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(C) What to improve

(1) The report should provide a more coherent description of the overall policy context
and include for example the Global Gateway. It should better explain the link and
coherence with the flanking measures envisaged in parallel to this initiative, such as on
research and trade.The link between this initiative and the battery regulation should also be
clarified, since similar mechanisms apply and certain CRMs are covered also by the battery
act with a risk of redundency. Strategic partnerships, which are not specified as a policy
option in the intervention logic, should not be assessed in the impacts section but clearly
explained as flanking measures and in the context section and included in the baseline
scenario. Lessons learnt should be activated for the purpose of the policy context and
problem definition.

(2) The report should better explain to what extent the problem of sustainable sourcing of
CRM is linked with the main problem of lack of secure access to CRMs for the EU.

(3) The content of the options and functioning of the key measures should be better
presented in the main report. While the overview of policy options gives a broad idea of
the available policy choices, these need also to be explained in a clear, but concise manner
in the option definition section with corresponding references to the detailed description
currently contained only in an annex. The report should explain what is behind each
measure presented under each option (e.g. strategic projects, access to finance,...), how
they are intended to function and what they are expected to deliver. Policy measures which
will require further analysis (certain waste measures and thresholds for the environmental
footprint) should be clearly indicated in the preferred option section.

(4) The report envisages financial support as a permanent feature of EU CRM value
chains. It should explain how this long term framework for economic operators will ensure
that public funding is used fully in line with principles applying to EU funding and state
aid and sound economic incentives continue to apply. It should assess potential risks
relating to permanent funding structures and specify under which conditions financial
support could be granted.

(5) The report should clarify by when the envisaged technical standards for critical raw
materials value chain could be realistically expected to be available, what the related
uncertainty is and how this has been reflected in the impact analysis.

(6) The report should provide a more granular comparison of the effectiveness of options
in terms of achieving the specific objective to increase the EU CRM wvalue chain’s
capacity. This objective is very broad in terms of relevant measures that could contribute to
it and thus requires a set of more specific criteria based on their difference in delivery on
effectiveness which could be measured. On this basis the report should better justify the
choice of the preferred option, including by explaining whether alternative combinations of
option packages of measures (other than the three presented) have been assessed.

The Board notes the estimated costs and benefits of the preferred option(s) in this
initiative, as summarised in the attached quantification tables.




(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings before
launching the interservice consultation.

If there are any changes in the choice or design of the preferred option in the final
version of the report, the DG may need to further adjust the attached quantification

tables to reflect this.
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Access to finance

Not quantifiable, but benefits generated by improved access
to finanee for producers along CRM value chain.

De-risking of financial investment would also enable the
uptakes by further private investment sources as well.

The overall benefits of this pillar will however be directly
dependent on the size of the funds that can be made
available.

Permitting provisions

Not quantifiable but benefits generated by time-gains,
investment stability, etc.

Permitting delays can put the whole operations of a
company on pause for years depending on the waiting time.
In extreme cases, the company is dissolved before the
permit issuance due to its inability to sustain the costs of
waiting.

Benefits of streamlined permitting notably for companies
developing a Strategic Projects

Provisions on circularity:
recycling and waste

Framework for MS to work on circularity, notably on
collection, public procurement and R&I, which should
increase circularity, with all its environmental and security
benefits; the amended Extractive Waste Directive would
provide important access to information on CRM recovery
potential from extractive waste sites, which should
encourage the opening of new “re-mining’” projects

Provisions on standards

Standards to guide processes of activities along the CRM
value chain. Such standards would develop the
competitiveness of the EU CRM industry by supporting the
development of more efficient and sustainable processes.

Provisions on environmental
footprint

The competitiveness of companies that sell or produce CRM
with in a more sustainable way would increase by
comparative advantage.










using strategic
raw materials
in the
manufacturing
of  strategic
technologies

geochemical
survey  (also
already
operative  in
some MS)
Data
reprocessing
and
predictivity
maps: 1 unit of
5 FTE. (Some
MS already
have those
capacity,
notably for
geochemical
survey)

- 182.,4
Million EUR
to cover the
whole EU for
exploration
(dependent
upon MS
existing
capacity and
surface
covered)

- 3-4 FTE per
MS to create
the database of

participation to
the governance
structure;

- 1/4 FTE per
year for the
coordination of
strategic stocks;
- 1/4 FTE to
contribute to the
development of
EU-targets and
report on them,

- 1 FTE per
Member State
to develop and
implement the
national
circularity
strategy
(recurrent
costs);

- Additional
FTEs (not
quantified) to
enforce
environmental
footprint
obligations.

assessment tasks, based on similar
tasks performed by existing units in
the Commission), which can be split
as:

o 10 FTEs for market monitoring;
o 1 FTE for the management of

studies and contracts;
o 1 FTE for the building of a data set
on projects

o 5 FTEs for the coordination of
information from Member States
- 3 FTEs for the coordination of
national stockpiles information and
the development of guidance when
possible;

- 2 FTEs to coordinate the submission
of national exploration activities;
- 1 FTE to support the board in the
selection of Strategic Projects;
- 3 FTEs for assessing the suitability
of environmental footprint,
developing calculation methods and
monitor the application of the
measures;

- 2 FTEs to enforce actions on
standardisation and prepare
standardisation requests.

- 1 FTE to ensure the enforcement of
Member States obligation under the
Extractive Waste Directive.




closed and
abandoned
waste sites and
fill it with data
from
permitting
files and
geochemical
campaigns

- 3 FTEs to develop the methodology
and run the data-collection exercise
underlying the national recycling
targets.

Direct
administrative
costs

EUR 700 000
for existing
mining sites of
reporting
available
information on
critical raw
materials
content of waste
streams and
composition of
the waste

14.55  million
for studies
underlying
environmental
footprint ¢laims
(total figures for
all  companies
expected to
make  claims)

Administrative
cost of
reporting  for
large
companies
operating
along the
strategic  raw
materials
value chain
[op to EUR
49.000 for the
whole EU if
the
information is
not already

available]
Administrative
costs of

2 FTE per MS
(reporting)

- 1/4 FTE per
MS on the
transmission of
information on
strategic
stockpiles

- 1/4 FTE for
the reporting of
the Commission
on the
development of
incentives  for
companies'
resilience

- 1/2 FTE for
the
classification
and reporting to
the Commission













(C) What to improve

(1) The report should provide more clarity on the policy context, the lessons learned from
past actions and the planned interaction with parallel measures, including in the
sustainability, external, development, trade and research policy areas. The report should be
more specific on the regulatory gap to be tackled, particularly in the sustainability area. The
impact of environmental legislation and public attitudes on EU CRM production should be
also covered when presenting the problem drivers.

(2) The report should present a clear and consistent set of general and specific objectives
and a timeline (or major milestones) by which these should be achieved. Specific
objectives should be formulated in a way that they do not pre-empt the choice of policy
options. Trade-offs (and any resulting prioritisation) as well as synergies between
objectives, such as security of supply, EU industry competitiveness, EU’s decarbonisation
efforts and environmental and sustainability impacts should be explained clearly. The
report should also be clearer on the envisaged economic and environmental model for the
EU CRM ecosystem and value chain (e.g. improved autonomy of CRM extraction and
refining in Europe, mainstreaming of circular economy models, more reliable and
sustainable sourcing from third countries, increased use of alternative solutions). On this
basis, it should explain what success would look like and how it would be measured.

(3) The measures considered under the policy options need to be presented in a clearer
way. Measures which will be subject to analysis in later initiatives (such as certain waste
measures and environmental footprint thresholds) can be referenced and would not need to
be analysed in depth in this report. The report should provide greater clarity on the nature,
types of targets, the supporting analysis required and the envisaged target setting process.
The concept of strategic projects should be developed in more concrete terms. The report
should clarify the streamlining of permitting processes related to strategic projects and how
these would respect the subsidiarity principle. Diversification measures would need further
precision on issues such as offtake agreements, private and public stockpiling. The role of
the sustainability footprint and how it would work inside and outside the EU should be
more thoroughly explained.

(4) The report should be clearer on the investment necessary to deliver on the objectives
and the envisaged funding structure. It should clarify the role of and financial support to
strategic projects, the envisaged mix of national and EU level funding and the role of state
aid. It should explain how the long-term economic viability of high investment measures
and strategic projects will be ensured.

(5) The report should better assess impacts of options on third countries and trade,
including compliance with international and WTO standards. It should further assess the
potential economic benefits and be clearer on the overall impacts of EU industry
competitiveness (including for SMEs) as well as the EU based CRM ecosystem. The
overall compliance with the ‘do no significant harm” principle should be further developed,
as well as explaining the role of the measures for the EU’s overarching green transition
strategies.

(6) The comparison of options should include the coherence dimension. This should allow
for a reflection of the main trade-offs as indicated above and overall consistency with
existing and parallel measures. The effectiveness comparison should be based on a revised




set of specific objectives. The preferred package of measures should be further justified.
The report should also clarify the overall net impacts on main parameters. Costs and
benefits should be quantified to the extent possible and the table in annex 3 further
elaborated, including on the One In: One Out requirements.

Some more technical comments have been sent directly to the author DG.

(D) Conclusion

The DG must revise the report in accordance with the Board’s findings and resubmit

it for a final RSB opinion.
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