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Basics of the ARN system 

• ARN was founded in 1993 (Auto Recycling Nederland); at first at 

voluntary basis, but later on a legal basis (EU directive) 

• ARN systems replaced a semi illegal system of 2500 car recyclers 

without proper regulation and control 

• Execute the producer responsibility (EPR) in recycling ELV’s (PRO) 

• Finance the recycling system through a disposal fee 

Nowadays 

• Monitored volume in ARN chain about 85%! 

• Recycling and recovery realization up to 96% 

• System costs funded through a recycling fee (€ 45 incl. 21%VAT) 

Recycling fee paid by the customers.  

• ARN handles all required reporting 
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Basics of the ARN system 

• Dismantler signs a contact with ARN (after fulfilling standards) 

 

• Dismantler removes fluids and tires 

 

• ARN organises the collection and treatment 

 

• ARN reimburses dismantler for the labour cost 

 

• ARN reports to the government 
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Recycling performance  
Re-use, recycling  and recovery in the chain of 
car recycling  

• Used parts sales at dismantler (incl. engines) 

Product re-use   24,1% 

• Metals at shredder companies (54,3%) 

• Dismantled ARN materials (5,6%) 

• Recycling materials at PST-plant (2,1%) 

Recycling    62,0%  

• Energy recovery shredder waste (5,3%) 

• Energy recovery ARN-materials (0,2%) 

• Energy recovery PST-plant (4,4) 

Energieterugwinning   9,9% 

TOTAL    96,0% 

Recycling 
86,1% 
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Processing ELV’s in the Netherlands 

De-registration Reuse parts  Draining fluids 

Car dismantler (ATF) 

Metals 

Shredder Industry  

 

New products 

Post Shredder 
Technology (PST) 

Metal separation Shredder residue 
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Facts and figures 
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28 EU member states: many differences in 
implementation 1 
• At EU level 3 directives introduce EPR as a policy approach: the ELV 

Directive, the new WEEE Directive, the Batteries Directive. 
•    
• EPR is widely used in support of implementation of Packaging and 

Packaging Waste Directive, although the Directive itself does not 
impose the principle.  

 
• Also for Car tyres 20 out of 28 MS have adopted EPR 
 
• In addition article 8 of the Waste Framework Directive sets some 

principles for the implementation of EPR by Member States 
 
• “In order to strengthen the re-use and the prevention, recycling and 

other recovery of waste, Member States may take legislative or non-
legislative measures to ensure … that (producer of the product) has 
extended producer responsibility” 
 

• EU waste legislation currently gives  a global framework for 
implementation of EPR. The MS are responsible for implementation 
and operational aspects in National legislation  
 



Differences in implementation 2 

• Lack of transparency and availability of reliable data (difficult to 
distinguish between household and commercial waste, 
confidentiality, cost coverage, market structure, methods of data 
collection) 

• Best performing schemes are not always the most expensive, fees 
paid by producers vary greatly 

• No single EPR model emerges as the best performing and most cost-
effective (due to differences in population density, geography, waste 
management infrastructure, value of secondary materials on national 
markets, Awareness and willingness of citizens to participate, 
existence of complementary waste policy instruments like payt, 
landfill taxes and bans 

 

Schemes vary in: 

• financial responsibility 

• (partial) organizational responsibility  

 

 

 



Evolutions of PRO systems 

Initially: 

Financing collection, treatment of the product at its end of life by 
collecting fees and redistributing the corresponding  financial 
amounts 

Managing the corresponding data 

Organizing and supervising these activities 

 

Two main evolutions have occurred 

Where the initial fees paid by Producers represented only  a 
partial contribution to solid waste management costs; the 
operational cost coverage by producers fees has gradually 
increased , sometimes reaching 100 % 

Whereas PRO were initially created as entities whose role was 
merely to aggregate the producers financial contribution, their 
role has been drifting towards more operational interventions 
and a broader scope of action (data management, organizing 
operations. Launching bids, communication campaigns) 

 

 



ELV’s 

Recycling and re-use rates vary from 64% to 96% 

Annual fees differ  from no fee at all to 45 €/vehicle (NL) or even 
66 € vehicle 

Wide gap is due to the fact that some PRO actually cover (part 
of) collection and treatment cost (and some countries don’t have 
a PRO at all (Germany) 
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Recycling and re-use ELV’s 2011, Eurostat 



Typ hier de titel van de presentatie | bv 1 januari 2009 | 17 





Competition amongst PRO’s 
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Guiding principles needed 

• Definitions and objectives should be clarified (ecodesign?) 

• Responsibilities and roles of each actor should be clearly defined along the 
whole product life cycle 

• Design and implementation of an EPR scheme should at least ensure the 
coverage of the full net costs related to separate collection and treatment 
of end-of-life products (what about the costs for public awareness raising, 
prevention actions? ) 

• A clear and stable framework is necessary in order to ensure  fair 
competition with sufficient surveillance and equal rules for all, supported 
by enforcement measures (including sanctions) 

• Transparency is required on the performance’s and costs of EPR schemes 

• Key definitions and reporting modalities should be harmonized at EU level 

• Member states and obligated Industry should be co-responsible for the 
monitoring and surveillance of EPR schemes and should ensure that 
adequate means of enforcement are in place 

 

 

 



Thank you for listening! 


