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General Statement

The EU Commission has published a legislative proposal to amend the European Critical Raw Materials Act
(ECRMA), as part of the ResourceEU Action Plan. As ZVEI we see the proposed amendments very critical,
as these would disproportionately increase the burden on businesses. Currently, there is hope for deregula-
tion and less bureaucracy, which would be contradicted by the tightening of regulations.

In addition, the current version of the ECRMA already includes reporting and due diligence obligations with
regard to our supply chain. Further reporting obligations or an obligation to diversify the supply chain seem
disproportionate. Companies already carry out risk analyses and examine the possibilities of second sources
for critical components.

Mandatory measures are viewed critically, as it remains unclear whether they can be implemented so easily
and whether the measures are practicable and enforceable. We believe that less regulation and more assis-
tance would be useful in order to implement meaningful supply chain reviews and, where necessary, diversi-
fication. Besides these general comments we ask to take into consideration the following, detailed proposals:

1 Proposed changes to CRMA Art. 24

Company Perspective on Supply Chain Analysis:
Companies are aware of supply chain dependencies and risks. Therefore, companies are currently al-
ready working with generic analyses, i.e., using public or purchasable data (e.g. from customs) on raw
material origins and supply chains. They use this to map the probable supply chains of certain critical raw
materials and draw conclusions about potential dependencies, vulnerabilities to shocks, etc. This isin a
company's self-interest and is considered state-of-the-art.
Introducing an additional mandatory internal SRM supply chain analysis would cause additional adminis-
trative burdens and costs for companies. This is especially relevant if audits would be mandatory. The
level of granularity for the requested reporting and information will be even more complicated for stand-
ardised products sold in high volumes, than more tailor-made products (e.g. low voltage vs. large motors).
It will be important to seek more clarity from the Commission on what information they will require exactly
and provide clear guidance and Q&A before the legislation becomes effective and companies have to re-
port. It will also be important to keep the resilience objective of this proposal in balance with the simplifica-
tion objective of the Commission.

Challenges with Deep Supply Chain Transparency:
Difficulty in Tracing to the Mine:
In many cases, it is difficult or even impossible to achieve transparency along the entire supply chain
down to the mine. Companies can impose requirements on their direct (Tier-1) suppliers, but how
these are then passed down into the sub-supply chain is not within the company's control.
Extensive and strict requirements like a mapping of all SRMs back to the mine are not meaningful
since there are many different possibilities for dependencies along the supply chain. If there is e.g. a
high dependency on refinery level, a detailed analysis of the mining countries is less relevant.
Trade Secrets: Suppliers usually consider any information about their supply chains as confidential. It is
not realistic to expect useful supply chain information from sub-suppliers without direct business with the
big tech companies and without legal obligation to the EU.
Chinese Suppliers and Legal Restrictions: Many critical raw materials come from or are processed in
China. Here, there is the additional problem that the necessary upstream information cannot be obtained
from Chinese Tier-n suppliers, as disclosure is often refused with reference to the Anti-Foreign Sanctions
Law or other national regulations.
Regarding recycled content information: it is challenging to obtain, especially for pre-consumer if this
covers magnet manufacturers in-house production’s waste. It will then be related to production efficiency
thus manufacturer’s confidential information, so cannot be disclosed publicly (could be possible if infor-
mation is for market regulator only).
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Recommendations/requests:
Focus on Importers: Obligations should apply not to the manufacturers of certain technologies, but only
to importers of SRM into the EU (as in the Conflict Minerals Regulation). Only importers can, with reason-
able effort and reliability, establish transparency in the supply chain up to the mine. It is difficult for manu-
facturers to create transparency all the way down the supply chain, especially where they do not source
the concerned SRMs directly but as part of components or the production process.
Focus on Raw Materials actually Contained in Products: Requirements should only apply to products
in which the critical raw material is actually contained in the product that the company sells (and, for ex-
ample, not in the production process for a tool used by a Tier-3 supplier to manufacture a component).
Limitation on Strategic Raw Materials for Mapping and Risk Assessment: A limitation on specific
strategic raw materials for which mappings must be conducted also seems sensible to avoid high burdens
on companies without added value, for example copper and aluminum: Copper is contained in an ex-
tremely large number of products; a corresponding supply chain analysis would be a massive undertak-
ing. At the same time, in our opinion, copper is by no means as supply critical as the other identified
SRMs. Copper is traded globally on transparent and liquid markets. The same applies for aluminum.
Ensure Confidentiality: All information on dependencies and stress test results have to remain within the
companies and must not be disclosed to third parties since it could reveal weaknesses and put compa-
nies in a disadvantageous position for purchasing SRMs.
If suppliers of manufacturers or their sub-suppliers become aware that supply chain information might
be disclosed to a third party like a government agency their willingness to provide primary supply
chain data will decrease.
No Generic Risk Mitigation Obligations: Risk mitigation measures need to be tailored to the specific
supply chain situation, companies & countries involved and of course the raw material itself. Defining ge-
neric measures bears the risk to impose additional burden on companies without creating meaningful im-
pact.
Big technology companies addressed by CRMA are usually not the ones with access to raw materials.
Supply chains are optimized for technical capabilities, economic considerations, quality aspects and
many more.
Supply chains are not linear. Supply chains are interlinked. Suppliers and customers are globally dis-
tributed.
Supply chain safeguarding considerations go beyond countries of mining and refining. Standard crite-
ria might be misguiding.
Defining standardized measures for big companies would create additional bureaucracy, may trigger
the wrong levers and have negative effect on their global competitiveness.
The best way to improve raw material safety is to support low risk supply chains for raw materials with
strategic importance.
Cut-off / minimum limit for SRMs: It could be beneficial to discuss the possible introduction of a cut-off /
minimum limit for SRMs in product: For example, a 10MW synchronous motor running a hydrogen com-
pressor weighs 80tons, it contains approx. 9.5tons copper, 200kg aluminium and ~ two gallium- arsenide
LEDs in an optical encoder, with an amount of Ga ~ 25ug / LED, so the share of Ga in that product ex-
tremely small (total mass of the optical encoder is only 2 kg).
Definitions:
A definition of “component” is required.
A clarification of “traction motor” is required.

2 Proposed changes to CRMA Art. 28

The EU Commission proposes to expand the list of products in Art. 28(1) to more products, including “loud-
speakers”. Overall, companies are supportive of the goal to improve rare earth element (REE) recovery from
end-of-life products and many manufacturers publish recycling instructions to support the recycling industry
in recovering REE in addition to other valuable materials.

However, companies disagree with the requirement for an on-product label for “loudspeakers” because it:
Is costly and burdensome for manufacturers and runs counter to the EU Commission’s digitization and
simplification agenda. Introducing consumer products like “loudspeakers” in the scope risks creating a
new layer of costly regulatory requirements for manufacturers, without considerations for impact on SMEs
and smaller manufacturers.

1 https://quides.frame.work/Guide/Speaker+Kit/319



https://guides.frame.work/Guide/Speaker+Kit/319

Is not scalable: Electronics contain many materials defined as critical and strategic, and putting an individ-
ual label for presence of each of them on the product is not feasible.

Fails to deliver a meaningful message to those who keep the product for most of its lifetime: the product is
in the hands of the consumer for years and in the hands of the recycler for only seconds. The label would
not provide any added value for most of its lifetime.

Introducing physical labelling requirements whilst the Commission leadership has specifically singled out dig-
itization as a cornerstone of the EU Single Market both in its Single Market Strategy paper and in the scope
of the Omnibus IV proposal seems to go counter to the EU political objectives. Instead, regulatory infor-
mation should be allowed to be delivered digitally as an alternative to physical requirements. This can ensure
traceability of magnet content in products, while elevating the regulatory and operational burden on compa-
nies.

Companies are also concerned that there has been no impact assessment, including on whether loudspeak-
ers are a product group relevant for the global REE consumption in consumer goods and the economic/bu-
reaucratic impacts of a label on loudspeaker. Furthermore, consumer electronics are subject to Ecodesign
regulations as part of the EU Ecodesign for Sustainable Products Regulation (ESPR), which will set horizon-
tal recyclability and recycled content requirements. To avoid regulatory overlap and ensure legal certainty,
EU legislators should remove recyclability and recycled content requirements for loudspeakers from the
scope of CRMA obligations.

Recommendation/request: Alternative to the on-product label, companies propose to provide the infor-
mation on presence of REE in loudspeakers digitally, which would be a more scalable, less costly and effec-
tive approach and provide a basis for more REE recovery from end-of-life products.

Definitions:
A definition of "transducer” is required.

3 Proposed changes to CRMA Art. 29

We agree with the EU Commission proposal to amend Art. 29(2) to remove the deadline of May 2026 for the
Commission to adopt a delegated act to establish rules for the calculation and verification of recycled con-
tent.

We recommend the EU Commission should issue a mandate to CEN/CENELEC to develop an EN standard
that would guide the level of supply chain information that should be collected to ensure robust verification of
the manufacturer’s recycled content calculations. This would achieve uniform compliance with the regulatory
requirements in a way that ensures consumers’ trust and avoids circumventions. The EN standard could
draw upon the new draft IEC 63333-3 on calculation and verification of recycled content which is expected to
be completed by the end of 2026.

4 Export of waste

Although not part of the legislative proposal, we want to highlight that some electric and electronic waste is
still lost for recycling because of illegal exports. More effective measures against these exports would ensure
that more raw materials remain in the EU.
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