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due to be voted in Plenary 27 October 
Please find attached the EPEE position on the 38 amendments tabled to the Common Position on the proposal for a regulation on certain fluorinated greenhouse gases in the context of discussions and the upcoming vote within the Environment Committee. EPEE has some 11 priority amendments which are specifically highlighted in the attached table. An overview of our position below highlights EPEE’s priorities. We have highlighted the priority amendments by key articles and key themes of concern:
The European Partnership for Energy and the Environment (EPEE) represents businesses involved in the development and manufacture of refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment which relies on HFCs as a refrigerant,
EPEE SUPPORTS: Amendments 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 23, 24, 28, 29
EPEE REJECTS: Amendments 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 22, 25, 26, 27, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36
On Legal Base
Amendment 1






REJECT 
EPEE believes that the proposal should take sufficiently into account the internal market impact of such legislation. The legal base of the proposal should reflect the centre of gravity of the proposal. The proposal is about protecting the Internal Market in products (containing fluorinated gases) and for workers handling these gases. 

The use of a single Environmental legal base (Article 175 EC) would result in greatly increased costs and unnecessary intra-EU trade barriers, such as a plethora of varying national laws, without guaranteeing greater protection for the environment. While some of the provisions in the Common Position meet exclusively environmental protection objectives (Article 175), thus assisting in the European Union (EU) meeting its commitments under the Kyoto Protocol. Other provisions deal with the internal market (articles 7 (labelling), 8 (Control of Use) and 9 (Placing on the Market)) making it essential that these articles be based on an internal market legal basis (Article 95). 
On Control of Use (Article 7), Placing on the Market (Article 8) and Annex II

Amendments 34, 35, 36






REJECT 
EPEE believes that no additional bans should be introduced. Unnecessarily restricting the use and application of HFCs will ultimately be to the detriment of the environment. EPEE believes there is a continuing role for HFCs, once used responsibly, to provide efficient, low risk systems that offer significant benefits when compared to alternatives.
These amendments make a range of appliances using F-gases illegal without consideration of their likely negative impact, high costs and consequences. Such use bans would condemn the use of HFCs across 90% of applications in the refrigeration and air-conditioning sector. This includes applications such as service cabinets used in drink dispensers, freezers, food storage, medical chillers and many others. Such use-bans would have a disproportionate impact on the refrigeration and air-conditioning (RAC) sector compared to the 

potential savings in greenhouse gas emissions. Bans should only be considered when improved containment is not possible.
On Labelling (Article 7) 

Amendment 25







REJECT 
EPEE considers labels including a reference to the GWP of fluorinated gases are unnecessary and misleading.
EPEE believes that stating the GWP is completely unnecessary as this provision only applies to products and equipment dealt with by certified personnel, not consumers. These personnel will be fully aware of the substances and their GWP contained in such equipment. Consumers will not benefit from such provision at all as they will not see them.
On the Promotion of Alternatives

Amendments 6, 8, 26, 






REJECT 
EPEE believes that the aggressive push for alternative refrigerants is not necessarily of benefit to the environment
The perfect refrigerant does not exist. It is crucial that users choose the optimal refrigerant for each specific application. In order to do this, users must carefully weigh the different properties of each refrigerant, taking into account safety and energy efficiency. 

Technological innovation is not limited to alternatives to F-gases. Nor are alternative technologies always ‘more environmentally friendly’. These amendments imply that the use of alternatives to F-gases always delivers better results in terms of energy efficiency. This is misleading and inaccurate, since recent technological innovation in F-gases applications has led to the development of a new generation of HFC systems with improved energy efficiency and reduced refrigerant emissions compared to systems designed in 2000. When undertaking considerations, one should always take into account the total global warming impact of the whole product throughout its life cycle.

On Reporting

Amendment 22,






REJECT
Amendments 23, 24






ACCEPT

The reporting of the future Regulation together with the containment provisions will be crucial in ensuring a better understanding of actual emissions. EPEE supports any provisions that work in this direction, in a consistent and workable fashion.

Amendment 22 would increase the bureaucracy and cost around the reporting system  by requiring registration for each systems installed unnecessarily, without supporting the aim to get a better picture of actual emissions. This amendment is also redundant as the containment provisions require detailed records (logbooks) to be kept for each piece of equipment containing F-gases. 
Amendments 23 and 24 make the link between the data gathered under the containment provisions (i.e. logbook for each application using F-gases) and the reporting provisions much stronger. A sampling of logbooks will ensure this information is combined with requirements for producers to report on production, import and export of F-gases.

***

� These amendments cover a range of use bans – those of concern to EPEE relate specifically to proposed ban on: domestic refrigeration (Amendment 34); industrial and commercial refrigeration (Amendment 35); and stationary air-conditioning (Amendment 36). 
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