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End-of-Life Vehicles Regulation, comments by Estonia, 21.03.2025 

 

Article 19 - Registration 

Article 19 (1) – We propose to remove „if available“. It is important to EU website and MS 

website contains the links to all national registers to facilitate the registration of producers. 

We agree that it is important to have Commission website that contains the links to all 

national registers to facilitate the registration.  

Central register 

We find that in the future the best and the easiest solution is to have a central register of 

producers. It is important that producer have a possibility to fulfil EPR obligation more easily. 

The burdens can be reduced by an EU-wide register, which will allow producers to register 

easily and quickly in all MS registers. For example, Shein is bringing out that registration 

process to one MS register takes 6 months. 

We propose to add that Commission should establish Union-wide central register.  The 

assessment shall encompass the potential benefits, challenges and administrative capacity 

required for the implementation of such Union-wide register. 

We propose to add: “No later than 31 December 2027, the Commission shall assess the 

feasibility of establishing a Union-wide central register for producers.” 

 

Article 22 – Cost Allocation mechanism for vehicles becoming end-of-life vehicles in another 

Member State.  

For us article 22 is very important, it is important that it will fulfil its purpose and works 

effectively. In Estonia EPR applies to the producers who placed vehicles on the market for the 

first time in the Member State market and on professional basis.  Every producer does not 

have a place in every Member State, for example Tesla is not established in Estonia, but there 

should be a professional producer who should pay for the car waste management etc. 

! We can not agree with the option 1, with the amendment of the definition of „producer“ that 

producer will be the one who made vehicle available for the first time in the Union market. 

Explanation is, that we do not support significant changes of EPR architecture, it is a must to 

keep existing approach and consistencies with other waste legislation, such as Batteries 

Regulations.  

We support option 2 – It is very important for us that Article 22 is applicable only where there 

is no professional producer supplying the vehicle in the last Member State.  

We would see that the extended producer responsibility obligations should be on the first 

producer, who placed the vehicle on the (EU) market. We prefer it for practical reasons. If 

article 22 applies to the producers who made vehicle available for the first time in the Union, 

then cross-border cooperation mechanisms would apply to a significantly smaller number of 



entities, only to large enterprises.   This approach would reduce administrative burden of SME-

s and supervision.  It will also exclude the necessity to identify each producer in the 

transboundary chain.  

Authorised representatives is a must have for us. If we want article 22 to work then the first 

producer, who placed the vehicle on the EU market should have an obligation to designate 

authorised representatives in each Member State to establish cross-border cooperation 

mechanisms. In Estonia authorised representatives an also be a PRO.  

Authorised treatment facilities without a contract with producers or producer responsibility 

organisations should not be able to request financial reimbursement. 

Delegated act 

We find that delegated act that lays down detailed rules cross-border cooperation mechanism 

is needed. Right now, there are lots of detailed questions and we don’t have answers and 

assessment that says what is the best solution. 

Central register  

We believe if Commission will establish Union-wide register, then it can help with cross-border 

cooperation mechanisms, especially with the communication between MS PROs and 

producers, ATFs.  

Cross-border cooperation mechanisms assessment 

We propose to add the assessment of cross-border cooperation mechanisms to encompass 

the best solutions to use these mechanisms between MS, PROs, producers, ATFs and how 

central Union-wide register could help to improve the cross-border cooperation mechanisms.  

 

Producer definition 

We don’t agree to amendment the definition of „producer“ on Article 3 (22).   

We do not want significant changes of EPR architecture, we want to keep existing approach 

with other waste legislation, such as Batteries Regulations.  

The general approach is that producer is a manufacturer, importer or distributor who, 

irrespective of the selling technique used, including by means of distance supplies a product 

for the first time for distribution or use, within a territory of a Member States on a professional 

basis.  

We would prefer to see more clear producer definition, the battery regulation has defined 

producer in a clear way, therefore we propose to define the producer in a similarly in the 

current regulation.   

We propose the following changes in Article 3(1), point (22):  

“22. ’producer’ means any manufacturer, importer or distributor who, irrespective of the selling 
technique used, including by means of distance contracts as defined in Article 2, point (7), of 



Directive 2011/83/EU, supplies a vehicle for the first time for distribution or use, within a 
territory of a Member States on a professional basis either: 

(a) is established in a Member State and manufactures vehicles under its own name or 
trademark, or has vehicles designed or manufactured and supplies them for the first time under 
its own name or trademark within the territory of that Member State; 

(b) is established in a Member State and resells within the territory of that Member State, under 
its own name or trademark, vehicles, manufactured by others, on which the name or 
trademark of those other manufacturers does not appear; 

(c) is established in a Member State and supplies for the first time in that Member State on a 
professional basis, vehicles from another Member State or from a third country; or 

(d) sells vehicles by means of distance contracts directly to end-users, whether or not they are 
private households, in a Member State, and is established in another Member State or in a 
third country;” 
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CROATIA 
 

Written comments on the 

Proposal for a REGULATION OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL on 

circularity requirements for vehicle design and on management of end-of-life vehicles  

(WPE, 13 March 2025) 

 

General remarks: 

Croatia thanks the Presidency for the opportunity to submit written comments following the WPE 

meeting on 13 March 202. We have indicated our position to the questions of the PRES in the table 

below.  

In addition, we would like to provide the following comments and text proposals. Furthermore, we 

reserve our right to provide additional comments later. 

 

a) EPR for spare parts 

Article 16 

New subparagraph 

 

Member States may adopt measures to require that producers have extended producer 

responsibility for vehicle components and spare parts that they make available on the market 

for the first time within the territory of a Member State in accordance with Article 8.a of 

Directive 2008/98/EC and this Regulation. 

 

Alternatively 

Article 20, paragraph 1 

New subparagraph 

 

Member States may adopt measures to require that producers pay financial contribution for 

the for vehicle components and spare parts that they make available on the market for the first 

time within the territory of a Member State to ensure the collection of waste parts and 

components from repair and maintenance of vehicles, and of their subsequent transport and 

treatment in accordance with Article 8.a of Directive 2008/98/EC and this Regulation. 

 

Alternatively 

Such a flexibility could be introduced in the recital 34 

 

Justification 

It is important for Croatia that the Regulation provides for a flexibility for a Member State to 

introduce the EPR for vehicle components and spare parts, since those parts, when they become 

waste, create costs in ELV management within existing systems.  

 

b) Cost allocation mechanism in Article 22 

In addition to the comments in the table below, and as an alternative we propose to include a new 

sentence in recital 42 

 



CROATIA 
 

Member States may adopt or keep existing measures to ensure that the EPR fee is payed once 

a vehicle (both new or second-hand) is made available on the market of that Member States, 

including by requiring a fee before or upon registration in the national vehicle registration 

system, to cover the EPR costs. 

 

Justification 

It is important for Croatia that the new cross-border mechanism allow Member States to introduce 

or keep current national rules which require payment of a fee upon registration in the national vehicle 

registration system to cover the EPR costs in order to address high import of (second-hand) vehicles 

from another Member State by private persons.  

 

c) Free delivery of ELV 

Article 24 

New paragraph  

 

4. By derogation from paragraph 2, Member States may provide that the delivery of end-of life 

vehicles is free of charge even if the end-of life vehicle does not contain some or all of the 

essential components of a vehicle.  

 

Alternatively, and if legally sound, we propose to include such a derogation in the recital.  

 

Justification 

It is important for Croatia that the Regulation provides for a flexibility for a Member State to keep 

national rules that provide for a free delivery of end-of life vehicles in order to ensure that all ELV are 

subject to recycling, irrespective of the presence or absence of essential parts.   







 

Ireland would like to thank the Presidency for their work so far on this file and for the Steering 
Note of 06th March 2025 (WK 454/2025 INIT). Following the WPE held on 13 March, and in 
addition to those contained in the Excel table, IE would like to submit the following written 
comments with regard to the cross-border EPR mechanism and its application with regard to 
vehicles privately imported from third countries: 

 

We appreciate the efforts by the Presidency to clarify the operation of the cross-border 

mechanism. However, from our perspective, the issue of how to effectively capture used 

vehicles privately imported from third countries into the EPR system remains unresolved. 

Ireland drives on the left of roads - which means that it relies on the import of vehicles from 

third countries for a significant share of its stock of vehicles. 

We note the suggestions in last November’s Commission non-paper (WK 14975/2024 INIT) 
that Member States could choose to request the EPR fee upon registration by the vehicle 
owner; alternatively, the manufacturer’s Authorised Representative could be made 
responsible for paying the treatment costs. 
 
The suggestion that the manufacturer’s Authorised Representative could be made responsible 
for treatment costs is sub-optimal: given the potential volume of used vehicle imports, 
assigning their cost to the Authorised Representatives for EPR for compliant Producers in the 
state risks penalising those that are compliant. In addition, the Authorised Representative is 
often not the OEM and, as such, this would be asking distributors that have received no 
financial benefit from the vehicle to pay for its EPR costs. 

 

While we have previously suggested that collecting EPR fees at the point of registration may be 
a means to ensure that environmental management costs of privately imported vehicles from 
third countries are covered, we have considered the matter further and are unconvinced that 
this would be the preferred solution from an Irish perspective. Firstly, we consider that 
collecting the fee from the consumer runs counter to the ‘producer pays’ principle that 
underpins EPR policy. Secondly, it is unclear how feasible its implementation would be in a 
domestic context, particularly if there is no clear basis set down in the Regulation itself. 

 

However, in the absence of a viable alternative, we suggest that explicit provision be made in 
the Regulation to allow Member States the option to collect EPR fees at the point of 
registration. While the possibility of taking this approach may be implicit in the current draft 
text, we consider that, in order to provide legal certainty, it should be set out clearly as a ‘may’ 
provision, with the particular modalities of implementation left to Member States themselves. 

 

We suggest the following indicative draft text, for inclusion in Article 22: 

In the case of a vehicle imported from a third country by a natural or legal person who 

is not a producer, Member States may charge a fee to the vehicle owner covering the 

net costs of waste management operations referred to in Article 20. Member States 

may provide for the collection of this fee at the point at which the vehicle is first 

registered in the Member State. 



 

….. 
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Written comments from the Netherlands  

Regarding the proposal for a Regulation on circularity requirements for vehicles and 

management of waste vehicles.  

WPE 13th of March, 2025 

We like to thank the Presidency for the invitation to send in written comments. 

Q  Position  Comments  

1   We agree with changing the timeline of the restoration plan to 5 years, 
however we do not agree with extending the period for successive 
terms. We would prefer an extension of maximum 2 times. 

2 Scrutiny Positive on the intention of the proposal, but we have questions 

regarding potential trade restrictions.  

On the circular vehicle 
passport 

In general we agree with the changes made. However, we are unsure 
of the addition of B3. What does this entail? Does this catalogue need 
to be updated? 

3 Positive   We agree with including L1 & L2 categories. We understand that e-
bikes are not part of the L1 categories, so we fully support the 
extension of the scope to all L categories.    

4 Positive, 
option 2 

We agree with deleting art 2.2.b and including all parts of multi-stage 
vehicles in the EPR regime.  

- Does this mean that the entire vehicle and bodywork of heavy 

duty vehicles will be covered by the EPR? The bodywork was 
previously out of scope and not recommended. 

- We prefer option 2, because we believe that this is easier 
traceable. 

5 Positive   

6 Option 2  Option 1 is not acceptable since the change of the definition is 
contradictory to the wish of ‘Better Regulation’. Option 2 is a better 
option, but we still have doubts and would like to see this better 
analysed. For example, a vehicle can be sold a few times before 
becoming waste. Who will be responsible for the costs if no producer 

can be identified? The producer who placed the vehicle on the market 

first or for example the last trackable producer?  We have seen the 
proposal from LUX and are very positively interested in this. We are 
wondering what the few of the PSY and Commission is on their 
proposal. 

7 Negative  Not necessarily, however connecting the vehicle registration with the 
payment of the EPR-fee helps. 

8 Positive   

9 Positive  Perhaps a European website is also possible? Now Member States need 
refer to 26 other websites. 

10 Positive   

 

Additional comments scope: 

- Furthermore, we noticed that article 37 is applicable to the current L-categories, but article 

38 is not. Since one of the goals of the regulation is to restrict dumping of ELV’s outside of 

the Union, we were wondering if this is correct.  

- Also, the L-categories do not have roadworthiness certificate in NL, this leads to difficulties 

when assessing the vehicle for transfer of ownership to determine if it is an ELV. If art. 37 

is not excluded for the scope of L-categories, an annex 1/ELV assessment should always be 

conducted. This while many of the criteria of part B of annex 1 cannot be applied to these 

categories.  

- We think there are two options:  

o Adding art. 37 to the list of exemptions to which the L-categories are not 

applicable.  

o Or: aligning art. 37 with the roadworthiness directive and apply art. 37 only to 

vehicles that are subject to mandatory testing under that directive.  



- Based on article 2.2.c the regulation doesn’t apply to vehicles produced in small series. 

How does this relate to art. 37 and 38? We understand that these vehicles are exempt from 

the production provisions, however for the sale and export we have our concerns. Definitely 

considering the feasibility and practicality of this.  

- The addition of individually approved vehicles is under the EPR chapter, but does it not 

concern the adjustment of the entire scope of the regulation? How is the link made 

between the requirements in this new regulation and Articles 44-45 in Regulation 

2018/858? For example, it should not be the case that the requirements for (re)used 

materials are such that the builders of the individual vehicles cannot comply with them 

Assessment ELV/annex 1: 

- Will the assessment of whether a vehicle is an ELV be centrally registered? In our opinion, 

this is necessary to execute the regulation correctly. Also in relation to the export and sale 

of vehicles.  
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LUXEMBOURG COMMENTS on the Proposal for a Regulation of the European Parliament and 
of the Council on circularity requirements for vehicle design and on management of end-of-life 
vehicles 
 
Follow-up to the WPE of 13.3.25: Written comments on the Steering Note WK 03064/2025 PRESIDENCY 
COMPROMISE 

 

Member 
State 

Ques-
tion No 

Reference 
Art 

Question LU position 

LU 1 part C, 
section 2 of 
Annex I 

Do Member States 
agree with the 
proposal?(amendment
s of points 1 and 3, 
witch extend periods 
for the restoration 
plans)  
 

In our view, this period for the 
restoration plan should not exceed 
three years, and the possibility of 
extension should only be granted 
once,meaning there can only be one + 
one extended restoration plan. 

LU 2 Article 6 Which of the following 
options do Member 
States agree with 
regarding the regime 
for post-consumer 
waste:a)The PPWR 
based approach; b)The 
PPWR based approach 
together with an 
additional provision 
concerning the list of 
countries whose 
recycled production 
can be counted 
towards the recycled 
content target set in 
paragraph 1; 

LU is flexible on this matter. 

LU  Article 6 
new 
paragraph 
2b 

 Typo : “[…]The verification 
methodology may include the 
obligation to carry out independent 
third-party audits on manufacturers of 
recycled content in the Union, to 
ensure that the conditions set out in 
paragraph 2 of this Article and in the 
delegated implementing act adopted 
pursuant to paragraph 2d of this Article 
are met. […]” 

LU  Article 6 
new 

  The wording “manufacturers of 
recycled content” is unclear, does 
PRES mean "recyclers providing 
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paragraph 
2b (b) 

recycled content for vehicles" or "car 
manufacturers and car parts 
manufacturers using recycled 
content"? 

 We would also appreciate 
clarification on why only EU 
manufacturers should be subjected to 
such audits. 

LU  Article 6 
new 
paragraph 
2b (b) 

 Both the implementing acts in article 
6.2b and 6.2d appear to overlap. 
Merging them could simplify these 
provisions and provide a clearerer 
overview in this article 

LU  Article 13  LU agrees to the proposed adition of 
point b3 in paragraph 2 

LU  Article 13  To guarantee a better access to the 
digital vehicle passport for operators, 
based on the experience of ATFs with 
EV batteries, we suggest adding the 
following criteria in paragraph 4: 
(e) it should be free of charge for 
operators, including the software 
needed to read it. 
(f) it should be systematically placed in 
an accessible location on the vehicles. 

LU 3 Article 2 Do Member States 
agree with the 
proposal? If not, can 
they accept the 
extension for L1e and 
L2e with some specific 
exclusions? If so, 
which ones? 

LU agrees 

LU 4 Which option do the 
MS prefer regarding 
the multi-stage 
approvals? 

LU prefers option 1 because the 
primary philosophy of EPR is to 
improve the ecodesign of products. 
We believe that the manufacturer of 
the base vehicle has significantly more 
influence on this, and thus EPR 
responsibility, throughtheir design 
choices 

LU 5 Article 2 Do the MS agree with 
the inclusion of 
individual approvals? 

LU is flexible on this question 

LU 6 Article 22 Which option do the 
Member States prefer 
regarding artic22? 

To avoid discrepancies between the 
various definitions of an EPR producer 
through the waste legislation, LU is not 
in favor of option 1, which brings a 
fundamental change to the definition of 
the producer. 
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About option 2:  

 It is closer to the system we would 
prefer, but remainsl complicated and 
burdensome to implement. We 
advocate for the simple solution of 
“one registration in a MS, one fee 
paid to the producer / PRO in this 
MS”, with reimbursement of the fee 
whenever the vehicle changes owner 
or MS. 

 LU would like to emphasize that 
option 2 is no longer in line with the 
obligation of monitoring the producer / 
PRO by the “MS where the vehicle 
became an ELV”, because the 
competent authority in that MS has 
no legal right to monitor compliance 
of producers / PROs which are 
located in other MS. This implies that 
paragraph 3 has to be amended or, 
preferably, removed. LU understands 
that the question of the reporting is a 
difficult matter in this cross-bording 
mechanism, which  is a 
complementary advantage of the 
system for which we advocate. 

LU 7 Article 22 Do the Member States 
see a need to apply 
any additional 
measures to ensure 
that the producer 
placing a vehicle on 
the market is 
identifiable? 

 

LU 8 Article 16, 
17, recital 
37  

Do Member States 
accept the additions?  

Lu accepts only the first addition.  

LU  Article 18  Regarding the authorisation referred to 
in Article 18(1) required only from 
producers: 
LU’s understanding of article  18(1) 
was that  a producer mandating an 
authorised representative, could  task 
this representative with the 
authorisation. This would be logical, as  
such a representative must take over 
all the responsibilities and tasks of the 
producer, as stated in the definition of 
the auth.repr itself : "...to fulfil the 
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obligations of that producer under 
Chapter IV of this Regulation " 
PRES´s answer to this point in the 
steering note is confusing: if we have 
an authorised representative in the 
register, but the producer has an 
authorisation, who is liable? Who 
manages the ELV waste 
management? And what is the role of 
the authorised representative? 

 



Written comments from Latvia, ELV regulation, following the WPE meeting of 
13.03.2025 
Article 24 (2):  

We ask the Commission to explain what the term "Delivery" means. Does the wording stipulate 

that the transportation of vehicles to a collection point or recycling facility should be free of 

charge? If "Delivery" means that the acceptance of vehicles must be free of charge, but the 

transport costs for delivering the vehicle to the collection point or authorised treatment facility are 

covered by the last owner of the vehicle, please change the term. A possible corresponding term 

would be "Acceptance". The question becomes more important with the proposed deletion of 

Article 26 (a) in terms of the vehicle owner's responsibility. 

Article 37 (1): 

Latvia opposes the retention of the wording and approach contained in Article 37(1) in the 

proposal.  

Article 37 requires proof that a vehicle is not an end-of-life vehicle when transferring ownership. 

This proof can be provided through a roadworthiness certificate or an assessment by an 

independent automotive expert. However, this article does not apply to ownership changes 

conducted in person by natural persons (exception online transactions). 

The issue is determining who will oversee the trading of these potential end-of-life vehicles. 

Automated registration blocking is not feasible when requirements are unmet, as registration 

authorities lack visibility into how vehicles are traded, whether online or physically. 

In practice, vehicles are often traded with recently expired roadworthiness certificates. In such 

cases, it is unreasonable to classify the vehicle as end-of-life, making an assessment 

disproportionate while creating an excessive administrative burden for registration authorities. 

Therefore, we can propose to accept an expired roadworthiness certificate, provided it has not 

expired for more than 12 months. 

On the other hand, we see end-of-life vehicles which were involved in a heavy accident. This end-

of-life vehicle can be traded despite being an end-of-life vehicle. 

We propose:  

The first subparagraph shall not apply to vehicles whose national technical roadworthiness 

test validity date ended less than 12 months before the application for the ownership transfer. 

The online platforms used for digital ownership changes (delivered and maintained by 

vehicle registration authorities for digitalisation of vehicle re-registration procedures) should 

be skipped from the proposal text. 

Article 37 (4): 

The purpose of this article is to monitor the scrapping of vehicles identified as end-of-life vehicles. 

The method involves insurance companies submitting an annual report to the competent 

authorities. These authorities monitor and verify compliance by economic operators, producers, 

and producer responsibility organisations. 

To actively utilise the information during the transfer of ownership or export, insurance companies 

could report directly to the registration authorities regarding any economic or technical total loss. 

This approach ensures that the authorities always have up-to-date insights into these vehicles. The 

registration authorities will then provide the information to the competent authority, as mentioned 

in Article 14. 



Written comments from Latvia, ELV regulation, following the WPE meeting of 
13.03.2025 
We propose:  

When assessing the damage of an accidented vehicle, the insurance company or any other 

automotive expert conducting the assessment on its behalf shall also assess whether the vehicle is 

an end-of-life vehicle or not according to Annex I. 

Insurance companies, immediately after the assessment has been carried out, shall ensure that 

competent authorities are provided with information on: 

(a) vehicle identification numbers of all vehicles that have been declared as an economic total loss, 

including a specification of those which are considered end-of-life vehicles in accordance with 

Annex I; 

(b) vehicle identification numbers of all vehicles that have been declared as a technical total loss. 

Chapter VA (Articles 38-45) 

When assessing the articles relating to the customs area - Chapter VA (Articles 38-45) on the export 

of end-of-life vehicles to third countries, we concluded that the application of the Regulation in 

relation to exports will be in force before the automatic verification is possible using the connection 

to the customs single window environment: 

a) Article 38, paragraph 1 provides that the requirements of this chapter apply 36 months from the 

entry into force of the Regulation, namely, the obligation for customs arises after 3 years from its 

entry into force; 

b) Article 45, paragraph 4 provides that the connection to the single window environment must be 

established within 4 years from the entry into force of the relevant implementing act, which 

includes the time when the implementing act is developed, adopted and enters into force, plus the 

aforementioned 4 years. 

From the moment (deadline) of application of the requirements provided for in Article 38, customs 

authorities will in fact have to carry out manual verification. Therefore, the initiative, support and 

cooperation of the competent authority selected by a Member State will be an important factor of 

success. 

We would like to propose extending the period provided for in Article 38, Paragraph 1, by at least 

12 months (or more) so that the manual review time is as short as possible. 

Annex I Part A (b): 

We ask the Commission to explain the need to include point (b) in section A of Annex I. Part A 

sets out the criteria for assessing a vehicle's non-repairability. If one or more of these criteria is 

met, the vehicle shall be considered an end-of-life vehicle. We consider it appropriate to move this 

paragraph to Part B of Annex I (as an indicative feature) and to add it to point (h).  

Possible wording: 

(h) one or more of its doors are not attached to it, or it has one or more entry points welded up or 

closed by insulating foam. 



Additional written comments from AT:  

Empowerment to the Member States  

In response to the discussions in the previous working parties AT asked the Legal Service for advice 

on whether the MS are free to regulate that the costs of repair according to Art 37 (2) (b) as well as 

to Annex I, specifically to criterion f) in Annex I Part B are the costs of repair in Austria. The Legal 

Service advised that to ensure that this is possible; an empowerment to the Member States should 

be added into the text. We therefore propose the following addition in Art. 37: 

6) When adopting the measures laying down the administrative and procedural requirements 

regarding the assessment in accordance with Annex I the Member States may lay down the 

requirements and details of the criteria for assessment of end of life vehicles, including details on 

the costs of the repairs. 

There is still further need for clarification in which cases Member States can go beyond the 

Regulation, especially in view of the fact that certain details are included in the regulation but others 

are not. We ask the Presidency to include this topic for discussion in the next working party.  

Online Platforms 

As expressed at the last working party the issue of effectively regulating online platforms is of great 

importance. The current legal instruments are insufficient to effectively monitor very large online 

platforms in the context of extended producer responsibility. As for the WFD also the current text in 

Art. 45a ELV on online platforms is not sufficient. We do, however, still call for a solution that covers 

all relevant streams. Until this can be achieved in the Circular Economy Act, we ask for a recital in line 

with Recital 47 of the revision of the WFD. 

Simplification 

We are currently being asked to simplify and digitalise the administration. Article 19 regarding the 

linking of registers for producers currently contains both the approach from the Packaging Ordinance 

(the Member States link to the registers of the other Member States) and the approach from the 

Waste Framework Directive (the Commission creates a register with links to the national registers). 

Instead, there should be a centralised EU producer register that is fed by the national registers of the 

MS. This would provide faster and much easier access for all parties involved than is currently 

provided for in various ways.  
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