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Fluorinated greenhouse gases 
Impact assessment (SWD(2022) 96 final, SWD(2022) 97 final (executive summary)) accompanying a Commission proposal 

for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on fluorinated greenhouse gases, amending 
Directive (EU) 2019/1937 and repealing Regulation (EU) No 517/2014, COM (2022) 150 

This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal,1 submitted on 
5 April 2022 and referred to the European Parliament's Committee on Environment, Public Health 
and Food Safety (ENVI). 

Fluorinated greenhouse gases (F-gases) are synthetic chemicals that are very strong greenhouse 
gases (GHGs), often several thousand times stronger than carbon dioxide (CO2). Main uses of F-gases 
include refrigerants in refrigerators/freezers, blowing agents for foams, solvents, fire extinguishers, 
metered-dose inhalers (MDIs), technical aerosol sprays and electrical transmission. They typically 
replaced ozone-depleting substances (ODS) in areas where the EU prohibited ODS to protect the 
ozone layer, as required under the Montreal Protocol (hereafter 'the protocol') on substances that 
deplete the ozone layer. This is considered one of the main reasons that F-gas emissions doubled 
between 1990 and 2014, and Regulation (EU) No 517/2014 of the European Parliament and of the 
Council was adopted to reverse this increase. Currently F-gases represent 2.5 % of total EU GHG 
emissions. They belong to the group of GHG emissions covered by the Paris Agreement and are 
included in the Effort-sharing Regulation (ESR). In light of the EU's increased climate ambition, as set 
out in the 2019 European Green Deal and the 2021 European Climate Law, the Commission decided 
to review the F-gas Regulation, as one of the policy reforms under the 'fit-for-55' package. The 
revision of the 2014 regulation has been included in the 2022 Commission work programme (CWP) 
aiming at further reducing F-gas emissions and ensuring compliance with international 
commitments, as well as seeking better enforcement through the clarification and strengthening of 
existing rules. In its 21 October 2021 resolution on the UN Climate Change Conference in Glasgow, 
the European Parliament called for 'an ambitious revision of the F-Gas Regulation [...] to 
accelerate the phasing out of hydrofluorocarbons (HFC)'. 

Problem definition 
The IA relies (IA, pp. 7-15) on the results of the ex-post evaluation,2 carried out in parallel3 with the 
IA, the stakeholder consultation, and the external preparatory study, to identify five main issues 
that triggered the need to revise and fine-tune the current regulation: 

1) More ambitious EU climate targets and the progress observed on innovation created the 
scope and need to achieve further emission reductions.4 The main drivers for this issue (IA, p. 8) 
are market failure to deliver emission savings without policy intervention, that no quota5 limits 
are set in the regulation beyond 2030, and that quotas for certain gases (hydrofluorocarbons – 
HFCs) are set at a higher level than currently needed (based on 2011 technologies). Also, not all 
F-gases are covered by the obligation to limit emissions and the absence of a clear obligation to 
recover HFCs from insulation foams at the end of life.  

2) While the EU is currently safely below the limits set in the Montreal Protocol and its 2016 Kigali 
Amendment, which includes control measures to reduce HFCs, long-term compliance with the 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A52022SC0096
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM%3A2022%3A150%3AFIN&qid=1649254281564
https://ozone.unep.org/ozone-and-you#the-kigali
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/qanda_22_2190
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32014R0517
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=celex%3A32018R0842
https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-2024/european-green-deal_en
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/european-green-deal/european-climate-law_en
https://climate.ec.europa.eu/eu-action/european-green-deal/delivering-european-green-deal_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2022-commission-work-programme-key-documents_en
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0437_EN.html
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2022-04/f-gas_evaluation_report_en.pdf
https://www.cde.ual.es/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/ML0122290ENN.en-1.pdf
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protocol is not ensured by simply extending the current rules beyond 2030, due to the differing 
quota system metric used in the 2014 regulation and the Montreal Protocol. 

3) Challenges for current implementation and enforcement:  
• Illegal activities (IA, p. 11): 'the amount is by its very nature difficult to determine,6 but the 

situation is clearly unsatisfactory and harming the effectiveness of the quota system and 
legitimate business interests'. Main drivers: EU HFC price increases due to the quota system, 
no clarity on the enforcement role of customs and surveillance authorities, difficulties related 
to the monitoring of imports via online sales, and the heterogeneous penalties in the 
Member States.  

• Rogue traders: multiplication of gas importers with speculative motives. According to the 
IA, 'the number of quota holders increased by factor of more than twenty' (IA, p. 12) between 
2012 and 2019, making it 'more difficult to prevent illegal imports due to small quota 
amounts'. The issue is driven by the fact that quotas are allocated for free and there is no 
clear criteria on who can apply.  

• Lack of skilled technicians able to handle equipment using climate friendly alternatives, 
with the issue preventing a wider roll-out of climate friendly technologies (drivers: no 
requirements or mandatory training under the current regulation). 

4) Monitoring gaps: no monitoring of 'certain "new" fluorinated gases emitted in relevant 
quantities' (drivers: Annex II of the regulation is outdated and Annex I does not list all F-gases 
with relevant emissions) and some gases (e.g., MDI and other Annex II gases) do not need to be 
labelled as F-gases with a global warming potential (GWP) – drivers: labelling rules are 
incomplete (IA, pp. 14-15).  

5) Need for more internal clarity and coherence on some prohibitions, instructions to customs, 
containment measures, and definitions. While the first four issues are described in detail, 
including the status quo and relevant drivers for each issue, the Commission remains rather 
vague on the last one and limits itself to six lines (IA, p. 15). Considering that improving clarity 
and coherence is one of the reasons the regulation is being revised, and one of its objectives, 
and is included in all policy options, it would have been appropriate to provide more clarification 
while defining the problem.  

To summarise, the problem definition is well substantiated, its scale is well defined and references 
to the findings of the evaluation, stakeholders' views and supporting studies/data are provided for 
the first four issues. Drivers are duly discussed and the IA describes how the problems would evolve, 
assuming that the regulation remains in place unchanged, but taking future developments in F-gas 
demand and consumption into account. This, however, is not the case for the fifth issue.    

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The legal basis is Article 192(1) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, in line with 
the objective to preserve, protect and improve the quality of the environment; protect human 
health; and to promote measures at international level to deal with climate change. The IA 
underlines (IA, pp. 15-16) that 'implementing co-ordinated action at EU level is required to ensure 
compliance with the Montreal Protocol' at Union level and argues that 'clear added-value by 
implementing co-ordinated action at EU level to facilitate reaching the EU climate goals' can be seen 
from the achievements of the current regulation to date. Furthermore, the IA adds that efficiency 
improvements and economies-of-scale, as well as knowledge sharing, are key benefits of action 
at EU level. 

As recommended by the Task Force on subsidiarity, proportionality and 'doing less more efficiently', 
the IA is accompanied by a subsidiarity grid, which also clarifies the question of proportionality. 
Fifteen parliamentary chambers scrutinised the proposal by the deadline on 1 July 2022. The 
Bulgarian National Assembly issued a reasoned opinion claiming that the proposal did not comply 
with the principles of subsidiarity and proportionality and that 'measures provided for in option 2 
introduce very restrictive measures and additional administrative burden, which would lead to an 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A12012E192
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report-task-force-subsidiarity-proportionality-and-doing-less-more-efficiently_en.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52022SC0095&qid=1655968016038
https://secure.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2022-150
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/parlements_nationaux/com/2022/0150/BG_PARLIAMENT_AVIS-COM(2022)0150_EN.pdf
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increase in unregulated activities'. In contrast, the European Economic and Social Committee 
opinion, adopted on 15 June 2022, largely welcomes the proposal and the level of ambition, but 
proposes to strengthen it in some areas. It warns, however that training and certification is a matter 
of subsidiarity and needs to fit the existing national schemes. 

Objectives of the initiative 
The IA lists the following general (review) objectives of the initiative (IA, pp. 16-17): (1) to ensure that 
the regulation contributes to the ambitious climate objectives under the Green Deal, (2) to ensure 
compliance with rules under the protocol and (3) enable good enforcement of these rules in an 
efficient, clear and coherent manner. According to the IA, the specific review objectives are based 
on the results of the evaluation: (A) achieve additional F-gas emissions savings to reach carbon 
neutrality by 2050; (B) fully align with the protocol; (C) facilitate enhanced implementation and 
enforcement; (D) improve monitoring and reporting to fill existing gaps; and (E) improve clarity and 
internal coherence. While the first two general objectives and the relevant specific objectives appear 
to be in line with the S.M.A.R.T. criteria (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound), 
and are consistent with the issues identified, the third general objective and the relevant specific 
objectives (C-E) are described vaguely in the IA and difficult to appraise. No operational objectives, 
defined in terms of the deliverables of specific policy actions for the preferred option, are set, 
contrary to the recommendations of the Better Regulation Guidelines Toolbox (BRT, #Tool 15). A lack 
of operational objectives may undermine the measurability of the success of the initiative.  

Range of options considered 
The Commission presents and discusses three legislative options against the baseline, which 
assumes that the regulation remains in place unchanged. Before discussing the options, the IA 
underlines that due to the fact that there is no EU target for F-gas emissions, how much the 
regulation should contribute to emission savings is a political choice (IA, p. 21). The Commission 
seeks to ensure that all measures considered should safeguard compliance with the protocol and 
help to improve internal clarity and coherence. The resulting contribution to the other objectives 
should be a policy choice made on the basis of expected costs and effort, and the options presented 
in a way that each option with higher ambition builds on and complements the previous one 
(except for a couple of mutually exclusive measures). The main options are discussed in the IA in a 
clear and balanced manner and are summarised in Table 1 below (preferred option in blue): 

Table 1 – Main options 

Option description Costs and 
effort 

Measures / expected consequences 

Option 1: to align with the global  
rules and address the challenges 
to implementation and control 

Low 

Long term compliance with the Montreal Protocol (by removing 
quota exemptions for MDIs, minimal thresholds for quotas and 
exemptions);  

Low-cost prohibition of F-gas use and measures to save 
additional emissions added. Additional very low-cost measures to 
improve control, implementation, monitoring.  

Option 2: 
proportionate emission 
reductions and implementation 
improvements 

Moderate 

Further reduction of emissions, prohibition on trade with non-
parties to the Kigali Amendment, advanced to 2028 instead of 2033; 

More restrictive quotas (to ensure HFCs only for appliances with 
no available replacement), additional F-gas prohibitions with 
specific GWP limits envisaged, obligation to prevent emissions 
during manufacturing, storage and transport; 

Price for quota, more prescriptive penalties at Member State 
level, new obligations to report for quota-exempted HFCs, 

https://www.eesc.europa.eu/en/our-work/opinions-information-reports/opinions/revision-f-gas-regulation/timeline
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox-nov_2021_en_0.pdf
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electronic verification process, Member States encouraged to 
establish databases.  

Option 3: maximum 
implementation and feasibility 
improvements 

 

High  

Maximum GHG emission reduction; all measures feasible to 
improve control, implementation and monitoring (e.g., 
documentation for downstream sales, record keeping, mandatory 
certification for importers and undertakings selling bulk F-gase s 
online); 

Steepest quota system (high and medium-high GHGs to be 
replaced as soon as technically feasible), no exemptions for 
military equipment and semi-conductors; 

High-burden measures to improve implementation (mandator y 
certification of importers and online sellers, declaration of 
conformity and record keeping for downstream sellers, reporting 
obligation to exporters and recycling companies).  

Discarded options: voluntary 
action or national measures 
(more discarded options listed in 
IA, A6.6)  

N/A 
Lower emission reductions, could endanger progress achieved; 

Lack of clarity for industry (existing rules are widely accepted by 
stakeholders).  

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the IA report – pp. 17-27. 

Assessment of impacts  
The IA discusses environmental, economic and social impacts, as required by the Better Regulation 
Guidelines. On the environmental impacts of each option (IA, pp. 28-33), the IA notes that 
reduction of future emissions is determined by the ambition level of the quota system and 
accompanying prohibitions. Under Option 1, the total cumulative emissions from 2024 to 2050 
would be higher than the baseline emissions.7 Options 2 and 3 would lead to significantly lower 
emissions compared to baseline, starting already in 2025, but the estimated difference between 
Options 2 and 3 is relatively small. Importantly, both Options 2 and 3 are in line with the objective 
to seek climate neutrality by 2050, as shown in Table 2 below.   

Table 2 – Options' alignment with climate neutrality objective 

Emissions Baseline Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Total 2024-2050 (MtCO2e) 1.016 1.050 763 736 

Annual emissions 2050 (MtCO2e) ca. 27 (Figure 3) 25 14 13 

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the IA report, pp. 27-29. 

The IA later discusses other environmental effects (IA, pp. 31-22), such as those resulting from 
further emission prevention measures (Options 2 and 3), recovery of insulation foams, energy 
savings, higher use and emissions of H(C)FO, and the REPower EU call for a faster roll-out of heat 
pumps. The IA report explains convincingly that, even in light of a significantly higher heat pump 
growth due to the current energy crisis, the phase-down remains coherent with the targets for 
renewable energy and its impacts on required F-gas quotas would be limited. The IA, however, does 
not discuss such issues as: the impact on waste triggered by the early replacement of equipment; or 
the lack of clarity as to if and when F-gases should be considered as waste affecting the recovery, 
recycling and reclamation of F-gases (see stakeholders' views – IA, p. 162). Nor does it discuss links 
to EU energy policy, or include a reference the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals, 
contrary to the requirements of the Better Regulation Guidelines and the BRT (Tool #19). 

The IA dedicates considerable space to quantifying the costs to business (IA, pp. 34-45). The main 
costs, including the administrative costs, are summarised in Table 3 below. 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/law-making-process/planning-and-proposing-law/better-regulation-why-and-how/better-regulation-guidelines-and-toolbox_en
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_22_3131
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox-nov_2021_en_0.pdf
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Table 3 – Main costs of the proposal 

Costs Comments Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 

Technological 
adjustment costs and 
higher HFC costs for F-
gas using industries 
and equipment 
operators 
(IA, Table 4, p. 35) 

Experience of the past 
six years shows that 
these costs are fully 
passed on to the end 
user 

Offset by lower 
operating 
costs 

Offset by lower 
operating costs and, 
in the long term, 
equipment users 
will save costs 
compared to the 
baseline 

Offset by lower 
operating costs and, 
in the long term, 
equipment users 
will save costs 
compared to the 
baseline 

Emissions reduction 
(abatement) costs  
(€/tCO2) 
(IA, Table 5, p. 36) 

More ambitious options 
include sectors with 
higher costs  

No emission 
savings 
(2024-2036) 
€178 (2050) 

€36 (2024-2036)  
€63 (2050) 

€23 (2024-2036)  
€52 (2050) 

HFC price premium 
for users  
(due to uncertainty 
about HFC prices, 
calculated on the 
assumption of the 
worst-case scenario) 

HFC price premium 
compared to the total 
product price is very low 
(0.1 %) and some sectors 
would see a bigger 
reduction in HFC content 
in equipment, hence a 
net decrease in costs 

Lower HFC 
price premium 
until 2040, 
increase 
afterwards  

Higher prices 
immediately 

Higher prices 
immediately 
 

€50 (2050) €161 (2050) €180 (2050) 

Total adjustment 
costs (million €/year) 

Calculations are based 
on the worst-case 
scenario 

€1.9 
(2024-2036) 
-€456.1 (2050) 

€11.5 (2024-2036) 
-€1024.6 (2050) 

€115.7 (2024-2036) 
-€1040.1 (2050) 

Additional 
administrative costs 
(net total, million 
€/year) 
(IA, Tables 7-8)  

Industry 
 

-€1.8  €7.6  €9.4  

EU authorities circa 
100 person 
days 

>2 300 person days  >2 300 person days 

Member States 
 

Quota system 
 
3 101 person 
days 

Quota system and 
prohibitions 
8 364 person days 

Quota system and 
prohibitions 
12 644 person days 

Source: Compiled by the author on the basis of the IA report. 

Regarding administrative costs, the Commission warns that little data or studies are available, due 
to the limited evidence and the different numbers and types of undertakings affected by the 
different measures (IA, p. 137). To close this gap, it used expert judgement and feedback from 
stakeholders (see IA, pp. 116) to arrive at the quantitative estimations detailed in Annex A14.2.  

Thirdly, on the macroeconomic level, the impact on GDP is expected to be small (IA, pp. 42-45), as 
the changes would concern only limited areas of the EU economy. For the more ambitious options 
(2 and 3), GDP would increase slightly in the long term (0.005-0.006 %), but there could be some 
inhibitive effects by 2030. The increase in GDP is expected to slightly increase EU27 investment and 
raise consumption, especially in southern EU regions. As private consumers are end-users in very 
few subsectors, they are not expected to bear significant costs. The IA concludes that none of the 
options is expected to impact consumer prices in a significant way. 

Fourthly, under social effects, the IA dedicates a short paragraph to the effects on employment 
(gains in jobs), which are not expected to be noticeable by 2030, but are positive for all three 
options by 2050 (higher under Options 2 and 3 and in southern EU regions).  

Following assessment of the impacts, the options are compared against the main objectives of the 
review (notably the European Green Deal), and against the costs. The IA concludes that Option 1 
would not be coherent with the European Climate Law, and even if adjusted to generate the same 

https://ec.europa.eu/clima/eu-action/european-green-deal/european-climate-law_en
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total cumulative emissions as the baseline, it would still not contribute to the first review objective. 
Options 2 and 3 are similar in terms of emission reductions, but the Commission underlines that the 
'relatively small emission gains of Option 3 vs. Option 2 come at significantly higher additional costs' 
(IA, pp. 48-49), leading to the selection of Option 2 as a preferred option. The IA, however, does 
not directly compare options in terms of proportionality and does not score the options clearly. 

SMEs / Competitiveness 

The IA provides a short paragraph dedicated to the impact on small and medium-sized enterprises 
(SMEs – IA, p. 45), but does not mention the SME test, nor does it discuss the need for it (#Tool 23). 
While 38 % of industry stakeholders (73 % of which describe themselves as SMEs) expect a 
significant burden on SMEs, the IA holds that the 'impact on SMEs should be moderate'. In 
Annex 5.7.3 (IA, p. 137), the Commission also explains that 'stakeholder costs cannot be split by 
business size, Member State, or measure with any degree of confidence' and clarifies that technical 
compliance costs were assessed by sub-sectors. In this regard, the Commission further explains that 
a high share of SMEs are equipment importers and service companies and it argues that costs to F-
gas using industries due to price premiums constitute revenues for other operators in the F-gas 
supply chain (importers, producers/distributors and service providers), estimated at 
€2.1 billion/year in the baseline scenario. Service companies would profit from higher prices as 
they can pass them to their customers. On the other hand, service companies will have to bear the 
higher costs of staff and training, but 'new skills can offer business opportunities', notably for 
providers of green technologies. As equipment operators, SMEs 'would face very low adjustment 
costs expressed in relation to baseline expenses' (see Table 3 of the IA, p. 5).  

Regarding competitiveness, the IA states that 'EU producers and importers are not expected to 
suffer competitiveness losses' (IA, pp. 45-46), by arguing that there will be positive effects for 
manufacturers under a higher ambition policy in the future. Options 2 and 3 are expected to 
incentivise research, development and innovation, which in turn are likely to increase export 
opportunities, as the Kigali Amendment will lead to worldwide demand in climate-friendly 
technologies. There is no unified agreement among stakeholders on this matter, but the JRC-GEM-
E3 modelling leads to the conclusion that, in monetary units, the gains will be far larger than the 
losses (IA, p. 46). 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

'Improve clarity and internal coherence' is one of the specific objectives of the review, however, 
neither this, nor the simplification is sufficiently discussed in the main text of the IA. However, 
Annex 6.5 (E) provides a list of necessary clarifications, collected from stakeholders, in particular 
Member State authorities (IA, pp. 189-191). On simplification, the IA aims to provide explanations of 
how administrative costs for the preferred option could be reduced/offset for businesses and to 
illustrate administrative cost savings for the authorities (IA, p. 40 and Table 13, pp. 83-86). Together 
with clarification on how adjustment and one-off administrative costs could be offset, this 
represents the Commission's effort to apply the 'one in, one out' (OIOO) approach (#Tool 59). The 
proposal was part of the Commission's pilot project, as reported in the 2021 Annual Burden Survey 
(pp. 13-14). 

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA explains that monitoring and evaluation of the regulation can rely on the annual company 
reporting data collected and aggregated by the European Environment Agency (EEA) each year. 
Furthermore, it is clarified that the Commission closely monitors prices, the workings of the quota 
system and other market developments in the sector. The changes to the reporting scope are 
expected to complete the picture of relevant gases and uses. The preferred option encourages 
electronic reporting and introduces an electronic verification process, in line with the 'digital by 
default' principle. In addition, the IA suggests an evaluation in 2033, and proposes benchmarks and 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox_-_nov_2021_-_chapter_3.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox-nov_2021_en_0.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_22_4745
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criteria for assessing what good performance looks like (IA, p. 53). Benchmarks related to emissions 
reduction and compliance with the Montreal Protocol are concrete and measurable. Clear criteria 
on evaluating implementation and enforcement (e.g., the 'smooth' working of the quota system or 
Member State, EEA and stakeholder feedback, as well as the reduction in illegal trade), are however 
missing in this IA, and good enforcement remains the least explicit general objective in terms of 
specific steps to be taken to achieve and to monitor it. 

Stakeholder consultation 
The Commission published the combined Evaluation roadmap/Inception impact assessment with a 
feedback period open from 29 June to 7 September 2020 (13 weeks, 75 valid responses). The 
synopsis report of the stakeholder consultations on the proposed regulation is provided in 
Annex A2 (IA, pp. 65-81). Following the consultation strategy, three main consultation activities 
were carried out: online public consultation (15-week period, 241 responses); targeted stakeholder 
engagement through interviews (34 interviews); and through a stakeholder workshop 
(355 participants). The Commission states that there is 'general support for fine-tuning the 
regulation and many stakeholders and Member States have signalled that it should be done 
with urgency' (IA, p. 2). Furthermore, although divided on the level of ambition in light of the Green 
Deal (industry and business working with F-gases v. manufacturers of equipment using alternative 
refrigerants, and non-governmental organisations who support higher ambition), all stakeholders 
support the aim to improve implementation and enforcement, followed by long-term compliance 
with the Montreal Protocol. Throughout the IA, the Commission frequently refers to the results of 
stakeholder consultations and the opinions expressed by stakeholders, reflects their diverging 
views, and makes an effort to take them into account.  

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The qualitative analysis is complemented by quantitative estimates and results from the 
consultation with the various stakeholders and experts, the support study, EEA annual reports and 
a number of other technical reports, all referenced and publicly accessible. Two models were used 
to support the analysis – the AnaFgas model allowing evaluation of demand and emissions of F-
gases in the EU27+UK in 2000 to 2050, and the macroeconomic effects were modelled using the 
JRC-GEM-E 3 model (both explained and detailed, including basic assumptions and limitations, in 
Annexes A4, A12, A13). These modelling tools are reported in the European Commission's 
modelling inventory and knowledge-management system (MIDAS). The policy scenarios were 
assessed in comparison to the fit for 55 EU 2020 reference scenario, which includes the unchanged 
measures of the current F-gas Regulation, and is therefore comparable to the baseline used. 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory 
Scrutiny Board 
Annex 1 of the IA summarises how the Commission took account of the Regulatory Scrutiny Board's 
(RSB) comments, both resulting from the first negative opinion received on 21 January 2022 and the 
second, positive opinion with reservations, received on 25 February 2022 (IA, pp. 56-64). It appears 
that most of the RSB's final comments were duly addressed, although in some cases the extent of 
correction is difficult to judge, as draft IAs are not published. For example, IA, section 7 offers 
explanation as to how the options compare in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and coherence, as 
requested by the RSB, but on coherence, only the links to international policies and to the European 
Green Deal are clearly explained. Clarification on coherence with EU policies including on waste, 
eco-design or the Registration, Evaluation, Authorisation and Restriction of Chemicals (REACH) 
Regulation are missing. Finally, while the IA explains what success would look like as regards 
implementation, it remains vague on monitoring and coherence.  

https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12479-Fluorinated-greenhouse-gases-review-of-EU-rules-2015-20-_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12479-Fluorinated-greenhouse-gases-review-of-EU-rules-2015-20-_en
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2022-05/ods_ia_consultation_strategy_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12479-Review-of-EU-rules-on-fluorinated-greenhouse-gases/public-consultation_en
https://ec.europa.eu/clima/system/files/2021-05/20210506_presentation_en.pdf
https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/explore/ias/ia-e07235e635818c170de458501005c462
https://joint-research-centre.ec.europa.eu/gem-e3_en
https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/
https://energy.ec.europa.eu/data-and-analysis/energy-modelling/eu-reference-scenario-2020_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2022)156&from=EN
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Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal 
and IA 
The Commission's legislative proposal corresponds to the preferred option and includes monitoring 
provisions identified in the IA.  

The IA defines the problem, its drivers and the need to revise the 2014 regulation rather 
convincingly. It appears to be well substantiated and based on extensive public and targeted 
consultations, data and studies, including the IA supporting study and the ex-post evaluation of the 
regulation, which was carried out in parallel with the impact assessment work as opposed to 
sequentially. The choice of the preferred option appears sufficiently justified on the basis of the EU's 
international obligations and especially its climate ambitions, as well as the cost-benefit analysis. It 
aims to take account of possible future developments and represents the middle ground of differing 
stakeholder opinions regarding the level of ambition. More clarity could have been provided in the 
IA as regards the steps to ensure and improve implementation and coherence in practice, which is 
one of the objectives of the revision. Monitoring the implementation of the regulation and 
appraising the efficiency of the measures would mean establishing concrete indicators in all areas 
(e.g. 'dissuasive' penalties, quantification of illegal trade or 'smooth implementation of the quota 
system'). 

ENDNOTES 
1  See also: forthcoming EPRS legislative briefing. 
2  See also: N. Hahnkamper-Vandenbulcke, Review of the regulation on the fluorinated greenhouse gases, EPRS, 

European Parliament, May 2022. 
3  In its resolution of 7 July 2022 on 'Better regulation: Joining forces to make better laws' (2021/2166(INI)), the European 

Parliament expresses serious concerns 'about the increasing trend of evaluations and impact assessments being 
carried out in parallel, although evaluation results should feed into any revision of legislation' (§ 52). 

4  The support study accompanying the combined evaluation/impact assessment shows that even the original climate 
goals set for 2030 might not be reached; the IA also refers to the Commission communication 'A Clean Planet for All', 
confirming that, on the way to climate neutrality, F-gas emission reductions would also need to be stepped-up (IA, 
p. 7) 

5   Measured in tonnes CO2 equivalent (tCO2e), obtained by multiplying metric tonnes of F-gases with their global 
warming potential (GWP). 

6   European Commission, Assessment of illegal trade in relation to the HFC phase-down, October 2019. 
7  The IA underlines, however, that the HFC demand would fall below the baseline levels from 2037 onwards, with 

emissions falling below the baseline from 2046.  
 

 

This briefing, prepared for the ENVI committee, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the European Commission's 
own Better Regulation Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, 
appear to be met by the IA. It does not attempt to deal with the substance of the proposal. 
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