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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (1987) mandated the phase-
out of production of ODS by all signatory Parties according to a specific time-table (that has 
been modified five times to include additional ODS and to accelerate the production phase-out). 
The EU regulations implementing the Montreal Protocol have often been more ambitious than 
the MP schedule. As of 2010, production and consumption of the most harmful (known) ODSs 
should be completely banned in industrialized countries, except for a very limited number of 
exempted or non-controlled uses and a declining "tail" of hydrofluorocarbons. Full bans in 
developing countries typically come into effect within 5 to 10 years following the bans in 
industrialized countries, although an increasing number of developing countries now align their 
policies with industrialized countries such as those of the EU. The revised Regulation aims at 
simplifying the regulatory environment. 

 

(B) Positive aspects 

The IA report contains a robust analysis of costs and potential ODS reductions. There is an 
appropriate range of policy options and a detailed analysis of their impacts. Simplification gains 
are well demonstrated. 

 

(C) Main recommendations for improvements 
The recommendations below are listed in order of descending importance. Some more technical comments have 
been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be incorporated in the final version of the impact 
assessment report.  

General recommendation: While the IA report contains a robust analysis of impacts, a 
number of issues deserve further clarification: scope of the problem and in particular the 
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distinction between problems remaining at global level and those which are specific to the 
EU; policy objectives, trade offs and synergies among the sub-options. Additionally, the 
report should make a monetised estimate where relevant of expected environmental 
benefits, and clarify who will bear administrative costs.  

(1) The problem definition section should better explain the difference between global and 
EU specific problems. The IA should where possible describe the problems in more concrete 
terms – e.g. by assessing each of them in terms of administrative costs or tonnes of ODS. This 
should be reflected in a clearer prioritisation of the problems which in turn should be reflected in 
the objectives.  

(2) Analysis of benefits and certain impacts could be strengthened. The report is based on a 
cost effectiveness analysis rather than a full cost-benefit analysis. the IA report should 
nevertheless attempt to provide monetised estimates of the expected environmental benefits. 
Given the links to broader climate change policies, it should also express these benefits in terms 
of CO2 reductions. Discussion on methodological difficulties, and experience in third countries 
(US) should be included in the IA report. Additionally, the administrative costs should be broken 
down to show who will bear them (companies, SMEs, public authorities, etc). The IA should also 
explain what is included under the category "direct economic impacts".  

(3) Objectives need to be redrafted. The objectives contained in section 3.1 should rather be 
moved to the section on the context, so that the IA report makes it clear that proposed actions 
concern only the EU. Additionally, one should consider developing SMART objectives (section 
3.2), in order to facilitate future evaluation of the policy.  

(4) Synergies and trade-offs between options should be more clearly presented. The 
disaggregation of the general policy options into a large number of sub-options makes it difficult 
to follow the potential synergies and trade-offs among them. The IA report could aggregate some 
of the individual options, in particular in cases where all of them relate to the same action and are 
retained in the final policy package, and expand information contained now in the table in the 
annex. Additionally, options that are not compatible with the Montreal Protocol should not be 
analysed.  

 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

The report exceeds 30-page limit. All other procedural requirements seem to be complied with.  

 

2) IAB scrutiny process 
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