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proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on methane emissions reduction in 

the energy sector and amending Regulation (EU) 2019/942, COM(2021) 805 final. 

 

On 15 December 2021, the European Commission presented a proposal to regulate methane 
emissions reductions in the energy sector. The proposal is part of the second batch of proposals in 
the 'fit for 55' package, aiming to align the EU climate and energy acquis with the EU Climate Law's 
2030 target. This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal, adopted on 
15 December 2021 and referred to the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food 
Safety (ENVI). The proposal is included in the 2021 Commission work programme (see Annex I) and 
in the EU legislative priorities for 2022 (see the Commission's working document). The proposal 
seeks to address gaps in current legislation: those relating to methane emissions from upstream 
exploration and the production of oil and fossil gas, as well as those from the gathering and 
processing of fossil gas and downstream exploration such as the transmission, distribution and 
underground storage of gas, and liquid gas terminals operating with fossil and/or renewable 
methane. The proposal furthermore introduces provisions on methane emissions from coalmines 
and those originating from outside the EU in relation to importer information requirements, the 
methane transparency database and the methane-emitters monitoring tool. Similarly, it sets out 
requirements for methane emissions reduction, monitoring and reporting, leak detection and 
repair, and limits to venting and flaring (V&F).1 On 21 October 2021, the Parliament adopted a 
resolution on an EU strategy to reduce methane emissions, in which it called on the Commission to 
propose legislation directed at the energy sector covering monitoring, reporting and verification 
(MRV) and leak detection and repair (LDAR). As regards the energy sector, the resolution supported 
the Commission's intention, as expressed in the methane strategy, on introducing legislation on 
venting and flaring. The Parliament also encouraged the Commission to both develop regulatory 
tools on fossil energy imports and establish an independent international methane emissions 
observatory. 

Problem definition 
The IA refers to methane as a powerful greenhouse gas (GHG), thoroughly describing the gas and 
its implications in climate change. It goes on to frame methane emissions in the energy sector, 
where in domestic EU emissions 'half of anthropogenic methane emissions are estimated to come 
from agriculture, a quarter from waste and a fifth from energy'. Furthermore, the IA mentions that 
considering that the EU currently imports over 90 % of the fossil fuels to be consumed internally, 
the share of methane emissions associated with the energy sector would be greater. It also 
highlights the large amount of methane emissions that occur during the production phase of 
energy imported into the EU, as well as during the transport phase. In addition, the IA mentions that 
there are currently uncertainties as regards the origin, frequency and magnitude of emissions, 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52021SC0459&qid=1639998727689
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=COM:2021:805:FIN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/publications/2021-commission-work-programme-key-documents_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar%3A91ce5c0f-12b6-11eb-9a54-01aa75ed71a1.0001.02/DOC_2&format=PDF
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/joint_declaration_2022.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/211215-joint_declaration_2022_working_document_updated_clean.pdf
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-9-2021-0436_EN.html
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_BRI(2020)649400
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because methane emissions reporting is 'often based on default emission factors'. A distinction is 
made between direct emissions – which can be fugitive/unintentional or intentional, i.e. venting, 
flaring normal operation of machinery – and indirect emissions which occur through incomplete 
combustion when oil, fossil gas or coal are used as fuel, or when used to produce other products. 
The IA highlights the estimated high share of fugitive methane emissions in the energy sector across 
Member States. In 2021, 15 Member States reported a share of fugitive methane emissions within 
total energy sector methane emissions above 40 %, with some reporting a share above 80 %, as was 
the case in Romania and Poland. 

The IA identifies three problem drivers (IA, pp. 10-28): 

1. 'lack of precise information on emission sources and quantities' (IA, p. 10). The IA 
mentions that methane emissions can occur at any point in the supply chain, thus 
being difficult to measure and quantify, and therefore, methane emissions 
quantification is currently estimated, rather than directly measured. The IA highlights 
that the unavailability of such information hinders the development and 
implementation of mitigation efforts. Furthermore, it notes that recent technological 
developments have allowed detection of significant emissions events and super-
emitters, as well as the identification of differences between reported and observed 
emissions; 

2. 'lack of sufficient incentives to mitigate planned and unplanned methane 
emissions' (IA, p. 13). The IA highlights that polluters fail to internalise the 
externalities associated with methane emissions, thus resulting in inefficient or 
inexistent allocation of resources towards the abatement of such emissions. The 
assessment mentions that, from an operator's perspective, the incentives to reduce 
methane emissions come from the economic value of the gas as per its heating and 
energetic values, as well as from the fact that the gas is highly flammable. This 
reasoning omits environmental considerations due to the failure to properly 
internalise the costs of externalities. The IA also points out that, even if methane 
emissions are included in the proposed revision of the Effort Sharing Regulation, the 
proposed revision of the Industrial Emissions Directive, several ecodesign and energy 
labelling regulations, and also included in the European Pollutant Release and 
Transfer Register, there still is no Union level legal framework that would define 
specific measures for methane emissions reductions. The IA also notes that, while 
many voluntary initiatives are in place within the oil and gas sectors, they are 
nevertheless deemed to be unable to guarantee sufficient sectoral coverage, 
transparency and enforceability; 

3. 'lack of information on and mitigation of methane emissions occurring outside the EU 
but linked to consumption of fossil energy in the EU' (IA, p. 26). The IA begins to 
address this problem driver by mentioning the high EU dependency on imported oil 
and fossil gas, also highlighting that nine of the largest fossil fuel exporting countries 
to the EU are responsible for half of the world's methane emissions. The assessment 
mentions the need for information on methane emissions, both in terms of source 
and quantity, for both exporters and importers to understand the existing benefits 
from acting to reduce such emissions. Furthermore, it is stated that regulations vary 
between countries that export to the EU, e.g. several countries do not legally address 
restrictions on venting and flaring. 

Overall, the IA describes the problem effectively, in both scope and scale. The problem drivers are 
thoroughly addressed and are clearly problem related. Furthermore, the IA addresses the problem 
evolution (IA, pp. 28-33) in a comprehensive manner, adding to the previous problem and problem 
drivers' descriptions. 
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Subsidiarity / proportionality 
Two succinct chapters of the IA address subsidiarity (IA, p. 34). The development of these follows 
the grid model recommendations from the 2018 report by the Commission task force on 
subsidiarity, proportionality and 'doing less more efficiently'. The IA highlights the need for EU 
action by briefly describing the legal basis and nature of the problem; i.e. methane emissions 
measurement and mitigation. Article 194 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
(TFEU) is referred to as the legal basis of the initiative, as the initiative is aligned with the Union's 
objectives as regards energy policy and the need to preserve and improve the environment. The 
Czech Chamber of Deputies (CCD) issued a reasoned opinion under the subsidiarity control 
mechanism within the deadline of 22 April 2022. Proportionality is not addressed in the IA, but it is 
mentioned briefly in the proposal's explanatory memorandum (IA, p. 6). The IA does not compare 
the proportionality of the options, however, contrary to the requirements of the Better Regulation 
Guidelines. 

Objectives of the initiative 
The IA reiterates that the proposal's general objective is to preserve and improve the 
environment, by reducing methane emissions from fossil energy produced or consumed in the EU 
and in the context of the functioning of the internal market for energy, while ensuring security of 
energy supply in the Union (IA, p. 36). The IA identifies (IA, pp. 36-37) three specific objectives 
related to the above-mentioned problem drivers: 

i. 'Improve the accuracy of information on the main sources of methane emissions 
associated with energy produced and consumed within the EU. The goal is to ensure 
the availability of source-level data and robust quantification of emissions, and 
thereby increase the reliability of reporting – including the reporting of GHG 
inventories data to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change– 
as well as the scope for appropriate measures for mitigation. This specific objective 
creates the basis for future improvements on specific objective ii)'; 

ii. 'Ensure further effective mitigation of methane emissions across the energy supply 
chain in the EU. This specific objective addresses the market failure leading to 
insufficient mitigation of methane emissions by companies'; 

iii. 'Reduce methane emissions related to fossil energy imported to the EU. As the 
majority of methane emissions linked to fossil energy consumed within the EU occur 
outside the EU, this specific objective seeks to tackle methane emissions in 
cooperation with partner countries and international organisations, taking into 
account the security of supply aspects of the EU's high import dependency for fossil 
fuels, a large share of methane emissions linked specifically to EU consumption 
occurring outside EU borders, and the market failures rooted in the absence of 
information on emissions for importers and of market signals for exporters'. 

As regards the specific objectives mentioned above, it is worth noting that they appear to be largely 
consistent with the problems identified in the IA (IA, pp. 10-28), and to broadly comply with the 
SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound) criteria. However, the IA does 
not define any operational objectives that would illustrate the deliverables of specific policy actions. 
This is in contradiction with the Commission's Better Regulation Guidelines (Tool #16, p. 100), which 
recommend that operational objectives be identified after having selected the preferred option 
(and in relation to monitoring and evaluation). 

Range of options considered 
The IA structures the policy options around three distinct areas (IA, pp. 37-46): 1) improving 
measuring and reporting of methane emissions in the EU; 2) Mitigation of methane emissions in the 
EU; 3) Measuring, reporting and mitigation of methane emissions linked to EU fossil fuel 
consumption but occurring outside the EU (see Table 1, where the preferred combination of options 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/report-task-force-subsidiarity-proportionality-and-doing-less-more-efficiently_en.pdf
https://secure.ipex.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2021-0805
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/info/files/better-regulation-toolbox-16_en
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are highlighted). Options for areas 1 and 2 are cumulative and within the options, the main 
difference lies in the scope. 

Table 1 – Range of options retained 

Policy 
area Options retained (each policy area considers the 'business as usual' option) 

1 

1.1 Legislative measure on MRV of oil and gas 

1.2 Legislative measure on MRV of oil, gas and coal 

1.3 Legislative measure on MRV of oil, gas, coal and indirect 

2 

2.1 Commission guidance on LDAR and V&F in oil and gas 

2.2 Legislative measure on LDAR and V&F of oil and gas 

2.3 Legislative measure on LDAR and V&F of oil and gas, coal and indirect 

2.4 Legislative measure including a methane emission target 

3 

3.1 Legislative measure on MRV, LDAR and V&F of oil, gas, and coal 

3.2 Non-legislative measure combining methane transparency platform and 
global methane emitter tool 

3.3 Legislative measure including a methane emission target 

Source: compiled by the author, based on the impact assessment (IA, pp. 40-45). 

The IA effectively describes (IA, pp. 82-85) how the retained options compare to the baseline, this is 
done in a clear manner and the options are presented in a balanced way. The considered options 
are in line with both the problem and its drivers. The comparison was performed using the better 
regulation criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, and coherence with relevant EU policies and with 
the 'fit for 55' package. The IA does not include any comparison of the options in terms of 
proportionality, as required by the Better Regulation Guidelines. The IA mentions (IA, pp. 85-87) that 
a combination of options from each policy area constitutes the preferred option.  

Assessment of impacts  
The IA analyses the impacts of the options in two ways (IA, pp. 46-82). On the one hand, it groups 
environmental and social impacts. The assessment justifies this grouping by highlighting the 
relations between direct and indirect methane emissions with both the environment and human 
health. For options under policy areas 2 and 3, the IA performed a quantitative analysis. Here, the 
assessment includes 'the amount of methane emission reductions that result from the measures 
associated to the level of abatement costs'. On the other hand, the impacts are analysed in 
accordance to their economy and administrative burdens for companies and Member States' 
national authorities. The IA does mention that the analysis of the options under policy area 1 relied 
mostly on qualitative and not complete data. The IA notes that, for options under policy areas 2 
and 3, the analysis was performed by looking at the 'shares of emission reductions achievability at 
different levels of cost-effectiveness and through the identification of measures on how those 
reductions can be achieved'. Projection data for analysing policy area 2 options came from the 
greenhouse gas and air pollution information and simulation (GAINS) model and data estimations 
for options under policy area 3 derive from the International Energy Agency (IEA). Due to the nature 

https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_21_3541
http://gains.iiasa.ac.at/models/
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of the options for policy area 3, the IA considered the security of supply to the EU, as well as the 
implications for third countries, in its assessment. The projected and estimated data allowed an 
analysis of the abatement costs, while facilitating consideration of the 'cost-savings of utilising 
recovered gas after deducting revenues from investment and operational costs'. The IA compares 
all options against each other within the same policy area, and at the same time cross-references 
the options under analysis with the set objectives. Nevertheless, there was no analysis of the 
preferred options that would present their impact as a whole package. 

The preferred option is composed of 1.2 together with 2.3, and from policy area 3, option 3.2. 
In respect to option 1.2, in terms of efficiency, the IA mentions that its higher scope makes it a better 
choice than option 1.1. In terms of coherence, the IA mentions that all options except 1.3 (due to the 
inclusion of indirect emissions) score high, option 1.2 being the lead option. In addressing 
effectiveness, option 1.2 scores just behind 1.3 as the highest, as this last option would cover more 
emissions. The selected option 2.3 scored the highest both in terms of effectiveness, efficiency and 
coherence. The IA considers option 2.1 as ineffective in regards to its uncertainty. The IA mentions 
that option 2.3 could deliver, among other things, an additional 706 kilotonnes in methane emission 
reductions, prevent 1 010 ozone-related premature deaths per year, and reduce wheat, soybean, 
maize and rice exposure to ozone, which would avoid annual losses of 102 370 tonnes of produce. 
Under area 3, option 3.2 was selected as the preferred option. However, all options scored highly in 
all three criteria. When comparing the effectiveness of options 3.1 and 3.2, the IA mentions that the 
choice of 3.2 was because it is 'most likely to succeed in reducing the methane emissions linked to 
fossil energy consumption in the EU but occurring outside the EU territory'. The IA explains that due 
to the current lack of accurate data, the introduction of an emission reduction/target, is 'not 
recommended', yet nevertheless highlights that the instrument may be considered in the future, in 
light of the application of the preferred option relating to policy area 1. In addition, the IA identifies 
(IA, pp. 86) a regulation as the correct legal instrument for the current legislative proposal. 
Overall, the selected options and the choice of instrument are in line with the objectives, problem 
and problem drivers. The IA describes one discarded option in its Annex 8 (IA, p. 147) relating to 
biogas/methane. The IA acknowledges that emissions from these sources are low (1.9 % of all EU 
energy-related methane emissions), but that stakeholders have nevertheless called to include these 
in legislative proposals. The IA, justifies the decision to discard this option by noting that including 
such emissions in this proposal would lead to double regulation, as the Renewable Energy Directive 
already 'contains default GHG savings values which already include estimations of methane losses 
covering the full supply chain up to the point of injection into the distribution network'. 

SMEs / Competitiveness 

The assessment (IA, pp. 120-136) does not directly mention, or assess the impacts on, small and 
medium-sized enterprises, and does not consider them as stakeholders. The IA does not provide a 
justification for this omission, contrary to the Better Regulation Guidelines. Nevertheless, the report 
(IA, pp. 131-134) provides for an overview of costs of the preferred option, considering the impact 
on businesses in general. As regards competitiveness, the IA does not address the issue, again 
contrary to the Better Regulation Guidelines. 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The IA mentions, in Annex 6 (IA, pp. 138-142), the links between the proposed regulation and 
existing legislation 2 that also covers methane emissions, but without explaining how these 
instruments will work together. The assessment indicates that, as for other 'fit for 55' initiatives, this 
initiative builds on the Commission's Climate target plan and its impact assessment.3. The IA does 
not address the simplification aspect.  

Monitoring and evaluation 

The IA addresses monitoring and evaluation of the proposed initiative in a dedicated chapter 
(pp. 87-89). The IA explains that the Climate Law's framework will allow progress towards the EU 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0562
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020SC0176
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020PC0080
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targets, to which this proposal contributes, to be tracked. Furthermore, it also mentions that the 
Regulation on the Governance of the Energy Union and Climate Action also provides an integrated 
monitoring and reporting framework.  

Regarding MRV in the legislative proposal, the IA refers to the annual GHG emissions reporting 
conducted by the Member States, in accordance with the 2006 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) guidelines for national GHG inventories, which are in turn evaluated annually by the 
Commission. The IA mentions that following the IPPC guidelines allows for compliance verification 
with requirements for source-level reporting. The European Environment Agency, on behalf of the 
Commission, coordinates a review, every five years, of data relating to the efforts in achieving targets 
under the Effort Sharing Regulation and emissions projections, which the Member States submit 
every two years. The IA states that provisions in the proposal will assist in improving the accuracy of 
methane emission monitoring; however, the proposal does not refer to indicators for measuring the 
attainment of the objectives. 

In respect to MRV carried out by regulated entities, the IA mentions that the Agency for the 
Cooperation of Energy Regulators has asked for access to information on all methane emissions 
from National Regulatory Authorities. The IA highlights that this would allow for scrutiny of the 
implementation of obligations. Scrutiny of methane emissions data, possibly cross-referencing 
them with other sources as satellite imaging, is envisaged by the International Methane Emission 
Observatory. Here, the IA notes it is possible to integrate additional monitoring mechanisms, as per 
the Industrial Emissions Directive. Public scrutiny, as envisaged in the 6th IPCC Assessment Report 
and campaigns to detect and quantify emissions, are also mentioned in the IA as a 'valuable resource 
in monitoring the impact of the proposal and identifying shortcomings in implementation'. 
According to the IA, it will be the Commission's responsibility to monitor the implementation of the 
regulation, as well as to evaluate the measures and communicate the results to the European 
Parliament and Council. The IA's description of measures for monitoring and evaluation of the 
legislative proposals appear to be in line with the outlined objectives, by making use of an already 
established framework and requiring more reporting and evaluation both by Member States and 
the Commission. 

Stakeholder consultation 
The Commission conducted a standard 12-week open public consultation (OPC – 5 February 2020 
to 1 May 2020) which gathered 131 responses from 15 EU countries and 5 from outside the Union. 
The majority of responses came from companies/business organisations (42 %), followed by 
business associations (21 %) and EU citizens (17 %), with the remaining responses belonging, in 
decreasing quantity of replies, to non-governmental organisations, public authorities, 
academic/research institutions, others and non-EU citizens. Based on the OPC, the IA notes there is 
strong support for a robust measurement and reporting scheme in respect to methane emissions in 
the energy sector. The majority of responses, mostly from companies or business organisations, 
supported the methodology of the Oil and Gas Methane Partnership to measure, report and verify 
emissions. As regards sectoral emissions and supply chain coverage, the majority of responses was 
in favour of including coal in MRV and mitigation measures, as well as supporting legislation to cover 
all oil and gas coming into the EU market. The inclusion of indirect emissions from industry, power 
generation, transport, residential or others gained support in less than half of the responses. The 
greater part of the responses preferred flexibility in the choice of device used for detection of leaks 
and in the emission quantification methods. On venting and flaring, the majority of replies agree on 
the necessity for a common set of definitions and parameters, and consider the production part of 
the value chain as being the most relevant. The majority of respondents also consider it is possible 
to eliminate routine venting and flaring associated with energy produced and consumed in the EU. 
Some replies mentioned this could happen immediately (9 %), while others agreed on a period of 
five or more years (71 %). Most of the responses considered that the costs to the industry that might 
arise from legislative measures are outweighed by the overall benefits of a robust and effective MRV 
and from methane emission mitigation measures. The majority of replies supported the 

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/data-analysis/energy-union-indicators/scoreboard_en?redir=1
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/wg1/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_WGI_Full_Report.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12581-Proposal-for-a-legislative-act-on-methane-leakage-in-the-energy-sector/public-consultation_en
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introduction of legislation to mitigate emissions from the coal sector. Annex 2 (pp. 99-111), which 
illustrates the main findings of the stakeholder consultation, and includes a breakdown of their 
views, can be considered sufficiently informative. Comments provided by stakeholders are not 
included in the report. In addition to the OPC, the Commission held three stakeholder meetings for 
the EU methane strategy between March and July 2020. Furthermore, the Commission Directorate-
General for Energy held three workshops on a proposal to reduce methane emissions in the energy 
sector from 15 to 17 March 2021; 760 participants attended the workshops. However, the IA does 
not mention the outcomes from these meetings and workshops. Considering the stakeholder 
consultation (OPC, multiple meetings and dedicated workshops), and given the number of 
respondents/attendees, the IA appears to have been well-informed by large stakeholder input. This 
stakeholder input is considered in the IA when performing the analysis of the different options for 
each policy area. Overall, the chosen options are in line with the measures supported by the majority 
of the stakeholders consulted. 
Supporting data and analytical methods used 

In Annex 4 (pp. 115-119) the IA clearly describes the analytical methods used. The model supporting 
the IA is the GAINS model. This makes use of data on economic development, on emissions sources 
(structure, control potential and costs), and pollutants in the atmosphere (formation and 
dispersion). Data input for the GAINS modelling includes sources such as: macroeconomic and 
energy sector scenarios from price-induced market equilibrium system (PRIMES) and from IEA World 
Energy Outlook scenarios; historical data on the agricultural sector from Eurostat, aligned with 
future projections from the common agricultural policy regional impact analysis (CAPRI); 
agricultural sector projections from the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization; 
literature on sector- and technology-specific emission factors and cost parameters. The IA clearly 
describes the uncertainty in the GAINS model, in all of its three factors: activity data, emission factors 
and mitigation options. A further description of the UN Environment Programme/ Climate & Clean 
Air Coalition (CCAC) Global Methane Assessment and the IEA Methane Tracker is performed 
(pp. 116-119), as they are used to provide data for assessing the options. The GAINS, PRIMES and 
CAPRI models are included in the Commission's modelling inventory and knowledge management 
system (MIDAS). Regarding how GAINS model deals with uncertainty, the IA points to a publicly 
available report that addresses the issue. Overall, the analysis performed in the IA appears to be 
supported by well-defined analytical methods. 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) adopted, on 26 July 2021, a negative opinion to a 
first draft IA submitted to the RSB on 23 June 2021. In the negative opinion issued, the RSB 
mentioned that the report did not sufficiently and clearly identify, define and present the problem. 
According to the RSB's opinion, the draft report did not sufficiently present and factor into the 
analysis the proposal's coherence with other existing or forthcoming initiatives. It is also indicated 
that there was no clear or justified benefit of the initiative over and above the cumulative effect of 
actions such as EU rules, national legislation, international commitments and voluntary industry 
initiatives. Finally, the RSB mentions that the assessment of options designed to have an impact on 
third countries was not sufficiently comprehensive. On 18 October 2021, the RSB adopted a positive 
opinion with reservations on a draft version of the IA submitted on 20 September 2021. Although 
the RSB recognises the additional clarifications made following the improvements suggested in the 
negative opinion, it mentions several shortcomings in the IA report. Firstly, the RSB notes that the 
description of problems, their causes and scale, lacks precision. In addition, it highlights that the 
report fails to sufficiently establish the need for additional EU measures over and above those in 
existing EU legislation, international commitments binding Member States, and voluntary industry 
initiatives. Finally, it is the RSB's opinion that concrete policy measure proposals are insufficient and 
that the policy choices to be made are not adequately reflected. The IA explains, in Annex 1 
(pp. 90-98), how the comments included in the RSB's opinions were addressed. Overall, the IA 
addresses all of the RSB's comments in a detailed manner. 

https://web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/policy-model-inventory/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=pi_com:SEC(2021)432
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=pi_com%3ASEC%282021%29432
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=pi_com%3ASEC%282021%29432
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Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and the IA 
Overall, and considering the above remarks, the proposal is consistent with the analysis carried out 
in the IA. 

The IA clearly identifies the problem that needs to be addressed and details the problem drivers. 
Furthermore, the IA discusses the evolution of the problem if the EU were to take no action. The IA 
relates the objectives with the problem/problem drivers in a supported manner. The options for the 
different policy areas to tackle appear to be sufficient and justified against the objectives. The 
assessment of the options retained for their economic, environmental and social impacts is 
thorough, but could have benefited from the availability of more complete data, and from the 
application of the Better Regulation Guidelines in assessing impacts on SMEs and on 
competitiveness. The indicators for monitoring and evaluating the success of the initiative are 
supported by existing frameworks and can be considered to be sufficient and effective. Consultation 
of interested parties occurred through an open public consultation and three stakeholder meetings, 
the findings of which are in line with the preferred options in the IA. The analysis performed in the 
IA seems to be well supported, and the comments from the RSB were addressed. In conclusion, the 
IA and the proposal are consistent. 

This briefing, prepared for the ENVI committee, analyses whether the principal criteria laid down in the 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. 

ENDNOTES 
 
 

1  Venting refers to the release of uncombusted methane emissions into the atmosphere. This release can be intentional 
(e.g. as a result of well completion, well-, pipeline- and tank maintenance) and unintentional, due to malfunctions or 
geological restrictions. Flaring is the controlled combustion of methane for economic or safety reasons, done with 
specially designed equipment. The theoretical efficiency of the process can reach values higher than 99 % in well-
designed equipment operating in optimal conditions. As venting releases methane, it is identified as a worse practice 
than flaring, as the latter converts methane into carbon dioxide (less impactful over a 100-year lifespan) and water. 

2  The proposed revised Effort-sharing Regulation, the proposed revision of the Industrial Emissions Directive and the 
European Pollutant Release and Transfer register, the proposal for a hydrogen and decarbonisation of gas markets 
package, the proposed revised Renewable Energy Directive, the proposal to revise the Regulation on Trans-Europe an 
Energy Networks. 

3  EPRS produced an initial appraisal on the impact assessment of the climate target plan. 
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