—__‘
_———_'#

—

A.E.C.A.C.

Report about the AECAC

activity in 2012

March 2013



A.E.C.A.C.

AECAC activities in 2012

1. The last AECAC GENERAL ASSEMBLY was held in Nuremberg on the 9t of March
2012. Attached as Annex I, minutes of the last General Assembly.

2. SPONSORS. During 2011 and 2012 GAMO Airguns sponsored AECAC. 2012 and 2013
will be sponsored by NATURABUY (www.naturabuy.fr). The President has thanked
both companies for their support.

3. FULFILMENT OF TAX OBLIGATIONS before the Belgian authorities. We should
thank the Belgian association which representative, Mr. Nico Demeyere (Belgian
Lawyer), has prepared and fulfilled all tax declarations before the Belgian authorities
without any charge.

It is necessary to remind once again the inputs system: the partners do not pay fees but

make voluntary contributions depending on the Association’s needs. Such payments
are not obligatory, nor regular, but agreed yearly.

4. AECAC PROMOTION
Stand at the IWA Fair: Thanks to the support of the German Association VDB our
organisation had the opportunity to have a stand in the IWA. We hope this will help
AECAC to get more members and sponsors.

Web page: Our web page www.aecac.eu has been a success.

Communications to possible members and sponsors: We have contacted several
associations and possible Sponsors.

Enclosed as Annex IT and III letters that each member can send to possible sponsors or
gun traders associations from the rest of Europe.

New members: Thanks to all the communication efforts we have a new member: the
« Association Luxembourgeoise des Armuriers et Négociants d’Armes ».

We have also contacted a gun retailers association from Poland “Polskie
Stowarzyszenie Rusznikarzy I Dystrybutorow Broni” whose President is Mr. Jacek
SZYMKOWTIAK.

Currently AECAC has fifteen members, the members list is attached as Annex IV.

5. EUROPEAN FIRE GUNS DIRECTIVE
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AECAC is one of the recognised Stakeholders of the European Institutions in all maters
concerning the Firearms Directive in this quality we are permanently taking care of any
issue or development concerning this norm.

In July 2012 the Commission issued a report to the EU Parliament and the EU Council on
the possible advantages and disadvantages of a reduction to two categories of firearms
(prohibited or authorised) with a view to the better functioning of the internal market by
means of possible simplification of the Directive.

Enclosed as Annex V commission’s report dated 26/07/2012.

AECAC was very active concerning this issue. We participated in several meetings and
issued two memorandums at the end of 2011 (see report AECAC activity 2011) in 2012 we

had many communications with the Commission.

We were requested by the Commission to provide some figures concerning gun/shooting
retailers and distributors in Europe.

We collected all information from our members and send it to the Commission.

Germany 1.500 35.000 1.000.000.000 €
France 800 4.000 450.000.000 €
Italy 1.200 10.000 250.000.000 €
Spain 700 2.500 250.000.000 €
Austria 455 725 86.000.000 €
Finland 413 1.500 90.000.000 €
Belgium 250 1.500 110.000.000 €
Greece 700 1.400 35.000.000 €

Some of our members did not send the requested information. We would very
much appreciate if all the associations could send us the missing information
as it is always very important to be able to show the weight of our sector.

We can be very satisfied of the result of the commission’s report. It accepts the AECAC
position expressed in our several communications and meetings. The Commission is
clearly for the maintenance of the current system: keeping the 4 categories. More than
this the Commissions’ states that the gun trading and ownership in Europe does not need
more restrictions.

The Commission states for example that “the answer to the question of whether recent
years have seen a significant increase in crimes involving hunting or sporting firearms is
mostly negative. Most Member States, such as Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, the United
Kingdom, Finland and Spain, consider the trend to be one of stability. Other Member
States, like Belgium and Ireland, have even seen a decrease in this type of crime.”
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The report also states that “the weapons authorised by the Directive present much fewer
tracing difficulties, as attested by the answers to the questionnaire, which are mostly
reassuring, at least with regard to legal movement within the EU; indeed, most Member
States consider that there are relatively few problems, at least at national level, in tracing
firearms for civilian use.”

In the consultancy process previous to the report, some member States (Sweden, Italy,
Hungary and Belgium) declared “no to see any real benefits in modifying the current
classification; they consider that any revision would bring an additional burden and
engender unnecessary costs.”

It is very important to point that some member States expressed the concern that a reduced
number of categories could divert legal trade in weapons to illegal channels. This is one
of the AECAC’s traditional arguments against the reduction.

There are still some open issues concerning the Fire Guns Directive:

+ DEACTIVATION: Annex I part III of the Directive, states for the purposes of
deactivation, “all essential parts of the firearm have been rendered permanently
inoperable and incapable of removal”. The same Annex provides that the
Commission shall issue common guidelines on deactivation standards.

AECAC has required the Commission to prepare clear guidelines on deactivation
systems, which balances both the efficiency of the deactivation and the value of
the guns as ornamental and collection objects. Currently the strict application of
the Directive is negatively affecting the market of ornamental firearms.

* GENERAL SITUATION OF THE APPLICATION: By July 2015, the
Commission should issue a report to the EU Parliament on the situation
regarding the application of the Directive. This report might cause a further
amendment of the Directive, so we should be very attentive on it.

6. EUROPEAN REGULATION OF FIRE GUNS IMPORT AND EXPORT
The Regulation was approved by the EU Parliament on the 13t October 2011.

This is the link to all official EU language versions of the EU of the new Regulation (EU)
No 258/2012 of the European Parliament and of the Council implementing Article 10 of the
United Nations’ Firearms Protocol:

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/JOHtml.do?uri=0J:L:2012:094:SOM:EN:HTML

The Regulation shall start to apply from 30 September 2013 (i.e. 18 months after this
publication).
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7. COMPLAINT AGAINST SWEDEN AND SPAIN FOR FIREARMS MARKING
RESTRICTIONS

AECAC in collaboration with our Swedish and Spanish members Sveriges
Vapenhandlareforening and ACACE, and also with the Spanish producers association
(Asociacion Armera) has prepared and presented a formal complaint before the EU
Commission against Sweden and Spain due to their gun marking system (Attached as Annex
VI).

The Swedish government is requiring the international import marking for gun transfers
coming from other EU countries.

This is due to a wrong application of the UNITED NATIONS FIREARMS PROTOCOL (Protocol
against the Illicit Manufacturing of and Trafficking in Firearms, Their Parts and Components
and Ammunition, implementing the United Nations Convention against Transnational
Organized Crime).

Article 8 b of the UN Protocol provides that Firearms shall include a mark of the import
country:

(b) Require appropriate simple marking on each imported firearm, permitting
identification of the country of import and, where possible, the year of import
and enabling the competent authorities of that country to trace the firearm, and
a unique marking, if the firearm does not bear such a marking.

Anyhow the EU territory shall be considered one only customs territory, even for the purpose of
Firearms (see Regulation (EEC) No 2913/92). A transfer of a firearm from an EU country to
another EU country shall not be considered an Import, as far as it is a movement within the
same customs territory.

For this reason the EU has signed the UN Firearms Protocol as a signing party.

The amendment of the EU Firearms Directive (91/477/EEC), took place in 2008. One of the
amendments tended to ensure (according to the UN PROTOCOL) that all Fireguns are correctly
marked when they are produced in the EU. Article 4 of the Directive provides:

“For the purpose of identifying and tracing each assembled firearm,
Member States shall, at the time of manufacture of each firearm, either:
a) require a unique marking, including the name of the manufacturer,
the country or place of manufacture, the serial number and the year of
manufacture (if not part of the serial number). This shall be without
prejudice to the affixing of the manufacturer’s trademark. For these
purposes, the Member States may choose to apply the provisions of the
Convention of 1 July 1969 on Reciprocal Recognition of Proofmarks on
Small Arms.”

The EU has just approved the Import-Export Firearms Regulation (see point 5), implementing
the UN Firearms Protocol, but from the external market point of view. This new European
Regulation requires that any Firearm entering the Customs territory of the European Union,
should be market according to article 4 of the EU Directive, including the Import Country into
the EU. This only applies to the first import into the EU Customs territory.
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Article 2.14.iii) of the Firearms Import-Export Regulation provides clearly that the marking
obligation affects only the “first country of import within the European Union”.

The requirement of the Swedish authorities of marking all firearms imported from other EU
Member States is a clear breach of the free movement of goods principle, enshrined in
Article 34 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU): “Quantitative
restrictions on imports and all measures having equivalent effect shall be
prohibited betwwveen Member States”. The intended restriction cannot be justified on the
basis of the public policy / public security grounds mentioned in Article 36 TFEU since there is
already specific harmonisation at EU level, and thus mutual trust between Member States,
through Directive 91/477/EEC as amended by Directive 2008/51/EC.

The case of Spain is not as extreme as it only affects antique firearms. The Spanish government
is requiring a new marking on most antique firearms which is causing an almost complete
extinction of the collecting market for old military weapons. AECAC defends that by applying
such restrictions Spain is stating barriers to the common market.

8. LEAD IN SHOTS

The issue of lead in shots is currently and will be the most critique question for our sector both
at a European and at international level. There are several forums and situations to be pointed:

o EFSA scientific opinion. As explained in our previous report, in 2010 the EFSA
(European Food Safety Authority) adopted a scientific opinion on lead in food. The
report was not specifically about game meat consumption, but it included an assessment
of human exposure to lead by consumption of game meat and it reported that consumer
groups with higher exposures levels include game meat consumers.

This analysis recognized higher lead levels in game meat, and remarked that specific
game meat diet may be harmful. On the other side, the report stated that game meat
gives a small percentage contribution to lead exposure.

0o EU general position on bird protection. The EU committed itself to phasing out
the use of lead shot in wetlands in a view to protecting birds from poisoning. The
European Commission is currently assessing the progresses made in member states, the
effectiveness of the measures taken and the possibilities to speed up the process. So far,
14 member states have banned the use of lead shot in a way or another, either
everywhere or in wetlands or for wildfowl hunting.

0 AMEC study on total ban of lead. Following with this line, in 2012 the EU also
engaged a consultancy firm (AMEC) to draft a study evaluating the feasibility of
implementing a total ban on lead shots.

This move came about in relation to the incomplete ban on the use of lead shot in
wetlands and presumably also due to reports on non-compliance with bans.

AMEC requested AECAC and other European associations to provide specific answers to
a questionnaire tending to facilitate the mentioned study. In April 2012 AECAC
answered to the questionnaire (Attached as Annex VII, AECAC’s answers).
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Water Framework Directive. On the 5t of November 2012 the Committee on
Environment and Public Health of the European Parliament debated a Commissions
proposal to amend the list of hazardous substances in the Water Framework Directive.
Some MEP tabled amendments to include lead in the list. Finally such amendments were
not approved.

AECAC position concerning lead in shots is the following:

(0]

(0]

Lead in shots, except in wetlands, has a minimal environmental impact.

The risk of game meat consumption is also minimal. No scientific study has stated
that the alimentary risk makes advisable a ban on lead shots.

Alternatives to lead. The cartridge production sector is developing several projects
and innovations to find a possible alternative to lead shots. AECAC fully supports all
actions in this line. Notwithstanding although some alternatives can be developed in the
near future, today it does not exist any safe, economic and efficient alternative to lead
which is produced at industrial level.

Restrictions on lead. Our general opinion is that in the current situation any further
restriction on lead use is unnecessary and it would affect - once again - negatively the
competitiveness of European companies. It shall be stressed that any legislative change
should be based on scientific evidences and should take in consideration its social and
economic impact.

The minimal benefits of a complete lead ban should be compared to the dramatic
economic and social impact that such a measure could cause.

No further restriction should be applied till the innovation processes enable to produce
at industrial level a real alternative to lead.

Higher impact on Small and Medium Enterprises. Fact is that most companies
which deal with sport and hunting guns and ammunition are Small and Medium
Enterprises (SMEs). For these, the implementation of new restrictions would have a
negative strong impact on their economies. The burden of administration and regulation
is the biggest complaint of SMEs when it comes to hindrances to their business. An
increase in the price of ammunition — which would be the immediate effect of further
restrictions - will significantly reduce the market, and will certainly cause an important
reduction of the SMEs margins. Normally margins always get reduced from the retailer
benefit.

9. ESSF (European Sport Shooting Forum)

AECAC participates in the ESSF.

This organisation meet twice this year:

* Meeting Nuremberg March 2012
* Meeting Brussels of November 2012

The ESSF allows all sectors at European level to coordinate themselves in different issues.
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The ESSF has coordinated very efficiently the Common Position of all sectors concerning both
the Directive report and the Lead study.

The ESSF is a “think tank” of the hunting and shooting sector. Its approach to all issues is very
technical and efficient.
10.WORLD FORUM OF THE FUTURE OF SPORT SHOOTING ACTIVITIES
(WFSA)

AECAC is voting member of the WFSA, we take part in some of the WFSA meetings and
contributes yearly with 3.600 €.

The WFSA is a highly efficient organization, recognized by the UN, and its actions are of great
importance as many of the issues start globally.

The current issues in which WFSA is involved are the following:
0 Global Arms Trade Treaty
0 UN Programme of Action (POA) on SALW
0 International Small Arms Control Standards (ISACS)
0 Transit Task Force (TTF).
o UN Register of Conventional Arms

For more information on the WFSA actions see www.wfsa.net

11. ACCOUNTS AND BUDGET
Attached as Annex VIII accounts for 2012.
The proposed budget for 2013 is the following:

CONTRIBUTIONS

COSTS

Brussels, March 2013
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Annex1

Minutes of the 20™ Ordinary General Assembly

At Messezentrum, Nurnberg
Friday, 9™ March 2012

Members present: ~ Mr. Co APPELMAN The Netherlands
Mr. Ton DONUK The Netherlands
Mr. Yves GOLLETY France
Mr. Agustin ALBERDI Spain
Mr. Victor FABREGAT Spain
Mr. Jurgen R. TRIEBEL Germany
Mr. Antonio BANA Italy
Mr. Nico DEMEYERE Belgium
Mr. George KIRGIAS Greece
Mr. Anders LINDSTROM Sweden
Dr. Hermann GERIG Austria (IWO)

1. Presidents Welcome
The President Mr. Yves GOLLETY opened the Assembly by welcoming all members present.

A mention was done to thank the Belgium association representative Mr. Demeyere as he has
prepared all the tax declarations of the AECAC free of charge.

The President explained that this year has been made a lot of work concerning specially the UN
PROTOCOL issue. A very close collaboration was done between the President and the Secretary
General.

2. Apologies

The Finish association apologized for not attending the assembly. There were no other apologies
for absence.

3. Minutes

The minutes of the 19" Ordinary General Assembly held in Nuremberg on March 2008 were
unanimously approved.

4. Review of the year 2011

The Secretary-General Mr. Fabregat distributed a document providing the detail of the AECAC
activity during the last year.

It was explained that the main battle this past year has been the recently approved European
Regulation on export and import of fire guns. AECAC was very active on this matter and held
several meetings and contacts with members of the EU Commission, with EMP Mme. Veronique
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Mathieu (Raporteur of the LIBE Committee), with members of the Council, and even with the
European Commissioner Mme. Malstrom.

Other important actions affected the development of the Firearms Directive dossier. For more
information see attached document.

5. Accounts
Accounts of the last exercise were distributed to all members and unanimously approved.
6. Budget for next year and fixing of annual quotes.
The budged for 2012 was approved as follows:
COSTS

After a little discussion the contributions for 2012 were offered by the members and
unanimously approved:

CONTRIBUTIONS

7. Date and place of next meeting
Next General Assembly will take place on the first Friday of the next Nuremberg IWA Fair.

Nuremberg, March 9th, 2012

10
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Annex II

Reference: Sponsorship
Brussels, January 2013

Dear Sir,

I am writing to you as the President of the European Association of the Civil
Commerce of Weapons (AECAC) and with the belief that our association and
your Company could collaborate to build the future of the hunting and civil weapons
trading.

Our Association is formed from numerous national associations representing the
interests of gun and hunting trading businesses and specialised retailers from all over
Europe. Currently the members of our association are the following:

Austria: Verband Osterreicher Biichsenmacher (Bundesinnung der
Metalltechniker)

Belgium: Wapenunie — Union Armes

Cyprus: Cyprus Gundealers Association

Denmark: Danske Vabenhandlerere

Finland: Asekauppiaiden Liitto ry

France: Chambre Syndicale Nationale des Armuriers

Germany: VDB - Verband Deutscher Biichsenmacher und
Waffenfachhandler

Greece: Pan-Hellenic Association of Handcraft men & Professionals
of Hunting Items

Ireland: Irish Gun Dealers and Shooters Association

Italy: ASSOARMIERI - Associazione Commercianti Armi-
Munizioni Caccia Pesca Sport

Luxemburg: Association Luxembourgeoise des Armuriers et Négociants
d’Armes

The Netherlands: Nederlandse Vereniging voor de Wapenhandel

Spain: ACACE - Asociacion de Comerciantes de Armeria sus
Complementos y Explosivos

Sweden: Sveriges Vapenhandlareforening

Non-voting members: )
IWO - Interessengemeinschaft Liberales Waffenrecht in Osterreich

It would appear that day by day the international influence affecting our business
grows and grows. Many non governmental organisations (NGO) are unfairly
attacking our sector and numerous anti-hunting lobbies use the European
institutions as their propaganda megaphone against us.

11
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We cannot be complacent about these developments, we have to be proactive. We
need to be strong not only within our individual national borders but also
internationally.

We need our voice to be listened in Europe. We can only play a role if we are united
and well organised.

To achieve our objective of an influential position in Europe we also need to be
financially strong.

I am writing to you given this challenge, as we need your company to join our project.
We need your strength and support to be stronger in Europe.

We would very much appreciate if you could support our association through a
Sponsorship.

I do hope that our Association and our drive and commitment to the protection of
our sector will be of interest to you. We will present at the Nuremberg Fair with a
stand, so we would very much appreciate if you could visit us then.

With my best wishes.

Yves Gollety
President

12
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Annex II1

Brussels, January 2013
Dear Sir,

I am writing to you as the President of the European Association of the Civil
Commerce of Weapons (AECAC) with the belief that it would be interesting for
your Association to join AECAC.

AECAC is a non profit federation, founded in 1992 and formed from numerous
national gun trading associations from all over Europe. It was created to ensure the
participation of our sector in all the procedures of the European policies in which gun
trading is involved.

AEAC is currently the only representative at a European level of the gun trading
retailers, in this capacity AECAC is being considered as a very reputable
stakeholder before all European Institutions.

Currently the members of our association are the following;:

Austria: Verband Osterreicher Biichsenmacher (Bundesinnung der
Metalltechniker)

Belgium: Wapenunie — Union Armes

Cyprus: Cyprus Gundealers Association

Denmark: Danske Vabenhandlerere

Finland: Asekauppiaiden Liitto ry

France: Chambre Syndicale Nationale des Armuriers

Germany: VDB - Verband Deutscher Biichsenmacher und
Waffenfachhiandler

Greece: Pan-Hellenic Association of Handcraft men & Professionals
of Hunting Items

Ireland: Irish Gun Dealers and Shooters Association

Italy: ASSOARMIERI - Associazione Commercianti Armi-
Munizioni Caccia Pesca Sport

Luxemburg: Association Luxembourgeoise des Armuriers et Négociants
d’Armes

The Netherlands: Nederlandse Vereniging voor de Wapenhandel

Spain: ACACE - Asociacion de Comerciantes de Armeria sus
Complementos y Explosivos

Sweden: Sveriges Vapenhandlareforening

Non-voting member: )
IWO - Interessengemeinschaft Liberales Waffenrecht in Osterreich

13
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Our main targets are:

0 Defend the interests of the gun trading sector at a European Level

0 Be the voice of the small and medium-sized enterprises before the European
Institutions

0 Represent the Gun Trading Retailers in all the international trading and sport
organisations

0 Lower existing barriers in the civil gun trading sector

0 Support the free market; enhance the efficiency and competitiveness of the
European companies

We are very proactive before the European institutions. You can see the amount of
work that it is done in our web page: www.aecac.eu

To achieve our objectives we need to have a wide representation of the European
traders and small and medium business from our sector. It is essential that we have
only one powerful voice in Brussels.

I am writing to you given this challenge, as we need your national association to join
our project. We need your strength and support to be stronger in Europe.

I do hope that our Association and our drive and commitment to the protection of
our sector will be of interest to you. We will present at the Nuremberg Fair with a
stand, so we would very much appreciate if you could visit us then.

With my best wishes.

Yves Gollety
President

14
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Annex IV
1. Austria M. KRUSCHITZ Kolingasse 17 Tel. office@martin-kruschitz.at
Austrian Gun Makers 1090 Wien 0043)13177173,
Association
Dr. SIEGERT Miinzgrabenstr. Tel.
81 A-8010 Graz (0043) 316 848 184
Fax
(0043) 316 848184-9
2. Austria 2 Dr. H. GERIG Postfach 108 A-1051 iwoe@iwoe.at
(Non voting member) Wien www.iwoe.at
WO -
Interessengemeinschaft
Liberales Waffenrecht in
Osterreich
3. Belgium Mr. Daniel BEETS Oudergemsweg 41 http://www.unionarmes.be
Wapenunie — Union President 1970
armes Wezembeek-Oppem
Nico DEMEYERE Kesseldallaan 34/402 | +32 499 088 373 nico@demeyerenico.be
Vice-President 3010 KESSEL.LO info@wapenunie.be
BELGIUM nico.demeyere@imposto.be
4. Cyprus P. HERACLIDES Pindarou Str. 23 Tel.
President 1060 Nicosia 00-35722762301
Cyprus Gundealers (Cyprus) Fax
Association 00-35722762160
Aggelos PITSILLIDES
Secretary
5. Denmark Francois PARBST 41, Borsholmvej Tel. michael@parbst.dk
Vice-President 3000 Helsingor 0045 49 765400
Danske Vabenhandlerere Fax.
0045 49 765420
6. Finland Timo Huikkala PO BOX: PL76 Tel. www.asekauppiaat.fi
Asekauppiaiden Liitto ry President POST: oo101 00 358 407079922 toimisto@asekauppiaat.fi
HELSINKI Fax
00 358 406611050
7. France Yves GOLLETY 37, Rue Vivienne Tel. www.syndicat-armuriers.com
Chambre Syndicale President 75002 Paris 0033 142367983 <chambre.syndicale@armuriers.com
Nationale des Armuriers Fax info@armureriedelabourse.com
0033 142361801
8. Germany Jiirgen Triebel www.vdb-waffen.de
Verband Deutscher President
Biichsenmacher und
Waffenfachhéndler e.V.
Wolfgang FUCHS Schwanallee 48 a Tel. info@vdb-waffen.de
Geschiftsfiihrer 35037 Marburg 0049 642116 13 53
(Lahn) Fax
0049 642122312

15
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9. Greece Kirgias MICHAEL 7 Kratinou Street Tel. www.peveke.gr
Panhellenic Association of 105 51 Athens 0030 210 322 41 02 info@kirgias.gr
Handcraftmen Fax thiva@nafpliotisgroup.gr
& Profesionals of Hunting 0030 210 3224102 info@kalkantzakos.com
Items mpete@otenet.gr
touris@otenet.gr
peveke@otenet.gr

10. Ireland John BUTLER Pepperstown, Ardee, Tel. johnbutler@ragriffinhawe.ie
Irish Gun Dealers and Co. Louth 00353 872040085
S Chairmen Association

Tom KIRWAN-

Secretary

John CARREYAN Kilkenny, Tel.

Chairmen 82 HighStr. 00353 41 0562157

fax
00353 41 64068

11. Ttaly Mr. Antonio BANA Tel. www.assoarmieri.it
ASSOARMIERI President 0039 0303463461 assoarmieri@assoarmieri.it
Associazione Fax. 0039 ab@studiobana.it
Commercianti Armi- 0303463429
Munizioni Caccia Pesca
Sport

Ermanno Fulvio Via Brennero, 10 Tel. adinolfi@adinolfi.com

ADINOLFI Vice- 20052 Monza 0039 039 2300745
President Fax.
0039 39 2300028
12. Luxemburg Paul FRAUENBERG 2 Circuit de la Foire Tel. f.lentz@lda.lu
Association President Internationale 00424511-1
Luxembourgeoise des L-1347 Luxembourg- Fax.
Armuriers et Négociants Frank LENTZ Kirchberg 00424525
d’Armes Secretary BP 1604
L1016 Luxembourg
13. The Nederlands Hans Hoffmann Stakenbergweg 60 Tel. www.wapenhandel.info
Dutch Association of President 8075 RA Elspeet 0031 548512979 secretariaat@wapenhandel.info
Weapon Dealers Fax.
0031577492210
Evert VAN RHEE
Secretary
14. Spain Agustin Alberdi www.acacearmerias.com
A.CAA.CE. President v.fabregat@fabregat-perulles-sales.com
Asociacién de Armerias armeriaalberdi@terra.com
ACAE
Victor FABREGAT Plaza Bonanova 4, 1°- | Tels. v.fabregat@fabregat-perulles-sales.com
Secretary-General 12 0034 932054231
E-08022 Barcelona 0034 630929881
Fax
934189535
15. Sweden Anders Lindstrom Sako Sweden Tel. Dir. anders.lindstrom@sako.se
Sveriges Country Manager P.O. Box 421 59 +46 (0)8 709 78 81
Vapenhandlareforening 126 16 Stockholm Mob.
Sweden +46 (0)76 113 25 13

Fax.
+46 (0)8 709 78 89
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AnnexV
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Brussels, 26.7.2012
COM{2012) 415 fmal

EEFPORT FROM THE COMAISSION TO THE EUEQPEAN PARTTAMENT AND
THE COUNCIL

Passible advantages and disadvantages of redocing the classification to two categaries of
firearms (prohibited or anthorizsed) with a view to improvisg the fonctoning of the
infernal market for the produocts in gqueston throngh simplification.

EN
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FEPORT FROM THE COMMISSION TO THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND
THE COUNCIL

Possible advaimtages and disadvantages of redocing the classfication o two categories of
firearms (prohibited or anthorised) with a view to mmproving the fanctoning of the
mfernal market for the prodocts in goestion throngh Smplification.

This repar & drafted o meet one of the requremsents of Counctl Direcdve Q14TTEEC af
18 fume [99] on conirol of the acquisition and possessioo of weapons, 35 amended by
Drrective 20085 1LEC of the Exropean Parliament and of the Council of 31 May 2008

1L DEzcomve P14TTEEC AND THE MATTEE OF THE CLASSIFICATION OF FIEEARLMS

1.1. Darective T147TEEC onginally constifufed an acoompanying measure for the
completion of the infermal market In exchange for 3 cemain feedom of movement for
firearms fom ons Member Sdate to another, it imtesrated into European law specific safety
guarantess suited to this fypse of prodwct

1.1 The Direcdve has mwo annexes, the frs of which (Aopex T classifies firearms prmarily
in terms of their depres of dapger. Thers are therefore four categornss (which are sl io
force); Catepory A consistng of prohibited frearms — mificary weapons; Catepory B
including firearms subject to muthorization — nsed mostly by marksmen and hanters: Category
C covering frearms subject fo declaration — essentially fivsarms nsed by bunters: and fnally
Catzgary [ for other firearmns — which mamby applies to one type of frsarm’

1.3. Thiz classificadon, ke mdeed the entre scope of the Directive, sefs out fbe mimirmim

requirements. Under Amticle 3 of Directive @L477EEC", the Member States may draw

simicter distmctions Ty, for example. remeving Catezory © or D, or by placine ope or other

specific Orearm moa higher category for political or safety reasons or o line with ther buotine
it

14 This discretion allowed to the Member States reflects the character of the Directive,
which does not atferopt full harmenizaton, bar rather provides o mdmimeom level of safety,
withowt prejudice o the measares that the Member Sates mighr underimke to prevent ilisgal
trade in weapons®

1.5. 11 shiowald be potpted out that the Directive doss not apply to the acquisiion or possession
of waapons by the armad forces, the pelice, the poblic anthorsies or by colleciors and bodies
coacemed with the coloaral and histoncal aspects of weapens and recognised as such by the
Member State in whose emiiory they are established This 5 a fondamemeal distmetion

'_ Singervhot lomg Smearm: with smevoth-bore el

. Miomadier Susted w0y ckopd 1 dode legradation prosine w ok on s Iriepen e thade powidet
o fm oty Directive, asdjert o e Fights Somiored on Feakdenn of the Momber Stotes & drriele §F
i
As vimed n Bectl & of Doectis BLSTHEELD: “Wiersas tie [irecrive doed aod afecy o Fighr of
Membaer Spaies io fmle seeamered o preversl Wepal rode i wespons ©
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EN

18




A.E.C.A.C.

differentdating between amms for cdvilian wse and edher tpes of equipmeent used by the amed
forces of even sometimes by arzanised crimee.

1.6 The Commdssien submitted a report on the mmplementation of the THeective to the
Europsan Parliament and the Council an 15 Decomber 2000°. Its conclasions, which were
genemally fvourable and did ned call into qusston the catesorisation of frsarms set oot in
Annex [ have oot bean challepged.

. TEE CLASSIFICATION OF FIREAEMSE I[N THE CONTEXT OF THE ADCETION OF

DEzcrove JHEELEC oF 21 May 208 avryvpese DmEcThve SV4TVEEC axm
THE WETECDHOLOCY USED TOR THEI: REFOET

2.1, The co-legislater’s approach to this maiter frst cenmed on Two man considsrafons:
raducing the ‘clagsification of firearms 1o two Catepories |p-ntul1:red or subject to
muthorization) would be both safer for the European citizen and simpler for economic

OpEmatoTs

1.2, However, this view was not shared by those who felt that the Member Sates should
retn a certain degree of discretion m the mtemal classiScation of frearms, provided. of
course, that the minimom threshelds established by Apnex I are respected. Ner did the
eConemic operators, Hke the ardinary wsers of civilian Srearms, appear amy more convinced of
the advantagzes of such a simplificaton

1.3 These views were summarised in recital 18 of Directive 2008'5LEC, wiich stated that
“Reveral Membar Siates Rave simpiifed fe way Sy clessiiy firearms by switching from four
caseportes fo [ neo. Member Suxtes showld Mol infe [Fne with @iz simpiifed claszificmbon,
clhouph Member Simfes wihich divide firearms o a firther 1ot of categories mTy, ;1:
mccordance with & principie af s cuBsidiri iy, srainarin Helr edsing classicaion Sysiems.

24 The amn of this repom 15 therefors o re-exapune the queston of the classificagen of

firearms with explicit reference to the befter finctioging of the intemal market and m advaoce

of the “répoet on e iﬁ:m.'.'r'-:m resuiiing from B geplication of iz Direciie, accompailed,

[,l"appqpnari ay propesals " which the Commission must submit to the Europsan Parlisment
and the Council b 28 Faly 2015, as set out in the Diirective

2.5 With this in mund, the Commwission has adoptsd ap approach that imealves the semvices in
the Mamber States that are compeient for frearms (mainly Mirisines of the Inferier and of
Tostice, depending on the Member S@ie), to whom a questioonaire was sent in November
2011, and the main groups of asars of civilian fireanms — in partoalar mapafaciurers, retailars,
hompers, hobby marksmer and collectors — who have been azked on several eccasions for their
OpHEon

2.6 A& broad mnes of questions was puf to the authonnes of the Member Sttes, covenng the
foliewing aspects:

(1) ecooomic mapartancs of the firsarms mamufacturing and refail sector
(2]  oumber of repistered bunfers and bobby marksmen

! DO 00T 637 fmal.
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3} oumber of European frearms pass holders

(4} mformatonon mends o oimes and ofences OVEL TS0S0D VEALS

(5] ‘aoy problems in the Tacing of firearms

(§ sysematc requrement of 3 licence to purchase a frearm

(7} walidity of a Hcence for opz of more Srearms

(8) mmaplicit authonsation via anether authonsation or licencs

(¥ possible existenca of a sipople declamtion sysiem

(10 mierest in further mandatory resmcions oo the categones m Ewopean Law
(11} possble mpact of thess funther restrictions on the ecopomdc seciors conoemad

(11} posable mprovemeants to be eovisaged

It was also made very clear that the questionnaire refemed only 1o weapons coversd by the
Directive. ie. inting and spoming weapons, and oot military weapons

3 ASSESSMENT OF THE ECONOLOC DMPOETANCE OF TEE 3ECTCE AND THE MADR
TEERE OF TIEEARMY A5 DNDICATED EBY THE (WESTIONNAIEES CENERAL
NFOEMATION

3.1, Ome proup of Member States has no, or almost oo, mamufdctanng industy producins
civiliap firearms The impontance of this group lies in the face that it consists of more thao a
dozen Member Swaies. However, even if it manufachares very Efila, it does, in past, represeni a
significant share of the refail market: in Finlard, for example, there are oo less than &0
dealers invelved in retall and repairs, and m Huneary they number arcund 500

3.1 Amother zroup of couniries has a relatively solid, often tradifional. mamufactorme
indastry, althoueh its prodaction kevels are not very hish This proup includes Slovakia, the
Czech Republic, Ausimia and Poland These Mamber Sates have, however, a fairly sznificant
nomber of daalers, repafrers of refailers; Peland, for example accounts for around S0
dealers, and Austria 7007

3.3. The mast heavily-populated Member Sfates are the ones with the mam production areas,
althipugh his iz becoming less systematic as the mamefactoring médusimies declins. Althouph
Cermany and Ialy sl main an important level of manofachming, often geared towards
exports”, France, the United Kinpdom and fo a lesser extent, Spain bave s=en a major deckine
in the mamafactare of arms for civilian gse However, some of these counfriss, sach as
France', still maintain an importamt natwork of dealers.

- Sorarcs for Austriz Brnopean Association of the Cndl Coromarce of Weapons

. ES o 0% of the Garman pendection of Freames, for ohvilian mse is axported to thind comwmnmies o ELT
Mambgr Stabes (wource: Association of Boropean MenuSetaran of Sportng Fresms},
According to fimmes puhlished by ftha Fimopean afthes for Feafing and Sportms Weapoms, s am
the mam bosimess of between B0 amd 10040 sales cutiets in Fance
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4. The Lapest mupbers of hunters apd hobby marksmen are found in the mest heavily-
popitiaied Member States. The fizure gven for hunters in France is mvore thap [ 400 000, with
aroand 530 000 in Ttaly and more than 1 500 000 m Spaim The nomber of hobty marksmen
has alwrays bean lower than that of bumters, Dot is stll sipnificant: acound 300 000 for Italy,
213 (00 for France and around 14 §00 for Peland

3.5 Ir showid be pomred our thar some Mamber Stares with smaller populations (helow the
EL) averaze) have 2 high propomion of hamiers or hobby mackzmen Sweden for example, has
at least 400 000 harders and ©F 000 bobby marksmen wiilst Finland accouants for mare than

500000 hunters and 33 000 hobby marksmen Denmark @ torm, has 159 000 hanters and
120 000 hobby marksman.

3.6. Tt iz also worth menfioning the rumwher of Enropaan firearms pass bolders®, which gives a
fanr mdication {althoush oot the only ooe) of the mebility of honoters and bobby marksmen
within the Furopean Union Certain Member States, such as Ausmia, have a relatvely high
wamber of passholders (38 004, whereas in odhars the pass 1s bass wridely nsed (aroand 20 00
hodders m Italy. and 39 378 in France),

4. ISTORMATION 0¥ TRENDS IV CRIMES AND OFFENCES LINKED WITHE THE USE OF
FIEEARMS AND TEACEABILITY OF CEVILLIAN FIEEARLLY

4.1. The answer to the quastion of whether recent years have sesn a significant nersace in
crimes myelving bunfing or sponimns frsames i mostly pepative Some Member States, soch
as Greece, Poland. Sweden and Poriupal have experienced a shight or nsimmificant rise.

42 Most Member Stafes, soch as Ausoiz, Hungary, Buigana, the United Kingdom, Finland
and Spam. coosider the oend to be ope of stabdity. Other Meamber States, like Belpum and
Irefand have even seen 3 decreass in this fype of crims.

43 Thess aspects can glee be seem in the mends for comes imvohnne firearms that are
conoected, for example, with the availability of weapons — mainly military weapons — at the
conciusion of amed conflict. Howewer, this tvpe of weapon does not fall within the scope of
the Directive, which classifies them as prohibited (Category A of Annex 1), by conmest with
waapons that can be acquired for nse ina kisure of SporT ACEVILY.

44 The weapons authorized Y the Directive presemt mmach fewsr macing difficulties, as
attested by the answers to the questionmaire, which are mostly reassuring at least with regard
to legal movement within the EU, indesd mest Member Siates consider that there are
relxiively few protlems, ab l=zst ai natonal level in acing Sreamms for civilian wse

4.5 Howsver, cemam difficulnes do ecoor in the collecton and precesang of infmanon
relaing to the macing of a weapon which may have bad a whels sring of eamerz In
particular, ome essemtal requrement would appear to be the keepms of pood records by e
Member States — and by the dealers — and their accessibility o the commpetent @k forces.

' The Eemopean Frarres pass was sdzbiuhed by DEeciees BISTTEED. B 5 g docusess witick 0
drraed oM reguesd By e aathorities of o Mewder Som te o persod Enefully entering s podsensioo of

and svdeg @ rcarm' [.-'l.rh:ln'l.[-1- I oaiblos beldors %o toveel with thes weapons from ens Mosshar
Simre o ancthar mmdar 3 bicenca oyshom o ok part In an acivity —wewlhy meing or Srpet

ihootng, It highty valned oy ifs weary and there s bean pe reporn of safsty probioms 1mked it
% D55 OT Tsa
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5 Tz SYLTEM FORE ACQUIRDNC AND POSSESIING FIEEARNMS FOR CIVILIAN TUSE

5.1. The overall conchasion to be drawn from the answers 1o the questionnaire &= that the
aciaisiton and possession of firesrms for civilian use are swhject o an autherisaGon system
and. m Certain more restmicted cases, to 2 declaration of regismation system the latter case
comesponding in pracdce 1o indirect authorsadon. Howewer, the regumements for cerain
fvpes of weapon of Weapons with certain charactemistics, such as historical ar deactivated
wWeapons, may in one Member Siate or another be less sminpent.

5.1, The asthorisaton system does nof nscessanmly mear that 3 permit must be applied for
systematically before the purchass of each weapon A pemmit may be issusd for the purchase
of a specific menber of identified weapons with characteristics listed in the pemmdr itsedf {ihis
is the case in Ausria, Poland and [ uxembours)

53. Tha pwchase aothonsation itsell may be ap additional austhomisaton or may be
conditiomal on, for example. the porchaser’s aomaiy asa huoter or marksman, of @I cerxin
cases oo an administrative decizion confimmning that the paochaser is entitisd to acgoine a
weapon for reasens of seli-defence (as is the case, for example, n Finland or Paland).

54 The declration system — Category C o Apnex T o Directive $1/277EELC - is appliad o
a largs pomber of hunting weapons, principally i France Tnder this sysiem. the purchaser
muaat give the dealer a copy of his identity card apd of some form of aubon=aton enbding
him to make the purchaze {a valid hmter’s licence, for example); he then fills out a
declaration together with the dealer”, which is registered and sent by the dealer 1o the
competent mithorites. If the micharties are opposed to the purchase they ask the purchaser to
rerum the weapon or force him o do so via the law enforcement authorities,

5.3. In France., a cormin pumber of hunting weapons ae gouped together o a new
imfermediary catezory berwesn Categonies C and D of the Direcrive: these are simgje-shot long
firearms with smoath-bore barrels, which fall under a rezistation svstem that is very close to
the declaration system (copy of identity card, copy of honties farset shootims licencs, form to
be filled in, checks by the police awthonties).

3.6, It does mot therefore seem poisthle fom the answer mven o the questioonaire for
firzarms o fll ander the lsast restricifve classificadon of Categary D of the Directve, {in
otber wiords that they could be acquired witheut any particular formalities, as the Directive
allows for singis-shot long HErearms with smooth-bore barrels), The Member Sfates that
reizioed this pessibiliy have all inmoduced more smingent regumements (a3 dhusmated by the
above paragraph).

5.7. It should alzo be pointed ouf that the classification appiving in a Member State for an
imported weapon {prohibition, awtwonsaton, declaration, regisoation) is bindicg apd @kes
precedence aver the weapen's classificafion in i country of acquisition. In other werds, i
for example. a weapoen acgoired in a Meamber Stats has been parchased under an asthorizaton
system, buf its owner (even if he kolds a European firearms paszs) imsends to take it with him
to another Member Tafe which appliss a probdbition system to fhar weapon, it will be the
probibition svstem that takes precedence and the weapon will net be able o leave its coumiry
of onizin.

» The dealur carmios ot an il croas-chedk azaimst the bt of prohibited frearms
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fi Tz AEuErr STATES HOLD DIFFERENT VIEWS ON THE AFFEOPFREIATENESS OF
EEDUCTYG THE CATEGORIES FEEMITTED EY THE DIRECTIVE

6.1. Cemain Member Sfates, suck as Polapd the Upited Kinzdom Ireland, Demmark and
Latwiz ars interssted in redocing the clazsification at Euwropsan level 1o maro Categomnss, as

6.2 Diher Member Sfare:. on the other hand, think that the dizcretion allowed by the cument
classification of the Directive should be retamed. For example Sweden Ifaly, Hungary and
Belpum o nof see any r=al bensfits i modifyine te current classificarion; they consider that
any revision would bring an addinonal oden and enpendsr mmnecessany costs.

6.3 Some Member Swmtes, such as Slovakia, the Netherlands and Fomans, which have
mmducadnmmm:memibaednnm:u{m:mmmﬁwnﬂdﬂ;upraﬂarﬁa:!ﬁembﬂ

States o be abkle to apply the caiepomes they comsider approprizte within the cument
classification

6.4. As to whether such a redoction In categomies would have a substantial impact oo the
sfomomds sector: concemed, most Member States apswer either that the mpact would be
difffcult to judge o that there would protably be oo mpact, since the classification with o
canzgories is already fairly widespread Howewer, it should be pointed ot that it 1= principally
Membar States ibat do oot manofactme Areanms that think that the economic impact of a
reduced mumber of cateparies woald be of litle significance in their couniTy.

6.5, By conmast, cenain Member States ihat do bave a Srearms momafacmring mdusoy, sach
as Iialy or Balzium, fee] that the ecopomic sector wonld suffer Ciber Member Stares, such as
Poland think that there may be an sconomic impact, bat stll see po reason for not reducing
the mumber of cateporss.

6.6 However, most Member States do not think that redocing the dassificanon of Annex I 1o
the Direciive to two categeries of freamms woald be of clear bensft to the betier functoning
of the intermal market The concem was even expressed that a reduced momber of catzpories
coaid divert lezal rade in weapons to illezal channels

T CERTADY SUCCESTIONS OTHERE THAN EEDUCING THE NUMBER OF CATECORIES
HAYE EEEN MADE WITH A VIEW TO SIWMIPLIFYING THE MOVEMENT OF FIEEARNMD TN
CREATER SATETY

T.1. Certain Member States, soch as Germany, Eswoma and Peland, see a clear benefit in
dEﬁui.ngcnmmnni{anda:d;furﬂledﬂcmatlunn Erums-:mﬁ.eh-usisuf‘.e-inique;

proposed by the ad hor working parties of the Commizsion mdermationale powr lor armees 4
Jfiou portarves (CIPYY), this could lead o increased safety and facilitate exchanzes at EU level

The { “semiuion nirranonel prrrceatr pour Ol dien cemes d fey povirtees (TP, Parmessnt
Infemnaticeel Commission for Fiearrs Testwg) is the meedt of an Seorgovommmontal comsantion

Iingan the o conmmes for Europaan Em.m&::h.m[llenpqumFmEhﬁ,Fz..n
and the Unied Amb Erirates) mmder which they test oo frearms mnd
Immumition camied o m Bouses”™ pricr fo thar aﬁg#ﬂimhnﬂﬂﬁmmm

wchwice! oD defined and wpdsind withn te CTF. This reoomiton @kas the physiol o of a
proof monk which iy sameed on the freerme amd idanfifies the prood honss nhars Tt hes boon tested In

EN

23




A.E.C.A.C.

EN

7.1, Orher Member States, swch as Swedsn the Wetherlands, France, Luxzembmog and
Porugal, are of the opmien that increased computerisaton of the imfermation held by the
Member States wowld belp to lmk ths mwovements of freamm: with them owmers. They
therefore think an effori should be mads fo make the miormartion beld in the egisens
accessible to all Mamber Stades and thas facilitare the exchange of informanon within the
Europsan Unlon where necessary

7.3, Some suggestons are more specific, such as the progosal to equip commercial carmisrs of
E.TEII:Eh with P35 devices so ihat thewr location can be tracked (Czech Fepublic) ar that of
Creating & meode stingent Tamework for the activities of private secunty Conipamies
(Bulzaria); others are more ambitions, such a5 the proposal that firsarm definitions be
hammonized o oorder to SHcliate a commmon approach at EL level (e Netherlands).

7.4, Certain Member State: 2o an advantage in creating a standardized transfer fomm for wade
in frearms {Fomapia) This document wouldi record all the information confained n the
authorization application: or o the repom: oo commercial Tapsactions from ope Member
Srate 1o anoter,

T.5. However, a sipnificant mumber of Member Stares consider the cument sinmten fo be. fior
the most pant, satisfactiory and'or do nod propose amy partEoular measures. Some, swch as Ialy,
think that any change considered shondld ke into acoomant the pnnciple of propentmoality and
whether there is a r2al need for an mitiatve at ELU level

7.6, Oweerall, the Member Seates” comments paimly relate o the issues of the raceabilin: and
deacovaton of frearms Thess are two areas where the Commission plams to miervens,
n‘hed:.trbvismg common poidelines on desctivation stamdards and techmicques or by
Eusun.'uﬁ that Member Stz fulfil their oblizaton of keepmz a computerizad data-filins
systemn’, tano tasks fhaf were prescribed in Divective 2008 31/EC itself

3 THE MASOE CREOUER:S OF USERS CONCEENED EY THE INMEECTIVE AFPEAE TO BE
INTERESTED IN ANY SIMFLIFICATION THAT DDOES NOT NECESSARILY DNWOLVE A
EEDUCTION OF CATECORIES

8.1. Hunters (pumbermg approximately seven miflion acress the European Union™) appear to
be satisfied with the cument classificadon, which is based oo bunaog traditions and the safety
concems of their Mewher State. They set Zreat store by the recoemition and promotion of the
European Sreammss pass, which enables them to mewve easily from one Member State to
another within a very safisfactory securnty famewnrk

8.2 Maksmen can also use the Europsan Sreamms pass te mavel to another Member State in
order 1o fake part, io mest cases, In compefitions. Indeed, this tmawel appsars to e well
organised and &5 subject to a simict aathorisabon system supervised by bocal er mational

cartamm prood houses fe fmarns am: 2o deacivmsd wang echmgees and m Ene wil medquresents

St can 1ary withoot socesuarih baing mecopwived fom one Morchar Sabs 1o anothar.

This. computerised data-Sling oiem for feams — linking . asaposs o Sweir cemas — mest e

antablizied by 31 Docamber 2014 mder the mems of Directive 20085 LEC.

" Figmws povaled by the Fedambon of Assocation for Fioxng and Conssncaiion of e EUT (FACE).
which hrizs togethor the natonal nfing ascociations of fe Mambar Staton of the Eopean Tinion
and oifer comiries of the Comnl of Frnopa

EN

24




A.E.C.A.C.

shooting federations. Makms a reduction in categories mandatery throashout the ET would
T4 Appear o create any clear simspiification io this area aither.

2.3. Althaugh their activities do oof fall tmder the scope of the Directive, collectors of antique
and historical firearms ar reproductons of historscal firearmes weoald welcome the possibility
of mchidins their coliectpn iteris m 3 European firearms pass, as this wonld faciiate the
movemsnt betwesn the Member States of thiz oype of product. Other measures making it
easier for Meamber States 1o recogmise this npe of weapen, dunns for example their manspoent
from pone Member Sate io apocther, would be wekomed Wy a sector inchading suppliers,
culmural establishments auction housss and aatharised experts, eic

£ 4. Manufacmrers of ovilian Sreamas woald be meresred o smmplificanor mezsures. In this
respect, mention sheald be made of the industry’s longstanding desire for comprehensive
lirences covering all fivearms transfers within the EU. Instead af methorisations beins issaed
by the Memwhar States for each individual transfer, a licence would cover a given peripd and a
pradefined type of product’ and be fssued to operators presemting a certain mumber of
approved puaranises,

£.5. Both mamufacrarers and retallars advocae simplificaten 1o the definidons used for the
essential parts of frearms These definifions do not fully coincids fom ons legislation to
apother, amd preater precision would moprove the flow and semomiy of commencial
fransactions.

2.8, To summearise. the cument classification of firearms in EU legislafion is not met with
specific cnticism by the major greaps of wsers concermed by the Doective. However, their
wish for cerfain simplification measurss o improve the fincdoning of the intermal marker is
clearly identifiable

B THE EUE OF THE CLASSIFICATION AT EU LEVEL OF CIVILIAN FIREARMS COULD,
ECWEVER, BE RE-ENAMINED 0¥ THE LICHT OF TEE DEADLINES AND CUIDANCE
CIVEN BY THE DIEECTIVE ITSELT

B.1. The regnirement for Mamber States to establish and maintaie a copaputerized data-flins
system by 31 December 2014 will certainty satisfy the desire expressed in the answers to the
guestonnalre for mprovemsnts in the accessiility of infmmramen. In thiz coomext, it will De
inferesting o look agam ar the problems of maceability at ETT level which nuy stem from the
current ¢lassification applisd by the DirecHve.

&1 Furibermaore, the wish voiced o the Member States” answers, for common methods of
depctvating fireamms will soon be realized by the Commaission. wiiich is io apy case required
by the Directive to take action m this respect’®. This should result in a greater leved of safaty
for movemsants of this type of product.

H This pesaibility iz allowsd i Soory by Diroctive 81 4TTEEL, Article 11 of whick provides for dealars
o obain appemal = o s for mmsfenns frwormm to a2nother Mewbher S withome poor
mthorsation. Hewover, it 15 erely med W practics, mos it megqemes recogniton by bos the hiambar
Steie of oosm and fhe destinaion Momber St withm 3 compersble regulinry famesork

= Amex 1 to the Dimctive stpelyte: that “The Commliries ofarl!, eoing (n occovdaoe with e
provedun sefered g Aol J3e00) of e Dimeme, (e common prddefines o deactvarion
raralidy gred ectetipiey B RS o deacavanad Preanes are sk reersiinly noperalle
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03, The Member Sdates’ desire for meater raceability could also be address=d by an explecit
reference in Directive J00B/51EC: this 15 the reference i the sewenth Recsal to the
Convention of 1 Tuly 18489 on Feciprocal Recoenition of Proofmarks ap Small Arme, which
“should, 5o the grexiest ecionr parsible, be uzed ot a reference for the marking fysiem m the
Communiny ar a whole ™

24 Inthis respect, discussions could be bald at short notice betwesn the European Union and
the Commission nfernatonale Permanenie powr [Eprewve der Armer a Fau Portarives (CIR,
Bammanent Infemational Coooission for Firsarms Testing) with the amn of eskblishing
recopnised smndards for the testing of frearms within the Europsan Union Indsed addidonal
— and atested — supervisien of the manufactme apd mevement of fireame:s - within the
Europsan Union cenld have advantagss for all aspects of safeny.

L5 It can therefore be coocluded that there would be mo clear benafit in a compulsory
mesiriction of the classifcadon at EU fevel to ooy two Greamms ¢ategones. In aoy case, this
iszae should not be geated in iselation, as thers would be a msk that the discusdon would
focus selely on the gueston of which rype of decument would constate authensaton, and
this would probably result in a simation hardly different from the carrent ene of diversiny

0.6, The analysis of the poszible and desirable ways o which Directive 200831 EC could be
developed should thersfore be set prmarily against the backeround of the epor oo the
sitnation resulting from the application of the Directive to e submirted by the Commission to
the Ewrop=ar Parliamert and the Comct by 28 Toly 2015 — acoompanded, if appropnate, by
proposals — and should argst a foom of simphification that mkes account of all the specfic
ne=ds and constraints of this tvpe of produact.

L7 The concksions of this report will be presented in Ocrober 2012 af the meeting of the
Confact Group set up pursuant ip the Directive They will probably also be dizcussed at a
conference on dlicit wafficking in Srearms that the Commiszion plans to hold at the eod of
Wovember I0E 2 with the pardes imvolved in comrbatng this form of crims m order % make an
imveniory of the peeds in this area and formulate a way forward.

I

EN
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Annex VI

By the present document, the Association Européenne de Commerce d’Armes Civiles
(AECAC), the Spanish association Asociacion Espanola de Comerciantes de Armerias
sus Complementos y Explosivos (ACACE), the Spanish association Asociacion Armera
and the Swedish association Sveriges Vapenhandlareforening (SVF), represented in this
act by their respective presidents, Mr. Yves GOLLETY, Mr. Agustin ALBERDI, Mr. Inaki
ORDIOZOLA and Mr. Anders LINDSTROM with address for notification purposes at Plaza
Bonanova n°4, 1°-12, Barcelona (Spain), Postcode 08022, give notice to the Directorate

General Enterprise and Industry of the European Commission, of the following

COMPLAINT

for the infringement of the Directive 2008/51/EC of the European Parliament and of
the Council of 21 May 2008, amending the Council Directive 91/477/EEC of 18 June 1991,
on control of the acquisition and possession of weapons by

L the Kingdom of Spain; and

IL. the Kingdom of Sweden.

In order to ensure a better understanding of the reasons that support the present report, we
hereby proceed to provide the following

PRECEDENTS

First.- On May 31, 2001, the Protocol against the Illicit Manufacturing and of
Trafficking in Firearms, their Parts and Components and Ammunition,
supplementing the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized
Crime (hereinafter, referred to as the “Protocol”), was adopted at the 55 session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations, entering in force on July the 3th, 2005.

Second.- On January the 10t, 2002, the Kingdom of Sweden signed the aforementioned
Protocol, becoming State Party to it.
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Third.- On January the 16%, 2002, the European Union signed the aforementioned Protocol,
becoming Party to it.

Fourth.- For the purpose of transposing the Protocol the European Union approved the
Directive 2008/51/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of the 215t of May 2008,
on control of the acquisition and possession of weapons.

Fifth.- To transpose the Directive 2008/51/EC the Kingdom of Spain approved the Royal
Decree 976/2011, of July the 8t amending the Weapons Regulation (Royal Decree 137/1993, of
January 29).

Sixth.- The Kingdom of Sweden has its own national legislation regarding the subject of the
Protocol: Vapenlag, Svensk forfattningssamling (SFS) 1996:67, 8/02/1996 and
Vapenforordning, Svensk forfattningssamling (SFS) 1996:70 , 8/02/1996.

Having briefly explained the precedents, we hereby proceed to explain the following

LEGAL GROUNDS

First.- Concerning the Kingdom of Spain

The Protocol establishes in its Article 8.1 that for the purpose of identifying and tracing each
firearm, the States Parties of the Convention shall require unique marking on each firearm
produced, imported or transferred from government stocks to permanent civilian
use. This obligation does not exist, besides in the aforementioned cases, for weapons produced
before the Protocol entered into force and that remain in the civil market within the same
territory.

Regarding the aforesaid Article, Directive 2008/51/EC sets forth in Article 2.2 that:

“This Directive shall not apply to the acquisition or possession of
weapons and ammunition, in accordance with national law, by the armed
forces, the police, the public authorities or by collectors and bodies concerned
with the cultural and historical aspects of weapons and recognized as such by the
Member State in whose territory they are established. Nor shall it apply to

commercial transfers of weapons and ammunition of war.”

This highlights the fact that special importance is given to historical weapons, in comparison to
those that do not have this character, as firstly, they are of no danger for organized crime and
secondly, any new, additional proof-marks may reduce the value of weapons as
items of historical value.
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In principle, it is admissible under Article 3 of Directive 2008/51/EC if the Member States
approve transposing regulations which are most stringent than the regulation set forth in
Directive 2008/51/EC:

“Member States may adopt in their legislation provisions which are
more stringent than those provided for in this Directive, subject to the
rights conferred on residents of the Member States by Article 12 (2). CHAPTER 2

Harmonization of legislation concerning firearms.”

It is indeed Spain’s case, which by Royal Decree 976/2011, established a more stringent
regulation regarding the proof-marks in firearms than the regulation set forth in Directive
2008/51/EC.

Article 28.1 of Royal Decree 976/2011 states:

“All firearms and its fundamental pieces or essential finished components
which are commercialized separately, shall have a proof-mark which
includes the name and the brand of the producer, the land and the place of

production and the production number. [...]”
As an exception to the prior Article, Article 28.10 of Royal Decree 976/2011 disposes:

“Firearms included in categories 6t and 7th, that are not susceptible
of being fired and which comply the conditions established in Article

107, are exempt of the proof-mark requirement established in the first

paragraph of this article. [...]”

Category 6 is the one of our interest hereof, which includes, amongst others, and according
to Article 3 of the Royal Decree 976/2011:

“The antique or historical firearms, their reproductions or equals, which are
preserved in museums authorized by the Ministry of Defence if they are
dependant on any of the three armies, and the Ministry of Interior in the

remaining cases.”

According to the aforementioned Articles, the antique or historical firearms not susceptible
of being fired are exempt of the proof-mark requirement and it may seem that the Spanish
regulation set forth in Royal Decree 976/2011 is not more stringent than the regulation set forth
in Directive 2008/51/EC, as they both establish an exemption for historical firearms.

However, the definition that Royal Decree 976/2011 contains for the term “historical firearms”
in its Article 2.14, refers to those firearms which have relation with a fact or a relevant
historical character, when duly proved.
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The definition of “historical firearm” is limited to a very concrete and specific type of firearms:
those which have relation with a fact or a historical relevant character. According to this, those
firearms used in several historical armed conflicts are not included in the definition.

On the other hand, the definition of “antique firearm” contained in Article 2.3 of Royal
Decree 976/2011, includes those firearms produced before January 1, 1890.

This Article does neither give a satisfactory solution to the problem hereof reported, since it sets
forth that firearms produced before January 1, 1890 be considered as antique, excluding them
from the scope of the definition those firearms which were used on armed conflicts that took
place from this date on.

According to the aforesaid, there is no doubt that the regulation established on Royal Decree
976/2011 is more stringent than the regulation established on Directive 2008/51/EC: those
firearms which are not related with a fact or a relevant historical character, as well as those
which were not produced before 1890, may not have the consideration of historical, nor of
antiques. As a consequence, they shall be marked.

Throughout this regulation, Spain not only ignores completely the historic importance of arms
that were used by the common man during periods of great historic significance such as World
War One and World War Two, but also ignores those arms that are historic by way of their place
within the technological advance in weaponry throughout the ages and those that are
illustrative for social, political, artistic and technological developments through the ages and as
such are considered part of our national heritage.

Indeed, the intention of the marking requirement in the EU regulation is to ensure the
traceability of arms through the correct identification and registration in the EU Member
States. This measure is understandable and deserves support as a deterrent to organised crime.
However, one must bear in mind that a fundamental element of the EU Directive is that
collectors and museums and the arms that they collect are specifically exempt from the
provisions of Directive 2008/51/EC. This is because the EU recognises the roll of the collector
as a preserver of arms for their historical and technological value.

It is contrary to the intention of Directive 2008/51/EC not only that collectors’ arms have to be
marked, but also that this marking has to be applied retroactively and that the obligation is even
extended to firearms that are exempt because of being antique. The marking of firearms that
are of interest to collectors is extremely damaging to these objects’ historical integrity and
value.

However, we shall not forget that throughout this regulation, Spain is not only
ignoring the historical value of these firearms, reducing considerably their value;
but also that, at the same time, such value reduction represents a decisive barrier

to the intra-EU trade of these firearms with historical value.
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It is true indeed that Directive 2008/51/EC allows the States to legislate in a more restrictive
way than the Directive itself. However, the Spanish regulation to transpose Directive
2008/51/EC is a handicap for the free movement of goods (which does not collaborate in
promoting the Single Market appropriated for enterprises and consumers and promoted by the
EU) and that has actually already caused the disappearance of imports of firearms produced
after 1890 coming from other EU countries to Spain.

As an example, Germany introduced a relevant exemption in its national regulation of
transposition of Directive 2008/51/EC, regarding the proof-mark requirement for those
historical firearms, more specifically, on Section 24, Subsection 1, second sentence of the Law of
Firearms (Waffengesetz).

The last example is a proof of the fact that the problem here outlined constitutes a problem that
is specific to Spanish law: neither the EU laws nor the international laws approved by the
Permanent International Commission (C.I.P.) contain any such far-reaching requirements.

Second.- Concerning the Kingdom of Sweden

The Protocol sets forth in Article 8.1.b) that the States Parties, for the purpose of identifying and
localizing each firearm shall:

“Require appropriate simple marking on each imported firearm, permitting
identification of the country of import and, where possible, the year of import and
enabling the competent authorities of that country to trace the firearm, and a unique
marking, if the firearm does not bear such a marking. The requirements of this subparagraph

need not be applied to temporary imports of firearms for verifiable lawful purposes.”

The Kingdom of Sweden, as a State Party of the Protocol has been marking the firearms
imported in its territory, but also including those imported from other Member States of the
EU.

However, we shall not forget that Sweden is a Member State of the EU as well and that the EU
should be treated as a unique territory to the effects of the Protocols’ implementation and for
the preservation of the free intra-EU trade and the Single Market: any firearms’ transfer from a
Member State to another should not be considered as an importation, since it is only a
movement inside the frontiers of the EU.

This is the reason why the EU signed the Protocol as a State Party. If the Member States are
allowed to approve transposition legislation of the Protocol which do not bear in mind that
these States are part of a supranational organization, whose fundamental principles are the
promotion of the Single Market and the free movement of individuals, goods and capital, it
would not make any sense that the EU signed the Protocol as a Party of it.
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The intention of the Swedish authorities to require the marking of all firearms imported from
the EU Member States is a clear breach of the free movement of goods principle, enshrined in
Article 34 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (TFEU), and developed in
the Directive, when it states that:

“Quantitative restrictions on imports and all measures having equivalent effect
shall be prohibited betwwveen Member States.”

The intended restriction in the Swedish law cannot be justified on the basis of the public
security grounds mentioned in Article 36 TFEU (see sentences C-473/98 Toolex y 5/77
Tedeschi/ Denkavit) since there is already specific harmonization at EU level, Article 34 TFEU,
which establishes the free movement of goods. Therefore the compatibility between the swedish
law and the Directive should be analysed.

It is important to emphasize that Article 3 of the Directive doesn’t give the Member States a
“carte blanche” or complete freedom to adopt any national legislation regarding weapons. From
a complete reading of the Directive, which definitely shouldn’t be understood in isolation but as
part of the acquis communautaire of the internal market, it can be deduced that Article 3 refers
exclusively to minimum conditions that should be respected at internal level of each State
(mainly, the conditions to gather and posses weapons and to be arms dealer in the resident State
and the marking conditions of the armies that are produced in the own State). This is illustrated
by referring to Article 3 in the text of Articles 4 bis and 5. Article 3 avoids a full harmonization of
these internal conditions, respecting the different national sensitivities concerning weapons but
also allowing at the same time the achievement of mutual trust between Member States by the
imposition of minimum standards.

In comparison to this set of dispositions of the Directive that have a fundamentally internal
dimension, there is another set of dispositions that have a cross-border dimension and on those
Member States aren’t entitled to establish stricter rules than the ones foreseen by the Directive.
It can be said that the States accept this second set of dispositions because of the mutual trust
established by the first. This second set of dispositions refers mainly to the transfer of weapons
(Article 11) and to the European firearms pass (article 12). As it has further been indicated, it is
for the Member State where the establishment of the marking conditions of the weapons is
produced to decide upon imposing stricter rules to the weapon producers of their country than
those foreseen by the Directive. Nevertheless, as long as State A respects the marking conditions
of the Directive, State B cannot make the transfer of weapons from State A harder by imposing
new marking conditions.

Denying the previous reasoning is simply absurd, meaning that the States would have an
absolute discretion in order to slow or even deny the free movement of civil weapons, emptying
the Directive of its substance. As a matter of fact, if we affirm that Article 3 is to be applied to the
whole Directive, every State could call for its invocation and this way avoid the temporal or
definitive import of any weapon under any conditions. This approach would be incompatible
with the “raison d’étre” and with the aims of the internal market of the Directive and would
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reduce this instrument, in its cross-border dimension, to a nonbinding recommendation for the
States.

In conclusion, the Swedish authorities must respect the conditions for weapon transference in-
between States foreseen in Article 11, which don’t expect additional marking. Furthermore,
regardless of the specific disposition that the Swedish authorities call upon to justify the
obligation of an additional marking, it would be their burden to proof that this restrictive
measure is necessary, appropriate to achieve the sought aim and proportionate.

CONCLUSIONS

The European Commission, as guardian of the Treaties, must ensure that Member States
comply with EU legislation.

As Spanish and Swedish authorities insist on applying a legislation that contravenes the
common economic interests, we proceed, with the present report, and under Directive
98/34/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of June 22, 1998, laying down a
procedure for the provision of information in the field of technical standards and regulations, to
notify the European Commission about the facts here outlined.

In particular, we report hereof the behaviour of:
L. The Kingdom of Spain

As a consequence for the refusal contained in the Spanish regulation of transposition
of the Protocol to consider as historical those firearms produced subsequent to
January 1, 1890, and not related with any fact or relevant historical character, having
to comply with the proof-mark requirement and consequently, reducing
considerably their historical value, as well as representing an important breach to
the intra-EU trade and the Single Market.

II. The Kingdom of Sweden

As a consequence for the obligation set forth in the Swedish regulation of
transposition of the Protocol to mark all those firearms imported into Swedish
territory, including those imported from Member States. The mentioned Swedish
legislation forgets that Sweden is a member State of a supranational organization
such as the EU, and for this reason is obliged to fully respect the common legislation.
As well as the Spanish regulation of transposition of the Protocol, the Swedish
regulation means a clear breach to the intra-EU trade and the Single Market.
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Brussels, 15t of November 2012

ASOCIACION ARMERA

SVERIGES VAPENHANDLAREFORENING
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Annex VII

AMEC Environment & Infrastructure UK
Mrs. Martine SOBEY
martine.sobey@amec.com

With Copy To

ECHA

Mr. Kalle KIVELA
Kale.kivela@echa.europa.eu

Brussels, 26t of March 2012
Subject: Consultation on study on abatement costs of lead in shots
Dear Mrs. Sobey,

Reference is made to the consultation in the frame of the study on abatement costs of
lead in shots undertaken by the European Chemicals Agency (Contract
ECHA/2011/140).

General comments:

Restrictions on lead.- Our general opinion is that any further restriction on lead
use is unnecessary and it would affect - once again - negatively the competitiveness of
European companies. Member states already have strict regulations concerning this
issue.

Higher impact on Small and Medium Enterprises.- Fact is that most
companies which deal with sport and hunting guns and ammunition are Small and
Medium Enterprises (SMEs). For these, the implementation of new restrictions
would have a negative strong impact on their economies. The burden of
administration and regulation is the biggest complaint of SMEs when it comes to
hindrances to their business. An increase in the price of ammunition — which would
be the immediate effect of further restrictions - will significantly reduce the market,
and will certainly cause an important reduction of the SMEs margins. Normally
margins always get reduced from the retailer benefit.

SMEs will suffer more heavily the consequences of such an implementation. Big
Companies have a stronger position and are able to deal easier with price reductions.

Comments on the Questionnaire.- The so-called “Small Business Act”

(SBA) recognises the central role of SMEs in the EU economy and for the first time puts into
place a comprehensive policy framework for the EU and its Member States concerning Small
Companies. The SBA aims to promote entrepreneurship, make legislation SME- friendly and
help SMEs to grow. It is evident that the draft of the questionnaire we received
completely ignores the impact of the possible restriction on SMEs. As you know all
new legislative and administrative proposals will be subjected to an “SME test” in order to
assess their impact on SMEs.
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Finally, although this questionnaire only concerns the costs of a mandatory shift from lead shot
to other materials in the context of hunting, AECAC would like to stress that such a fundamental
legislative change should be based on sound scientific evidence. AECAC considers that the
questionnaire’s introductory statement “The environmental toxicity and the risk related to the
use of lead in shots is well documented” should be substantiated with specific reference to the
amount of lead shot that would cause environmental problems.

Deadline.- It is necessary to highlight that the deadline to provide answers to the consultation
is far too short.

Herein we include our answers and comments to the questionnaire you send us. Such answers
have been drafted after consultation with our members.

Answers have been adapted to the profile of our organisation (traders/retailers).

COMMENTS AND ANSWERS TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE

PART 1 — BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1.1. Respondent Background
0 Organisation name: AECAC - European Association of the Civil Commerce of
Weapons
Telephone number: 0034 932054231
E-mail address: v.fabregat@fabregat-perulles-sales.com
Postal address: Rue F. Pelletier 82, B-1030 BRUSSELS
Name of contact person: Victor FABREGAT

O O Oo0Oo

1.2 Involvement with lead in shots

AECAC is the European gun and ammunition trading and retailing federation. Our organisation
is formed by all the national related associations. Currently the members of our federation are
the following national trading associations:

Austria: Verband Osterreicher Biichsenmacher (Bundesinnung der Metalltechniker)
Belgium: Wapenunie — Union Armes
Cyprus: Cyprus Gundealers Association
Denmark: Danske Vabenhandlerere
Finland: Asekauppiaiden Liitto ry
France: Chambre Syndicale Nationale des Armuriers
Germany: VDB - Verband Deutscher Biichsenmacher und Waffenfachhandler
Greece: Pan-Hellenic Association of Handcraft men & Professionals of Hunting Items
Ireland: Irish Gun Dealers and Shooters Association
. Italy: ASSOARMIERI-Associazione Commercianti Armi-Munizioni Caccia Pesca Sport
. The Netherlands: Nederlandse Vereniging voor de Wapenhandel
. Spain: ACACE - Asociacion de Comerciantes de Armeria sus Complementos y
Explosivos
. Sweden: Sveriges Vapenhandlareforening
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PART 2 EUROPEAN TRADERS & RETAILERS

2.2 Comparison of lead-based and alternative shot
The average market price of lead shot cartridges is 0,35 €/unit without VAT.

Average market (final user) prices of cartridges of alternative materials, VAT excluded are the
following;:

0 Zinc 1,60 € /unit

o Steel - Iron 0,68 € /unit

0 Tungsten 3,10 €/unit

o Bismuth 2,15 €/unit
Comments:

As we will comment on later, steel or iron shots have technical and even security problems. The
rest of the other alternatives are too expensive. The impact on the trading market could not be
assumed with prices increasing more than 150 %.

Currently the ammunition trading represents around 25 % of the retailers market in Europe. An
increase of the prices would cause an enormous damage to thousands of small and medium
enterprises in Europe.

These figures should be connected to the enormous amount of users. Europe has more than 12
million lead shot users. The economic impact of this sort of restriction would be notable and
unacceptable in the current times.

2.2.2 Technical advantages or drawbacks for customers using alternative shots
compared to using lead-based shots:

Ballistic performance. The ballistic properties of steel and iron shot differ completely from
lead shot; steel shot requires some time of acquaintance.

Other alternatives as bismuth, tungsten and tin are available that do not suffer from the
technical drawbacks of steel, its ballistic performance is better, but not equal to lead. However,
these alternatives are much more expensive than the lead.

Suitability in gun types. Steel and iron shots cannot be used in all gun types. Only modern
shotguns can be used with such materials. Restrictions could easily cause accidents in case
people keep on using traditional guns.

Hunting or shooting technique. Alternatives are less effective than lead. The ballistic effect
on game of all the alternatives is much worst than using lead. Specially iron, steel and zinc which
wound more animals.

High security problems. Iron steel and zinc shots should not be used in rocky and similar
terrains due to the risk to ricochet.

Impact on forestry economy. Steel and iron shots are often not allowed in forest from which
trunks are sold for furniture and veneer making as the industrial cutting tools may be damaged.
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Recyclable. Lead is a recyclable material. This is not the case of most of the alternatives.

2.2.3. Major technical problems and how these might be solved.

Major technical problem on all the alternatives is the ballistic performance. None of the existing
materials ensure a perfect ballistic performance on game as lead does.

There is not a solution for this for the moment.

2.2.5. Associated cost for customers in case of lead shots restriction.

On average, non-lead shot gun ammunition for hunters cost normally 4 times as much as lead
shot ammunition. Considering an average hunter with a cartridge consumption of 200
cartridges a year, its increase of cost would be of around 250 € more per year.

Gun testing cost, approximately 100 €/ per gun. Considering an average hunter owning 3
shotguns: 300 €.

Installation of new chokes (approximately 50 € per gun): 150 €.
Purchasing of new guns (2 new shotguns per hunter): 2.500 €.

Competitive shooters with very high cartridge consumption may face increased barrel wear due
to steel shot forcing frequent replacement of weapons.

It should be noted that the average hunter has a limited budget and usually allocates a certain
amount of money to his/her firearms and ammunition. A substantial increase in the prices
related to these products will only result in a reduction in the quantities that are acquired and in
some cases even the giving up of hunting.

All these numbers should be related to the number of users in Europe: more than 12 million.

Sincerely yours,

Victor FABREGAT
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Accounting For 2012

Income / Contributions Received
Spain

Germany
Sweden

Italy

The Nederlands
France

Belgium

Greece

Malta

Cyprus

Finland

Austria

Austria IWO
TOTAL

Prior years surplus
Total Income
Contributions made

WFSA 2008
FACE 2008

Costs

Travel

Bank costs
Office and fees
TOTAL

Total costs

Net Income

Balance per Bank Accounts

A.E.C.A.C.

2012

Annex VIII
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