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To: SADAUSKAS Kestutis (ENV)

Cc: (ENV); NELEN Sarah (ENV); (ENV); IR
ENV) ;I (ENY) ENV)
Subj ect: Meetings : Plastics Strategy/ SUP proposa

Kestutis,

A very dense norning of nmeetings related to the Plastics Strategy/ SUP
proposal

1) A breakfast neeting in the EP hosted by two EPP MEPs from Austria (
Lukas Mandel / Paul Ribig ) at

t he request of an Austrian Plastic Converter ( Geiner Goup ). | spoke
together with

( Rapporteur on the Plastics Strategy ) , who spoke very strongly in
support of the Plastics Strategy to the

extent that it was difficult to distinguish his position fromthe COM
position; Manfred Stanek ( CEO of

Greiner Goup, who nmade a bl and statenment of support, but voicing
opposition to any kind of ban; a

representative of Nestle ( whomwe will mnmeet on Thursday ) who announced
a public pledge of Nestle to

wards the end of the week, spoke in support of the overall proposal,

i ncludi ng advocating the switch to

nononmaner packagi ng as well as the possible ban of EPS and PS ( quite
surprising ); ( REVE

Goup - german retailer ) who al so voiced support and hi ghlighted REVWE
group initiatives on |ess

packagi ng, but highlighted regulatory difficulties in Germany and Austria
attributable to regul atory gol d-

pl ati ng, And — from Rel oop, who highlighted the enevironnental
chal | enge and was al so the

only one to nmention biodegradability ( Ina negative way ). In the ensuing
di scussion the main points

raised related to well known issues regarding the bans, regrettable
substitution, lack of clarity in the EPR

articles and the pros- and cons of the design requirenents on tethered
caps and |ids.

A useful opportunity to highlight the main rational e of the Com proposal
to confirmour position on

definition, design requirenments and EPR systens. | also had the
opportunity to discuss the upcom ng

shadows neeting with ||l o appeared to on our line with regard
to definition,

bi odegradability and EPR , not sure about design requirenents.

2) Imediately following | met with representatives of the , WO, (
Austri an Federal Chanber of
Commrerce ) who related their nmenbers concerns about
a) Definition of plastics/SUPs, fearing that too many products
woul d be cover ed;
b) Collection targets for bottles, where they argued that we needed
to change the Art. 9,
to allow for the counting in of bottles, conmng from m xed col |l ection ,
c) design requirenents,



d) lack of clarity on the extent of the obligations under EPR
repeating the well known
argunent that we were giving a blank cheque to | ocal and regional

aut horities.
Useful opportunity for clarifying some of the concerns.
3) Later | had a neeting with BASF and t he owner of big Gernan packagi ng
conmpany ( Sudpack ). The
owner of Sudpack started the neeting by declaring his total opposition to
t he COM proposal based on
the fact that too may of his products would be covered by the draft
directive and that innovation would
be stifled by regulation. In the ccoiurse of the neeting | could clarify
with himthat by far not all of the
products nentioned by himwere covered by the draft and it becane
apparent that his main concern (
Supporte by BASF ) was the question. O whether the conmm ssion would push
- through regulation - for
nono materi al s.

Anot her useful opportunity to clarify wong perceptions around both the
Pl astics Strategy and the SUP

proposa

Regar ds

Hugo
Von nei nem i Pad gesendet





