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Summary report 
Stakeholder workshop on the implementation 
of the Extractive Waste Directive 
14

th
 March 2017 

 

 

1. Purpose of this report 

The purpose of this report is to provide an analysis of the results of the seminar and aspects to be 

incorporated into the final report.  Furthermore, it keeps presents a record of the main points made and 

discussed by stakeholders attending the ‘Stakeholder workshop on the implementation of the Extractive 

Waste Directive’, held on 14
th 

March 2017.   

The following Annexes are included: 

 Annex A: main points recorded during the workshop; 

 Annex B: agenda for the meeting; 

 Annex C: list of attendees; 

 Annex D: background paper provided to delegates prior to the meeting; and  

 Annex E: presentation used during the workshop.  

2. Introductions 

The Commission outlined the purpose of the day and background to the work to date regarding review of 

implementation of the Extractive Waste Directive (EWD).  In particular, the Commission noted the objective 

of the seminar was to gather feedback on possible solutions for improving the implementation of the 

Directive.   

It was noted that the seminar is supported by a study on the implementation of the EWD that has been 

initiated by the Commission. The main driver for the study resulted from the conclusion that the information 

received by Member States in the context of the required triannual reporting does not allow a full assessment 

of Member States' performance regarding the implementation of the Directive or on the reasons for any 

possible shortcomings, either in its entirety or regarding specific provisions. The aims of the study are to: 

 Provide a comprehensive overview of the implementation of the Directive, indicating possible 

difficulties in their implementation and, if possible, exposing the root causes; and  

 Address the specific provisions relating to the management of Cat. A facilities, the use of 

cyanide based technologies, the stability of tailing dams and ponds, and the reprocessing of 

closed mining sites.  

It was noted that the study is not yet complete. Once finalised, it will be made publicly available in the second 

half of 2017. 
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The Commission invited all delegates to provide brief introductions to their organisations and their roles.  The 

consultants then made a series of presentations to set the context for each theme and to summarise initial 

findings of the work.  After each presentation workshop participants provided comment and discussion was 

moderated by the Commission.  The main points recorded for each theme are presented in the following 

sections. 

3. Analysis 

The following presents the key aspects made at stakeholder workshop of 14th March 2017 that 
require incorporation and consideration in the analysis within the final project report.  For a detailed 
record of comments made by stakeholders, refer to Appendix A. 

Member State enforcement and control 

 A variety of approaches are used regarding facility inspection including: 

o Risk based whereby inspection frequencies are determined in relation to the nature of risks 

presented by the facilities; 

o Self-assessment, whereby site operators or independent experts audit sites and send 

reports to the competent authority; 

o Global inspection whereby inspections are not specific to the site; 

o Inspection processes based on checklist approaches referring to the facility Waste 

Management Plans (WMPs); and  

o Inspection processes were noted to differ across regions within some Member States. 

 Some Member States called for a ‘checklist’ of principal questions/issues.  Such a list should 

concentrate on the main aspects and not extend to detail; 

 There was a recognition that there should be a minimum level of competence for inspectors 

carrying out facility inspections; 

 Clear distinction between monitoring that is required as a condition of permits which may be 

carried out in detail and inspections which may review the monitoring carried out; 

 A call for clarification of who does what and when in the inspection process; 

 Proportionality of inspections is required (e.g. Cat. A; non-Cat. A to be differentiated between 

inert and non-inert); and  

 The 2012 report on inspections was seen as a good basis for further work on EWD facility 

inspections. 

Waste facility classification 

 Overall, definitions of waste and for a waste facility in the existing legislation and Decisions 

were considered as sufficiently clear by the industry and several representatives from Member 

States.  The issue of discrepancies in waste facility classification across Member States may 

rather be one of ensuring accurate and consistent reporting than unclear definitions; 

 However one Member State called for a clarification of the definition of ‘extractive waste’ and 

another stressed the importance of the first indent of Annex III of EWD on Cat. A (regarding 

‘incorrect operation’) which may be useful to consider in any future EC guidance which would 

help ensure consistent interpretation; and  

 A compliance promotion exercise could address such issues as well as issues of reporting 

inconsistences. 
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Permitting 

 There was a call for clarification of the interlinkages between EWD permits and other regimes 

(such as the Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) and Seveso) which could be addressed in 

guidance. 

Financial guarantee 

 There would be value in discussing best approaches to financial guarantee involving necessary 

stakeholders (e.g. insurance companies and financial and legal sector stakeholders); 

 Various suggestions regarding approaches were made including legally binding agreements 

accessible by Member States, the inclusion of aspects such as company financial stability and 

facility risk in determining the level of guarantee, and the determining of good practice on 

calculating the amount of required guarantee; and  

 The subject of financial guarantees and discussion of possible options and/or good practice 

could be a potential theme of work for the European Union Network for the Implementation and 

Enforcement of Environmental Law (the IMPEL network). 

Waste management plan 

 The scope of the development of guidance needs further clarification in respect of the aspects 

of WMPs that Member States would value guidance on; 

 If developed, guidance should be at a generic level and not attempt to address detailed (i.e. 

site or process specific) aspects; and  

 Where good practice examples of WMPs are developed, such examples should include WMPs 

for both Cat. A and non-Cat. A facilities to enable the examples of appropriate WMPs to be 

demonstrated.  The varying degrees of risk and size of facilities should also be considered if 

developing example WMPs.  Consideration of guidance for facilities in or nearing closure 

phase may also be important. 

Transboundary effects 

 There is no need for specific guidance on transboundary aspects for mining waste accidents; 

and  

 Of most importance is the rapid communication and cooperation between Member States in 

the event of an incident.  To facilitate this, a web-based list of key contact points, kept up-to-

date would could ensure quick and effective communications. 

Inventory of closed extractive waste facilities 

 The TAC guidance has been referred to by several Member States in the development of their 

inventories of closed facilities; and  

 Regarding the usefulness of a possible EU-wide inventory, stakeholders had mixed views.  The 

most important aspect was perhaps that the inventories were available in Member States and 

needed to be kept up to date.  It was noted that there may be some benefit in understanding 

potential transboundary impacts of closed facilities where they are adjacent to Member State 

borders. 

Cyanide-based processes in gold production 

 No further alternatives to those already identified were noted to be available at a commercial 

scale; and  
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 It was remarked that some of the alternative reagents present similar or greater environmental 

risks than cyanide. 
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Appendix A  
Main points recorded during the workshop 

A.1 Member State enforcement and control 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Do you consider the approach proposed in the external report mentioned above
1
 as fit for 

purpose? If not, please provide suggestions for improvement. Is the ambition level proposed in 

this report proportionate to the risks to be managed?  

 Do you have any examples of good practices relating to inspection of extractive waste facilities 

that could be replicated in other Member States?  

Comments and discussion 

 HU (Hungary): currently has no list of good practice or checklist for inspection.  Each site is 

treated individually.  It would be useful to have a list of principal questions for inspections.  HU 

agrees that guidelines could serve as a basis to set up general principles but a checklist would 

be too specific; 

 SE (Sweden): has a system of self-assessment by operators (which is delivered by the 

operator or consultants).  Self-assessments are sent to the inspector of competent authority.  

SE has previously provided an opinion on the 2012 report
2
.  SE considers that inspection 

frequency should be based on risk assessment.  SE noted that it is developing a long-term 

strategy for the management of extractive waste and part of this strategy will be the 

development of good practice for extractive waste management.  Proper waste 

characterisation in the short and long-term is essential; 

 EE (Estonia): has a similar self-reporting system as SE; 

 ES (Spain): the 2012 report is good.  ES has a specific site-based approach.  ES is unsure 

whether its inspections for non-Cat. A facilities are fit for purpose hence guidelines would be 

appreciated; 

 FR (France): due to no formal template for inspection, different regions have varying 

approaches to inspection, hence a checklist would be useful which would need to be 

translated.  Note that inspections are carried out by inspectors of ‘classified installations’ 

covering all types of industrial installations; 

 IT (Italy): there are differences between the north and south of IT regarding approach to 

inspections.  Inspections in the north are considered better than inspections in the south.  

Across 20 regions, the result is differences in approach and problems with collection of data.  

The Ministry in IT is working on harmonising inspections and collecting data, using the EC 

information request as a template.  It would hope that an EU checklist would assist with a 

better, more consistent approach to inspections; 

 HR (Croatia): Does not have mining activities nor Cat A facilities.  It is important to distinguish 

between waste and materials that can be reused; 

                                                           
1
 Final report on ‘Establishment of guidelines for the inspection of mining waste facilities, inventory and rehabilitation 

of abandoned facilities and review of the BREF document’, 2012 at 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/mining/pdf/Inspection-Rehabilitation_BREF_report.pdf  
2
 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/mining/pdf/Annex4_comments_guidance.pdf 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/mining/pdf/Inspection-Rehabilitation_BREF_report.pdf
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 CY (Cyprus): has 13 facilities falling under the Extractive Waste Directive (EWD).  The 

delegate coordinates permit issuing and inspections.  For inspections, a checklist is developed 

on the basis of Article 5 of the EWD on Waste Management Plans, and then checks are made 

whether the operator complies with the measures required.  CY would appreciate guidance 

from the Commission on inspections.  Operator provides chemical analysis of waste which is 

reported every year to competent authorities; 

 IE (Ireland): system is based on self-monitoring regime.  The onus for inspection is on the 

operator in the first instance.  The permit specifies the inspections to be carried out by the 

operator or an independent expert.  There are three possible levels of inspection – self, 

independent expert or by the competent authority.  IE has used the 2012 report as a basis, but 

has struggled with some definitions therein (e.g. ‘onsite engineer’, ‘site owner’, ‘independent 

expert’ – what defines ‘independent’?  Can they be involved in the design of a facility? What is 

an ‘independent audit’?  Definition of ‘non-compliance’?).  The approach used in IE is a 

combination of that used for the (old) IPPC regime and EWD requirements.    EWD itself does 

not provide clarity on all requirements, so guidelines would be helpful.  So far IE has used 

Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) requirements for inspection as a template.  IE considers 

that the 2012 work has scope for improvement, perhaps providing more technical guidelines, 

with further guidance on definitions; 

 PL (Poland): considered the guidance document should be checklist of main issues (i.e. not 

going into fine details).  PL noted that the mandatory use of independent experts could be a 

problem for PL due to the fact that it is optional at present in PL legal system; 

 DK (Denmark): interested to learn from the experience of other Member States; 

 Euromines (Industry, EU): there should be a distinction between monitoring required by the 

permit (based on permit and the Best Available Techniques Reference document (BREF)) and 

inspections.    It was noted that different models are used in different Member States and that 

guidance on who does what and when would provide useful clarity (but this need not be 

completely harmonised).  Euromines stated its preference for a three-tier system with the 

involvement of operators, independent inspectors and governments (competent authorities).  

Proportionality of the degree of inspections is important, i.e. guidelines applicable to Cat. A 

facilities may not be applicable to non-Cat. A facilities.  Euromines has examples of good 

practice on inspections from SE, FI, PL, and PT: 

o Commission: it was noted that the 2012 report already distinguishes between Cat. A and 

non-Cat. A facilities. 

 Austrian Mining & Steel Association (Industry, AT): was in agreement with Euromines’ 

comments, particularly regarding proportionality of inspections.  Inspections should be based 

on risk. 

 SveMin (Industry, SE, also representing Euromines): supports what stated by Euromines and 

Austrian Mining and Steel Association.  SveMin expressed concern regarding the use of 

checklists as there is no replacement for the competence of an inspector. There is a need for 

requirements on competence in the guidelines.  SE is dealing mainly with Cat. A facilities, 

hence with a checklist based approach inspections may not focus on the main issues, hence a 

risk-based approach is necessary.  Competence is required in both the competent authorities 

and independent inspectors; a checklist is not a substitution for competence; 

 Fundacja rt (NGO, PL): The lack of availability of inspection reports is an issue; a list of Cat. A 

facilities should be made public.  Suggested that there should be a checklist for Member State 

owned facilities that is different to non-Member State owned facilities; 

 AGQ Mining and Bioenergy on behalf of Aminer (Association of Andalusian extractive and 

related industry [i.e. research, analysis, services]) (Industry, ES): would welcome guidelines on 

inspection.  Would like inspections to be linked to permitting requirements to avoid the 

duplication of effort; 
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 SOMINCOR (Industry, PT): we mainly deal with Cat. A facilities hence it is important to have 

good guidelines that should not be too detailed.  SOMINCOR uses various guidelines 

(including from Canada) regarding inspections.  They considered that inspections should be 

linked to particular site requirements. SOMINCOR stressed that they support Euromines’ 

position; 

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): there is a need to examine the competence of inspectors.  

A SE audit concluded that financial guarantees are not sufficient to manage issues.  Welcomes 

the Commission’s plans to take forward guidelines on inspections.  Considers that inspections 

need to take account of wider issues, e.g. is the company economically fit for purpose to 

manage the associated facilities; 

 Eusalt (Industry, EU): no comments in addition to those of Euromines'; 

 Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group (Industry, TR-EU): questioned whether there 

have been failures due to a lack of inspection.  Asserted that failures occur at sites +20 years 

old and that more recent mines are managed using strictest requirements.  Questioned 

whether the same requirements should apply to old vs. new waste facilities.  Noted that 

inspections should focus on checking the integrity of the systems in place.  Monitoring is done 

against parameters identified in the permit.  Guidelines should not be too detailed; 

 Commission: observed that no one suggested that the guidelines should be updated hence 

could it be concluded that the 2012 report is fit for purpose, whilst noting that monitoring and 

inspections are two distinct aspects.  Noted that expertise and competence is an issue that 

requires addressing and also that proportionality of the guidelines is important: 

o Industrial Minerals Association (Industry, EU): noted that the chapter in the 2012 report on 

monitoring was only of partial interest as it focusses on if monitoring can be done rather than 

if monitoring is needed; and  

o Euromines: expects Best Available Techniques (BAT) conclusions on monitoring to be in the 

revised draft of the BREF
3
.  

A.2 Waste facility classification 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Are you aware of a structured approach being used in EU Member States for the categorisation 

of ’extractive waste’ and also, for waste generated by the extractive sector that is not to be 

considered as extractive waste? If so, what information is available? 

 Are you aware of a structured approach being used in the EU Member States for the 

categorisation of extractive ‘waste facilities’? If so, what information is available? 

 Would there be added value in having EU level guidance on categorisation of (extractive) 

waste, waste facilities, and in particular Cat. A facilities, as a complement to the Commission 

Decision mentioned in the problem definition? If so, what form should it take? Do you have any 

examples of good practice, case studies; decision trees, or other? 

 Are there different categorisation systems used in Member States (e.g. instead of categorising 

a facility as Cat. A, it might be categorised according to a national system, e.g. for 

categorisation of dams)? If so, what are the advantages/disadvantages of national systems?  

                                                           
3
 http://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/activities/waste/index.html 
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Comments and discussion 

 Euromines (Industry, EU): existing legislation and other documents are available for waste 

classification, e.g. BREF and the CEN standard and these are sufficiently clear.  There are also 

interpretations by the European Court of Justice.  Is clear what is extractive waste and an 

extractive waste facility.  If there is an issue, it is more regarding consistent reporting than 

definitions and classification; 

 SE: considers that the definitions of waste and waste facility are clear.  In SE, the necessary 

definitions have been implemented in legislation. SE stressed the importance of the first indent 

of Annex III of Decision 2009/335/EC, which includes an ‘incorrect operation which could give 

rise to a major accident’ among the criteria to qualify (even if waste is not hazardous) as Cat. A 

facilities; 

 AGQ Mining & Bioenergy SL on behalf of Aminer (Industry, ES): inert and non-inert/non-

hazardous waste facilities need clearer definition.  The EU-wide map could better reflect the 

category of non-inert/non-hazardous waste facilities.  Cat. A definition is clear; 

 Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group (Industry, TR-EU): there are many tonnes of 

waste produced and spot samples of waste could produce perverse results as such samples 

may or may not illustrate hazardous properties.  How waste is managed should form part of the 

classification of whether a facility is Cat. A or not.  The mining practices at a facility should be 

taken into account in classification.  In addition, there is a need to consider quantities of waste. 

The classification system should be tailored for extractive industries as waste is produced in 

much higher quantities than in other industries; 

 Commission: are people thinking in terms of Cat. A or dam category? 

o Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group (Industry, TR-EU): it would be helpful if a 

distinction could be made between ‘impoundments’ and ‘dams’; need also to take into 

account dry stack tailing management; 

o London Mining Network (NG), UK): upstream tailing dams are more hazardous hence dam 

category is of interest.  Risk presented by operational practice is also important, e.g. a waste 

may be inert but still may present a risk if not managed appropriately. The NGO specifically 

referred to increased sizes of tailings dams occasioned by increased mined volumes and 

decreasing ore grades. The NGO raised concerns over the increase of potential hazards 

due to this trend; 

o FR: has permits for Cat. A and also non-hazardous non-inert waste. FR did not report to the 

Commission on inert waste.  Regions only report on Cat. A facilities; and  

o SE: has both a general dam categorisation for inspections and a Cat. A categorisation for 

permitting.  Stressed that the importance of taking into account  what an ‘incorrect operation’ 

means and not just focus on dam failure, e.g. waste rocks may not be hazardous as such 

but can still result in acid mine drainage. 

 PL: some hazardous drilling wastes are generated in small volumes and are transported 

elsewhere for processing (i.e. they are not treated on site).  It is important to consider that 

some waste is used for construction purposes (non-hazardous waste).  This is a factor to be 

considered as it may lead to inconsistencies when comparing waste generated and waste 

accumulated in extractive waste facilities; 

 ES: definitions of ‘waste’ and ‘waste facility’ are clear.  However, the definition of what is 

‘extractive waste’ is not clear.  A clearer definition is required to be used at EU level.  

Regarding Cat. A classification, Annex III first indent is not clear.  Guidance on the first indent 

would likely lead to more consistency.  ES would welcome new criteria for the scale of 

operation; 

 Industrial Metals Association Europe (Industry, EU): the acid drainage potential of waste needs 

to be addressed in waste management plans.  IMA does not see that more guidance would 
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clarify the situation.  IMA considers that the definition of extractive waste is clear.  Overall, 

waste classification and facility classification are already clear; 

 HU: regarding guidance on waste facility classification, perhaps it is not necessary to consider 

this further. The issues are more related to reporting.  Need to distinguish on the EU map 

between waste facilities in operation and those in closure phase; and  

 Commission: it would appear that issues surrounding waste facility classification may be linked 

to a reporting issue rather than to a lack of guidance and difficultly of EWD interpretation.  

However a compliance promotion exercise could address some of the issues identified (e.g 

understanding of the first indent of Annex III of EWD; understanding of what is ‘extractive 

waste"). 

A.3 Permitting 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Is there a need to clarify the interlinkages between the three Directives mentioned above? If 

yes, how should this be done? 

Comments and discussion 

 Fundacja rt (NGO, PL): when permits are combined in an integrated permit, the document may 

be much longer to read, in which case more time should be provided for the public consultation 

phase; 

 Industrial Metals Association Europe (Industry, EU): suggested that the question should be 

how can we clarify the interlinkages between mining permits and other permitting regimes: 

o Commission: clarification that some activities covered under Annex I of the IED may be 

relevant (e.g. processing of non-ferrous metals; waste management).  Seveso III also 

applies to operational tailings disposal facilities, including tailing ponds or dams, containing 

dangerous substances.  

 Euromines: questioned the selection   of the indicators for permitting and financial guarantee 

aspects and considered that discussion on alternative methods to ensure stability of heaps 

should be discussed as part of the review of the BREF on the management of extractive waste 

rather than in this workshop; 

 FR: has a single integrated permitting system covering classified industrial installations and 

considers this approach to be effective; 

 SE: has an integrated permitting approach. It might be useful to have more clarity on the 

interaction between the EWD and IED; and  

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): information on who the competent authorities are should 

be disclosed online EU-wide to ensure transparency in respect of permitting and public 

consultation.  Relevant information can be found in Environmental Liability Directive reports but 

not in EWD reports.  Is concerned about the lack of emergency plans in 25% of Cat. A facilities. 

A.4 Financial guarantee 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Do you see added value in a workshop on good practices in the field of financial guarantees?  

What should be the scope of such a workshop? 
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Comments and discussion 

 Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group (Industry, TR-EU): financial guarantee is a 

concept that is not well understood.  There would be great value to a workshop on good 

practice.  This should involve the necessary stakeholders such as insurance companies, the 

finance and legal sectors to advise and debate the issue.  It warn that the insurance and 

finance sectors may suggest limiting the scope of the financial guarantee; 

 IE: in IE agreements have been reached that are legally binding and so that the state can 

access funds if needed.  IE has put much effort into this area (since the 1990s) and is willing to 

share experiences; 

 Commission: suggested that the IMPEL network could be a useful vehicle for such a debate; 

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): questioned whether if finance does not want to meet the 

risk, then what should be done?  A ‘what if’ debate is required.  Also included in the process 

should be risk assessment of the company itself, i.e. its economic stability, reserves, etc. 

together with the technical management processes proposed (e.g. dewatering of tailings): 

o Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group: LMN makes a good point.  What if finance / 

insurance institutions will not support?  Would companies then need to provide money at the 

beginning to address any possible problems or during closure?  Risk of not investing if too 

high guarantees are required. 

 SE: there could be a value in determining how to make good calculations to ensure good 

financial security (e.g. for closure).  In addition, third parties should be involved regarding 

performing such calculations; 

 Euromines (Industry, EU): has no objection to a workshop; 

 SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines): In Sweden, it is only possible in practice 

to use bank guarantees or cash in the bank as a guarantee.  SveMin would welcome other 

instruments to be considered.  The Swedish audit referred to by LMN on the inadequacy of 

financial guarantees did not distinguish between old and new mines; and  

 Commission: acknowledged the interest shown for a workshop on this subject.  

A.5 Waste Management Plan 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Are you aware of any guidance or WMP you would consider as good practice?  

Comments and discussion 

 SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines): is this coordinated with work in the 

Circular Economy package regarding guidance for the management of mining waste? 

o Commission: yes this is coordinated. 

 PL: is the question regarding guidance for WMP development of practices?  Does WMP also 

cover recovery?  WMPs typically focus on the deposit, while information on recovery is found in 

the background section of WMPs: 

o Commission: The question is about compilation of best practice for the development of 

WMPs.  WMPs are focussed on both waste management and waste recovery and so should 

take account of a wide context. 

 SE: is the scope of the guidance regarding how the WMP is described and made or about best 

practice on waste management: 
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o Commission: there is no intention to overlap with the BREF.  It is for stakeholders to 

determine the scope of the guidance, e.g. to address the most challenging aspects of Art 5 

of EWD. 

 SE: WMPs can be complex and long documents, with different parts of varying importance.  

What parts of WMPs should the guidance address as it is not feasible / necessary to identify 

best practice for all parts of a WMP? 

o Commission: it is for Member States to advise which parts of WMP development would 

benefit from the provision of guidance. 

 SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines): if good practice examples of WMPs are 

used, then it should be ensured that examples of both Cat. A and non-Cat. A are provided; 

 Euromines (Industry, EU): we have various documents that contribute to guidance to WMPs 

covering various aspects (Environmental Impact Assessment, Natura 2000, BREF, 

Commission decisions).  The size of a facility is important.  When developing guidance for 

WMP development, there is a need to focus on general aspects and not detail.  In Europe, we 

are in the process of closing many mines, which were established prior to the concept of 

WMPs; it is perhaps the absence of WMPs for mines in the closure and/or post closure stage 

that is the most significant gap present at the moment and hence guidance on WMPs for mines 

in such stages could be beneficial for the future; 

 Industrial Metals Association Europe (Industry, EU): WMPs are site and condition specific.  

There is no feedback from operators that there is a need for guidance on WMPs.  The sector 

does not see a need for guidance; and  

 Commission: from comments made it can be concluded that any guidance should not become 

involved in details of an installation but should be set at a generic level. The precise scope of 

the exercise should be further clarified.  

A.6 Inventory of closed extractive waste facilities 

Questions for stakeholders 

 To what extent is the guidance note
4
 developed by the subcommittee of TAC on pre-selection 

of closed facilities useful? 

 Are there additional specific criteria in place or is there guidance available in Member States to 

select the mining waste sites to be included in inventories? 

 Would you consider the development of a publicly available EU wide inventory of closed 

facilities based on existing national inventories to be useful? 

Comments and discussion 

 Fundacja rt (NGO, PL): an EU wide inventory of closed waste facilities would be useful; 

 DK: is not aware that the TAC guidance was used in developing DK’s inventory of closed sites, 

would need to confirm this; 

 HU: An inventory has been prepared and the TAC guidance was useful in this process.  The 

HU inventory is based on this guidance; 

 SE: for the inventory of closed extractive waste sites the same method is used for 

contaminated sites which existed before the drafting of the TAC guidance; 

                                                           
4
 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/mining/pdf/Pre_selection_GUIDANCE_FINAL.pdf 
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 EE: understands that the company that developed the inventory of closed sites for EE used the 

guidance and assume that it was useful; 

 ES: has developed an inventory of closed sites and took into account the TAC guidance to 

develop it.  The development of an EU-wide inventory may raise issues of disparity of criteria 

used across Member States; 

 FR: is unsure if the guidance was used in development of its inventory of closed sites; 

 IT: uses a risk-based method to compile the inventory; 

 HR: does not have an inventory of closed sites but started a process of improving information 

on closed sites in 2016; 

 CY: developed its inventory in 2012.  It is assumed that the inventory is based on the guidance. 

The inventory is useful to identify how abandoned mines impact on the environment and hence 

to prioritise remediation interventions; 

 IE: developed an approach based on risk.  The inventory was published in 2010 (pre-dating the 

guidance).  However, it believed it used a very similar approach to the process described in the 

guidance because one of the authors of the pre-selection guidance is from the Irish Geological 

Survey (G. Stanley). The inventory has not been updated recently.  Two mines are in closure 

mode (i.e. not yet fully closed) and will be added to the inventory of closed sites; 

 PL: has an inventory of closed facilities and considers that it would be useful to develop the 

same approach across Member States; 

 Commission: would an EU wide inventory be useful? 

o SE: asked for the purpose of an EU-wide inventory; and  

o Industrial Metals Association Europe (Industry, EU): if there were a benefit for an EU-wide 

inventory it could be linked to possible transboundary impacts i.e. for sites close to another 

Member State it may be useful to understand whether or not a neighbour has adjacent 

closed sites and if there is possible risk from them. 

A.7 Transboundary effects 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Are the possible transboundary effects of extractive waste facilities distinct from other sectors 

to such an extent as to justify dedicated guidance? 

 Are you aware of generic guidance on transboundary effects that could be relevant for 

managing transboundary effects from extractive waste facilities? 

Comments and discussion 

 Euromines (Industry, EU): there is no need for specific guidance addressing possible 

transboundary effects, e.g. other industrial facilities could result in accidents with 

transboundary impacts, and mines are no different.  What is important is rapid cooperation 

between Member States in the event of an incident.  A web-based list of key contact points, 

kept up-to-date would be relevant to ensure quick and effective communications; 

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): Impacts on non-EU countries should also be considered.  

The NGO referred for instance to discharges of liquid effluents with a high pH from alumina 

production in France into the Mediterranean sea, which may result in trans-boundary impacts. 

The requirement to report immediately must be retained; 

 None of the other participants expressed particular support for a sector specific guidance 

document; and  
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 Commission: it can be concluded that there is limited appetite for guidance on transboundary 

aspects.  

A.8 Guidance on implementation 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Do you consider the proposed guidance as a useful tool to improve the implementation of the 

Directive? 

 Does the list miss any important issue? and  

 In view of limited resources, which priority topics should be covered in such guidance among 

items 2.2 – 2.7? 

Comments and discussion 

 Commission: is there anything missing that should be part of the proposed Compliance 

Promotion activity? 

o London Mining Network (NGO, UK): assessment of acid waste typification (SE and FI 

(Finland) have developed good practice on this) and integrity of waste facilities. According to 

the NGO representative, FI would have been contracted to undertake CEN work on testing 

cyanide, The NGO referred to the existence and use of Global Acid Rock Drainage (GARD) 

guidelines, but consider that they are very generic, and might not contribute sufficiently for 

acid rock drainage potential to be anticipated. 

 Commission: is waste typification already addressed by the BREF? 

o SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines): yes, it is addressed; and  

o Industrial Metals Association Europe (Industry, EU): such technical issues should be 

addressed under the BREF. 

 Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold (Industry, TR-EU): Circular Economy needs to be 

addressed by the EWD.  It would be useful to clarify the issue of waste vs. ore that is yet to be 

fully processed.  Reprocessing ‘waste’ has become a problem to receive permits whereas what 

is actually happening is the ore is being further processed to extract more value; 

 Hellas Gold (Industry, EL): we should look at how we can maximise reuse and recycling in 

mining waste operations.(e.g. construction material); 

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): need to be careful when reprocessing extractive waste as 

rehabilitation of old mines may have taken place and there is quite a lot of public opposition to 

re-mining; and  

 SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines) there are some useful concepts in the 

EWD e.g. WMPs and emergency plans; risk-based approach.  That the waste hierarchy is 

included in the EWD from the WFD is difficult to deal with.  Further thinking is required 

regarding the waste hierarchy in the context of EWD before developing guidance, e.g. through 

more efficient processing the total amount of copper that could be extracted over the life-time 

of a mine would increase but this would also increase overall waste volumes. This needs to be 

considered as getting as much resource as possible out of an existing mine is good resource 

management while this may go against the principle of waste prevention/reduction. 
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A.9 Use of cyanide-based processes in gold production 

Questions for stakeholders 

 Are you aware of further alternative processes that could replace cyanide in gold mining in the 

EU? 

Comments and discussion 

 SveMin (Industry, SE. Also representing Euromines): different mineralogies require different 

processes.  The issue is not whether or not there are alternatives to cyanide based processes 

but the appropriateness of the technique to the mineralogy otherwise an operator could see 

gold ending up in tailings which is not resource efficient.  From some ores, it is possible to 

produce a sellable flotation concentrate that will be further refined in a smelter (without cyanide 

leaching); 

 Commission: requested clarification regard what the process of heap leaching is: 

o Tuprag-Eldorado Gold / Euromines Gold Group (Industry, TR-EU): heap leaching is in the 

existing BREF.  It is a process for the low grade ores, perhaps <0.5g/t gold.  A pyramid heap 

is placed onto an impermeable surface and leached.  It is the only process that allows 

recovery of some metals, including gold and silver.  The process is used worldwide e.g., 

Eldorado has a mine in Turkey that has been in operation for over 13 years without 

problems.  The other main process is vat leaching.  Cyanide, although toxic, is simple to 

manage.  El Dorado has not yet obtained permits for planned facilities in Romania and 

hence has not been able to apply any specific techniques.  Now the concentration of weak 

acid dissociable cyanide at the point of discharge of the tailings from the processing into the 

plant is less than 1 ppm in new gold mines; and  

o Hellas Gold (Industry, EL): as it could not receive a permit for cyanide use, the company 

decided to recover gold as a by-product of copper production.  Gravimetric approaches are 

applied in the Skouries gold-porphyry deposit to recover the contained free gold. Flash 

smelting (pyrometallurgical method) is applied in the Olympias refractory auriferous 

arsenopyrite concentrate due to the availability of copper from the nearby Skouries deposit 

for the production of copper as main product and gold as by-product.  The extraction 

processes are specific solutions to the characteristics of the ore. 

 Commission: are you aware of alternative processes that require leaching? 

o AGQ Mining & Bioenergy SL on behalf of Aminer (Industry, ES): there are no alternatives.  

Some of the alternative reagents are worse than cyanide. 

 London Mining Network (NGO, UK): when using cyanide, only cyanide has to be measured.  

Should degradation products also be monitored?  London Mining Network suggested that there 

is no actual incentive to trial alternatives. They referred to thiourea, thiocyanates and ferric 

sulphide which are cyanidation by-products. 
 

A.10 Re-processing 

 Hellas Gold (Industry, EL): 2.5 million tonnes of old tailings were removed and treated to 

extract auriferous arsenopyrite concentrate.  This was an environmental rehabilitation project 

with parallel commercially beneficial activity; ; and  

 SveMin (Industry, SE): a lot of waste rocks has been reprocessed to extract “more of the 

same”, e.g. iron at old iron ore mines. Significant amounts of rare earth metals can be found in 

mining waste and the Swedish iron ore tailings are known phosphate deposits but so far, these 

resources was not deemed economically recoverable. 
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A.11 Commission conclusions 

 Inspection guidelines: no extra document was identified beyond the 2012 report commissioned 

to an external contractor.  There is objection to develop inspection guidelines on the basis of 

this report; 

 Waste facility classification: the discrepancies identified between Member States may be due 

to misunderstandings in the reporting phase.  Reporting must be improved, including at local 

level.  EC guidance could address some key concepts (e.g. ‘incorrect operation’ in Annex III of 

EWD) as part of the compliance promotion exercise; 

 Permitting: Interaction with other legislation, e.g. IED, should be clarified; 

 Financial guarantees: there is interest in exchanging good practices and stakeholders see an 

added value in a workshop on this subject.  The Commission will get in touch with IMPEL
5
 to 

examine the possibility of an IMPEL workshop on this topic and to ensure that any work done 

already by IMPEL is considered; 

 Best practices in extractive waste management plans: there is a need to clarify the scope of 

any exercise further; 

 Transboundary effects: there is no call for guidance specific to the extractive sector; and  

 Closed sites: TAC guidance was used by at least a few Member States to draw up their 

national inventories; an EU wide inventory may be useful to have a better picture of possible 

transboundary effects, although it could compile inventories which may have been drawn up 

using different criteria. 

 

 

                                                           
5
 European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law 
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Appendix B  
Workshop agenda 

 

EUROPEAN COMMISSION 
DIRECTORATE-
GENERAL 
ENVIRONMENT 
Directorate B – Circular Economy & Green 
Growth 
ENV.B.3 - Waste Management & Secondary 
Materials 

 

Stakeholders' workshop on the implementation of Directive 2006/21/EC on 

the management of waste from extractive industries 

14th March 2017 

(09:30 to 17:00) 

Room JDE 70, European Committee of the Regions Building Jacques 

Delors-Rue Belliard 101, 1040 Brussels 

 
Draft agenda 

Each session will start with a presentation from the contractor (Amec Foster Wheeler E&I UK Ltd; 

BiPRO GmbH; Milieu) on the basis of preliminary findings of the on-going study on the implementation 

of the Extractive Waste Directive. It will then be followed by an exchange of views with stakeholders. A 

background paper will be provided to registered participants two weeks before the meeting. 

 

09:30 1.   REGISTRATION & COFFEE 

10:00 2.  INTRODUCTION 

10:15 3.  MEMBER STATES ENFORCEMENT AND CONTROL (CAPACITY, SKILLS, INSPECTIONS) 

11:10 4.   WASTE FACILITY CLASSIFICATION 

12:00 5.   PERMITTING AND FINANCIAL GUARANTEES 

12:30 Lunch break 

13:30 6.   WASTE MANAGEMENT PLANS 

14:10 7.   INVENTORY OF CLOSED WASTE FACILITIES 

14:30 8.   TRANSBOUNDARY EFFECTS 

14:50 Coffee break 

15:10 9.  ISSUES TO BE COVERED IN THE COMMISSION GUIDANCE ON IMPLEMENTATION 

15:40 10. UPDATE ON USE OF CYANIDE IN GOLD EXTRACTION AND POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES 

16:10 11. REPROCESSING OF MINING WASTE 

16:35 12. SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 

17:00 CLOSE 
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Appendix C  
List of attendees 

 

Name Organisation 

Member State Stakeholders 

Eibhlin Doyle Irish Ministry of environment 

Marcin Cykowski  Polish Ministry of the Environment  

Bogusława Madej  State Mining Authority (Poland) 

Benita Thostrup Danish Environmental Protection Agency  

Szilvia Banyacski Hungarian Office for Mining and Geology 

Ann-Marie Fällman Swedish Environmental Protection Agency 

Raul Kurrista  Estonia 

Antonio Cabrera 
Marianini  

Spanish Ministry of Agriculture and Fishing, Food and Environmental Affairs 

Anne Laure Vouilloux French ministry of environment 

Patrice Piantone  BRGM 

Emorfia Konstantinidi Ministry Of Agriculture, Rural Development and Environment (Cyprus) 

Marianna Morabito Italian Ministry of environment 

Darko Horvat Ministry Of Environment And Energy (Croatia) 

Other Stakeholders 

Roger Doome IMA-Europe 

Antigoni Effraimidou  Industrial Minerals Association Europe (IMA Europe) 

Guillermo Gea Ortiz EEB (NGO) 

Corina Hebestreit Euromines 

Christine Marlet Eurogypsum aisbl 

Magali Risch  FEAD 

Benoit Lussis UEPG (European Aggregate Association) and FEDIEX (Belgian Extractive 
Industry Association 

Lars-Åke Lindahl SveMin 

Kuba Gogolewski Fundacja rt (NGO) 

Caterina De Matteis  IOGP 

Rocco Lagioia ITRB  

Tobias Andres  VKS – Verband der Kali- und Salzindustrie e.V.  
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Name Organisation 

Juan José Álvarez 
Rueda 

Orovalle Minerals SL 

Esther Fernández 
López 

Orovalle Minerals SL 

Manuel José Garcia AGQ Mining & Bioenergy SL  

Emmy Gazea HELLAS GOLD SA 

Helmuth Landsmann GKB Bergbau 

Caner Zanbak (EUROMINES) TUPRAG-Eldorado Gold Corp 

Jale Sakiyan Ates Eldorado Gold Corporation 

Verena Kolroser Austrian Mining and Steel Association (Euromines) 

Mafalda Oliveira SOMINCOR / LUNDIN MINING CORPORATION 

Annalisa Bortoluzzi  Eurometaux 

Richard Harkinson London Mining Network 

Sandrine Lauret Eusalt 

Estela Gonzalez 
vazquez 

MATSA 

Consultant team 

Daren Luscombe  Amec Foster Wheeler 

Juan Calero  Amec Foster Wheeler 

Florent Pelsy  MILIEU 

Ferdinand Zotz  BIPRO 

EU Institution Stakeholders 

Audrey Parizel Committee of the regions 

Maurice Hameleers EP Research service  

Florence Limet- ENV DG ENV 

Christian Wimmer- 
ENV 

DG ENV 

Helena Maria Cavaco 
Viegas 

DG GROW 

Magnus Gislev  DG GROW 
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