
“Privatising” EU Governance: Emergence and Characteristics of

Voluntary Agreements in European Environmental Policy

Andrea Lenschow and Katja Rottmann
Osnabrück University

Department of Social Sciences

Seminarstraße 33
D- 49069 Osnabrück

E-mail:
andrea.lenschow@uni-osnabrueck.de 

katja.rottmann@uni-osnabrueck.de

Do not quote without permission of the authors!

Paper prepared for Scientific Workshop “Soft Modes of Governance and the Private Sector –
The EU and the Global Experience” (Darmstadt, 1-3 November 2005), Network of
Excellence CONNEX: Research group 6/ Team 2 “Soft Modes of Governance and the Private
Sector”



I. Introduction

Up to the present, environmental protection in the Community has mainly been based

on a legislative approach (‘top-down’). The new strategy … implies the involvement of

all economic and societal partners (‘bottom-up’) (Official Journal 1993: 17)

The publication of the fifth Environmental Action Programme in 1993 pointed to a new trend

in EU environmental policy making. This trend had its roots in two parallel debates (cf.

Lenschow 1999). First, it followed a global debate on governance which responded to a loss

of problem-solving capacities of central governments and argued both for the unburdening of

state administrations and less hierarchical styles in “steering” the economy and society.

Secondly, the international discourse on sustainable development established a more systemic

understanding of the linkages between environmental protection and economic and social

development, suggesting the need for more co-operative and inclusive policy making

involving business actors and ordinary citizens as partners in changing awareness and

behavioural patterns.

Inside the EU the “crisis of the state” (or more accurately “crisis of the EU”) had become

visible in unsatisfactory records of the “state of the environment” in Europe (cf. EEA 1998)

and some evidence of mal-compliance with the – by that time impressive – body of

regulations and directives aiming to protect the natural environment, to place the economy on

more environmentally sustainable feet and to ensure that peoples’ health and well-being

would not be threatened by environmental pollution (see annual reports on monitoring the

application of Community law by the Commission). Hence, we witnessed – at least in rhetoric

– a call for new policy instruments, presenting alternatives to the traditionally hierarchical,

top-down mechanisms of policy making and shifting (some) responsibility to private actors.

This paper focuses on the emergence and the characteristics of voluntary agreements (VAs) as

a particularly interesting new instrument in (European) environmental policy. VAs follow the

trend towards less hierarchical steering in the sense that they are not legally binding for the

contractual partners. Also, they typically do not define exact mechanisms, technologies or

institutional arrangements for reaching the agreed target; hence, they allow for large

flexibility in achieving the common goal. In terms of “privatising” governance they do not go

all the way, however. In contrast to private self-regulation, VAs do involve public actors – in

the EU primarily the Commission – either by submitting to public control or by co-deciding



the actual agreement (cf. Börzel/Guttenbrunner/Septer 2005: 9). The following graph will

illustrate these features of VAs.
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While the existence and rise of VAs on the national level is undisputed – in 1997 the

Commission counted over 300 in the EU member states, with an upward trend – voluntary

agreements on the EU level are less known and hardly researched. Holzinger, Knill and

Schäfer (2003) argue, in fact, that the actual presence of new instruments in EU

environmental policy and of VAs in particular, hardly corresponds to the rhetoric attributed to

them in EU and OECD documentations. There might be much noise about nothing. This

paper therefore asks for actual evidence of VAs in EU environmental policy.1 In a second step

we ask for the characteristics of “privatisation” – viewed through the lenses of the European

debates on “good governance” and “regulatory reform”. In analysing the formulation, design

and implementation of two concrete EU VAs aiming at the reduction of CO2 emission in cars

and greater energy efficiency in consumer electronics we will investigate the format that

public-private cooperation takes and the implications this might have for legitimate, efficient

and effective governance in the EU.

II. Rhetoric and Evidence of Public-Private Governance in the EU

Following the problems in ratifying the Maastricht Treaty in the early 1990s, signifying a

significant lack of public support for European integration and policy making, discussions

about appropriate forms of governing ‘Europe’ spread quickly – both in the EU member states

reflecting primarily about the division of competencies between the European and national or

regional levels (the subsidiarity debate) and inside the European Commission considering new

                                                
1 It should be noted that VAs on environmental matters need not be negotiated (or controlled) by authorities
responsible for environmental policy. One of the case studies analysed in this paper, for instance, involves
industry and the Directorate-General for Energy & Transport; the other does include DG-Environment but also
DG-Enterprise. This, of course, complicates the detection of environmental VAs.



forms of public involvement as one means toward increasing both acceptance and

effectiveness of EU policy without submitting to calls for de-regulation and re-nationalising.

Inside the Commission this debate culminated in the publication of the (in)famous White

Paper on European Governance in 2001 (CEC 2001). Besides emphasising the need to

improve the quality of (traditional) regulatory policy, the Commission calls for stronger

involvement of civil society not only in the form of old-style consultations but increasingly

also in the form of co-regulation.2 

But already in 1996 the Commission had published a Communication on VAs (CEC 1996)

which lay down a range of criteria to ensure the credibility of and transparency in using this

instrument. Although the Communication was primarily directed at the member states

choosing VAs as alternative to classical regulatory tools, it also established a framework for

EU-level VAs. Accordingly, these shall always take the form of non-obligatory agreements;

however they may be recognised (informally) by the Commission (in form of a

recommendation or an exchange of letters). They should follow qualitative criteria, including

however quantifiable goals, step-wise procedures defining intermediate goals, the publication

of the agreement, independent monitoring and regular reporting procedures as well as the

commitment to keep the Council of Ministers and the European Parliament informed about

the process and its performance.

In 2002 the Commission formulated a Communication specific on the environmental

agreements on the EU level (CEC 2002). Responding to announcements about improving

relations with industry and supporting voluntary agreements with clearly defined goals that

had been made in the sixth European Environmental Programme (CEC 2001: 19) as well as

demands from the EP for a legal framework for VAs, this Communication distinguishes two

forms of VAs. Self-commitments imply voluntary agreements which are conducted by

industry outside any legal framework on the EU level. While the Commission may recognise

such VAs, it does not forego the right to initiate formal regulation. Despite the extra-legal

nature of the instrument, VAs in form of self-commitment may nevertheless define external

monitoring mechanisms. Co-regulations, in turn, are agreed within a legal framework, for

instance a framework directive delegating responsibility for achieving legally set

environmental targets to private actors. In academic circles the latter instrument is also called

regulated self-regulation (cf. Knill 2003: 66). This paper focuses on the former variant of

VAs, i.e. the “privatisation” of both, target-setting and implementation.

                                                
2 The Commission’s definition of co-regulation suggests that it considers voluntary agreements (as defined in
this paper) as one possible form (see CEC 2001: 27)



The first VAs at EU level were agreed already in the late 1980s; they aimed at the reduction

of Chloroflourocarbons (CFCs) in various products. During the three years following the 1996

Communication eight new VAs came into existence, most of them focusing on energy

efficiency and CO2 emissions reduction. By 2005, a total of 21 VAs had been agreed (2

representing extensions of prior agreements) (see Annex 1).3 While this may seem a small

number compared to the total number of active directives and regulations, it exceeds the

number reported in studies sceptical of the actual spread of new instruments

(Holzinger/Knill/Schäfer 2003: 118) as well as the number of VAs in most EU member states

(except Germany, the Netherlands and Austria) (Wuppertal Institut 2005: 13). Considering,

however, that some VAs merely serve as a bridge “to initiate European policy making in areas

previously entirely reserved to member states” (Héritier 2002: 195), we must not exaggerate

“privatisation” in form of VAs either.

III. Voluntary Agreements as Forms of New Governance and New Steering

Instruments: Standards to Meet!

As hinted above, the emergence of VAs is closely linked to the concept of governance, or new

governance, in the EU. The concept of governance has been applied to various settings

(global, multi-level, local, corporate or public governance; cf. Benz 2004). Approaching the

concept from a public policy perspective, governance has been defined either widely as “the

total of all existing forms for collectively handling society’s affairs: from the institutionalised,

private self-regulation to various forms of cooperation between state and private actors and to

the exclusive and hierarchical rule of state actors” (Mayntz 2004: 66; our translation) or more

narrowly as “types of political steering in which non-hierarchical modes of guidance, such as

persuasion and negotiation, are employed, and/or public and private actors are engaged in

policy formulation” (Héritier 2002: 185).4 Therefore, voluntary agreements seem to

correspond to both the non-hierarchical rule-making structure of (new) governance as well as

to the assumed novel balance in state-society relations, giving more autonomy to private

actors. The validity of these claims needs to be investigated in the political reality of VAs.

Hence, we will ask in our case studies:

- Do these instruments work in a non-hierarchical fashion?

- In what ways and when do private actors act autonomously?

                                                
3 There is no official registry of VAs in the EU. This number is based on research in various DGs in the
Commission and large industry associations. As there is no formal obligation that all VAs are published as an
EU document (or in the official journal), this number may underestimate the true spread of VAs.



Considering that we analyse VAs in the multi-level system of the EU, we may also look at

other implications for this particular governance system – such as:

- How is the division of competencies between levels governance affected by VAs?

- What are the implications for democratic legitimacy of the EU?

The latter point is of particular relevance because – as mentioned above – the governance

discourse in the EU emerged in a context of diminishing public support.

Governance may be analysed from a structural point of view (above) or as a process

(Börzel/Guttenbrunner/Seper 2005) of political “steering”. From this perspective, VAs are

steering instruments chosen to solve problems where old (hierarchical, state-centred

“command-and-control”) instruments failed. Several authors have pointed to such steering

failures in traditional EU environmental policy (e.g. Lieffering/Andersen/Enevoldsen 2000:

14). Reasons for failure were identified both in the particular nature of EU decision making,

which is considered inefficiently lengthy, costly and ineffective as EU-level compromises

may neither establish a high level of environmental protection nor show sufficient attention to

regional or contextual differences. VAs, by contrast, may bypass long-winded decision

making procedures between Commission, Council and European Parliament, reduce the

administrative burden on the EU and national level through building higher levels of

acceptance among the addressees of environmental policy, and allow for flexible and

innovative implementation on the part of the participating private (associational) actors

(Héritier 2002; ten Brink 2002). This is particularly relevant in areas where the complexity of

the problems to be solved would result in non-decision if the “normal” Community method

was followed.

While the steering discussion suggests several advantages of VAs in tackling complex, cross-

national environmental problems such as climate change, the policy analysis literature has

also highlighted some risks in close public-private cooperation in setting and implementing

environmental targets. Instead of changes in the perception of problem and mutual learning,

we may see “business as usual”, regulatory capture of the political authorities lacking

sufficient information and the lack of compliance with non-obligatory commitments.

Furthermore, the involvement of selected private partners combined with a lack of

transparency may further reduce the legitimacy of the political process (Singer/Volpi 2002,

Biekart 1998).

                                                                                                                                                        
4 Héritier’s narrow definition corresponds to the notion of „new governance“ in other accounts.



Our case studies will not be able to fully assess the effectiveness of the VAs (i.e. analyse the

environmental outcome) or investigate degrees of regulatory capture, although some tentative

conclusions can be reached. We are on more solid grounds in assessing the efficiency and

costs of the process and the (if any) provisions that are made to legitimise the process. Hence,

we will ask whether the VAs under investigation 

- have been conducted efficiently, 

- reduced the administrative burden, and 

- sought ways to create public accountability and legitimacy.

IV. Two case studies

a. ACEA

The ACEA agreement is a voluntary agreement between the association ACEA (“Association

des Constructeurs d’Automobiles Européens”)5 and the European Commission. There are two

directorate generals (DGs) involved in the agreement: DG Environment and DG Enterprise.

The ACEA agreement has been concluded in 1998 and aims at the reduction of CO2-

emissions from passenger cars.6 The average CO2-emissions shall be reduced by 25% to a

value of 140g CO2/km until 2008 compared to 19957. 

CO2 emissions from the transport sector and especially from passenger cars are an important

issue in European climate policy as they contribute significantly to climate change. The CO2

emissions of road traffic have increased by 22% between 1990 and 2001 and accounted for

24% of the total man-made CO2-emissions in the EU-15 in the latter year (Kageson 2005: 5).

Furthermore, these emissions are probably going to increase during the next years. This

development stands in sharp contrast to the EU’s commitments in the Kyoto Protocol where it

said to reduce its CO2 emissions to about 8% below 1990 levels by 2008. 

 i. Emergence of the agreement

The European Commission realised quite early that CO2 emissions by passenger cars would

become an important issue of climate policy. A directive of the year 1991 already stated that

                                                
5 All European car manufacturers are represented by ACEA. At the moment, ACEA has 13 members: BMW,
DAP Trucks, Daimler Chrysler, Fiat, Ford of Europe, General Motors Europe, MAN Nutzfahrzeuge, Porsche,
Peugeot Citroen, Renault, Scania, Volkswagen und Volvo.
6 The title of the agreement is: ACEA commitment on CO2emission reductions from new passenger cars in the
framework of an environmental agreement between the European Commission and ACEA (ACEA 2002).
7 In 1995, the average CO2emissions of the total fleet were at 186g CO2/km. 



the Commission should decide on measures limiting the CO2 emissions of motor vehicles (OJ

L 242 of 30.08.1991, p. 1 – 106). The Motor Vehicle Expert Group (MVEG) of the

Commission was charged to develop measures in the field. It put forward different proposals

such as emission standards or fiscal measures. The discussions in the expert group revealed

however that the problem of CO2 emissions from cars would not be easily solved. For

example, it turned out that it was technically difficult to develop a clear standard because the

CO2 emissions of a car depend on many different parameters such as the size of the vehicle,

its weight, the force of its engine and many more factors. In the end, the member states could

not reach a consensus about this or other proposals (e.g. fiscal measures). Particularly those

member states with a significant automobile industry did not want to decide on measures that

would be costly for this industry. 

When it had become clear that the Commission was working on the topic of CO2 emissions

from cars, ACEA, conducting bilateral talk with the Commission, put forward the idea of a

voluntary agreement. The automobile industry was familiar with this instrument since the

German sector association, VDA, had concluded a voluntary self-commitment in 1995. 8 For

the conclusion of a voluntary agreement at the European level, the members of ACEA first

had to agree on this approach internally. Its main advantage for the automobile industry is the

fact that it only sets average targets but leaves it open to industry how to achieve them. This

means that no technical requirements are made and intervention in the market is avoided. A

standard, by contrast, could limit industry’s flexibility to build a wide range of cars from

small cars to Sports Utility Vehicles (SUVs) and could prohibit some car models with very

high CO2 emissions. Hence, particularly the manufacturers of big cars such as BMW or Volvo

favoured VAs whereas the manufacturers of smaller cars could also have dealt with a

minimum standard for CO2 emissions as well. The then president of ACEA Pieschetsrieder

who was at that time chief executive officer (CEO) of BMW could convince the other

manufacturers of the voluntary approach. Furthermore, he could also win some governments

in member states with a strong automobile industry for the project (Rottmann 2005: 55).

At the same time, internal discussions took place in the Commission about a possible

voluntary agreement. DG Enterprise as well as the Council favoured a voluntary approach as

they did not want to endanger the competitiveness of European automobile manufacturers by

emission standards. DG Environment was more sceptical as the instrument of a voluntary

                                                
8 This voluntary self-commitment had been published in a press release and addressed the German government.
The VDA had committed itself in 1995 to reduce the fuel consumption of new passenger cars by 25% by the
year 2005 compared to 1990 (DLR 2002: 21).



agreement has no legal treaty basis. In the end, the Commission agreed on a voluntary

approach taking into account that other measures would probably not be accepted in the

Council (Keay-Bright 2000: 19). Consequently, it published a Community strategy to reduce

CO2 emissions from passenger cars which consisted of three pillars: A voluntary agreement

with the automobile industry, a framework for fiscal measures and a fuel economy consumer

information scheme (CEC 1995). This strategy was subsequently approved by the Council. 

The European Parliament (EP) took a more critical position. It had not been involved in the

development of the Community strategy and made clear that it could not accept a voluntary

agreement. As a VA is an informal instrument which is not laid down in the treaties of the

European Union the institutional involvement of the EP is not guaranteed. As a consequence

of this critical position towards VAs, the Commission published its 1996 Communication on

voluntary agreements which contained criteria that should guarantee the quality of such an

agreement (CEC 1996). 

After the publication of the Commission strategy on CO2 and cars, the Commission started to

work on the concrete agreement text with ACEA. One important aspect was the negotiation of

the targets of the agreement. During discussions between the EP, the Council and the

Commission, the European institutions had agreed on an average value of 120g CO2/km for

new cars by 2005, latest by 2008. ACEA was not willing to accept this target for the voluntary

agreement and proposed 167g CO2/km by 2005 which in turn was not accepted by the

Commission. The negotiations retarded until 1998 when the Commission made clear that it

was going to take the legislative route unless ACEA would accept a 25% reduction of the CO2

emissions which meant a value of 140g CO2/km. Finally ACEA accepted in order to prevent

uniform, legal standards. 

These negotiations about the target and agreement text took place on different levels between

the Commission and ACEA. In the beginning, they started at the working level between two

desk officers of DG Environment and DG Industry as well as two engineers of Ford

representing ACEA (Keay-Bright 2000: 21). Later, they were conducted at the highest level

between the two relevant Commissioners on the one hand and the president of ACEA on the

other hand. The Council was regularly informed and consulted by the Commission while the

EP had no significant influence during the negotiation process. “[P]ublic participation has

been almost non-existent, with NGOs only having been consulted once” (Volpi/ Singer 2002:

150). Consequently, the EP and NGOs were very critical towards the negotiation process and

the outcome of the agreement as well.



 ii. Nature of the agreement

The ACEA agreement consists of a commitment by all manufacturers belonging to ACEA9

made in 1998, on the one hand, and a Commission recommendation which officially

recognised the commitment in February 1999 (OJ L 40 of 13.02.1999, p. 49-50), on the other

hand. The agreement text of ACEA set concrete targets of the commitment: 

- A reduction of the average CO2 emissions of new passenger cars by 25% until 2008

compared to 1995 to a value of 140g CO2/km;

- An interim target of 165-170g CO2/km by 2003 which corresponds to a CO2-

emissions reduction of 9-11% compared to 1995;

- The introduction of car models emitting 120g CO2/km or less in the EU market by

2000 by some manufacturers (ACEA 2002: 11).

Furthermore, ACEA agreed to assess compliance with the commitments by a joint monitoring

procedure with the Commission as well as to conduct a joint “Major Review” of the

agreement in 2003. The joint reporting format for the monitoring was only developed after the

agreement had already been concluded, however (ten Brink/ Morère 2002: 446). 

The emission data stated in the monitoring reports are aggregated data and indicate the

average of all companies. They do not refer to the achievements of individual companies in

order to guarantee data protection (ACEA 2002: 12). This has led to a lot of criticism by

NGOs who have complained about a lack of transparency (World Resources Institute/ SAM

2005).

It seems as if the Commission paid attention to include some of the criteria laid down in its

communication of 1996 in the agreement text, such as quantified and staged targets and the

monitoring of the agreement. This might have helped to convince the EP of quality and

legitimacy of the agreement. However, not all the criteria were fulfilled, most notably the

involvement of civil society.

During the negotiations of the agreement, the Commission had promised to undertake

negotiations with the Japanese (Japan Automobile manufacturers’ Association – JAMA) and

Korean (Korea Automobile Manufacturers’ Association – KAMA) automobile industries for

an equivalent agreement. The reason for this approach was that ACEA feared a competitive

                                                
9 „ACEA commitment on CO2-emission reductions from new passenger cars in the framework of an
environmental agreement between the European Commission and ACEA“ (ACEA 2002).



disadvantage if other non-European automobile manufacturers would not be obliged to reduce

CO2 emissions of their passenger cars. Indeed, the Commission could reach a similar

agreement with JAMA and KAMA which set the same CO2 target for new cars sold in the

European market to be achieved in 2009. 

The obligations for the monitoring of the agreement were specified by the so called

monitoring decision of the EP and the Council in 2000 (OJ L 202 of 10.08.2000, p. 1-13).10

This decision implicates that each EU member state has to provide data on CO2 emissions

from new registered cars from 2003 on so that an independent verification of the results of the

agreement becomes possible. Until 2003, data on CO2 emissions had to be provided by the

automobile industry. Moreover, the Commission is obliged to inform the EP and the Council

annually about the progress of the agreement by a Commission Communication. 

In sum, compared to other VAs at the European level, the ACEA agreement is relatively

formal as it has been recognised by a Commission recommendation. In addition, it has been

accompanied by the monitoring decision of EP and Council introducing independent

monitoring and the obligation for the Commission to publish the results of the agreement by a

yearly communication.

 iii. Implementation of the agreement

The implementation of the ACEA agreement consists mainly of monitoring and reporting

activities. Particularly, this implicates two main fields of work: the joint monitoring reports by

ACEA and the Commission and the independent monitoring by the Commission and the

member states which was build up after the monitoring decision in 2000.

In the beginning, ACEA and the Commission did not agree about the exact form of the

common monitoring which had not been specified in the agreement text. ACEA would have

preferred a simple monitoring, e.g. an exchange of letters stating the progress of

implementation. The Commission – being faced with criticism by the EP and NGOs – insisted

on a more detailed monitoring procedure with joint monitoring reports (Rottmann 2005: 63). 

During the first meetings during the implementation phase of the agreement, a common

reporting format had to be developed by the Commission and ACEA. Usually, there were

                                                
10 Decision No 1753/2000/EC of the European Parliament and the Council of 22 June 2000 established a scheme
to monitor the average specific emissions of CO2from new passenger cars.



three meetings annually at the level of the “steering committee”11 between ACEA and the

Commission in order to provide the monitoring report. During these meetings, detailed data

e.g. on CO2 emissions of new cars were discussed and the monitoring reports were drafted

together with both partners agreeing with the text. This text was then adopted by the two

concerned director generals of the Commission as well as the president of ACEA in summer.

Afterwards, in autumn, a Commission official prepared the Commission communication for

the EP and the Council on the basis of these joint monitoring reports. These communications

as well as the joint monitoring reports by ACEA and the Commission are being published on

the website of DG Environment.12

In addition to that, some more technical meetings at the working level have taken place

between the responsible officials of the Commission and ACEA in order to solve technical

questions in more detail. These meetings have led to a close contact between the Commission

and ACEA. In terms of resources, ACEA and the Commission employ each one official

working on a part-time basis (50%) on the ACEA agreement. Furthermore, the member states

had to allocate resources for the creation of the independent monitoring system and ACEA

had to pay additional costs to an independent research institute to obtain the CO2 emission

data.

During the first years of the agreement, the Commission did not have independent data at its

disposal and had to rely on ACEA’s data. However, as it became possible to obtain emission

data by the member states in principle, the European institutions relied less on industry

information. Such an independent monitoring was build up after the monitoring decision of

the EP and the Council in 2000. The member state authorities responsible for the registration

of new cars now had to include information on CO2 emissions in the registration procedure.

These data were then transmitted to the Commission from 2001 on. There have been several

meetings between Commission officials and member state experts to improve the data

collection. After great efforts, member state data were being used for the 2002 monitoring

report.13

Besides the monitoring and reporting, there have been some further implementation activities

within the Commission. The Commission advanced legislative measures on CO2 emissions in

order to possess a credible threat if ACEA would fail to reach its targets. Furthermore, some

                                                
11 The „steering committee“ consists of six  representatives of ACEA, JAMA and KAMA as well as two officials
of the Commission. 
12 See http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/co2/co2_monitoring.htm.
13 There has been a difference of 2g CO2/km between the data of the member states and ACEA.



other measures (e.g. consumer information on the fuel economy of new cars or fiscal

measures) were developed following the three-pillar-strategy. 

The implementing activities of ACEA limit to co-ordinating tasks. The member companies’

efforts in reducing CO2 emission are discussed quarterly at the CEO meetings. Data

differentiated by company are not discussed on these meetings, nor does ACEA itself have

these data. This shows that emission data of individual companies are very sensitive data. 

ACEA has achieved to reduce the CO2 emissions from new cars from an average of 186g

CO2/km in 1995 to a value of 163g CO2/km in 2003 (CEC 2005a: 3). The interim target for

2003 of 165-170g CO2/km has already been achieved in 2000. Even if the Commission

assumes that ACEA will meet its target for 2008, it points out that ACEA has to strengthen its

efforts to do so. ACEA itself is more sceptical about the situation: “ACEA … expressed its

firm determination to make the best possible efforts to live up to its CO2 commitment, but

could no longer confirm the concluding statement given in the previous reports” (CEC 2005a:

8). This quotation indicates that it is not yet decided whether ACEA will meet the targets of

the voluntary agreement. 

An element that will probably have an impact on the future of the ACEA agreement is the

new initiative CARS 21 (Competitive Automotive Regulatory System for the 21st Century)14.

This is a high-level expert group which has been set up in order to make recommendations for

increasing the competitiveness of the European automotive industry.15 Such an emphasis on

competitiveness may lead to the neglect of environmental concerns and diminishing pressure

to reach the 140g CO2/km target.

The success of the overall Commission strategy to choose a voluntary agreement as main

instrument to reduce CO2 emissions depends on several factors: Will ACEA meet the target of

the agreement in 2008? Will ACEA be willing to enter a subsequent agreement with more

ambitious targets? Will the Commission be willing and able to propose legislative action if

ACEA is not fulfilling the agreement? Will the member states implement such measures?

Some conflict about the targets of such a future agreement has already emerged. While the

Commission would like to set the target of 120g CO2/km by 2012 (recall that initially this

target was envisioned for 2008), ACEA has already pointed out that such a target would be

                                                
14 For further information, see http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/automotive/pagesbackground/
competitiveness/stakeholder_consultation/index.htm (05.10.2005).
15 This expert group is presided by Commission Vice President Verheugen. It consists mainly of representatives
of the Commission, the member states and the EP, of representatives of the automobile industry as well as of one
environmental expert (cf. Wissenschaftliche Dienste des Deutschen Bundestages 2005).



too expensive. The Commission is now carrying out an impact assessment in order to put

forward to the Council and the EP a proposal concerning the achievement of the 120g

CO2/km target. 

iv. Evaluation

One contextual factor played a significant role in the successful agreement of the ACEA VA.

The reduction of emissions from automobiles is an important – and widely recognised – issue

in European climate policy. That’s why much attention has been paid to the agreement by

European institutions, willing to try alternative approaches otherwise, as well as NGOs.

Looking at the design of the agreement, three features need to be highlighted – geographical

scope, formality and hierarchical elements. First, it proved possible to include the main

international competitors (Japan, Korea) of the European industry in the negotiations and

expand the geographical scope of the voluntary arrangement. Second, compared to other VAs

the agreement is relatively formal. It is accompanied by a “monitoring decision” which

implies an independent monitoring by the Commission and the member states and annual

communications by the Commission directed at EP and Council. Third, the formality of the

agreement is closely linked to elements of hierarchy that feature in the agreement. Based on

monitoring the Commission is able to control the performance of industry and credibly

threaten with legislative action. In the ACEA case this “shadow of hierarchy” played an

important role both in the emergence and for the implementation of the agreement.

The picture looks more ambiguous, when it comes to the democratic quality of the agreement.

Accountability of the agreement is guaranteed by the joint monitoring procedure with the

involvement of the Commission, which, in turn, is communicating with the EP. The EP’s

involvement, however, is distant and interest associations other than the automobile industry

or the general public are almost entirely absent. Transparency did not exist during the

negotiations, although the annual communications by the Commission provide some

transparency about the implementation of the agreement. In this context we also witness an

interesting facet in the governance structure of the EU. The Commission has been the core

actor, both in the policy formulation and negotiation process and in the implementation of the

agreement. As there is no legal treaty basis, the Commission has plenty of room to manoeuvre

independent of EP and Council, while the “Community method” features as a “back-up”. The

Commission bias stands of course in marked contrast to the new governance rhetoric in the

EU which aims at improving democratic legitimacy.



Finally, the personnel and administrative burden for the Commission and – following the

agreement on independent data collection – also the member states must be noted.

Accountability and implementation effectiveness came at the cost of new administrative tasks

and procedures. The negotiations to reach the agreement took from 1996 to 1998, hence not

significantly faster than the average negotiation time for EU directives. 

b. EICTA

The self-commitment16 by EICTA (European Information, Communications and Consumer

Electronics Technology Industry Associations) aims at improving the energy performance of

consumer electronics such as televisions or DVD players in standby-mode as well as in on-

mode. EICTA is a mixed association which consists of national associations as well as of big

companies in the sector. 

The EICTA self-commitment is part of the European energy efficiency policy which is a part

of the energy and climate policy. Energy efficiency can contribute to the reduction of CO2

emissions in a cost-efficient manner. In 2000, the Commission published an action plan to

improve energy efficiency (CEC 2000). In the field of household appliances and consumer

electronics it proposed three possible policy instruments: labelling systems, minimum

standards for energy efficiency as well as voluntary agreements. 

Until now, the directive 1992/75 (OJ L 297 of 13.10.1992, p. 16-19) introduced an energy

labelling for household appliances (e.g. freezers, washing machines or dishwashers). These

appliances must be accompanied by a label providing information relating to their

consumption of energy or of other essential resources. Depending on their energy use they

receive a label from “A” to “G”.17 Such label aims at fostering the consumer’s awareness and

shall provide an incentive to buy efficient equipment. 

Minimum efficiency standards have also been applied in the field of household appliances, e.g

for refrigerators and freezers (directive 96/57/EC, OJ L 236 of 18.9.1996, p. 36-43).18

Minimum standards aim at removing appliances with low energy efficiency from the market. 

In the field of consumer electronics these two policy instruments are difficult to utilize,

however. It is extremely difficult to develop a minimum standard for these appliances as they

                                                
16 The title of this self-commitment is „Industry self-commitment to improve the energy performance of
household consumer electronic products sold in the European Union”. 
17 The label „A“ applies to very efficient appliances, the label „G“ to inefficient ones. 
18 The development of this particular directive took about four years (Bertoldi 1999: 3).



undergo a very fast technological development. When a minimum standard is set, the

technology for the relevant product may have already changed so much that the standard is no

longer appropriate. The same holds true for a labelling system because the development of

energy efficiency categories takes a lot of time and it is possible that in the case of consumer

electronics such label is already out-dated when it comes into force.

In contrast to that, voluntary agreements seem to provide enough flexibility to adjust to

technological development. That is why the Commission – in the case of energy efficiency it

is DG Transport and Energy – has favoured the voluntary approach. Furthermore, it

considered that voluntary agreements use fewer resources than other instruments because the

formal institutional routines are limited to a minimum. The member states support VAs in the

area of energy efficiency as long as they fulfil basic requirements such as targets going

beyond the business-as-usual trend. They also see the opportunity that VAs could provide fast

and efficient implementation. EICTA sees the chance to reduce the regulatory burden of its

clients and keep as much flexibility as possible for developing and selling products in the

European market. The EP and NGOs, in turn, take a more critical stance because they fear

that targets are not set at an ambitious level and that industry-independent monitoring may be

missing (Rottmann 2005: 76). 

 i. Emergence of the agreement

Several studies on possible measures to improve energy efficiency have been conducted

within the programme SAVE (Specific Action for Vigorous Energy Efficiency) during the

1990s. It turned out that many appliances had a high energy use in standby-mode and that

there was a high potential to improve energy efficiency in this area. Already in 1996, VAs had

been recommended as an instrument to improve energy efficiency of televisions and video

recorders in stand-by mode (Wajer 1999:1). The Commission organised several meetings with

representatives of the consumer electronics industry to discuss the possibility of a VA. 

After two years of negotiations, a voluntary agreement to reduce energy consumption by

televisions and video recorders in standby-mode was concluded in 1998 with the industry

association EACEM which later merged with EICTA. It consists of a voluntary commitment

by EACEM which was recognised by a Commission notice (OJ C 12 of 16.1.1998, p. 2). It

aimed at reducing the energy use in standby-mode of new appliances to a certain value by

2000. The targets of the agreement were reached by 1998 (Bertoldi 1999: 7).



In 2000, the Commission discussed a continuation of the VA with more demanding targets

and an extension of the agreement to the on-mode of televisions. It also wanted to extend the

existing labelling system in order to draw the consumer’s attention to the energy use of their

televisions or video recorders. This proposal was submitted to the relevant private actors. The

industry was very much opposed: In such a labelling system, top technology televisions

would be labelled with an “F” or “G” as they typically use a lot energy whereas products that

are technologically less advanced may obtain an “A”. Industry wanted to prevent that

technological innovations in consumer electronics would obtain a negative label and

consumers may be misled by the label with regard to the performance of the product. The

Commission understood that such a labelling system was problematic in the area of consumer

electronics.

In order to prevent a label, EICTA offered a new self-commitment containing more ambitious

targets for the energy-use in standby-mode of televisions and DVD players as well as first

efforts to reduce the energy consumption of televisions in on-mode. The proposal was

discussed by the Commission and by national experts within the Labelling Committee. This

committee has been set up by the directive 1992/75 on the energy labelling of household

appliances and decides on implementing measures according to this directive. The

negotiations between the Commission and member states on the one hand and EICTA on the

other hand took about two years. An agreement could only be reached after EICTA agreed to

include in the self-commitment a special voluntary label for TVs as well. Consequently,

Commission and member states agreed to informally recognise this self-commitment and to

renounce legislation.

 ii. Nature of the agreement

The legal status of the EICTA self-commitment differs from the ACEA agreement. It is not

recognised by a Commission recommendation or notice and is thus more informal.

Furthermore, there is no obligation for the Commission to monitor the agreement and to

publish an annual communication on actual developments of the self-commitment and on the

state of implementation. Such an informal form allows for even more flexibility on the part of

the Commission and industry.

In the EICTA self-commitment, EICTA commits to reduce the energy use of TVs and DVD

players in standby-mode as well in on-mode for some TV models (EICTA 2003). The self-

commitment consists of three annexes which are addressed to different product categories:



CRT-TV (cathode-ray tube television), non-CRT-TV (televisions with new technologies) and

DVD players. Each annex sets specified targets for the relevant product group. 

The commitments for CRT-TV are most far-reaching. They include targets for the power

consumption in standby-mode (it should not exceed 1 W by 2007), the power consumption in

on-mode (there should be an energy efficiency improvement of 5-10% by 2007) and a label

stating the power consumption in on-and standby-mode as well as the estimated annual

energy consumption. The commitments for non-CRT-TV are similar, but they do not include

an energy efficiency improvement in on-mode as the measurement method still has to be

developed. The commitments for DVD player only include a target for the standby-mode.

Also the participation in the EICTA self-commitment differs from the ACEA agreement. Not

all companies that produce the relevant products have to participate; but, EICTA invited its

members to take part in the self-commitment. It was important for the Commission, that the

participating companies represented a broad market share of about 70-80% so that the self-

commitment would have a sufficient impact on the energy efficiency of consumer electronics.

Depending on the product category, between six and twelve companies take part in the

commitment. When the agreement was concluded in 2001, these companies represented a

market share of nearly 70% at least for CRT-TV. 

The participating companies commit to report annually about the energy performance of their

products sold in the EU. The results will be put into an aggregated report which will be

submitted to the Commission. Another aspect that is laid down in the EICTA commitment is

the establishment of a steering committee which shall verify the results of the commitment.

The steering committee consists of representatives of EICTA, of the Commission, some

member states and further experts such as the representative of a consumer’s organisation.

The criteria of the Commission on voluntary agreements have been partially considered. The

self-commitment comprises quantitative and staged objectives. The establishment of a

steering committee shall lead to increased transparency. Furthermore, civil society is involved

by the incorporation of a consumer’s organisation in the steering committee. However, the

text of the self-commitment has been taken off EICTA’s website and the annual reports are

not published there either so that transparency of the agreement is very limited.



 iii. Implementation of the self-commitment

The most important element of the implementation of the self-commitment is the reporting

procedure. Once the member companies have reported the data concerning the energy-use of

their products in standby- and in on-mode to EICTA, EICTA prepares an annual report about

the results of the self-commitment. This report contains information on the development of

the average energy use in standby- and in on-mode as well as the development of these values

for each company. As confidentiality is a very important issue, the data are anonymized so

that it is not obvious to the reader which company delivered which data.

This annual report is then discussed in detail in the steering committee which meets about two

or three times a year. If the report is not satisfactory to all participants of the committee, it has

to be improved by EICTA. The participants may demand for more information or for

improvement in the presentation, for example. But recall, the steering committee is dependent

on the industry’s data collection as no independent monitoring is foreseen in the self-

commitment.19 

As mentioned above, the discussions in the steering committee shall contribute to the

transparency of the agreement as the participating member states20 are directly involved in

oversight activities. In contrast to other VAs, there is a consumer’s organisation taking part in

the meetings in response to demand for involving civil society. However, NGOs have

criticised that the simple involvement into monitoring procedures does not guarantee the

accountability of the agreement. They do not possess the technical knowledge necessary to

participate actively in the monitoring process. In order to effectively monitor a voluntary

agreement, they would need further resources to pay an expert for instance. 

When members of the steering committee are comfortable with the annual report prepared by

EICTA, it is forwarded to the Commission. The Commission has been distributing the report

to the national experts in the Labelling Committee21 because it wanted to integrate all member

states into the monitoring process in order to enhance legitimacy of the procedure. The

member states always have the power to start thinking about legal measures if the targets of

the agreement are not reached by EICTA. The discussions in the Labelling Committee

                                                
19 The agreement text refers to a „third party“ writing the report fort he steering committee and effectively
assuming the role of an auditor. In reality, both parties of the commitment were satisfied with EICTA collecting
and collating the data itself.
20 Member states participating in the steering committee include Germany, Netherlands, Denmark, Italy and the
UK.
21 I.e., the „comitology“ regulatory committee established through the Council Directive 92/75/EEC of 22
September 1992 on the indication by labelling and standard product information of the consumption of energy
and other resources by household appliances (OJ L 297 of 13.10.1992, p. 16-19).



represent the “shadow of the hierarchy” in this case study. In addition, concerning the

voluntary label, the Commission and the member states make random checks. From time to

time, Commission officials and member state experts go to big shops selling consumer

electronics (e.g. Saturn or Media Markt) and search whether they find the voluntary label on

televisions. 

EICTA’s role towards its members seems to be rather limited during the implementation

process. For example, it could not win more EICTA members to join the self-commitment

and the market share of existing members is decreasing (in the field of CRT-TV the share has

declined to a value of about 50%). An increasing amount of consumer electronics is produced

by Asian companies that are not member of EICTA. This concerns especially low-price

products. The manufacturers of these products do not participate in the self-commitment and

therefore do not have to commit to energy efficiency targets. As the companies who joined

the self-commitment cannot compete with these Asian low price products, they might loose

the interest to participate in a self-commitment that does not apply to their competitors.

Consequently, the market share of consumer electronics covered by the self-commitment

might decrease so much that it becomes ineffective. Policy-makers have to tackle this

problem if the voluntary approach in consumer electronics shall be continued.

It is still difficult to assess the success of the self-commitment because it only started in 2003

and only two annual reports have been written until now. In general, the energy consumption

of TVs and DVD players decreased. However, there are still big differences between the

performances of the participating companies. While some have already performed very well,

others did not make much effort to increase the energy efficiency of their products.22 Until

now, the voluntary label has only been implemented partially. EICTA has explained this delay

by the fact that old TV batches are being sold which were produced before the enactment of

the agreement and which have consequently not been labelled. The Commission and the

member states seem not very happy about the state of implementation but prefer to wait some

more time before they think about other solutions for the problem as EICTA might perform

better in the future.

Another important aspect for the further development of VAs in the area of energy efficiency

is the Eco-Design-Directive (Directive 2005/32/EC on the eco-design of Energy-using

Products - EuP) which has been decided in April 2005. It aims at increasing the energy

efficiency of energy-using products such as electrical devices or heating equipment. The



directive does not introduce directly binding requirements for specific products, but it defines

criteria which will be used to set these requirements on environmentally relevant product

characteristics through implementing measures. Following the directive, the Commission may

also accept voluntary self-commitments as an alternative to formal implementing measures, if

these promise to provide particularly efficient results. Self-commitments shall be assessed

according to a set of criteria similar to the Commission criteria such as quantified and staged

objectives, involvement of civil society, and a well designed monitoring system. The EP has

lobbied for such criteria and supports the EuP-Directive in its current form. This directive will

probably lead to an increased use of self-commitments in the area of energy efficiency.

iv: Evaluation

The EICTA self-commitment did not emerge with the same feeling of salience as the ACEA

agreement, but equally out of a longer tradition of policy making in this area. Community

energy policy had long been preoccupied with the issue of energy efficiency, which was

considered a win-win approach in meeting environmental and energy goals. Besides several

funding measures (within the SAVE program), VAs had been agreed to reduce energy

consumption of electrical appliances, including TV sets, in the past.

The nature of the EICTA commitment hints at the variety that is possible in the groups of

voluntary agreements. Other than the ACEA agreement, in this self-commitment not only

substantive but also procedural standards – such as monitoring or reporting arrangements –

are not formally agreed upon. The limited geographical scope and related issues in controlling

international competition created a problem to sustain the commitment also within Europe.

The “shadow of hierarchy”, which was felt in policy formulation as the self-commitment was

started to prevent legislation worked more indirectly – through the member states in the

Labelling Committee – in implementation and difficulty in meeting the committed targets

were met with remarkable tolerance.

Elements of democracy and accountability are visible less through procedure than through

participation. Transparency is not guaranteed as neither the agreement text nor annual reports

are published in the internet or elsewhere. But, the participation of a consumer’s organisation

in the steering committee provides limited transparency and control. The EP is entirely

excluded from the process; it must be noted, however, that an alternative legal instrument

                                                                                                                                                        
22 While companies are treated anonymously in the report, it is nevertheless distinguished between individual
companies (1, 2, 3,…).



would have come in the form of an implementing directive – via the comitology procedure –

which also circumvents the EP. This is why the EP supports the newly decided eco-design

directive which establishes criteria and procedures to improve transparency and accountability

for any future self-commitment agreed to meet its goals.

The Commission’s role is even more important than in the ACEA agreement as there are no

formal requirements linking the Commission to EP and Council and holding it accountable

(e.g. a monitoring decision forcing the Commission to communicate with and report to the

other actors). The Commission negotiates bilaterally and multilaterally with EICTA and the

member states and manages the informal interaction of all participants. As the Community

proponent of the self-commitment the Commission takes great responsibility for the

implementation process and is getting much more actively involved than this would be the

case in any “normal” directive.

In terms of performance, the expectations in the self-commitment have not yet totally been

met: The negotiations took about two years, which is not much faster then an implementing

measure; especially the extension of the 2003 commitment to new aspects of energy

efficiency (most notably on-mode non-CRT-TV) took much longer than expected.

Interestingly, lots of institutional resources are used for monitoring and reporting procedures,

although there do not exist formal obligations to do so. This clearly contradicts the

expectations, especially inside the Commission. 

V. Conclusions

We started this paper with the question whether we can observe a real trend to new modes of

governance in EU environmental policy, and a trend towards shifting responsibility to private

actors in particular. Considering that the instrument of voluntary agreement is clearly only

possible in a limited range of cases, namely where the polluters are identifiable, fairly

homogenous and sufficiently organised, this study detected a fair amount and rising number

of VAs. The number exceeds that reported elsewhere (Holzinger, Knill, Schäfer 2003) and the

use of this instrument in most member states. Particularly, the EICTA case hints at a snowball

effect; one VA may trigger other VAs concerned with related issues (i.e. consumer electronics

in on- and stand-by mode, applying to various technological categories). The important eco-

design directive now specifically points to the option of VA, providing at the same time a

procedural framework responding to governance concerns which gave rise to voluntary

experiments in the first place.



Typically, VAs in the EU are justified by reference to failed or costly legislative measures

(either in policy formulation or implementation) and the need to tap the knowledge and build

the acceptance of private actors. With this background it is important to note that both cases

discussed in this paper operate in a visible shadow of hierarchy. The threat to top-down

regulation in case the VA failed played a role both times; the independent watchdog function

of the Commission – and in part even EP and Council – was more effective in the ACEA

case. This, of course, confirms old lessons in the steering debate (c.f. Mayntz/ Scharpf 1995).

On the EU level the interest associations – ACEA and EICTA – have limited capacities and

information to control their members and ensure their compliance with the agreement; their

function is limited to facilitation and coordination. Despite the rhetoric on new governance in

which VAs are embedded, public accountability and democratic legitimacy have long been

recognised as problems – rather than merits – of VAs (c.f. Balwin and Cave 1999). The

ACEA case shows some awareness of this issue and adopted measures to create

accountability through monitoring processes that were independent of industry and regular

reporting to EP and Council. Such procedural control, of course, went hand in hand in raising

the level of formality of the VA. The EICTA commitment, by contrast, retained its informal

status and approached the issue of accountability and input legitimacy by having a consumer

protection group participate in the steering committee (no consumers or environmental groups

participated in the ACEA case). Both, in terms of numbers and capacity this group was

outweighed by industry representatives, however. Therefore, also the particular form of

“bottom-up” governance observed in voluntary agreements will gain public legitimacy not

through input but rather through output.

The final word on output is not yet spoken. Nevertheless, neither of the two cases will trigger

much enthusiasm. In both cases it took considerable time to reach the agreements in the first

place (although prior legislative attempts had not looked promising either). Equally, it is

uncertain that the targets will be met in time; this is so although neither target was considered

particularly ambitious. Nevertheless, the snowballing effect to politically or technically more

tricky issues can be considered a success of the instrument.

Finally, our analysis reveals an important trend for multi-level governance in the EU.

Paradoxically, voluntary agreements – heralded as instruments to involve private actors

(associational democracy) and reduce the regulatory burden of Community actors – appear to

place the Commission centre stage. The Commission is the primary partner of industry in the

initiation and formulation of VAs. More importantly, it appears a far more active role in

ensuring policy compliance. The informality of the instrument and the absence of an



intermediate level of governance push the Commission to get concerned with actual

compliance “on the ground”. This requires administrative resources and capacities few had

anticipated and clearly the risk to enter into a new legitimacy and governance crisis. The

formality and democratic procedures, introduced in the monitoring decision in the case of

ACEA and on the horizon by way of the eco-design directive in the case of EICTA, may not

only improve the democratic quality of this form of private governance but also shift some

responsibility away from the Commission again and thereby “saving its skin”.
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VII. Annex 1: VA at the EU level23

Year Association Title of the agreement Reference Status
1989 Agreement on the labelling of detergents and cleaning

products
Commission Recommendation 89/542/EEC of 13
September 1989, OJ L 291, 10.10.1989, p.55

Obsolete by regulation

1989 Aerosol
Industry

Agreement on the reduction of chlorofluorocarbons
by the aerosol industry

Commission Recommendation 89/349/EEC of 13
April 1989, OJ L 144, 27.5.1989, p.56

Obsolete by regulation

1990 Foam plastics
industry

Agreement on the reduction of chlorofluorocarbons
used by the Community’s foam plastics industry

Commission Recommendation 90/437/EEC of 27
June 1990, OJ L 227, 21.8.1990, p.26

Obsolete by regulation

1990 Refrigeration
industry

Agreement on the reduction of chlorofluorocarbons
used by the Community’s refrigeration industry

Commission Recommendation 90/438/EEC of 27
June 1990, OJ L 227, 21.8.1990, p.30;

Obsolete by regulation

1997 EACEM Agreement to reduce energy consumption by
televisions and video recorders in standby mode

notice in OJ C 12, 16.1.1998, p.2 Renewed and extended in
2003 (EICTA self-
commitment)

1998 AISE Agreement concerning good environmental practice
for household laundry detergents

Commission Recommendation 98/480/EC of 22
July 1998, OJ L 215, 1.8.1998, p.73

On-going

1998 CECED Agreement on the cessation of production and imports
of several models of washing machines with low
energy efficiency

notice in OJ C 382, 9.12.1998, p.6 Renewed for the period of
2002-2008

1998 ACEA ACEA (European Automobile Manufacturers
Association) agreement on CO2 emissions reductions
from new passenger cars

Commission Recommendation 1999/125/EC of 5
February 1999, OJ L 40, 13.2.1999, p.49

On-going

1999 KAMA KAMA (Korea Automobile Manufacturers
Association) agreement on CO2 emissions reductions
from new passenger cars

Commission Recommendation 2000/303/EC, OJ L
100, 20.4.2000, p.55

On-going

1999 JAMA JAMA (Japan Automobile Manufacturers
Association) agreement on CO2 emissions reductions
from new passenger cars

Commission Recommendation 2000/304/EC, OJ L
100, 20.4.2000, p.57

On-going

1999 CECED Agreement on the cessation of production and imports
of several models of household dishwashers with low
energy efficiency

Notice in OJ C 250, 8.9.2001, p.2 Terminated 31/12/2004

1999 CECED Agreement on the cessation of production and imports
of several models of water heaters with low energy
efficiency

Notice in OJ C 250, 8.9.2001, p.4 Terminated 31/12/2003

2000 CEMEP Voluntary agreement of CEMEP (electric motors) http://www.cemep.org/cemep/organization/lvac/vol
untary_agreement.pdf

2000-2003

                                                
23 Source: Rottmann 2005: 116-118.



2000 CEFIC Agreement CEFIC (European Chemical Industry
Council) concerning the implementation of certain
provisions of the Rotterdam Convention (Convention
on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for certain
hazardous chemicals and pesticides in international
trade) before its entry into force

exchange of letters CEFIC 27.11.2000/
Commissioners Liikanen and Wallström
22.12.2000; not published in the OJ

Limited duration.

2000 FECC Agreement FECC (European Chemical Distributors’
Association) concerning the implementation of certain
provisions of the Rotterdam Convention (Convention
on the Prior Informed Consent Procedure for certain
hazardous chemicals and pesticides in international
trade) before its entry into force

exchange of letters FECC 27.11.2000/
Commissioners Liikanen and Wallström
22.12.2000; not published in the OJ

Limited duration.

2000 PVC-Industry
(ECVM, ECPI,
ESPA, EuPC

Voluntary commitment of the PVC-industry www.vinyl2010.org 2000-2010

2000 EACEM2 Commitment by the consumer electronics industry on
reducing the energy consumption of audio products in
stand-by mode

http://energyefficiency.jrc.cec.eu.int/pdf/TR-036-
r01_Audio_VA.pdf

On-going (now with EICTA)

2001 CECED Voluntary commitment on reducing energy
consumption of household refrigerators, freezers and
their combinations

http://www.ceced.org/energy/issue_freezers.html 2002-2010

2002 CECED Second voluntary commitment on reducing energy
consumption of domestic washing machines

http://www.ceced.org/energy/issue_wash.html 2002-2008

2003 EICTA Industry Self-commitment to improve energy
performance of household consumer electronic
products sold in the European Union

On-going

2005 ERRMA Unilateral industry self-commitment concerning
biodegradable and compostable polymer products

Acknowledgement letter by Director-General of the
RRM unilateral commitment,

http://europa.eu.int/comm/enterprise/environment/i
ndex_home/emantool_indic_prodrel_vappr/polyme
r.htm

Started in January 2005


