Harmonised classification of waste to accelerate the transition to a Circular Economy


Introduction
EU legislation regulates the shipment of waste, both within the EU and between the EU and third countries. The aim is to ensure that such shipments do not cause environmental harm, but also to facilitate shipments of waste for high quality recycling.
The basis for this legislation is the Waste Shipment Regulation (WSR)[1], which was one of the key deliverables under the European Green Deal.
One of its main objectives is to support the transition to a Circular Economy in the EU by strengthening the single market for waste, in line with the objectives of the Clean Industrial Deal[2] and the future Circular Economy Act.

Consultation objectives
The aim of this public consultation is to gather information from stakeholders to prepare measures to facilitate the shipments of waste for recycling within the EU.
The legal framework ensures that waste is shipped to the proper destination and is managed in an environmentally sound manner. A mix of measures should both ascertain strong controls on the movement of waste, while incentivizing shipments for recycling in support of the circular economy.

The WSR provides two basic procedures for shipments of waste:
· The “notification procedure” that is required for shipments of hazardous and other waste requiring special attention, such as unsorted or mixed plastic waste. This procedure also applies to waste that is not explicitly listed in one of the Annexes to the Waste Shipment Regulation (so-called “unlisted” waste). Under this procedure, economic operators need to submit a set of information to the authorities of countries of dispatch, transit and destination. Each of these authorities need to provide a consent prior to the planned shipment of waste, that may be valid for a year. Operators also need to provide financial guarantees;
· The “green-list” procedure for shipments of most non-hazardous waste destined for recovery, where operators have to make sure that their shipments are accompanied with information on the types of waste shipped, its destination and quantity. No consent is needed from public authorities for such shipments.
Around 50 million tonnes of green-listed waste are shipped between EU Member States annually. The most traded are metal waste (ferrous and non-ferrous), paper and cardboard and mineral waste. The quantity of waste shipped between EU Member States under the notification procedure has increased by 65% since 2013, reaching 21 million tonnes in 2022. Approx. 1/3 of this waste constitutes hazardous waste and 2/3 other notified waste.
It is important to avoid unnecessary obstacles to the development of a single EU market for waste and secondary materials, which is essential to make the EU the world leader on circular economy by 2030, as called for by the Clean Industrial Deal. The differences of interpretation by Member States on the classification of some waste streams, or the application of the “notification procedure” to “unlisted waste” can delay or even prevent the shipments of waste for high quality recycling between EU Member States.
In this respect, the new Waste Shipment Regulation provides for the possibility for the Commission to identify, via delegated acts, specific waste streams which should be subject to the “green-list” procedure for the purpose of shipments for recovery between Member States. It is important to note here that hazardous waste cannot be green-listed.
As an integral part of the preparation of such delegated acts, the Commission is launching a public consultation to gather views from all interested stakeholders. The questionnaire consists of five parts:
· Part 1 collects some information about you.
· Part 2 contains an invitation for stakeholders to provide general input about how – in the framework of the existing legislation – the market for recycling in the EU can be further boosted.
· Part 3 is on specific waste streams that could meet the requirements under the Waste Shipment Regulation to be subject to the green-list procedure for shipments within the EU (via their inclusion in Annex IIIA or IIIB of the Waste Shipment Regulation).
· Part 4 is about the establishment of criteria, such as contamination thresholds, for certain (mixtures of) waste, based on which they could be green-listed.
· Part 5 invites input specifically on electrical and electronic waste (“e-waste”): on the one hand, with regard to criteria to distinguish such waste from other types of waste, and, on the other hand, with regard to the regime applying to the shipments of non-hazardous e-waste in the EU.

Part 1 Introduction

Part 2 Boosting the internal market for waste
The Waste Shipment Regulation introduces measures to modernize the legal framework on waste shipments, by digitalizing procedures, streamlining the shipment procedures to “pre-consented facilities” and allowing for clarifying which waste is green-listed.

Stakeholders are invited to provide views and input on how the Waste Shipment Regulation can be implemented with a view to boosting the internal market for waste in the EU, notably to incentivize that waste is diverted from disposal, such as landfilling, and is destined to recycling with the aim to ensuring that valuable materials and resources are re-introduced in the circular economy. These views and inputs should be underpinned by data and rationale.
Please provide your views:

General comments: 
· Simplification and digitalisation of procedures for intra-EU shipments are essential to strengthen the single market for secondary raw materials. The current notification procedure is heavy, time-consuming, and often delays recovery, whereas the dematerialisation of Annex VII under Regulation 2024/1157 and the DIWASS system will significantly improve efficiency.
· Harmonised EU end-of-waste criteria, or at minimum mutual recognition of national end-of-waste decisions, are urgently needed to avoid distortions and unnecessary barriers to intra-EU trade.
· In the meantime, a transitional solution is necessary: options could include self-declaration of end-of-waste status (though this risks fragmented national or regional implementation) combined with/ or mutual recognition of national and regional end-of-waste decisions. Such interim measures would provide legal certainty and market continuity until harmonised EU-wide criteria are adopted. 	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Added based on the discussion during our call.
· Greater reliance on traceability and the use of approved and audited converters could provide assurance without excessive administrative burden (e.g. Valipac model).
· The lack of harmonisation on codes and guidance (e.g. A1181, A3210, Y48, Y49) leads to inconsistent interpretations and pushes operators to incineration or disposal rather than recycling, because cross-border recycling becomes economically unviable.
· Notification procedures should be streamlined without reducing environmental safeguards: allowing group notifications, adding carriers during the process, and tacit renewals based on compliance history.
· Differentiated customs codes should be introduced to distinguish end-of-waste materials from waste, to facilitate customs clearance and prevent dumping.
· Current EU capacity and demand are not sufficient to absorb all of the recycled materials that are today exported. If export restrictions are introduced without first ensuring adequate treatment and market capacity within the Union, significant volumes of recycled materials will be diverted to incineration or landfill. This outcome would directly undermine the objectives of the Waste Shipment Regulation and the EU’s circular economy and decarbonisation strategies.

By waste stream
Metals
· Recycled metals intended for direct industrial consumption (steelmaking, foundries, refineries) should remain on the green list. These are non-hazardous and ready for use, requiring no further treatment.
· The notification procedure for such materials is unjustified, creates administrative burden, and slows down decarbonisation efforts.
· Residual non-hazardous fractions from metal recycling, destined for recovery in specialised facilities, should be green-listed to support intra-EU trade and niche recovery solutions.
E-waste 
· Green-listing should cover specific non-hazardous streams (e.g. circuit boards, wires, metal assemblies) to reduce delays and costs.
· Clear harmonisation of classifications, aligned with Basel Y49, is needed to avoid diverging interpretations between Member States.
· Pre-consented, certified facilities should benefit from simplified procedures.
· Without this, notification costs risk making recovery unviable, with mixed plastics and low-value WEEE diverted to incineration or landfill.
· The EU recycling industry has the capacity to safely treat e-waste originating from non-OECD countries. To make use of this capacity, it is essential that no additional hurdles are introduced and that a free flow of such shipments is ensured. Notification procedures, however, currently face excessive delays, creating a significant burden for operators.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Agreement on the point that there is no prohibition - we therefore deleted the reference and rephrased the point. 
Rubber / tires
· Textile fibres from end-of-life tire recycling should be green-listed. They are non-hazardous and suitable for high-value uses such as insulation or shock absorption.
· Facilitating their shipment avoids stockpiling and prevents operators from turning to suboptimal solutions such as energy recovery.
Plastics
· Export restrictions must consider the current imbalance between recyclable plastics generated and EU processing capacity. Without mandatory recycled content targets, demand is insufficient to absorb all material domestically.
· If export bans are introduced prematurely, oversupply risks pushing large volumes to incineration or landfill.
· Access to waste flows across Member States is crucial to support recycled content requirements (PPWR, ELVR, ESPR).
While plastics under the WSR are already subject to contamination thresholds (≤ 6% contamination for intra-EU shipments), certain waste streams may exceed this limit, e.g. agricultural films. However, treatment processes can still ensure environmentally sound management. There should therefore be flexibility to allow green-listing where approved facilities are able to safely handle higher contamination levels.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Members, please confirm that you agree

Textiles
· Textile waste for reuse and recycling should be easily shippable across borders with minimal administrative barriers.
· Clarity is needed on how to treat textiles with digital product passports to avoid their misclassification as e-waste.
Paper and cardboard
· Harmonised end-of-waste criteria should be applied to avoid barriers and ensure smooth trade across the EU.
· Mutual recognition of national end-of-waste decisions is essential, along with differentiated customs codes for end-of-waste materials.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Calls for differentiated customs codes between waste and end-of-waste materials are not realistic, since HS codes can only distinguish based on physical or chemical substance. The distinction between waste and end-of-waste is administrative and conceptual, and therefore cannot be reflected in the HS system. 

Question to members, should we still keep the request for a different code to highlight the issue?
Mineral wool, mattresses, mixed fractions
· Waste streams such as footwear, textiles, mineral wool, mattresses, and residual non-hazardous fractions from recycling should be considered for green-listing, provided they are demonstrably non-hazardous and managed in specialised recovery facilities.




Please indicate to what extent do you agree with the following statements:


	
	Strongly disagree
	Slightly disagree
	Neutral
	Slightly agree
	Strongly agree
	Don't know

	There is a need to extend the scope of green-listed waste so that they are shipped more easily between EU Member States.
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	It is important to consider more types of non-hazardous e-waste as green-listed waste, to ensure we recycle such waste more efficiently in the EU.
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	It is important to consider more types of non-hazardous textile waste as green-listed waste to ensure we recycle such waste more efficiently in the EU.
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	It is important to establish contamination thresholds for metal waste, so that the “clean metal waste” can be considered as green-listed.
	
	
	
	X	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: We support in principle the establishment of contamination thresholds for metal waste, as this could provide greater legal clarity and harmonisation across Member States. However, we are not proposing a specific threshold at this stage. It is essential that thresholds are not applied as a one-size-fits-all approach. The metal recycling industry requires differentiation not only between different metals scraps (aluminium, copper, etc.), but also at a more detailed level within these streams. Overly generic thresholds would risk harming our industry.
	
	



Part 3 Green-listing specific waste streams or mixture of waste
The Commission can adopt delegated acts[3] to green-list certain non-hazardous waste or mixtures of non-hazardous waste provided that it is demonstrated that such waste or mixtures of waste will be managed in an environmentally sound manner within the EU.
The Commission should in particular assess whether to add entries on:
· mixtures of waste footwear, waste clothing and other textile waste;
· mineral wool and mattresses[4].


[3] These empowerments are contained in Articles 79(3) and (4) of the Waste Shipment Regulation.
[4] This obligation is expressed in recital 20 of the Waste Shipment Regulation.

In view of the above, stakeholders are invited to provide detailed views and input on whether specific waste types, which are currently subject to the prior informed consent procedure, should be subjected to the green-listing procedure for shipments within the EU. These views and inputs should be underpinned by data and rationale.
Question
1. Please indicate the specific waste type that in your view should be green-listed. If possible, please indicate the waste code(s) typically used to classify such waste.

Metals (ferrous / non-ferrous / shredded fractions / residuals)
· 19 10 01 (iron or steel waste)
· 19 10 02 (non-ferrous metal waste)
· 19 12 02 (ferrous metals)
· 19 12 03 (non-ferrous metals)
· 19 10 04 (light fractions from grinding residues and dust other than those mentioned in 19 10 03)
· 19 10 06 (other fractions other than those mentioned in 19 10 05)
· 19 12 04 (plastics and rubber)
· 19 12 12 (other wastes (including mixtures) from mechanical treatment of waste other than those mentioned in 19 12 11)
· Basel codes: combinations B1010 + B1050; B1010 + B1070
· Decontaminated transformer cores (currently Basel B1040)
· Selectively collected steels (EWC 19 12 12 proposed to be covered under 19 12 02 with a 10% contamination threshold)
· Incinerated steels (EWC 19 01 02 — proposed specific Green List category)
· “Zorba” aluminium fractions from shredding, and “Zuric” stainless steel fractions 
· Residual non-hazardous fractions from metal recycling facilities: 19 10 04, 19 10 06, 19 12 04, 19 12 12

E-waste (non-hazardous streams)
· Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) and components (e.g., circuit boards, wires) not containing or contaminated with hazardous Annex I constituents
· Basel code: Y49 (non-hazardous E-Waste)
· European Waste Codes: 
· 16 02 14 (discarded equipment, non-hazardous), 
· 16 02 16 (non-hazardous components), 
· 19 10 02 (non-ferrous waste), 
· 19 12 03 (non-ferrous metal), 
· 19 12 12 (other wastes from mechanical treatment)
· Electrical motors, cables, electrical transformer stations, and other electrical components provided hazardous materials are removed and treated before shipment
· Discarded products consisting of two or more clean/non-hazardous homogeneous fractions (e.g., coat hangers)
· Discarded products integrated in closed loops (e.g., plastic drums/barrels, glycol)

Textiles, footwear, mixtures of textile waste
· Used footwear, accessories, and household textiles (not under B3030, which only explicitly mentions “textile wastes”, clothing)
· Mixtures of used footwear, accessories, household textiles, worn clothing, and other worn textile articles 
· Mixtures of waste footwear, waste clothing, and other textile waste
· Textile fibre waste typically classified under: 04 02 22 and 04 02 21
· Mixtures of textile waste that can easily be sorted at a waste sorting facility

Tyre-derived textile fraction / rubber
· Residual textile fraction from mechanical tyre recycling, non-hazardous and compliant with REACH regarding SVHC and PAHs
· Classified under:
· 19 12 08 (textile fibres)
· 19 12 12 (other wastes (including mixtures) from mechanical treatment of wastes other than those mentioned in 19 12 11)

Mineral wool and mattresses
· Mineral wool (considered fibre waste, included in 04 02 21 / 04 02 22)
· Mixtures of old and new glass wool or mineral wool
· Mattresses (20 03 07 – bulky waste, non-hazardous)

Wind turbine blades and solar panels
· Wind turbine blades consisting of mixtures of non-hazardous materials such as hardened epoxy, glass fibre, PET foam, wood, carbon fibre, and aluminium
· EWC 17 09 04 (mixed construction and demolition waste other than those mentioned in 17 09 01, 17 09 02, and 17 09 03)
· Solar panels 	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Some of you argue they should be considered non-hazardous and be green-listed where specialised facilities exist to treat them, while others consider them hazardous and therefore unsuitable for green-listing. 

We suggest treating solar panels as mostly hazardous and recommend deleting them from our response. If you hold a different view, please provide your arguments and supporting rationale so that we can reflect the sector’s position accurately. 

Plastics / mixed plastics / PVC mixtures
· Mixtures of PVC and other clean plastic types

Paper and cardboard
· Proposal to create differentiated coding (e.g., EU3020) for paper and cardboard based on EN 643 standards defining contamination and moisture thresholds


Question
2. Please indicate the rationale for green-listing this waste type, especially how the conditions set out in Article 79(3) or (4) of the Waste Shipment Regulation are complied with, supported by evidence.

Treatment facilities across the EU already operate under strict environmental permits and comply with EU law, guaranteeing safe management. Notification procedures are disproportionately heavy, requiring months of processing, significant financial guarantees, and high costs, even though these materials are non-hazardous and often directly reintroduced into industrial value chains.
Facilitating intra-EU shipments of these wastes will:
· Boost the competitiveness of European industries relying on recycled inputs;
· Support the decarbonisation and circular economy objectives of the EU by replacing virgin raw materials with recycled ones;
· Prevent unnecessary landfilling or incineration, where recycled materials are delayed or diverted due to administrative barriers;
· Ensure traceability and environmental protection through Annex VII procedures and the upcoming digital system (DIWASS), which provide transparency without excessive red tape.

Ferrous and non-ferrous metals and related fractions
· Recycled ferrous and non-ferrous metals are non-hazardous, ready for use, and directly supply European steelmaking, foundries, and refineries.
· Their green-listing would strengthen European value chains in line with the Steel and Metals Action Plan (2025) and EU decarbonisation objectives.
· Notification currently creates unnecessary delays (up to seven months) and costs, despite no environmental justification.
· Residual non-hazardous fractions (EWC 19 10 04, 19 10 06, 19 12 04, 19 12 12) are treated in specialised recovery facilities; green-listing them would promote their valorisation instead of disposal.
· For mixed or composite fractions such as Zorba, Zuric, decontaminated transformer cores, or incinerated steels, a contamination threshold may provide legal clarity. However, thresholds must not be applied as a one-size-fits-all solution. Differentiation is needed between specific scrap types, as technical feasibility and recovery processes vary significantly across materials.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Adapted as discussed and stated above.

Plastics, rubber, and composite residues
· Non-hazardous plastics and rubber fractions from mechanical treatment are already recovered in EU facilities using well-established processes.
· Textile fractions containing rubber residues from end-of-life tyre recycling (EWC 19 12 08 and 19 12 12) are also non-hazardous. Their inclusion would enable their wider use in industrial applications such as acoustic barriers, insulation, or shock absorption, supporting innovation and circularity.

Textile waste and mixtures
· Post-consumer textiles are non-hazardous and widely handled by established operators.
· Current Annex IIIB entry B3030 does not reflect the real composition of collected items (“original clothes”), which include mixed articles such as shoes, belts, and accessories.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: It was shared that the definition under B3030 is already sufficient, as it is aligned with the Harmonised System (HS) heading 6309 (“Worn clothing and other worn textile articles”), which explicitly includes clothes, accessories, household linens, shoes, and hats. 

Question to members: Please confirm whether you consider the current scope of B3030 to be sufficient, or if you believe there is still a need to amend Annex IIIB to explicitly cover mixtures of post-consumer textiles. 
· Amending Annex IIIB to explicitly include these mixtures would:
· Align the legal framework with the actual composition of collected textiles;
· Enable efficient cross-border shipments of unsorted textiles for sorting, reuse, and recycling;
· Remove bottlenecks that hinder reuse markets and textile recycling capacity;
· Support the EU’s circular economy and waste hierarchy, ensuring that these items are legally and efficiently processed.

Electrical and electronic waste (non-hazardous e-waste)
· Non-hazardous WEEE  is already subject to rigorous standards under the WEEE Directive.
· Certified facilities (e.g. WEELABEX) ensure depollution by removing hazardous components such as batteries and capacitors, guaranteeing environmentally sound management.
· Recycling achieves very high recovery rates, up to 99 % of precious metals, directly reintegrated into the circular economy.
· Green-listing would remove delays (currently 2–4 weeks per shipment), lower administrative costs, and accelerate recycling within the EU.

Wind turbine blades 	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: The rationale for solar panel has been taken out.
· For wind turbine blades, large volumes will arise from decommissioning in the coming years; smooth transport is essential given the absence of storage options at sites.
· Efficient intra-EU transport is therefore crucial to end landfilling of blades.

Mineral wool and mattresses
· Both are non-hazardous wastes that contain no substances of concern when properly managed.
· They are already widely processed by specialised operators.
· Including them on the Green List would reflect existing practice, ensure environmentally sound management, and facilitate their movement to suitable recycling and recovery facilities across the Union.



Question
3. Please provide, if possible, data on quantities of waste shipped within the EU, as well as between the EU and third countries, that are concerned by your contribution.



Post-consumer textiles
The majority of selectively collected textiles – including used clothing, footwear, and accessories – are transported within the EU due to the lack of adequate sorting and recovery capacity in several Member States.
Sorting capacity within the EU generally lags a bit behind what is being collected. Several EU27+ countries (France, Germany and the United Kingdom) have sorting capacities that are significantly lower than the volumes collected, suggesting that some of the sorting is carried out both in other EU Member States and outside EU27+ borders. For example, as pointed out by Fashion for Good and Circle Economy, “in the Netherlands, 55% of collected textiles are sorted abroad, and most of the local sorting capacity is used to sort textiles from Germany”[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  Circle Economy, Fashion for Good (2022), Report: “Sorting for Circularity, Europe: An evaluation and commercial assessment of textile waste across Europe”] 


According to Spanish data (FER, 2021), a total of 141,044 tonnes of textile waste were shipped, of which 129,705 tonnes consisted of second-hand clothing and footwear.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Members, please provide more details on where the shipment has been made to and whether “second hand clothing” refers to used textiles and/or textile waste.
It is important to make the distinction here as second-hand clothes are considered “products”, because they are sorted, and thus not considered textile waste.
However, the accuracy and granularity of data remain inadequate. As highlighted by the University of Cambridge[footnoteRef:2], current EU product classifications and customs trade codes (HS codes) managed by the World Customs Organisation (WCO) do not clearly differentiate between sorted used textiles fit for reuse (i.e. second-hand textiles) and textile waste. HS 6309 is intended for non-waste items (in other words, second-hand textiles), while HS 6310 (which covers “Used or new rags, scrap twine, cordage, rope and cables and worn-out articles of twine, cordage, rope or cables, of textile materials”) denotes waste[footnoteRef:3]. However, reporting varies significantly across Member States, leading to major inconsistencies in official data. In some countries, batches of ‘originals’ (i.e. unsorted used textiles) are likely to be classified under HS code 6309, even though they are considered waste and are also accompanied by the Basel B3030 code. Sorted used textiles (i.e. second-hand textiles) are also exported with HS code 6309 but without the B3030 code, since second-hand clothes are considered as products. While the Basel Convention use the B3030 classification for textile waste, this system is not aligned with the HS system used in trade statistics. As a result, for intra-EU shipments, Eurostat records flows by HS code, and there is no publicly available, aggregated dataset specifically presenting B3030 figures across the EU for intra- and extra-EU flows. [2:  Habib, N.M., and Parris, H. (2024): Proposal for Trade Code Reform: Final Report CRSD Report.]  [3:  EEA (2023): Briefing “EU exports of used textiles in Europe’s circular economy”] 




Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) / E-waste 
According to the European Commission’s evaluation of the WEEE Directive (Directive 2012/19/EU), published on 2 July 2025 (Commission Staff Working Document, Annex XI), there are more than 2,700 facilities in the EU with a combined minimum treatment capacity of about 3 million tonnes of WEEE per year. The study highlights that limited capacity in some Member States, combined with burdensome shipment procedures, prevents cooperation with facilities in other countries. Simplifying intra-EU shipments and maintaining green-listing for non-hazardous WEEE is therefore essential to use existing capacity efficiently, avoid bottlenecks, and recover valuable raw materials. 
As a company-level example, one operator reported a processing capacity of 365,000 tonnes of e-waste in Europe in 2025, of which approximately 288,000 tonnes were actually processed.
	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Members are invited to share any available data, examples, or even rough estimations on quantities shipped under these codes. This will help us demonstrate to the Commission how widely these codes are actually used and strengthen our argument. 

Composite materials – Wind turbine blades
There is currently no comprehensive dataset specifically tracking shipments of wind turbine blades, as they are often reported under broader demolition waste codes.
However, estimates based on decommissioning forecasts indicate that around 20,000 tonnes of blades were decommissioned in 2024, with volumes expected to exceed 50,000 tonnes by 2030 and reach over 100,000 tonnes by 2040.
Because only a few specialised recycling facilities are expected to operate in Europe, a substantial share of these blades will need to be shipped across borders each year to reach treatment plants capable of processing them.


Question
4. Please provide, if possible, an estimation of costs saved as a result of the green-listing of waste concerned by your contribution, as well as an estimation of the environmental benefits.

Tyre recycling residues
Green-listing textile fractions derived from end-of-life tyre recycling would significantly reduce administrative workload and costs. Currently, a single notification procedure for 500 tonnes of textile fractions shipped via one route requires approximately 12 workdays for one full-time employee, plus €380 in administrative fees.
From an environmental perspective, easier circulation of these non-hazardous materials within the EU would encourage development of new recycling and recovery applications, contributing to greater resource efficiency.

Post-consumer textiles
Green-listing post-consumer textile waste would generate substantial cost savings throughout the collection and handling chain. It is estimated that collection operations could achieve around 20% cost savings, accompanied by a comparable reduction in handling and trading costs for textile waste destined to be sorted for reuse.
In addition, green-listing would eliminate the administrative costs currently incurred under notification procedures, which typically involve around 20 hours of work by environmental department staff per procedure, as well as financial guarantees.
From an environmental standpoint, faster and more cost-effective transfers would support higher reuse and recycling rates, reduce unnecessary storage or delays, and help to close the loop for textile materials within the European market.

Waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) / E-waste
The green-listing of non-hazardous E-waste would lead to substantial annual savings by removing the need for costly notification procedures across multiple Member States.
The environmental benefits are particularly significant:
· Reduced landfilling, by diverting 77 kt of unprocessed E-waste from disposal, thereby avoiding 200,000 tonnes of CO₂ emissions.
· Enhanced resource recovery, with an estimated €217 million worth of recovered metals (including copper and gold) reintroduced into the circular economy.
· Improved regulatory compliance, as simpler procedures reduce the incentive for illegal E-Waste exports, addressing a problem affecting approximately 78% of global flows.

Composite materials – Wind turbine blades
At present, the absence of a dedicated waste code means wind turbine blades are treated as unlisted waste, requiring the full notification procedure.
This entails:
· Application fees of about €4,000 (example: Denmark).
· Financial guarantees of roughly €400 per tonne.
· Obligatory insurance, multiple approvals, and waiting periods of 3–9 months.
Green-listing would allow shipments to move under Annex VII procedures, eliminating these costs and avoiding months of delay.
The resulting savings per shipment would reach several thousand euros, with additional indirect savings from reduced storage, demurrage, and handling costs.
From an environmental perspective, green-listing would:
· Enable accelerated recycling and use of 4R strategies (reuse, repurpose, recycle, recover).
· Prevent stockpiling and environmental risks associated with temporary storage.
· Support the scaling-up of specialised recycling facilities, thus strengthening the EU circular industry and avoiding landfill disposal of composite materials.


Part 4 Criteria for harmonised classification of green-listed waste
Article 29(6) of the Waste Shipment Regulation empowers the Commission to adopt delegated acts establishing criteria, such as contamination thresholds, on the basis of which certain waste should be classified as hazardous or non-hazardous, or green-listed or not.
Such harmonisation ensures that there is no difference in the classification of waste and in the procedures applied between EU Member States, avoiding disagreements between Member States which generate delays and costs for economic operators wishing to ship waste across the EU. As an example of this approach, contamination thresholds were introduced in the Waste Shipment Regulation for the classification of plastic waste as green-listed waste: the contamination, other types of waste or plastics, cannot exceed 2 % for waste exported outside the EU and 6 % for waste shipped between Member States.

In view of the above, stakeholders are invited to provide detailed views and input regarding criteria, such as contamination levels, to classify certain specific wastes as green-listed waste, and not as mixtures or hazardous waste, as well as the underpinning data and rationale for such criteria.
Question
1. Please specify the type(s) of waste for which you see a need to establish criteria on the basis of which this waste should be considered green-listed (eg. contamination threshold). Please indicate the waste code(s) typically used to classify such waste under the Waste Shipment Regulation.

Metals / shredded metal fractions / residuals
· Ferrous and non-ferrous metal scrap and related codes: 19 10 01, 19 10 02, 19 12 02, 19 12 03.
· Metal debris Basel codes: combinations such as B1010 + B1050; B1010 + B1070.
· Residual non-hazardous fractions from metal recycling: 19 10 04, 19 10 06, 19 12 04, 19 12 12.
· Specific shredded fractions referred to as “Zorba” (aluminium fractions) and “Zuric” (stainless steel fractions) should be considered for green-listing. A one-size-fits-all contamination threshold would not reflect the technical reality of these streams. Differentiation and flexibility are needed to ensure that fractions recoverable in EU metallurgical processes can move freely under environmentally sound conditions.Decontaminated transformer cores (currently Basel B1040) are identified as needing clarification and possibly specific criteria because they may include plastics and other components.
· Incinerated steels (EWC 19 01 02) 

Textile waste, mixtures, footwear, mattresses, mineral wool
· Textile fibre and textile mixture codes: 19 12 08 (textile fibres) and 19 12 12 (other wastes from mechanical treatment); other textile-related LER/EWC references cited include 04 02 21 / 04 02 22, and B3030 (rarely B3035 for carpets).
· Mixtures of used footwear, clothing, household textiles, accessories, and “original clothes” are proposed for green-listing and for criteria to reflect real collection mixes.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: It was shared that the definition under B3030 is already sufficient, as it is aligned with the Harmonised System (HS) heading 6309 (“Worn clothing and other worn textile articles”), which explicitly includes clothes, accessories, household linens, shoes, and hats. 

Question to members: Please confirm whether you consider the current scope of B3030 to be sufficient, or if you believe there is still a need to amend Annex IIIB to explicitly cover mixtures of post-consumer textiles. 
· Mattresses: 20 03 07 (bulky waste, non-hazardous) 
· Mineral wool / glass wool: mixtures of old/new glass/mineral wool under textile/fibre-related codes.

E-waste / WEEE (non-hazardous)
· Non-hazardous E-waste / WEEE codes: Basel Y49, OECD GC010 / GC020, EWC 16 02 14, 16 02 16, 19 10 02, 19 12 03, 19 12 12.
· Request for criteria to distinguish non-hazardous E-waste from hazardous e-waste and from other mixed streams (e.g., plastics).

Composite materials (wind turbine blades, solar panels)
· Wind turbine blades: 17 09 04 cited (mixed demolition wastes classification).
· Solar panels
· Rationale: blades/panels are composite by nature and need specific criteria to avoid misclassification as unlisted waste.

Paper, cardboard, wood, glass, other recycled materials
· Paper/cardboard: suggestion to create differentiated coding (example EU3020) and to use EN 643 standards as technical reference for contamination/moisture thresholds.
· Glass, cardboard/paper, wood chips and other common categories were listed among streams where criteria may be useful.


Question
2. Please propose possible criteria (such as a contamination threshold) and provide the rationale for establishing such criteria, supported by evidence.

Metals and metal scrap
· We support in principle the establishment of contamination thresholds for metal waste, as this could provide greater legal clarity and harmonisation across Member States.
· Thresholds must not be applied as a one-size-fits-all approach. Differentiation is required not only between different metal scraps (e.g. aluminium, copper, stainless steel) but also at a more detailed level within these streams.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Please provide more details and clarifications on the level of differentiation needed within metal waste streams. Concrete examples will help us make a stronger case. 
· Overly generic thresholds would risk harming the industry and undermining efficient recycling operations.

Textile fractions (including from tyres and post-consumer textiles) 
· Textile fractions from end-of-life tyres EWC 19 12 08 (Textile fibres – rubber contamination < 15 %) → proposed Green List.
EWC 19 12 12 (Other wastes / textile fibres – rubber contamination < 50 %) → proposed Green List.
These values are supported by operational evidence from tyre-recycling facilities and reflect the unavoidable rubber residues remaining after mechanical separation.
· Post-consumer textiles and mixed clothing collections
Collected used textiles typically contain small proportions of packaging materials (1–2 % plastic or paper bags) and minor non-textile items such as toys or small household goods (1–2 %).
Such items are inherent to donation behaviour and do not alter the environmental risk of the overall stream. It is therefore proposed to tolerate an exemption margin of up to 5 % for these incidental materials. Plastic or paper bags used for collection should be regarded as packaging, not as part of the waste itself, in line with HS heading 6309 which authorises their conservation. Keeping such bags also helps preserve sets (e.g., pairs of shoes, trousers and jackets), thereby supporting reuse. Before shipment, toys with electronic components must be removed.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: We decided to delete the bullet point on “additional textile quality criteria” (limiting residual moisture to ≤ 2 % water/ “clean clothing”), as HS 6309 states that worn clothing may include items requiring repair or cleaning.  

Please let us know if you disagree - if so, please provide further clarifications. 

E-waste / WEEE (non-hazardous)
Instead of introducing new contamination limits, criteria should build on existing EU regulatory frameworks:
RoHS, CLP, REACH, and the WEEE Directive (Annex VII) already define depollution and hazardous-component removal standards.
E-waste should be depolluted, free of batteries, capacitors, and other hazardous parts, and comply with POP restrictions.
Facilities complying with WEELABEX or equivalent certification schemes already meet these requirements.
Given that EURAL codes already distinguish hazardous from non-hazardous e-waste, introducing new numeric thresholds is unnecessary.
Evidence shows recovery of up to 99 % of metals without hazardous emissions, supporting green-listing under these criteria.

End-of-Life Vehicles (ELVs)
· Proposed criterion: Basel Code B1250 should continue to apply when certain components remain in the waste stream, provided their removal takes place at an authorized ELV centre or licensed shredder.
· Rationale: Directive 2000/53/EC (Article 6 and Annex I) allows flexibility for removing parts (tyres, plastics, glass) either before or during shredding if effective recycling can still be demonstrated.
This interpretation has been implemented in national legislation (e.g. France, Order of 2 May 2012).
Clarification in Correspondents’ Guidelines No. 9 would ensure consistency and prevent unnecessary notifications for compliant ELV streams.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Members, we kindly ask for more clarification on the ELV section. If no further input is received, we suggest deleting this section from the draft to avoid including an unclear position. 


Question
3. Please provide, if possible, data on quantities of waste shipped within the EU, as well as between the EU and third countries, that are concerned by your contribution.


Post-consumer textiles 
· Approximately 70% of the total collected textiles – around 2 million tonnes per year – remain within Europe for sorting, reuse, and recycling.
· A small proportion of the collected textiles is shipped to sorting centres located outside the EU.
· This reflects the uneven distribution of sorting and recovery capacities among Member States and the reliance on cross-border flows to ensure efficient treatment.


Question
4. Please provide, if possible, an estimation of costs saved as a result of the green-listing of waste concerned by your contribution, as well as an estimation of the environmental benefits.

See response to part 3, question 4 



Part 5 Electrical and electronic waste (“e-waste”)
5.1 Green-listing of non-hazardous e-waste.

In 2022, the Parties to the Basel Convention agreed on new entries for non-hazardous electrical and electronic waste or e-waste (Y49) and for hazardous e-waste (A1181). This change entered into force globally on 1 January 2025.
To implement this new classification, the EU has adopted two delegated acts (Commission Delegated Regulations (EU) 2024/3229 and 2024/3230) to amend the EU's Waste Shipments Regulations (Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 and Regulation (EU) 2024/1157).
As a result, from 1 January 2025:
· The export of all e-waste from the EU to non-OECD countries is prohibited;
· The export of all e-waste from the EU to OECD countries is subject to the “prior informed consent” procedure;
· The import of all e-waste from third countries into the EU is subject to the “prior informed consent” procedure;
· The shipment of e-waste between EU Member States is subject to the “prior informed consent” procedure, except for shipments of non-hazardous e-waste classified, where appropriate, under entries GC010 and GC020, which will remain subject to the general information procedure until the end of 2026.
Pursuant to current EU rules, from 1 January 2027, all electrical and electronic waste shipped within the Union should be classified under an entry for non-hazardous e-waste (Y49) or for hazardous e-waste (A1181) and their shipments should be subject to the “prior informed consent” procedure. By that date, the central system for the submission and exchange of documents and information concerning shipments of waste will be fully operational. This system (DIWASS – Digital Waste Shipment System) will facilitate the process of obtaining consents for shipments of such waste.
Through this consultation, the Commission would like to gather views and information on whether certain, specific non-hazardous e-waste should be green-listed also after 1 January 2027 if shipped between EU Member States.

In view of the above, stakeholders are invited to provide detailed views and input regarding specific types of non-hazardous e-waste that, for shipments within the EU, could be green-listed under the Waste Shipment Regulation after 1 January 2027, and the underpinning data and rationale for it.
Question
1. Please indicate the specific waste type that in your view should continue to be green-listed under the Waste Shipment Regulation after 1 January 2027.

Non-hazardous WEEE and components
The following materials and components were identified as suitable for continued green-listing under the Waste Shipment Regulation after 2027:
· Depolluted and pre-treated equipment and components, compliant with the WEEE Directive, including:	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Correction: Certain fractions derived from WEEE treatment, such as non-hazardous shredded metals or plastics, can be classified under existing Basel entries (e.g. B1010 for metals, B3011 for plastics) and no longer considered WEEE fractions.  We therefore deleted this point. 
· Electric motors, rotors, stators, transformers (copper and aluminium), and compressors that have been drilled, emptied of fluids, and are free of electronic elements.
· Cables and wires stripped of hazardous insulation or other dangerous components.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: We understand that some Member States are considering classifying cables and wires as hazardous components. To reflect this, it may be important to keep them here, so that they remain green-listed.

Members, please provide further clarifications on this point and confirm whether you agree or not. 
· Circuit boards, CPUs, RAMs, hard drives, and other electronic components that are non-hazardous and destined for metal recovery.
· Decontaminated large household appliances and IT equipment (e.g. computers, laptops without batteries or operating systems).
· Solar modules free of cadmium telluride (CdTe), consisting primarily of glass, aluminium, and non-hazardous electronic components.
· Additional EWC codes explicitly identified as non-hazardous and suitable for continued green-listing include: 
· 16 02 14 (used equipment, non-hazardous);
· 16 02 16 (non-hazardous components removed from used equipment);
· 19 12 02 (ferrous metals);
· 19 12 03 (non-ferrous metals);
· 19 12 04 (plastics and rubber);
· 12 01 05 (plastic chips and shavings).
· Specific examples under national or established regulatory frameworks include:
· LED monitors and screens; LED lamps; large and small equipment without hazardous components; IT and communication devices without batteries; routers, switches, microfilters, paper shredders, phones, keyboards, and calculators.
· Large photovoltaic panels (silicon-based and other non-hazardous types).

Waste fractions from WEEE processing
Fractions derived from the treatment or dismantling of WEEE, such as:
· Shredded or burnt rotors and stators;
· Electric motors from washing machines;
· Neon transformers (after depollution); and

General conditions
· Retain Basel codes GC010 and GC020 for non-hazardous WEEE and their processed fractions;
· Ensure clear correspondence between Basel and EWC codes to support uniform implementation across the EU; and
· Rely on existing regulatory frameworks such as RoHS, REACH, CLP, and the WEEE Directive Annex VII to define and verify non-hazardous status, rather than creating new contamination criteria.



Question
2. Please indicate the rationale for green-listing this waste type, supported by evidence.

Non-hazardous WEEE and components
· Depolluted and pre-treated equipment and components (electric motors, transformers, compressors, cables, circuit boards, CPUs, RAMs, hard drives, large household appliances, IT equipment, solar modules without cadmium telluride) are non-hazardous once treated in accordance with the WEEE Directive Annex VII. They no longer contain hazardous elements such as batteries, capacitors, or fluids.
· These components do not function independently once detached from the full equipment. As such, they cannot be considered hazardous or requiring additional control.
· The non-hazardous classification of these fractions is the result of a long EU legislative process. No new evidence justifies a reclassification as hazardous.
· Treatment is carried out in officially monitored facilities with certified quality assurance, ensuring hazardous substances are removed and fractions safely managed.
· The prior informed consent procedure creates disproportionate administrative burdens, tying up significant financial resources and delaying shipments by weeks, which undermines the recovery of valuable metals such as copper, aluminium, and iron.
· Pre-treated and depolluted e-waste fractions are positive-value materials that can be safely recovered across specialized facilities in the EU.

Fractions from WEEE processing
· Fractions derived from shredding or dismantling (e.g. rotors, stators, neon transformers, mixed metal-plastic fractions) are demonstrably non-hazardous if properly depolluted.
· These materials can be safely handled by licensed EU facilities, ensuring environmentally sound management.
· Smelting processes act as pollutant sinks, rendering contaminants harmless and producing high-quality end-of-waste outputs.
· Green-listing them facilitates timely access to the specialized facilities capable of recovering their metal and plastic content, supporting resource efficiency and high-value recycling.

General comments:
· Environmental safety: WEELABEX-certified processes and existing EU legislation (RoHS, REACH, CLP, WEEE Directive) already ensure depollution and removal of hazardous substances. These standards are enforceable and widely applied, eliminating the need for new criteria.
· Circular economy contribution: Intra-EU shipments of depolluted WEEE allow recovery of precious and critical raw materials (gold, silver, copper, lithium, etc.), directly supporting the EU’s Critical Raw Materials Act (Regulation 2024/1152) and its target of sourcing 25% of critical raw materials from recycling by 2030.
· Efficiency: Green-listing avoids unnecessary notification procedures, which currently delay shipments by 2–4 weeks and require collateral, guarantees, and administrative work. Streamlining movements within the EU ensures that valuable fractions reach appropriate recycling plants without costly bottlenecks.
· Safety: Prolonged storage caused by notification delays increases the risk of fires at recycling sites. Green-listing reduces these risks by enabling quicker flows to treatment facilities.
· Need for intra-EU free trade: Not all EU countries have sufficient treatment or smelting capacity, so cross-border transport is often required. Notification would create unnecessary barriers, restrict freedom of action, and undermine resource recovery.
· Strategic autonomy: Facilitating the recycling of WEEE within Europe reduces dependency on third-country imports of critical raw materials and strengthens EU industrial resilience. Non-ferrous shredder fractions (e.g. 19 12 03) are particularly important for securing supplies of industrial and precious metals.


Question
3. Please provide, if possible, data on quantities of such waste shipped.

Non-hazardous WEEE and components
· Around 6,000 tonnes per year of the listed components (electric motors, transformers, compressors, rotors, stators, etc.) are shipped.
· A further 20,000 tonnes per year of fractions derived from the processing of WEEE are estimated to be shipped.



Question
4. Please provide, if possible, an estimation of costs saved as a result of the green-listing of waste concerned by your contribution, as well as an estimation of the environmental benefits.

Economic costs saved
The notification procedure imposes a significant financial burden on operators. Costs linked to bank guarantees, insurance, dossier preparation, reporting obligations, and prolonged storage amount to €20–50 per tonne, depending on shipment scale. For smaller shipments, this renders intra-EU movements uneconomical.
On a larger scale, administrative and financial guarantees can reach millions of euros annually for operators active in the WEEE sector. For example, the cost of a single 500-tonne notification amounts to around €8,175 (approximately €16.35 per tonne), reflecting staff time, guarantees, reporting, and transporter restrictions.
Overall, cost savings from green-listing range from tens of thousands of euros annually for medium-sized operators to several million euros for larger operators, depending on shipment volumes and the number of notifications required.
In addition to direct financial costs, the time dimension has a major economic impact. Notification procedures typically require 3–6 months for approval, whereas green-listed waste can be shipped immediately (subject to WSR obligations). This delay results in lost contracts, market inefficiencies, and increased administrative burden for companies and authorities alike.

Environmental benefits
Green-listing delivers clear environmental advantages by ensuring that non-hazardous e-waste reaches appropriate recovery facilities quickly and efficiently:
· Full metal recovery and End-of-Waste status: Materials can be sent directly to facilities equipped to achieve high-value recovery, avoiding downcycling or disposal.
· Avoided stockpiling and fire risks: Long storage periods linked to notification delays increase environmental and safety hazards. Removing these delays reduces such risks significantly.
· Improved recycling flows within the EU: Faster and less costly shipment procedures strengthen European value chains, enabling recovery of critical and precious raw materials and supporting EU strategic autonomy.
· Contribution to climate goals: By diverting non-hazardous e-waste from landfilling and incineration and ensuring rapid recycling, green-listing reduces CO₂ emissions and supports circular economy objectives.

5.2 Criteria to distinguish e-waste from other types of waste

As explained in part 4 above, Article 29(6) of the Waste Shipment Regulation empowers the Commission to adopt delegated acts establishing criteria, such as contamination thresholds, on the basis of which certain waste should be classified as hazardous or non-hazardous or green-listed or not.
Such criteria can specifically serve to distinguish between e-waste and other types of waste. Most relevant in this case is the distinction between e-waste and other types of non-hazardous, green-listed types of waste, such as plastic or metal waste.
The new e-waste entries cover equipment and components that are electrical and electronic waste, but also “wastes arising from the processing of waste electrical and electronic equipment or waste components of electrical and electronic equipment (e.g. fractions arising from shredding or dismantling)” as long as such waste are not covered by another specific entry under the Basel Convention.
Wastes arising from the processing of e-waste should no longer be considered “unlisted”. Such waste should now be classified under one of the new Basel entries for e-waste. Within the EU however, some non-hazardous e-waste could be classified under old OECD entries. And some wastes arising from the processing of e-waste can be classified under another entry in the Basel Convention, such as B1010 for clean metal waste fractions. The practical implementation of all these nuances raised questions on how to distinguish between e-waste and metal waste.

In view of the above, stakeholders are invited to provide detailed views and input regarding criteria, such as contamination levels, to classify certain specific wastes as distinct from e-waste, as well as the underpinning data and rationale for such criteria.
Question
1. Please specify the type(s) of waste for which you see a need to establish criteria on the basis of which this waste should be distinct from e-waste and please indicate as well whether it would be considered green-listed (eg. contamination threshold). Please indicate the waste code(s) typically used to classify such waste under the Waste Shipment Regulation.
Types of waste requiring clear distinction
· Components and fractions classified under Codes B1110 / OECD Codes GC010 and GC020: These non-hazardous components (such as motors, transformers, rotors, stators, and circuit boards) should be clearly distinguished from hazardous e-waste and remain eligible for green-listing.
· Fractions derived from the processing of WEEE: These include shredded or dismantled fractions that are demonstrably non-hazardous. Those fractions are recognized under green-listed entries where environmentally sound management is demonstrated.
· Non-hazardous E-waste (Y49, GC010, GC020, and relevant Eural codes such as EWC 16 02 14, 16 02 16, 19 10 02, 19 12 03, 19 12 12): These should be separated from other non-hazardous waste streams like clean metal waste (B1010) or plastics, ensuring appropriate classification.
· Processed fractions after hazardous component removal: Once depollution obligations under the WEEE Directive are fulfilled, waste fractions should be classified according to their actual recoverable material content (e.g. metals, plastics) rather than their origin as e-waste.



Question
2. Please propose possible criteria (such as a contamination threshold) and provide the rationale for establishing such criteria, supported by evidence.

Proposed criteria
· Depollution as the key criterion: E-waste should be considered non-hazardous and eligible for green-listing once it has undergone pre-treatment in line with WEEE Directive Annex VII, ensuring the removal of hazardous components such as batteries, capacitors, and POPs.
· Compliance with existing EU legislation: Classification should be based on adherence to RoHS, CLP, and REACH regulations, which already set strict and enforceable safety and environmental standards.
· Traceability and certification: Systems such as WEELABEX certification and “know-your-customer” (KYC) assessments already provide guarantees of compliance and environmentally sound management.
· Processed fractions: Where non-hazardous fractions derived from WEEE processing (e.g. mixed metals, plastics) contain a limited amount of external, non-hazardous components, a contamination threshold could be applied to reflect technical realities. However, it is essential that thresholds are not applied as a one-size-fits-all approach. The recycling industry requires detailed differentiation. 	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: Same approach as above - Members, please let us know in case you disagree. 
· Smelter and recovery process limits: Recovery facilities already impose restrictions on contaminants that affect their processes. This provides a self-regulating mechanism that ensures that non-hazardous fractions are suitable for material recovery without additional regulatory thresholds.

Rationale
· Establishing criteria based on depollution and compliance with existing EU legislation avoids unnecessary duplication or confusion. Hazardous and non-hazardous streams are already well defined under EWC codes.
· The removal of hazardous components is the decisive factor for determining whether a waste stream can be green-listed, rather than applying arbitrary contamination thresholds that would require complex and costly chemical analyses.
· Avoiding disproportionate administrative burdens will ensure that valuable material streams reach specialized recovery facilities efficiently, supporting high recovery yields of critical and precious raw materials.
· By relying on existing frameworks (WEEE Directive, RoHS, CLP, REACH), the EU ensures legal certainty, maintains environmental protection, and strengthens the functioning of the internal market for secondary raw materials.


Question
3. Please provide, if possible, data on quantities of waste shipped within the EU, as well as between the EU and third countries, that are concerned by your contribution.	Comment by Lorraine Schröter: More data needed

See response to Part 3, Question 3, where data on intra-EU and third-country shipments are already provided.

German Federal Statistical Office – DESTATIS – Link 


Question
4. Please provide, if possible, an estimation of costs saved as a result of the green-listing of waste concerned by your contribution, as well as an estimation of the environmental benefits.

See response to Part 3, Question 4, where cost and environmental benefit estimates have already been provided.
Additionally, it is highlighted that:
· Green-listing could save approximately €50,000 annually in administrative and management costs.
· The most significant benefit is time efficiency: while notifications take 3–6 months to approve, green-listed waste can be shipped immediately, provided WSR obligations are fulfilled.
· A single notification procedure costs around €1,500.
· Financial guarantees required by authorities are often retained for extended periods, tying up liquidity. This disproportionately affects SMEs, which face reduced flexibility and competitiveness compared to larger companies.
· The lack of harmonisation across Member States on the calculation of financial guarantees further adds uncertainty and administrative burden.

