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(A) Context 

EMj\S is a voluntary enviromnental management scheme available for EU private companies and 
pub! 
the 

ic entities. Régulation (EC) N0 761/2001 requires the Commission to review the scheme in 
light of the expérience gained during its 12 years of opération and propose appropriate 

ametidments to the Régulation. Encouraging the wider EMAS uptake is one of the actions of the 
6th nvironment Action Programme.1 

(B) positive aspects 

The well-structured and clearly written report is based on three types of analysis: qualitative 
survey, quantitative assessment and case studies. Whereas some issues should be given more 
quai itification effort (see below), the overall approach to data collection is appropriate. 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 
The "ecommendations below are listed in order ofdescending importance. Some more technical comments hâve 
been transmitted directly to the author DG. 

General recommendation: The IA report needs to better explain the context of the proposai 
and 

(1) 
between the two gênerai aims of the EMAS revision, i.e. to increase the uptake of the scheme 
and to maintain the high environmental quality of the scheme including serving as référence for 
other schemes. Specifîcally, the relevant trade offs and synergies need to be made clear through 
the i ange of policy options and in the appraisal of the measures within the various options. 

the policy objectives that the revised scheme is expected to meet. 
t should be clarified throughout the exercise what the trade-offs and synergies are 

Décision No 1600/2002/EC Of The European Parliament And OfThe Coimcil of 22 July 2002 laying 
d )wn the Sixth Community Environment Action Programme 

Comr lission européenne, B-1049 Bruxelles / Europese Commissie, B-1049 Brussel - Belgium. Téléphone: (32-2) 2991111. 
Office : BERL 6/29. Téléphone: direct line (32-2) 2981898. Fax: (32-2) 2965960. 

E-ma I: impact-assessment-board@ec.europa.eu 

mailto:impact-assessment-board@ec.europa.eu


(2) The context of the proposai needs to be made clearer. In particular, the link 
Environment Action Programme, which calls for the promotion of EMAS "with 
improving the environmental performance of enterprises and aiming at sustainable 
needs to be made stronger and conséquences as to the nature of instrument (regulatory, 
etc) explained. This should in particular be reflected in the choice and analysis of the obtions 
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(3) The IA report needs to explain what target rate for EMAS uptake the policy 
for. This can be done, for instance, by comparison to ISO 14001 uptake or 
extrapolating EMAS uptake figures firom the best performing Member States to the ovèrall 
level. Such a target rate for EMAS uptake should be set for a spécifie time horizon as 1 
for easier monitoring and future évaluation of the scheme. Specifying sectors 
companies adopting EMAS as a matter of priority (e.g. due to environmental impacts 
would be suitable. Whereas it might be difficult to assess the exact impact on the 
the proposed amendments to the EMAS system, it would be désirable to give more indications on 
the relative contributions of the various measures to the set target. 

or 

upt; ib 

is aiming 
way of 

EU27 
hat allows 

types of 
iiey hâve) 

:e rate of 

(4) The option of phasing ont the EMAS scheme should be considered in more dletail. This 
would allow stakeholders who hâve pleaded for such an option to see the Coiomission's 
considérations. Wider implications of the option of abandoning the scheme should also be 
developed. The IA report rightly points to conséquences for the individual compmies who 
invested in the scheme and may be facing stranded costs. However, if the EMAS is cunently used 
as a benchmark (as claimed in the IA report) there must be some impheations of abandoning it 
for other environment management schemes, as well as up- and downstream of the organisations 
currently applying EMAS, and thèse should further analysed in the IA report. 

(D) Procédure and présentation 

It appears that ail necessary procédural éléments hâve been complied with. 
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