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1) Impact Assessment Board Opinion 

(A) Context 

This initiative follows commitments made by the Commission in the context of the 
Thematic Strategy on air pollution, in a statement accompanying the adoption of a new 
directive on ambient air quality and in the proposed amendment to European fuel quality 
specifications that would permit a greater use of bio-fuels with a potential increase in 
emissions of petrol vapour. Petrol vapour emitted during the refuelling of passenger cars 
is currently unregulated at the Community level although a significant number of 
Member States have stage II PVR controls in place. 

(B) Positive aspects 

The report clearly demonstrates the problems to be addressed by this initiative, sets 
consistent objectives and examines the appropriate range of policy options. It is clear and 
accessible to a non-specialist reader. 

(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: The report should strengthen the rationale for EU action 
in the field of petrol vapour recovery by further explaining the European dimension 
of the problem, as well as how new action would complement existing initiatives at 
the EU level, such as those on fuel and air quality. The report should clarify some 
methodological aspects relating to the uncertainty in cost estimates, calculation of 
cost-effectiveness, and to the uniformity of some assumptions used. Additional 
clarifications concerning possible combinations of options, their feasibility and 
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expected impacts would further improve the report. During its meeting with the 
board, DG ENV agreed to revise the impact assessment on this basis. 

(1) Explain better why EU action is necessary. The report should present the political 
context of this initiative, the political commitments that have been made to act, and 
explain better the European dimension of the problem in economic terms. It should 
explain why EU action is necessary in addition to i) existing Member States' obligations 
to maintain certain air quality levels (contained in the National Emissions Ceilings 
Directive), and ii) existing stage II petrol recovery regulations in the majority of Member 
States. The report should also explain why this initiative is the necessary complement of 
the proposed EU fuel quality legislation. The report would also benefit from discussing 
how the functioning of the internal market would be improved by harmonising technical 
specifications for stage n equipment. 

(2) Clarify methodological aspects. Given that the report provides a rather detailed 
analysis of costs and benefits, the reason for uncertainty in its cost estimates for the 
preferred option should be explained. For calculations of cost-effectiveness of different 
options, the broad welfare perspective should be adopted (i.e. taxes should not be 
included in the costs). In addition, the costs and benefits for consumers should be 
discussed, for example if under the preferred option they might be charged twice for the 
same petrol. The report should clarify if all assumptions about life-time/refurbishment 
rate of stations equipment apply uniformly throughout all the options. 

(3) Clarify possible combinations of options, why certain options are feasible in the 
US but not in Europe, and the impact on national compliance regimes. The report 
should clarify if automatic monitoring of all stage II equipment, provided for under 
option 3d, could also be combined with options other than option 3c. The report should 
also clarify why Onboard Refuelling Vapour Recovery is deemed cost-effective in the US 
but not in Europe (and how this relates to the different regulatory situation in the US). 
Moreover, the report should explain how this initiative would influence the compliance 
regimes in Member States. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 

It appears that all procedural requirements have been complied with. The executive 
summary should be clear about what practical benefits this initiative would produce 
should it come into force. 
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