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(C) What to improve

(1) The report should clarify key terminology and concepts upfront. It should present a
clear, consistent and hierarchical set of general and specific objectives. It should clarify
how the specific objectives support the general objective on competitiveness and how this
initiative would contribute to enhancing the competitiveness of the EU automotive and
recycling sectors. The specific objectives should be formulated more precisely, going
beyond general objectives for a circular economy, so that the progress and success of the
initiative can be better measured.

(2) The report should clearly set out the different policy choices. It should clarify if the
policy maker could prioritise one or more specific problems and related objectives by
choosing a more limited set of measures from different intervention areas which in turn
could lead to other combinations of measures than the one selected for the preferred
package. On this basis, the report should also clarify whether alternative combinations of
measures have been assessed and compared in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and
proportionality against the baseline.

(3) Given the overall single market narrative, the report should better explain why the
option of individual and/or collective EU-wide Extended Producer Responsibility schemes
was discarded. It should clarify how banning the export of vehicles that still can be used in
third countries (in line with the applicable national legislation) is consistent with the waste
hierarchy, i.e. re-use before recycle, and what the environmental effect will be in terms of
the increased quantity of vehicles left in the EU requiring ELV disposal.

(4) The report should further develop the impact analysis so that the level of quantitative
analysis 1s always proportionate to the scale of the expected impacts. In particular, it should
make an effort to quantify the costs and benefits of the options regarding the extension of
the scope of the ELV legislation. Where the quantification is not possible or proportionate,
it should explain why and discuss more transparently the differing levels of quality of the
available evidence that informs key policy choices, in particular regarding setting targets
(for a recycled content target for steel in particular). It should better inform to what extent
an evidence-based decision can be taken on the targets based on the available information
(e.g. absence of cost estimates) and what the corresponding risks would be that the
envisaged benefits may not materialise.

(5) The report should strengthen the analysis of impacts. It should be more transparent
about the impact on competitiveness for the different sectors, particularly the automotive
sector. It should be clearer on the total costs arising from the preferred option on the EU
vehicle manufactures. This should include the quantitative estimates and qualitative
assessment of the costs not quantified. Regarding impacts on international partner
countries, the report should assess more thoroughly if an export ban could result in reduced
mobility options, in particular for more vulnerable groups or in trade diversion involving
the import of potentially polluting vehicles from other third countries exploiting an
emerging supply gap. The report should assess the impact on the enforcement capacities of
the Member States. It should clarify how the administrative burden is estimated, taking into
account the One In, One Out approach.

(6) The report should analyse and explicitly present the distribution of impacts and show
who will benefit from this initiative and who will bear the costs, taking into account that
the overall net benefit of the initiative is critically linked to credited CO; savings.

(7) The report should provide a clear comparison of options, mainly in terms of
effectiveness and efficiency. It should present the cost-benefit analysis (net impacts and
Benefit Cost Ratios) for each option (and relevant combinations thereof) to allow for a
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