Is the criterion H13 applied in your country? 


(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. 

(q) If analytical methods are applied:

· which parameters are analysed?

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

(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.

Property H14 “Ecotoxic”

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


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

(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. 

(s) If test methods are applied:

· which parameters are analysed? 

· which concentration levels are applied?

(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.

(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. 

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.

(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.

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.

(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. 

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 )


� 11 01 98* Other wastes containing dangerous substances





