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ACEA Statement for Joint Council Hearing on 19 February, 2009

ACEA is grateful for the opportunity to amplify the comments on the Japanese recycling
system delivered by JAIA on its behalf at the hearing of the Joint Council on 9 December,
2008. : ‘

The ACEA statement was intended to highlight the differences in approach to the recycling
of ELVs between Japan and the EU. Any recycling system must balance the administrative
cost of obtaining accurate data against the environmental benefit of reducing inaccuracies to a
minimum. The political authorities in Japan and the EU have reached different conclusions as
to where the balance of advantage lies. ACEA does not seek to challenge the basis on which
the Japanese ELV law has been constructed. That is a decision for Japan. But in its statement,
it sought to point out that an alternative approach is possible. The cost of the infrastructure

_needed to operate the Japanese system is well known. The cost of setting up that system and
of its operation represents the principal difference between the cost of recycling in Japan and
the EU.

To summarise, in the EU, the vehicle owner is not required to pay a recycling fee. Instead,

_ the appropriate disposal and recycling of ELVs are guaranteed through the commercial
transactions between the participants in the recycling system. By contrast, in Japan, the
vehicle owner must bear the cost of recycling. The vehicle owner covers the cost of the
treatment and recycling of the three prescribed items for which the vehicle manufacturer etc
is responsible. Furthermore, the vehicle owner must pay an administration fee to cover the
cost of the maintenance of the IT infrastructure, to which the vehicle manufacturer etc also
contributes. ACEA does not object to the Japanese system, but it does consider that, at
present, the Japanese system generates substantial costs which have no counterpart in the EU
recycling system.

Just as METI and JAMA do not publish data on the cost of recycling in Japan, so neither the
European Commission nor ACEA collects aggregate data on the cost of recycling in the EU.
As the 2008 JAMA mission to Europe discovered, the free take back provisions of the EU
ELV Directive are working well. The low number of vehicles which have been returned to
ACEA members for recycling suggests that in the EU the recycling of ELV’s continues to
operate effectively according te market principles. National and local authorities
continuously check to ensure that recycling businesses meet the legal environmental
requirements.

EU Member States, in accordance with Commission Decision 2005/293/EC, which
prescribed “detailed rules on the monitoring of the reuse/recovery and reuse/recycling targets
set out in Directive 2000/53/EC” began in 2008 to report progress in achieving the recycling
quotas. Although some Member States have not achieved the recycling and recovery targets
in the first monitoring period, ACEA is confident that the targets will be met in the near
future. There remain however some differences in the way in which data is collected and
consolidated by Member States. Since the EU Directive requires Member States to collect the
data on recycling rates, ACEA is not in a position to provide this information. ACEA
suggests that it would be more appropriate for the Council to obtain this information through
diplomatic channels.
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