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Abstract

The EPRTR Regulation established a databmseeleases and transfers of pollutants framK S 9! Q&
largest (agro-)industrial activities with the objective of providing public access to environmental
information to enableinformed participation in decisiemaking. The evaluation of the-BRTR
Regulationidentified the followingareas forpotentialrefinement activitiesand activity thresholds,
pollutants andreportingthresholds, iformation to track progress towards the circular economy and
the decarbonisation of industryeporting modalitiesaccess to informatioand releases from diffuse
sources and produs. Ths study has been carried out followirthe Better Regulation Impact
Assessment guideline& package of four policy options a8 measureds put forwardto increase
effectiveness of the Regulation and its alignment with the Industrial Emissicegiie and other
pieces of environmental legislation, to exparsdscopein terms of both activities and pollutants, to
allow for benchmarking of environmental performance of facilities and to better support the
decarbonisation of industrial activitieBhe increase in administrative burden for industrial operators
andauthorities is moderated by the adoptiontop-down reporting for the intensive livestoakd the
aquaculture secta Positive human health ancheironmental impactare expected to beenerated
indirectly by providingn incentive to imprové I O A feKoinfari®d Q
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1 Introduction: political and legal context

In light of Europé y | Y A 2 y Oté reducé @mviibrnnfal impactdeclared in he European
Green Dea(EGDY) and the CirculaEconomy Action Pl&nindustrial activities are more than ever
needed to contribute to the transformation into a sustainable economy. Understanding and
benchmarking the impacts of these activities through ttada provided by theeuropean Pollutant
Releasand Transfer Regist@EPRTIRs crucial for engaging stakeholders and driving action

The main objective of the-ERTR Regulatidis to empower Hropeancitizens with environmental

data that allows informed participation in environmental decisioaky’ 3 2y (G KS 91-Qa&a €I N
)industrial activitiesThe Commission announced in tB&Dthat it would aim to improve access to

justice in environmental matters&nd the EPRTR should form an important dataset for this activity
Moreover, the EGIBommits he Commission to revideU measures to address pollution from large

industrial installations and make them consistent with climate, energy and circular economy policies

whilst contributing to steeingthe EU towards zero pollution.

The EPRTR aldoanspogs the Kyiv Protocat for the EUThe Kiv Protocol was the first legally binding
international instrument on pollutant release and transfer registers. Its objectiét® snhance public
access to information through the establishment of cohereatjonwide pollutant release and
transfer registers (PRTRSAs the Protocol dates from 2003, there are ongoing UNECE discussions on
how the Protocol might be updated to better reflect current knowledge and needs

The EPRTR Regulati@stablished a regter of pollutant releasgand transfers at the EU levahd
providespublic access to environmental information on pollutant releasesir, water and soiand

on wastetransfers from over 34,000 of Europe's largest industrial facilities. This coheragrated
database of the annual mass dllutant releases and transfers is intended to support closer public
engagemenin environmental decisiomaking.Policymakers, academics, and rpovernment and
environmental advocacy organisations and operatargke extensive use of the-BERTR fothe
assessment of impacts and comparing environmental performance.

The ultimate aim of developing a publicly accessible environmental information system is to provide
I Y S OK Loyftibativig taithe ability of every pson of present and future generations to live in
an environment adequate to his or her health and welhd' (PRTRyiv Protocol).

Article 5 of the FPRTR Regulation defines its scope through references to:

1 Annex Ic which describes the activities cost;
1 Annex Ig which defines the pollutants and the release thresholds that trigger reporting.

Operators report annual releases to their Member State competent authority when an activity is
above the Annex | capacity threshold and that activity emitaifaolits above the Annex Il thresholds.

The EPRTR evolved from theuropean Pollutant Emission Register (EPER), which was created to
provide the first Ebvide inventory of releases arising from activities under the Integrated Pollution
Prevention and ConttdDirective (IPPCD; 1996/61/EQhe activities covered by the EPER mapped

1 https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities2019-2024/europeangreendeal_en

2 https:/lec.europa.eu/environment/topics/circulaeconomy/firg-circulareconomyactionplan_en

3 https:/leur-lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?qid=1589378556665&uri=CELEX:32006R0166
4 https://lunece.org/envipp/former%20bodiesvorkinggroupprirsintroduction
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directly onto Annex | of the IPPCIo key factors led to asubsequentdivergence of activities covered
by the inventory and the regulatory regime:

1. In 2006 the EPER evolved into theFRTR in order to deliver Annex 1 of thevkPRTR
Protocol. This resulted in an extended scope for the Annex | activities, e.g. urban wastewater
treatment plants, aquaculture and mining/quarrying.

2. 1In 2010, the Industrial Emisss Directive (IED; 2010/75/EU) replaced the IPPCD and sectoral
directives and introduced additional activities for regulatory control, e.g. waste recovery.

An important development arising from the IED is the consolidation of several repmetingements

into a single system, the smlled EU Registry on Industrial Sit€ghis Register compiles, in a single
data flow, information that identifies, gelmcates and provides defining attributes of industrial
activities under the scope of severpieces of EU law, including the IED Chapter II, Ill and IV
installations/plants and the-PRTR Regulation Annex | facilitielsis system enables interlinkages of
databases that were, in the past, independent reporting flows and now enables theatreskng of
data. It also implied a change in the operation of thRBEETR reporting and its integration with the
Emission Inventory for Large Combustion Plaiitgere is also a legal dimension to these changes,
namely the adoption of implementing decisions, omeder the IED (EU/2018/1135) and one under
the EPRTR Regulation (EU/2019/1741).

Potential EPRTR problem areas have been identified by a number of specific Commission initiatives,
as well as general implementation feedback from stakeholders. In Decedidat, the BPRTR
evaluatior? concluded that the PRTR is generalifit for purpose, but there were some areas for
possible refinement, including:

1 The EPRTR can be made more efficient and coherent if there is further harmonisation with
closelyrelated environmental reporting obligations.

1 Adding more contextual data to the existingPRTR would improve its effectiveness as a
comprehensive source of environmental information. This could help benchmark the
environmental performance of industrial activities.

1 Improving knowledge in areas of current weaknesg. waste transfers, diffuse emissions,
releases in products.

Y Raise awarenessoftheaEw ¢ wQ&a SEA&AGSYyOS FyR AYyONBI &8 dza SN

This reportdocuments the work carried outo support the Commission ipreparing theimpact
assessmentfdhe potential revisionof the EPRTR Regulation, includihg definition of the problems
to be tackled,identification of a range of options to address these problerti® analysisof
stakeholde& f@edback, andhe assesment of theimpactsof the selected policy options

There are a number of initiativeffecting other European environmental legislatitiat areclosely
linkedt

1 The revision of th€ED

1 The revision of th&Jrban Waste Water Treatment Plant Directfi®VWTD);’

1 The evision of lists of pollutants affecting surface and groundwatamder the Water
Framework Directive (WFD)

5 https:/irod.eionet.europa.eu/obligations/721

6 https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80m5bc4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0ed 2/library/f2f2de66
2d30-453-adaf0a0c51a67ffe?p=1&n=10&sort=modified DESC

7 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?2uri=CELEX:31991L0271
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2 Methodology

2.1 Impact assessment

Theanalysis of problemsollowed the major steps advised in BR Guidelines Tool Hiidrvention
logic, an analytical tool used to understand and visualise how an intervention solves a specific
challenge, was used to establish the links between problem drivers and policy options.

The development of thbaseline andanalysis of optionsincluding the devejoment of baseline, was
based on the principles set out in BR Guidelines Tool # 17. In patrticular, an initial sSBERGRE
(sub)policy options was screened by using a set of criteria for determining which options to include or
not as advised in BR GuidelinTool # 17.

Description and where possible quantification of the economic, social and environniraptadts of

the shortlisted options followed the BR Guidelines Tool # 19. The main direct impacts were quantified

and monetised (for both the baselinend the policy options under consideration). Furthermore,

indirect impacts were quantified, where possible, and if not then they were assessed qualitatively with

a clear indication of their nature and likely magnitu@ests and benefitarere disaggregateds far

as possible, according to eachidentifiable action under the different options and identified according

to the standard typology of costs (e.g., administrative, enforcement) and benefits (BR Guidelines Tool

#58 and #59). Thassessmentvas undertakn in line with the Better Regulation Guidelines and, in

LI NGAOdzZ I NE / KFLIGSN)y 2F GKS ¢22tf02E 6aaSiK2R&aX

Stakeholder consultatiorollowed the advice outlined in BR Guidelines Tools ##8356. In line with

BR GuidelineFool #54questionnaire surveysvere used to allow the stakeholders and the public to
voice their opinions on the improvement of theFRTR. To avoid limitations of a questionnaire survey
in terms of the focus on prdefined answer options, open questioasnd followup interviews were
designed.Descriptive statisticsand MS Excel were used for the analysis of quantitative data. Visual
aids were used for the presentation of quantitative data. For interpreting qualitative tteganatic
analysiswas applied ad supported by NVivo content analysis software.

2.2 Data sources and analytical support

Desk research has comprised literature and evidence assessment, as well as quantitative assessment
related to administrative burden.

Evidence and literature have been soamidrom:

References in thderms ofReference for the PRTR impact assessment support study;
Qurrent work being undertaken by project partners;

Reports and other evidence signposted thye EuropeanGommission;

The parallel study supporting the impagsessment of the revision of the IED;

Areview ofthe literature;

Respondents to stakeholdaronsultation activities;

The analysis of the-BERTR dat@vhich providecthe likely number of facilities to be impacted
by different policy options

ERE e I ]

Theinclusion of additional activities and the assessment of the administrative burden has been
informed by the consultation of Eurostat statistics and the EU Registry on Industrial Sites. The inclusion
of additional pollutants has been informed by the conatittn of other EU environmental legislation
YR 9dzNRLISIY /KSYAOFf&a !3SyoeQa RFEGlIolFaSao
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2.3 Field research

2.3.1 Open public consultation

An online OPC offered the opportunity for interested individuals fadhstakeholder groups to give
their opinion on the revisio of the IED and -BRTR Regulation. The OPC was launched on the
| 2YYA&aaAz2yQa oSoairiidSo

The questionnairépresented in Annex 3hcluded 24 questions, of which four were specific tothe E
PRTR. Submissions to the OPC were analysed qualitatively and afireitit All multiplechoice
guestions were summarised for results by stakeholder group.

OPC results are presented in Section Al.1 of Annex 1.

2.3.2 Targeted stakeholder engagement: online survey

To gather information from stakeholders who have a good understendf the implementation of

the EPRTR, a combination of targeted stakeholder consultation methods was used. A targeted online
survey (questionnaire presented in Annex ®as used to gather the views of key groups of
stakeholders, including Member Stateuthorities (at any level of administration andRRTR
implementation), industry (individual company or trade body) or other type of organisations (e.g.
NGO, research body).

TSS results are presented in Section Al1.2 of Annex 1.

2.3.3 Interviews

Targeted telephonénterviews to complement the online survey took place with representatives of
regional and national competent authorities, European institutions, representatives éEbbRRTRS,
representatives of the Kyiv Bureau, industry associations, civil societygther key stakeholders.

Additional details are provided in Section Al1.3 of Annex 1.

2.3.4 Focusgroups

Focus group discussions were held to complement the online survey and interviews. Representatives
of Member State authorities, industry associations and thé&O community took part in the
discussion. Attendance at the focus group was by invitation only. Two focus groups were organised to
tackle different problem areas.

Additional details are provided in Section A1.3 of Annex 1.

2.3.5 Stakeholder workshops

Two work$iops were held online before the consultation process had started and after the OPC and
the TSS were closed.

Additional details are provided in Section Al1.3 of Annex 1.

8 https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-requlation/haveyour-sayiinitiatives/191 3Evaluationof-the-
IndustriatEmissiondirective/publieconsultation it
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2.4 Robustness of the evidencand level of confidence

The level of credibility that can h@aced in each source of information that has been used for the
assessment varies. In principle, sources of information that are based on measured or reported
information are believed to be quite certain. However, even in these cases the robustness slepend
on the correct measuring and reporting of the parameter concerned. It is assumed that even if there
are errors, these are not systematic and there is not concerted manipulation.

In other cases, literature mayeavilydrawon stakeholder opinion, or be Is&d on a small sample or
have other features that weaken its robustnekgerature which originates from stakeholders with a
particular vested intereshas beentreated with great caution as itmay present information
selectively to support an argumertté¢ stakeholdersvish to pursue.

Stakeholder opinion presents similar risks to stakeholder sourced literature. In their opinions,
stakeholders may be seeking to manipulate the results to support their preferred outcome. Inthe case

of this assessmenindustry hold opposite views to researchers and NGOs on many of the problem

areas identified. In general, industry opposes drastic changes to the scope of the Regulation, pointing

to the potential for significant increases in the administrative burden.v€msely, researchers and

NGOs would like to see a significant revision of the Regulation. It seems relatively likely that

I dzi K2ZNAGASAQ 2LIAYA2YyA ¢g2dd R 0S Y2NB 202SO0AGS:
specific outcomes inmind. ItistheBeNS y 2 G &adz2NLINA &aAy3d GGKFG aSYoSNI {i
to lie between those of NGOs and industry.

The level of confidence in the assessment is a result of the robustness of each of the individual
information sources used and the degree to whilé different sources could be used to corroborate
each other.

The weakest confidence is associated with answers where the only information available is
stakeholder opinion. Foall areas of investigatignthe opinion expressed in the survelias been
supported and contrasted with the opinions expressed in interviews or focus grovpere possible

aidl 1 SK2ft RS Nhrpardwith théfindings Ndn literature to achieve a higher degree of
confidence.

In the case of the assessment of the administtburden, it has not been always possible to isolate
the burden attributable to the PRTR Regulation from that attributable to the ki Db implementing

a national PRTR, particularly where it may have a broader scope than the Reglagonthe
stakeholders involved in the implementation of these two legal instruments found difficult to clearly
separate the tasks, and therefore the administrative burden, required by the IED andRRIE
Regulation.
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3 Problem definition and objectives

3.1 Overview

This gction highlights the problems with the curretHRTR data flows identifidey theevaluations
and reviewf the EPRTR10 and the IEDL Problems result in a lack of usability of th BTR dataset
to inform the public and decisiemakers. Problems relate to cases where tHeRETR lacks:

1 Gompleteness because ofmissing activitiessub-activities and pollutants for important
industrial processesas well ascases wherdoo high thresholds mean that not enough
facilities report theirreleases The original aim of th&PER, the predecessor of tB€RTR
was to capture 90% dbtal industrial releasesn Europefor each pollutant?. The current
reporting thresholds do not guarantebe capture of 90% ofeleases and transferfsom
indugrial facilitiesfor at least some pollutants

1 Transparencybecause ofackof activitydetailsneeded to understand, prioritise and develop
options for reducing emissionand a lack of detail on howeportedreleases and transfers
are derived.

1 Comparallity, because ofdifferent definitions between FPRTR and IED complicating
reporting and slowing @lvn decisive action.

1 Consistency between methods used to derive releases and transfers reposadh
undermine confidence in the datasets ammderfere with a clear understanding of trends in
releases.

1 Accuracy withthe calculation and estimation of some emissions through the use of
inappropriate and/or outdated default emission factors and methodologies.

1 Timdiness, due tadelaysin publishing datdecatse oftime lags in reporting and review of
reported data.

9 Hexibility to update activities, pollutants and thresholds as new evidence and science arise.

Section3.2 highlights theeproblems in more detail.

The analysis of problems followed the major steplwised in BR Guidelines Tool #14. Intervention
logic, an analytical tool used to understand and visualise how an intervention solves a specific
challenge, was used to establish the links between problem drivers and policy options.

The scope of the-BRTRhas not changed since 200¢ét, EU industial activities (including those
covered by other EU policiesds well as the pollutantsmitted, havecontinued to evolve Research
hasprovided evidenceon theimpacts of new and existing pollutants. New legfisin (including the
development of the IED) continues improve thefocus on minimisation of industrial releases and
necessitate associated reportingrequirements Moreover, the Strategy on Chemicals for
Sustainability® was adopted in October 202@ighighting issues such as the need to address risks
from chemicals across policy areas, and to include some horizontal proposals to enhance consistency
between water and other legislation on chemicals, for example as regards risk assessment and

9  https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80m5bc4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e4 2/library/f2f2de66
2d30-453aadaf0a0c51a67ffe?p=1&n=10&sort=modified DESC

10 hitps://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80mbbc4c2bb0fc-9c597dde0e42/library/b4eacd6d
4425479aa22577306de6b060?p=1&n=10&sort=modified DESC

11 https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/06f33a988294eeeb187-21bb783a0fbflibrary/3ff25cee0264 1bb
ae5b450cel115ef2?p=1&n=10&sort=modified DESC

12 European Commission (2000), Guidance Document for EPER implementation.
13 https://ec.europa.eu/environment/pdf/chemicals/2020/10/Strategy.pdf
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https://ec.europa.eu/environment/pdf/chemicals/2020/10/Strategy.pdf

approaches t@roups of substances or data sharing between different legislative areas. It also includes
actions to address certain groups of substances of very high concern, such as endocrine disruptors,
persistent mobile and toxic, and very persistent and very mahilestances, and specificafigr- and
polyfluoroalkyl substance@FAp

The following subsections provide an overview of the evaluations of #ARER and the IED.

3.2 Evaluations of the PRTR and the IED

3.2.1 EPRTR Regulation evaluated under thRegulatory Fithess and
Performance (REFIT) programme017

In20162017 the EPRTR Regulation was evaluated as part of the Regulatory Fitness and Performance
(REFIT) programrte!® 16, The EPRTR was determined to be an effective instrument for providing a
comprehersive and detailed dataset on industrisdleases and transferdnformation beyond the
requirements of theKyivProtocolwas determined to beefficiently collected. Concerns were raised
aboutthe coherence of the PRTR with data reported under related eommental legislation, such

as the IED and waste legislation. Finally, the evaluation determined that-BRRTR provides added
value for thepublic, operators and policymakers as it ensures consistent implementation éfyikie
Protocol, enabling compatiae assessments between Member States.

The EPRTR evaluation identified the following areas for refinement:

! Updating the existing Elével guidance to aid consistent interpretation of reporting
requirements.

1 Further harmonisation with closely relatedvironmental reporting.

! Addressing areas of weakness in reporting such as waste transfers, diffuse emissions and
releases in products

1 Simplifying the triennial obligation for Member States to report GREETR implementation.

1 Providing more contextual date improve the @ w¢ wQa SFTFFSOGAQBSySaa | &
source of environmental information, including environmental performance.

{1 Raising awareness of theFRTR and increasing user numbers.

3.2.2 Review of EPRTR implementation and related guidang2020

The/ 2 YYA & & A Rgvievial &RWB¢ wW A YLIE SYSyYy G A2y rdvighed e St | ( SR
completeness of th&&PRTR activitiepollutants and thresholdscompared with the IED, with the

needs of other European environmental legislation, with recent work gy ®ECD to harmonise
international PRTR definitions of sectors and pollutant lists, and with emerging evidence on new
activities and pollutants of concerifhe workidentified and suggested the inclusion of additional

activities and pollutants to improvehe Et w¢ wQa | f A 3y Y, Stfiel EubopednKUnionK S L 9 5
mediumspecific legislatioand emerging environmental concerns

14 https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80m5bc4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e4 2/library/f2f2de66
2d30-453aadaf0a0c51a67ffe?p&n=10&sort=modified DESC

15 https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?qid=1513176768325&uri=SWD:2017:7 1&R¢tN
https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?0id=1513176822493&uri=SWD:2017:711:FIN

16 https://eur -lex.europa.eu/legatontent/EN/TXT/?20id=1513173747248&uri=COM:2017:810:FIN
17 https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80km5sbec4c2bb0fc-9c597ddeOe4 2/library/b4eacd6d
4425479aa22577306de6b060?p=1&n=10&sort=modified DESC
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https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80b-a5bc-4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e42/library/f2f2de66-2d30-453a-adaf-0a0c51a67ffe?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80b-a5bc-4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e42/library/f2f2de66-2d30-453a-adaf-0a0c51a67ffe?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1513176768325&uri=SWD:2017:710:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1513176822493&uri=SWD:2017:711:FIN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1513173747248&uri=COM:2017:810:FIN
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80b-a5bc-4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e42/library/b4eacd6d-4425-479a-a225-77306de6b060?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC
https://circabc.europa.eu/ui/group/f80de80b-a5bc-4c2b-b0fc-9c597dde0e42/library/b4eacd6d-4425-479a-a225-77306de6b060?p=1&n=10&sort=modified_DESC

Suggested revisions to the list ofPRTR activities included adding magnesium oxide production,
carbon capture and storage and a navetalworking activity; revising-BRTR subctivity definitions

to align with the IED for cement and lime production and hazardous waste management; lowering the
capacity threshold for combustion plants to 20 MW toinclude larger facilities covered bjateim
Combustion Plant Directive (MCRRidlowering the capacity threshold from 100,000 population
equivalents (p.e.) to 15,000 p.e. to capture 90% of releases from plants covered by the Urban Waste
Water Treatment Directive (UWWTD). A fdpwnapproach to estimating releases to air and water
from intensive cattle rearing was also elaborated.

Relevant pollutants not currently in the-ERTR but which are covered by a number of initiatives
focussed on environmental protection were identified byiesving:

Annex |l of the IED;

Pollutants with associated emission levels in BAT conclusions;

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) priority substances and watch lists;
The Stockholm Convention and Gothenburg Protocol;

The OECD shortlist of PRTR pollutantd; an

Substances of concern in other scientific literature.

= =4 -8 8 8 9

A total of 38 pollutants were suggested for addition to th€ETR pollutant list to enable more
comprehensive tracking of environmental initiatives. Twefatyr of the pollutants listed in the-E
PRTHRegulation Annex Il haumeen bannedor severely restricteénd have been reported in low
quantities in recent yeardHowever, their retention was advised sinteir removal would impact
historical time series as well as international comparisons ofremviental pressures.

The degree othe capture of industrial releases by the currerPRTR lists of activities and pollutant
reporting thresholds was also evaluated to assess whether the target 90% capture of all industrial
releases was being achieved itz EPRTR. The work concluded that for some pollutaetss than

90% of releases were being capturedweringthe reporting threshold for 11 pollutants to air and 14
pollutants to water would enable 90% capture of all industrial releaséisese polluants. The work

also concluded thateducing activity capacity thresholds to capture smaller facilities will not
necessarily increase the amount of release repordgmerous smaller facilitiemdividually release
smaller amounts of substances and may #fere be below the pollutant reporting thresholds. The
current EPRTR annexes (I and I1) do not set actpatiutant reporting thresholdshat would enable

the EPRTR reporting to be more targeted and complete

The project also proposed possible revisido the EPRTR Guidance document that amrirhprove

the consistency, coherence and quality of data reported to tHeRE' R by Member States. This work
was based on reviews of national facility reporting guidance and consultation with industry trade
assogtions. The recommendations were designed to help operators and competent authorities to
allocate resources to quantifying and reviewing releases more effectively and included a sector
specific approach to -BRTR reporting requirements (e.g. prescribing permitting different
guantification methods such a$e use of continuous monitoring or tegown versus bottorrup
approach, defining pollutants that should be present in significant quantities, and different release
thresholds).

3.2.3 Evaluation of the Indusial Emissions Directive (2010/75/EQR020

This studyassessed the effectiveness, efficiency, relevance, coherence and EU added value of the IED.
The IED is the primary instrument in place for the reduction and minimisation of environmental harm
from industrial facilities and installations and has the objective to prevent and control the pollution of
air, water, or soil caused by industrial installations. TEBsets out the main principles for permitting

and controlling large industrial installations lealson an integrated approacls defined in BAT
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Reference documents (BREFBAT should be applied to reach a high level of environmental
protection. The IED covers around 50 000 installations in the EU. Thematic data on releases and
transfers to support prformance and progress trackiageprovided by the PRTR.

The IED evaluation involved a detailed review of available literature and datasets from across the EU.
The study gathered evidence and views from Member States, industry, NGOs and other se&isehold
on the functioning of the IED through open public consultation, targeted stakeholder survey,
interviews, focus groups and workshops. Issues of most relevance toRRTR included gaps and
limitations in public access to information, as required by tBED, which is necessary to understand
and influence facilityevel impacts and permitting processes. The study also flagged coherence issues
betweenthe IED and #PRTR (plus wider policies) around sectoral representation and pollutant
inconsistencies. Kelimitations of the EPRTR as a policy and performance evaluation tool were
highlighted as a result of nemandatory and poor reporting of activity, consumption and production
information. Ongoing issues and challenges associatedthétimplementation d the IED were also
identified and will inform future IED development actions. Most notably, an inception impact
assessment has been published for the revision ofl&Bwith a focus on the following key themes
that were identified as part of the evaluati:

1 There may be sectors outside the IED scope that cause high pollution and for which the IED
could be an appropriate policy instrument.
9 /2YLI NroAftAGe 2F aSYOSNI {dFGSaQ AYLX SYSyil (
conclusions, into permits and veriiton.
Contribution to reducing industrieleasego water.
Elaboration of BAT conclusions.
Public access to information, participationin decision making and access to justice.
Contribution to the circular economy.
Interaction with industrydecarbonisation efforts.
Coherence with other EU legislation.

= =4 4 -8 4

3.2.4 Linkages to the IED and the EU Registry on Industrial Sites
Linkages between the-PRTR and the IED

The EPRTR represents the primary inventory of releases that can be used to evaleiptegress of

EU environmental policies and whether these measures are effective. However, becaudeRAKRE
Regulation and IED were developed at different times, the activities and pollutants covered by the IED
are similar but not always exactly the saasthose covered by the-BRTR, thus limiting the potential

for the EPRTR to be used to fully evaluate the progress of theTh&$e differences were explored

in the recent Commission study oAPRTR implementation and inclute

Activities not covered by the PRTR but included in the IEMagnesium oxide production (IED
activity 3.1(c)) and G@apture and storage installations (IED activity 6.9) were considered appropriate
for inclusion in the PRTR due to their high emission potential.

Activities covered byoth the EPRTR and IED but with different capacity threshol@igere are no
cases where |ED thresholds were lower than tHeRE R thresholds. Rire production of woodbased
panels (IED activity 6.1(c)), the production of food products from vegetablenaterials (IED activity
6.4(a)(ii)), and wood impregnation (IED activity 6, it capacity thresholds in theERTR are lower
than in the IED and therefore cover more facilities. Retention of tRKRER capacity thresholds for
these activities was recomended to maintain consistency of theFRTR time series and provide a
complete picture of releases from these sectors.
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Activities covered by the FPRTR and the IED with different stdategoriesIn two casesthere are
inconsistent sulcategories for IEBnd EPRTR activities. For these, adopting thecategories of the

IED for the PRTR could be considered for gasification and liquefaction with two types of fuel category
in (IED activity 1.4) and for cement and lime productiaemich is divided into mductrelated
categoriesin IED activity 3.1.

Activities with missing subcategories.The IED includes a more detailed breakdown of disposal or
recovery of hazardous and nérzardous waste than the-BRTR. The-BRTR activities could be
extended in detdto align with the IED subategories for both hazardous and rbazardous waste,
along with explicitly including the recovery, as well as disposal, chaaardous waste.

Pollutants covered by the IEDror most of the groups of substances listed in &anH of the IED, the
EPRTR already requires reporting of one or more substances. Some of these groups of substances or
substance categories are broadly defined to enable regulators to address specific circumstances at
specific installations. For instancelthough carcinogenic, mutagenic or reprotoxicant (CMR)
substances and mixtures are listed, no further details are provided in the IED on how to identify such
substances and mixtures. Many CMR substances are intermediate products generated within closed
systems. Others, such as pesticides, are more widely used in open systems but are already included in
Annex |l of the PRTR or in lists related to other legislation such as the WFD and the Stockholm
Convention (and these lists were reviewed for inclusiothe EPRTR). There are two instances where

the IED Annex Il includes categotiest may be considered for inclusion in thePRTR, specifically

fine particulate matter (PW¥s) to air and materials in suspension (or total suspended solids, TSS) in
water.

Pollutants where AELs have been set for BAT sectAssuming that defining specific pollutant lists

for different BAT sectors (i.e. for differentHRTR activities) would be onerous and burdensome (an
assumption that could be evaluated during this pat)eit was suggested that only pollutants where
AELs have been set for at least two BAT sectors be included in Annex of |1 - ¢tRAGRER egulation.

For air, pollutants would be formaldehyde, hydrogen sulphide, antimony, cobalt, manganese, thallium
and vanadium; for water, the pollutants would be TSS and sulphates.

Alignmentbetweenthe scope of the&=PRTRnNd the IED othese issues would ensure the#RTR can
providemore comprehensive and complete information to evaluate the effectiveness and progress o
the IED As the IED is also under revisitinere is a window of opportunity to align both policies in
terms of sectoral and pollutant coverage as far as possible.

Another difficulty in relation to alignment between theHRTR and the IED exists wherer@rthan

one type of activity listed in-BRTR Annex | is carried out by an operator. In these cases, the total
aggregated facility releases are reported to th@[ETR rather than the activispecific releases. This

prevents the separation of releases el for an IED activitgpecific assessment. The impact of
requiringreleasesand transfeis 2 0 S NBLR-NUGRE x e | f YAEHQT ADPSP o8&
more complete understanding of the effects of different BAT, could be assessed dusimydject.

EU Registry on Industrial Sites

The EU Registry on Industrial Sitee’ 9! wS3IAAaGNEBQU ¢l a RS@St2LISR (2
administrative, permit and IED implementing information (e.g. applicable BAT conclusions and
derogations) for different typgof industrial entities subject to EU environmental legislatioaluding

the EPRTR Regulation and the IED. The EU Registry thus address many of the concerns about
coherence raised during theBRTR evaluation. Its specific legal basis is the second IED Commission
Implementing Decision (EU/2018/1135) and thePETR Comssion Implementing Decision
(EU/2019/1741), which together define the data fields that should be reported. By following the
Infrastructure for Spatial Information in EuroNSPIREProduction Facilities data model, the EU
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Registry can resolve relationph between facilities subject to theeBRTR Regulation and their
constituent installations that are subject to the IHBportantly, as well as enabling understanding of
how releases reported to the-ERTR relate to emissions reported to Buge combusbn plant (@)
inventory, the EU Registry can definitively relate entities subjeciRRER reporting (for which release
and transfer data are available) to those regulated by the IED (for which regulatory information and
permits are available).

¢ KS sAr@lustflal Emissions Portélaslaunched at Green Week in June 20®iings together
information on the largest industrial complexes in Europe, releases and transfers of regulated
substances to all media (air, water and land), waste transéergvell & more detailed data on energy
input and emissions for large combustion plantstie EUMember Statesas well asin Iceland,
Liechtenstein, Norway, Serbia, Switzerland andUWikeThe informationcontained within the portal
includes that which ieeportedunderthe IEQvia the EU Registry on Industrial Sitasd the EPRTR.

3.3 Problems to be tackled

Sixoverarchingproblem aeasand an additionasevensubproblem areafiave beendentified from
the previous evaluations and reviews discussed abdveseare:

1) Activities and activityhresholds:

a) Updatingactivitythresholdsto capture 90% of releases and transfers for existing actiyities
b) Adding additional activitiesand or sukactivities (and thresholds to be definedjo be
consistent with IED and othenediaspecificissue monitoring

2) Pollutants and theithresholds
a) Updating pollutant thresholds to capture 90% of releases and transfers for exastithg
newly identifiedactivities
b) Adding additionapollutants(and thresholds to be defined) to lmnsistent with IED and
other mediaspecific issue monitoring

3) Adding detailto reportsto support thetrackingprogress of industry towardthe circular
economy

4) Reporting modalities and data flow:
a) Hficiency andnteroperability of reporting
b) Reportingtimeframesand the time lagf reported data
c) Quality of reporting
5) Quality of reports and the accessibility of thePRTR datir the public

6) Releases from diffuse sources and products

18 https://industry.eea.euopa.eu/
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3.3.1 Problem laCurrent activiy thresholdsand definitions

Theoriginal aim of the PRTR was to capture 90% of industrial releases for each polldthatE
PRTHS not capturing the targeted percentagéreleasesrom industrialactivities currently defined

in the reporting requirementsin addition definitions and thresholdsof some activitiesare
inconsistent with the IEBNd other legislation such as the MCPD and UWWIddium combustion
plants, and most urban wastewater treatment plants within the scope of the UWWTD legislation, are
not within the scope of th EPRTR activity listndustrial activities operating iEurope havevolved

since the EPRTR came into forc@herefore, the thresholds for theactivity list in Annex | needs to be
reviewed andupdatedto ensure90% data capture

Six activitiesb(a), 5(b), 5(c), 3(¢)1(b)and 5§), are misaligned with the IED activity list, either in
capacitythreshold or activity descriptionThe IEDevisionis alsoproposing lowering thresholds for
further activities, which could potentially increase the misalignment between tRBRETR and IED
activity lists Additionally activities 1(c) and(f) havecapacitythresholdsthat could be lowered to
capturereleases and transfers from sites under the MCPD or a higheogiop of those under the
UWWTD legislatiori-or examplglowering the capacity threshold for combustion plants to 20 MW to
include larger facilities covered by th@CPD This would add approximately 9% of additional,NO
releases to aiby adding around &00 facilities but woulélsorequire lowering the pollutant reporting
threshold.

The incomplete dataset couldad to alack of visibility of new and emerging environmental problems
resulting fromindustrial activitesandto inability to planmitigationmeasuredor future problems
For examplepolicies and or private sector investmemtay not effectivelyaccount for ancaddress
the problem

Most of the public authorities, researchers and NGOs who patrticipated in the consultation activities
carried outfor this study considered the lowering of activity thresholds as important, while the great
majority of industry stakeholders thought it not at all importamdre details in Sections A6 and
A13.2 of Annex L

3.3.2 Problem 1b:Missingactivities and subactivities

The original aim of the PRTR was to capture 90% of industrial releases for each pollinaostry

in Europe ha changed since the-ERTR came into forée 2006 and thereis a range of emerging
sectors with significant releases of pollutantvhich are not yet included in theHRTR Annex | activity
list. Therefore, Annex | needs to be updatelllissing activities mean that theBRTR does not provide
a complete picture of releases and transfers and cannot be used as a tool to fully underspatcts
and ensure coherent environmental polidynportantly, there are inconsistencies between the IED
and EPRTR activity listeneaning someéEDactivitiesare not reported in the PRTR

Fourteen new activities and stdztivities have been identdd for inclusion. Some examples are:

1) Adding magnesium oxide production to thé®RTR activity list would enhance coherence with
the IED and add 14 facilities. Likewise, adding carbon capture and storage tBRiEREWould
also increase IED coherenedthough the additional number of facilities is uncertain as only
pilot-scale plants currently operate in the EU.

2) Adding a new metalvorking activity would ensure a more completd°’RTR coverage of the
manufacture of motor vehicles, computgrelectrical, traasport and other equipment.
Comparison with international PRTRs shows high releases of metals to air and water from
these sectors, for which further investigation of source processes is needed.
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One of the most prominent problems mentioned in position pagsubmitted in response to the OPC

is the need for greater harmonisation between relevant policies (more details in Sectibr8 Afl.
Annex 1)Authorities, researchers and NGOs who participated to the TSS thdugmportant to
include additional sectors in Annex | of theFRTR Regulation, while most industry stakeholders
considered it not at all important (more details in Section 228.0f Annex 1). Many consultees
suggested specific industrial activities for inclusion, mainly freendreas: transport, agriculture, ship
dismantling, battery technology and mining. Many also mentioned that if the activity is in the scope
of the IED, it should report to thePRTR (more details in Sec8ohl2.6 andA1.3.2 of Annex 1).

3.3.3 Problem 2agExiding pollutants and thresholds

The pollutant listin Annex llis out of date Reportingthresholds require adjusting for existing
pollutants or groups of pollutants to improve the capture of industrieleasesas some reporting
thresholds do not guarantthe capture of 90% afeleasedrom industrial facilities.

Theincomplete capturdor someimportant pollutant releases in the-ERTRthrough inadequate
thresholds)leads to a partialand skewed perspective of the most important pollutants and indaktri
activities This results ipoorly focused policies to reduce releases and undermines the credibility of
the EPRTR dataset for decision makifdpere is currently no provision for dynamic adaptation or
updating of annexes to respond to recent scieatffndings on new or existing pollutant impacts. The
current EPRTR Regulation also does not provide flexibility for ensuring thresholds capture sufficient
reported transfers and releases

The pevious analysis identified that lowering the reporting threshold for 11 pollutants to air and 14
pollutants to water would enable 90% capture of all industrial releases of these pollutants. Analysis
indicated that there is already90% capture of all ingstrial releases for 30 pollutants to air and 35
pollutants to water.

Most OPC respondents, of all stakeholder types, think that there are no pollutants that should be
removed from the EPRTR. Most industry stakeholders considered that reporting thresisbloisid

not be lowered, while some requested that all thresholds should be reviewed at regular intervals
(more details inSectionsA1.1.3 andA\1.2.7of Annex 1).

3.3.4 Problem 2b:Additional pollutants

The current EPRTR reflects 2006 understanding of the maimrenmental issues associated with
Annex | activities and related processes and pollutants. New pollutants and environmental issues have
risen in prominence since theA. recent analysis ofcience and emerging environmental and health
issues(including media-specificpoliciesand legislationhave identified new pollutants of concern
emitted by industrial activities that are not in theHRTRAnnex llist. It is important thatindustry

reports on these pollutantaith appropriatereportingthresholds.There is no provision for dynamic
adaptation or updating of annexes to respond to recent scientific findings on new pollutant impacts

Addingthe 38 pollutantsidentified inthe previous analysit the EPRTR pollutant list would improve
alignment with the lED, European medspecific legislation, and other PRTRs, enabling more
comprehensive tracking of environmental initiatives.

Most industry stakeholders who participated to the OPC indicated that there is no need for additional
pollutants in the EPRTR. Aborities and NGOs provided suggestions, indicating particular pollutants
or groups of pollutants. Some companies and business associatignested careful consideration

and consultation before adding any pollutants to the register, to ensure their aals(more details

in Section A1L.3 of Annex 1). Some position papers submitted in response to thesRd that they
would like to see thePRTR cover a greater range of pollutants. There is a belief that the coverage
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does not reflect current concerngnore details in Section AlL5 of Annex 1)Many consultees
commented on the design of the mechanism to add pollutants, expressing caution over its functioning
and pointing to the BREF (Best available technology reference) documents as the most afgpropria
framework to identify emerging pollutants for monitoring (more details in Section® Aand A13.3

of Annex 1).

3.3.5 Problem 3informationto track progress towards the circular economy
and decarboniation of industry

The European Green Deal commits them@hission to revise EU measures to address industrial
pollution to make them more consistent with climate, energy and circular economy policieswill his
contribute towards the zergollution agenda. The Green Deal commits, inter alia:

1 Adopting an actiorplan towards aero-pollution ambition.
1 Revising EU measures to address pollution from large industrial plants, including both the IED
and the EPRTR.

The EPRTR, in combination with related legislation such as the IED, has untapped potential for
contribdzi Ay3 G2 GKS 9! Qa OANDdzZ I NJ SO2y2Yeé 202SO0A¢
performance

1 There is a benefit in reporting additional data on resource consumptgog. use of energy,
water, raw materials. This also has linkages with options umdsideration in the IED
revision e.g. mandatory application of BANEPLS related to resource consumption.

1 There is also no transparency around the transfer of pollutants in the data reported te the E
PRTR. TheRTR needs proper tracking of pollutaintsransfers and their storage, export or
final release (particularly waste and wastewater).

Additionally, the European Union has committed to reiagimet GHG emissi@of 55%o0f 1990 levels

by 2030. The PRTR offers a mechanism to efficiently trackgpess with the reduction of GHG
emissions from a range of GHG intensive activities. Transparent integration betweiRmE and EU
ETS reporting is needed to provide stakeholders with sufficiently transparent information for decision
making. Although the vefied emissions under EU ETS are publicly avajlabig underlying
background information on activity leveis not. Such informationforms part of the confidential
verification reports ands not available for public scrutinyVith suitable provisionsthe EPRTR could
provide relevant background data fobenchmarking and assessing industrial environmental
performance within and across sectors.

The EPRTR does not provide information that would help stakeholders (citizens, NGOs, competent
authorities, Member States, the Commission) track the performantesahdustry in contributing to

the Green Deal, energy or circular economy commitments. Dathe composition of waste transfers

and resource consumption (e.g. energy, raw materials and water) are currently not included or only
partly included. It is important to notehowever,that production volume will be a mandatory field
under the integraéd EPRTR/LCP reporting from the 302porting year(to be reported in 202),
althoughA Y RA @A Rdzt £ R { I publelyayailable Thig addionalandrmatibnR&uld be

an important contribution to realising the circular economy objectjvakhough this will be limited

for the public andexternal data usersAdditionally, evaluation of this information aneleases
reported under the PRTR and EETS can inform the IEDA infdrngation exchange process and
identify of installations with goo@&nvironmental performance and energy efficienelowever, there
aregaps and difficulties in linking the datasets.

The EPRTR does not provide sufficiently transparent information (resource use and production data
and activity (e.g. technologies/practisaised/waste compositions etc.) and pollutant breakdowns
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(e.g. tydrofluorocarbons KIFCs) andesfluorocarbons(PFCs) which have different global warming
potentials (GWPSs)) for decision making around priorities, potential synergies and conflicts for GHG
emission reductionand other environmental issues and impacts (e.g. circular economy; air, water
and soil pollution).The current EPRTR reporting requirements also do fatilitate transparency
around releases of GHGs and other pollutants froraEHS fadgilies by linking EU ETS installations to
EPRTR facilitieThe EU Registry collects installatiorEELS IDs, thus potentially allowing correlation
with IED installationgind their parent EPRTR facilitiesThis will allow comparison with emissions
reported under the ELETS with those reported to theER TRT here aralsodifferences in scopée.g.
reporting on biomass burning is excludedm EU ET&nd EU ETS is focussed on a much narrower
range of industriesand detail (e.g. EU ETS reports at a more graimdtailationlevelrather than E
PRTR facilitievel) of reporting, reporting frequenciegwhere updates on EU ETS arAdRETR are not

in sync)and modalitieqwhere datasets are difficult to aligmth missing linking IDsyhich increase

the burden and reduce transparency.

There is poor transparency in thdAR TR datavith mostreports lacking imelevantvoluntaryactivity
datareporting. In addition,the composition of waste transfers and data ongese consumption
(e.g. energy, raw materials and water) are currently not included or only partly inclodbd EPRTR
There is nooticeabletrend in improvement to the voluntary reportinghe lack of completeness and
poor detail (in activity and pdutant breakdown) means that environmental performance
benchmarking camt be done for anyactivitygroupsor the EPRTR dataset as a wholkherefore,
the EPRTR isot able to contributeto drivingthe circular economy objectives assessing the carbon
or resourceefficiency of different industrial activities.

Industry, competent authoritiesand governmentpolicymakers are impacted by a lack of ability to
benchmark performance of facilities for individual and groups of activities in AR HERIf industry
and policymakers do not have access to information that can highlight good and bad perfdahaers
is more limited scope to understand and drive environmental performance in suppGiteai Deal,
climate, energy and circular econonaopjectives.Ultimately, the public is impacted by ineffective
action to improve the quality of the air, water and solthe ndustry also risks poorly formed
investment strategiesand governmentpolicies risk unforeseen negative impagtgpoor public
engagemenand kevels of trust

ht/ NBaAaLRYyRSY(diaQ @A S gBRTR withgdad todrviddmgita) @doimanget (1 K S
RIFGF a2YSgKI G @FNEB FOO2NRAYy3 G2 SIOK aSO02NE | f
al GAaFl OG2NE y2N dzy/fagd GaaiFinaEdeNSRrOREHNRILIGIIEXS NI G S

1). One of the recurrent themes of position papers submitted in response to the OPC was that the E
PRTR is a database that reports emissions but does not measure environmental performance. Industry
stakeholders would like it to stay this way as there are other mechanisms for this purpose. The
objections of respondents to measuring performance are best summarised by the statement that:

oRecentlythere have been discussions on the fact that EPRTR should help identifying the best
performers for the Sevilla process under the IED. We believe that this approach is not appropriate, as
EPRTR cannot take into account many of the factors (which are dralesdysed during the Sevilla
process), and there is the concrete risk of setting benchrtizskdepend on factors unrelated to the

plant management (and therefore permitsjyichas e.g., plant size, economic aspeéts.

NGOs are of the opposite view, catezing that the EPRTR Regulation should require the reporting
of additional parameters (more details in Sectéil.1.5 A12.8and A13.40f Annex 1).

3.3.6 Problem 4aReporting modalities

For some categoriad activity, in particular intensive farming, pertingreleasesan be a significant
burden on reporters due to the number of facilities and difficultieguantifyingreleasesaccurately
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Estimaesusing a topdown approach for someliffuse industrial sectors(where thereis alarge
number of smalleoperatorssuch as in intensive farming or gas distribujiomay reduce the reporting
burden andmprovedata quality.

Activities withmany diffuse facilities with relatively low releases per facilayd little or no trained
expertise in estimatingeleasedacea disproportionate burden on their reporting heseindustries
consistof relatively fewpersonnel with the time or training tengage in accurate reportingacilities
are often unable to dedicate the time needed tievelop andgenerate accrate estimatesfor
relatively complex activities

For accurate reporting across a large numbesroéllfacilities the burden (persordays) of reporting

is considerabl@er data point provided in report&\s an exampleni2017 8,157 (20%) of thePRTR
facilities reported were intensive farmbor each of these facilities to be able to collect data and
manageto report is a burderon the sector. The possibility of including cattle farms in thePRTR
activity list would increas¢éhe number ofdiffuse smdl facilitiesfurther, increasing the burden on
operators of reportinger data point reportedif the EPRTR is to capture more diffuse facilities with
manyoperators,then the burden of reporting will continue to increase disproportionately

Small @erators e.g.intensive livestock farmshrough time needed to compile report&wareness
raising, data gatheringerificationand processingalong with basic training for reporting this number
of small and transient entitiess also anadded challeng for competent authorities.

According to some OPC respondents, reporting could be more accurate and more regular. This is
illustrated by the sense that it is very difficult to alter results once they have been uploaded to the
database. This means any esomay remain uncorrected, thus hindering accura8gme of the

position papers submitted proposeng implementation of reali A YS SYA A& A 2(§iGteQ Y2 YA
details in SectionA1.1.8, A12.9and A13.50f Annex 1).

3.3.7 Problem 4bTime lag and data flows ireporting

The time lag in reporting means decision making is based ontldatareover two years old once it
has been compiled, reporteserified by competent authorities and submitted to the EERecurrent
data flow could bemoderni®d, making usef advances in CEMg&lemonitoring technologyand
automated verification and machine learning approactiesimprove the speed and quality of
reporting and availability of data for decisiomaking

Current data reporting and collection approaches and toolate significant time lags in data
becoming available to inform the public and do not optimise opportunities for the capture of good
quality data. Drivers for this problem includaitdated nonrautomatedreporting systems in some
Member States and a sigigidnt manual burderand, therefore, time-lag in submitting reportdy
facility operators processingaggregatingcheckingand submittingdata by competent authoritie®
EEAand verification of data by the EEA

The scale relates to the wholeHRTR daisetand creates a lack of transparenoy releases and
transfers that have occurred in the most recent yeblte EPRTR dataset is less useful for modelling
pollution releases due to this time laghe problem could get worse if more data franmany more
facilities are included in the FPRTR and conventional data collection and verification methods
continue to be usedlf the data flow can be more standardised and automated with automatic
verification and rejectiomprocedures, the timdag could be reducetb just over a year (because
facilitieYeports for the previou® S I N & \RilLBS pidcesse guickly)
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All users of the PRTR data are impactday the difficulty in identifyingnew and emerging
environmental problems resulting fromdustrial acivitiesand inability to plan for or head off future
problems e.g. policies and or private sector investment that do not effectively address the problem.

Consulteegrovided a lot of comments on improving the reporting of data. Data quality and timing of
the reporting were the most discussed topics. In the discussion of the possibility to reduce reporting
time, most respondents commented that it would not be feasible and would lead to a decrease in data
quality, increase in reporting costs and administvatburden in general. Most respondents did not
see an opportunity for significant timesavifmore details in Sections A19 and A13.5 of Annex 1)

3.3.8 Problem 4cinconsistent and incorrect reporting

There are inconsistencies and potential issues with thported EPRTR dataesulting in poor
accuracy, incomplete ambrrtransparent dataincludng:

1 Inconsistent pollutant reportingnd quantification methods usday facilities in the same sector
including reporting in incorrect units or with typos in theumerical information creating,
incorrect coordinates (located outside of Europe), incorrect methodology reporting applied,
potential missing releases and transfers, pollutant releases to water being reported as pollutant
transfers and vice versa, incorsiscies in measurement or calculation methodologies between
reporters.

1 A lack of claritpyn whether data is absent due to incomplete reporting or +amplicability or
belowthe threshold for a particular facility.

1 Poor administrative information onocation, methodology use@nd tagging of release or
transfer.

This problem affects the accuracpmpletenessand transparency of the-ERTR and undermines its
credibility and usefulness to decisiomakers and the publidt is hardfor competent authorities and
usersto distinguish if datare missing or just belowhe threshold Drivers include a lack of clarity in
the EPRTR guidan@ndpoorly trained and underesourcel operator reporting functionat facilities.

These issues s0 restrict the use of the dat®ften when using the data in anaBsthen erroneous
data must be removed or correct&d

A range of studies and reports about thePRTR points to discrepancies between countries and
sectors for many data field3.he new EU Registry and IntegrateBETR/LCP reporting flows, with
more vigorous online QAave to some extent improvedhe dataquality. However a number of
issuessuch as potential missing releases and transfers and incorrect methodology repbeiggnot
been improved by the new reporting flow3.he problem will continuevith added facilities and
pollutants.

All stakeholders are impactday the quality of the data. Poor quality data used by decisitakers
could lead tgpolicies andor private setor investment that do not effectively addressvironmental
problems from industrial activities

The significance of guidan@d of IT systems that can spot errarereemphasisedy consultees as
meansto improve the quality of data and the generefficiency of the reportingmore details in
SectionsAl.2.9 and 13.5 of Annex 1).

19 https://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/costef-air-pollution-20082012
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3.3.9 Problem 5:Access to PRTR information

Public awareness and use of th®RTR could be improved twreasearticipation in decision making

and understanding of the endnmental impacts of large industrial installations. Th&RETR is
currently a complicated dataset that requiras explanation of its structuréo most data users, such

as members of the publi@cademicsand NGOsand is only available in English. Thexe lack of
contextual information for comparing environmental performance &sdelationship to regulatory
requirementsfor researchers. It does not allow engagement with interested groups in seeking options
for improving the environment

While the evduation concluded that many different stakeholders use thRBFETR, there is always a
possibility toincrease its ustn particular the EPRTR websiieonly available in EnglisfThismay be
reducingengagement and/or interest in the-BRTR datalfthe EPRTR is not accessible and relevant

to the publig it is not serving its core purpose. Lack of contextual information has been suggested as
one factor limiting the usefulness for the public, e.g. data on production volumes to enable some
degree of bachmarking of facilities.

The scale of the problem is partially defined by the number of times4PRTER is accesseaid then
information is used by the publiand other stakeholderso engage with environmental decision
making processes. The scale o problem is additionally defined by how and how often tHRRETR
data is usedn analysis and studies on environmental concerns within Euogmeademia and NGOs.

Even though someéOPCrespondents thought the reporting on the-BRTR database could be
improved, they stated that the database is easily accessilalad believe that the relevant experts,
industry, and NGOs already know how to use it effectively. With this said, they wouwdmebny
attemptsto improve usability, especially if more stakeholders are able to take advantagenofé
details in Sectio®A1.1.5, A12.10and A13.60f Annex 1)

3.3.10 Problem 6:Releases from diffuse sources and releases from products

Citizens, NGOspmpetent authorities and the Commission need informatiomeleasesrom smaller
installations within (agrdindustrial activities that are collectively significant (small farms, diffuse
energy extraction) but individually below current capacity thredholAdditionally, many new and
emerging products contain pollutants that are released once these products have left the factory and
are then used or disposed of. TAarhusConventionalsosaysthat release$rom diffuse sourcessuch

as transport and resghtial combustion should be incorporateds well as a pollutant and release
transfer registerthe EPRTR is seen as an inventoryed¢ases and transfefsom industrial sectos

within Europe.Omittingsmaller installations below the activity thresholds and produbts release
pollutantsprovide an underestimateof releasedrom the industrial sector within Européut the scale

of the problem is currently unknown.

OPC respondents consideredPRTR information on diffuse sources and releases from products as the
least complete of the information provided by the register (more detailSantiors A1.1.3, A12.11
and A13.70of Annex 1)

3.4 Whyshould the EUact andwhat should be achieved?

This subsection further elaborates the issues defined in Se8t®hy detailing how the problems
would evolve without action, why action is neatlat the EU level andbjectives for remediation
(Table). In addition, and Figure3-1 depict thelogic for intervention, covering thearious
problems and their links to driverg;onsequences of inaction, general objectives, and specific
objectives andneasures
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Table3-1: Why should the EU act and what should be achieved?
How would the problem evolve without action

Why is action needed ahe EU level?

Objectives for remediation

Problem la: Curren
activities and thresholds

Due to toohigh activity thresholddncomplete
data could lead to a incompletepicture of
industrial impacts across Europe aardinability
to track changes in the environmental impacts
these Additionally, there would be lov
confidence/use/value of industria¢ported data
thatwas designed to inform decision making,

To ensureonsistency in sectors reportr]
to the EPRTR across Member Stedegl
transparency for decisiomaking across
Europe.

Update the current activity thresholds arn
descriptions to ensur80% capture of releasq
from industrial installations in Europe ar
improvecoherence with wider EU policy.

Problem 1b: Additional
activities and subactivities

From missing activities of increasing importan
the incomplete data could lead to a
poor/incoherent picture of industrial impact
across Europe and further gaps in knowle
about potential problems. Additionally, ther
would be low use/value of industrial reportg
data that was designed to inform decisi
making.

To ensureonsistency in sectorgporting
to the EPRTR across Member Stadesl
transparency for decision making acrdg
Europe.

Update the current activity list to include ne
activites and suifactivities to ensure 909
capture of releases from industrial installations
Europe and Bgn with wider European policy. Th
activity list should reflect the current industri
situation in Europe.

Problem 2a: Existing
pollutants and thresholds

Due to too high pollutant thresholdghe
incomplete datacould lead toan incomplete
picture of industrial impacts across Europe 3
further gaps in knowledge about potent
problems. Additionally, there would be lo
confidence/use/value of industrial reported dal
thatwas designed to inform decision making,

To ensureonsistency in reprted releases
and transfers across Member Statasd
transparency for decision making acrd
Europe.

Catch 90% of industrial releases by lowe
thresholds (11 pollutastto air and 14 to water
or potentially removing reporting thresholg
altogether. Adlitionally, disaggregating pollutar
groups e.g. HCFCs, CFCs. The legislation
also allow for the flexible maintenance of ti
pollutantlist, includingamendments tgollutant
reporting thresholds and "Sunrise" and "Sung
lists of emerging and dippearing pollutants.

Problem 2b: Additional
pollutants

Due to missing pollutants of importancde
incomplete dataould lead to a poor/incoheren
picture of industrial impacts across Europe &
further gaps in knowledge about potent
problems.Additionally, there would be lov
confidence/use/value of industrial reported da|
thatwas designed to inform decision making,

To ensureonsistency in reported releas
and transfers across Member Statasd

transparency for decision making acrd
Europe.

Better align the current pollutant list with widg
EU legislation by adding substances. ]
legislation should also allow for the flexi
maintenance of the pollutant list, includin
pollutant reporting thresholds and "Sunrise" al
"Sunset" lists of emging and disappearin
pollutants.

Problem 3: Information to
track progress towards theg

Thelack of contextual datés contributing toa
poor/incoherent picture of industrial impact
across Europe and furthegaps in knowledgq

To ensure level playingfield for indus
and tansparency for decision makir
across Europe.

as resource usage (water, energy, key

Reporting additional contextual information su
materials) and waste composition. Increaj
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Table3-1: Why should the EU act and what should be achieved?
How would the problem evolve without action

Why is action needed ahe EU level?

Objectives for remediation

circular economy ang
decarbonisation of industny

about potential problems. Additionally, theiga
lower value of industrial reported data that wg
designed to inform decision making/ithout
action this will continue to be the case.

transparency on GH@eleases disaggregating
releasef fluorinated gases or reporting thes
gases on a G@quivalent basis.

Problem 4a:
modalities

Reporting

The reporting burden and low data quality wou
continue without action and increase as tf
scope of the intensive farming activitig
reporting to he EPRTR increases.

To improve the efficiency and quality
reporting across all Member States f
decision making across Europe.

Reduce the reporting burden from installatio
with releasesand increas¢he homogeneity of
reported releasefrom more dffuse sources sucl
as intensive farming improving data quality frq
these sectors.

Problem 4b: ime lag and
data flows in reporting

A poor/incoherent picture of industrial impac
across Europe. Time delays in key insights
poor-quality information undermining decisio
making. Added burden in reporting poor qual
or outdated data.

To improve the efficiency and quality
reporting across all Member States f
decision making across Europe.

Decreasing the time taken for industrialeases
and transferglata to be in the public realm.

Problem 4c: Inconsisten
and incorrect reporting

A poor/incoherent picture of industrial impac
across Europe. Time delays in key insights
poor-quality information undermining decisiq
making.

To impove the efficiency and quality ¢
reporting across all Member States f
decision making across Europe.

Increasing data accuracy,
transparency.

reliability a

Problem 5: Access to -H
PRTR information

A poor/incoherent picture of industrial impac
across Europe. Poor quality informatio
undermining decision making.

Action is required atthe EU level as the
PRTR is at the EU level. TREREIR als
enables access to information from all M
sectors and installations in a consist{
manner.

Increasing thevailability and understanding (
the EPRTR data.

Problem 6: Releases fror
diffuse sources and
products

This problem is contributing to
poor/incoherent picture of industrial impact
across Europe, which will continue if n
resolved. This could lead gaps in knowledgg
about potential problems and low confidence
and use of industrial reported data that w4
designed to inform decision making.

To ensure a level playing field for indus|
and transparency for decision maki
across Europe.

Inclusionof releasesfrom diffuse sourcesind
productswithin the EPRTR dataset.

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentPRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUMO



Table3-2: Intervention logiddetailed)

Drivers
Misalignment with | New and emerging| The EPRTR aims tq The current EPRTR| The EPRTR does no| The number of[ The quality of the| The quality of the| If the EPRTR is no| The EPRTR is see
related EU| sources with | capture >90%| reflects 2006 | provide sufficient| facilites and| data is not| data is not| accessible and as aninventory of
legislation such ag increasingly emissions  from| understanding of| information for | the associated| optimal and | optimal and| relevant to the | pollution from the
the MCPD, IED anq significant impacts| industrial facilities. | the main | decision making| reporting undermines undermines public, it is not| industrial  sector
UWWTD and an are not within the | Flexibility in | environmental around priorities for| burden could| confidence n | confidence in and serving its core| within Europe.
inability to | scope of the PRTR.| updating the | issues  associateq GHG emission| impact the | and transparency of| purpose. Missing  emission
effectively monitor | Changes in an [ Annex Il pollutant| with Annex || reductions, EWETS| quality of the | transparency of| the data. sources such a
progress for these| industial  process,| list for ensuring| activities and| and other | data. the data. smaller
policies. development  and| thresholds capture| pollutants. New | environmental issueq Difficulty in installations below
The EPRTR aims tq importation of new | suficient reported | pollutants and| and impacts (e.g| calculating the activity
capture >90% | products and/or | transfers and| environmental circular  economy;| emissions thresholds and
emissions from| increasing intensity| releases. issues have risen td air, water and soil| could also lead emissions from
industrial facilities. | of production. prominence  since| pollution). to poor data products would
then. Reporting and| quality. provide a false
Flexibility in | analysis mechanism view of emissions
updating the Annex| already exist for the] from the industrial
Il pollutant list for | EUETS which are sector within
ensuring the ability [ not consistent or Euope.
to respond to recent| transparent with E The Kiv protocol
scientific findings. PRTR reporting includes the
increasing reporting requirement to
burden and reducing calculate releaseq
transparency. from diffuse
sources such a
transport and
domestic
combustion.
Problems
Existing activity| Thereis a range of | For some| The EPRTR does no| The EPRTR does nof A high| The time lag in[ Analysis of the| The publifacing E | As  there are
thresholds do not| emerging  sectors| pollutants include some| currently provide | proportion of | reporting inhbits | reporting ha | PRTR presence dog activity thresholds
guarantee the | with significant | reporting emerging pollutants | information that | current or | timely flows of| highlighted al not faciltate | small installations
capture of >90%| releases of harmfull thresholds do not| considered would help | potential information  to | number of issueq widespread are excluded from
emissions from| pollutants, which are| guarantee the | important and does| stakeholders track| future EPRTR| citizens and| and engagement and/or| reporting to the E
industrial facilites | not yet included in| capture of >90% of not include some| the performance of| facilites are| decisionmakers. | inconsistencies. interest in reducing| PRTR directly
There are | the EPRTRANnex || emissions from| pollutants of [ the  industry in| from the It is hard to]| releases for | While  emissions
inconsistencies activity list. industrial facilities. [ concern in other EU contributing to the| intensive distinguish if data| example by only | from these smaller
between the I|ED| There are| There is currently| legidation. Green Deal, energy farming such as release{ being available in| installations are
and EPRTR activity] inconsistencies no provision for| There is currently no| or circular economy| category. have not been| English. low, collectively
lists and | between the IED anq dynamt provision for | commitments. reported due to these could be
incomplete or no | EPRTR activity lists.| adaptation or | dynamic adaptation| Data on the being below the significant for
coverage of the updating of Annex| or updating of Annex| composition of reporting some sectors.
UWWTD and Il to respond to| Il to respond to| waste transfers and threshold or if a
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Table3-2: Intervention logiddetailed)

MCPD recent  scientific| recent scientific| data on resource release was not Additionally,
respectively. findings on new or| findings on new or| consumption are reported when it releases from
existing pollutant| existing  pollutant | currently not should have products can
impacts. impacts. included or only been. impad the
partly included. environment after
The current EPRTR| they have left the
reporting factory.
requirements also dg The Kiv protocol
not enable also requires
transparency around releases from
releases of GHGs ar diffuse sectors
other pollutants such as transport
from EUETS and domestic
facilities. combustion to be
calculated.
Consequences
The incomplete data could lead to a poor/ incoherent picture of industrial impacts across Europe and furthg The high| Poor/ incoherent| A poor/ | A poor/ incoherent| Gaps in knowledgg
in knowledge about potential problems. reporting picture of | incoherent picture of industrial| about potential
There would be low confidence/use/value of industrial reported data that was designed to informodenisiking.| burden and| industrial picture of | impacts across| problems and low
low data | impacts acrosq industrial impacts| Europe confidence in and
quality would | Europe across Europe use of industrial
continue Time dehys in| Poor quality reported data that
without action | key insights | information was designed to
and increase ag undermining undermining inform decision
the scope of| decision making.| decision making. making.
the intensive
farming
activities
reporting to
the EPRTR
increases.
General objectives
Capture 90% of current industriaéleasesacross Europe.
Highquality data with minimal reporting burden.
Make it sufficiently available to the public.
Specific objectives and measures
Update the current| Update the current| Catch 90% of| Better align the | Reporting Reduce the| Decreasing the| Increasing data| Increasing the | Inclusion of
activity list to update to | industrial current  pollutant | additional reporting tme taken for | accuracy, availability — and | releases from
activity thresholds new | releases by| list with wider EU | contextual burden from | industrial reliability and | understanding of| diffuse sources
and descriptions to| activies and sub | lowering legislation by | information such as| installations emissions data to| transparency. the EPRTR data. | within the EPRTR
ensure 90% capture of activites to ensure| thresholds or | adding substances. | resource usagel with be in the public| A  Below A Improve dataset.
releases from of [ potentially Allow for  the | (water, energy, key| emissions realm. threshold promotion A Topdown
industrial from | removing flexible from  more confirmation of the calculation for
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Table3-2: Intervention logiddetailed)

installations in

Europe and

coherence with wiler

EU policy.

Revise capacityf

thresholds for:

A Intensive
livestock

A Combustion
plants

A Landfills

A Biological
treatment of
waste

A Smitheries

A Specific sub
sectors of the
chemical
industry

A Independently
operated
wastewater
treatment plants

A uwwTtP

A Update the
activity
descriptions for:

A Installations for

gasification and

liquefication

Cement

production

Landfills

Combustion

plants

Mining and

quarrying

o Tele Do

industrial

installations in
Europe and align
with wider

European policy.
Include in  the
activity list:

A cattle farming
Mixed
livestock farms
Upstream ol
and gas

Data centres
Battery
disposal and
recovery
Plastic
converters
Cold rolling
and wire
drawing
Textile
finishing
Forging
presses
Shipyards/dis
mantling
Metalworking
Intensive
horticulture
Petrol storage
MgO
production
CO2 capture
Additional
subcategories
for waste
management

>

To 2o

oo ToPo  TPoPo o o To

reporting
thresholds.
Allow for the
flexible
maintenance of
the  pollutant
list.

A Sunset list
A Revise
reporting
thresholds
for 11 air
and 14
water
pollutants
A Remove
pollutant
thresholds
A Legislative
power to
update
pollutant
lists and
thresholds

maintenance of the

pollutant list.

A Addition of 53
pollutants  to
Annex Il

A Sunrise list

raw materials) and
waste composition.

Increased
transparency on
GHG emissions
disaggregating
emissions of
fluorinated gases or
reporting these
gases on a CO
equivalert basis.
Require  reporting
of:
A Energy use
A Water use
A Raw material
use
A waste
composition
A Wwaste
receivers for all
waste
A Receivers o0
pollutant
transfers
Disaggregated

reporting of some
GHGs or reporting 0
CO2 equivalent

diffuse
sources such
as intensive
farming
improving
data quality
from these
sectors
Topdown
calculation
methodology
for intensive
farming

Reduce
reporting

the

period to 3

months

for

all or some
installations

Simultan

eou

s reporting

to EEA
CAs

and

Near real

time
reporting
CEMs

for

Operators to

establish
mandatol
CMS

al
ry

Incrementall
y improve

the
reporting
system

EEA

Mandate
sector
specific
emission
factors
Integrate
IED
monitoring
with ERPTR
reporting
Use IED|
permits  to
mandate
expected E
PRTR
reporting
Guidance on
indirect
releases
Additional
guidance on
calculating
emissions
Description
field for
accidental
releases
Methodolog
y reporting
guidance
Alignment
with  EMAS
regulation
Data
reliability
indicator
Remove
reporting of
releases to
soil

availability
of EPRTR
Enhance
website
design and
content
Provide
guidance on
how to
access and
use the data
Case
studies/fact
sheets on E
PRTR uses

diffuse
emissions and
other relevant
activities
Calculate
diffuse
emissions
from products
Calculate
diffuse
emissions
from
transport and
domestic
combustion
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Policy context

Current
legislation (IED &
E-PRTR)

Evaluations

European Green
Deal

Industrial
Strategy for
Europe

Circular
Economy Action
Plan

Zero-Pollution
Action Plan

Resilience and
Recovery Plan

Figure3-1: Intervention logic

Drivers Problems Consequences
Misalignment with related EU legislation such as There are inconsistencies between the IED and E-PRTR
the MCPD, IED and UWWTD, and an inability to activity lists and incomplete or no coverage of the
monitor progress for these policies effectively. UWWTD and MCPD, respectively.
New and emerging sources with increasingly There are a range of emerging sectors with significant
significant impacts are not in the goons of the E- releases of harmful pollutants, which are not yet
PRTR. Changes in process, included in the E-PRTR Annex | activity list,
and importation of new products and/or inconsistencies with the IED.
increasing intensity of production.
For some I reporting thresholds do not
?oemEi;\:T:rI::T:el:;lec:‘;tll;?b:;l‘;y)lgr\orpdear:::lz‘: guarantee capture of >90% of emissions from industrial
5 1 facilities. The inc data could lead to a

Annex I list for thresh
capture sufficient reported transfers and releases.

The current E-PRTR reflects 2006 understanding of
the main issues d with

The E-PRTR does not include some emerging pollutants
considered important and does not include some

Annex | activities and New

and environmental issues have risen to
prominence since then. Flexibility in updating the
Annex |l pollutant list for ensuring the ability to
respond to recent scientific findings.

The E-PRTR does not provide sufficient
information for decision making around priorities
for GHG emission reductions, EU-ETS and other
environmental issues and impacts. Reporting and
analysis mechanisms already exist for the EU-ETS
which are not consistent or transparent with E-
PRTR reporting, increasing reporting burden and
reducing transparency.

1l of concern in other EU legislation. There is
currently no provisi for d i i or
updating of Annex Il to respond to recent scientific
findings on new or existing pollutant impacts.

The E-PRTR does not currently provide information that
would help stakeholders track the performance of
industry in contributing to the Green Deal, energy or
circular economy commitments. Data on the
composition of waste transfers and data on resource
consumption are currently not included or only partly
included. The current E-PRTR reporting requirements
also do not enable transparency around releases of
GHGs and other pollutants from EU-ETS facilities.

poor/incoherent picture of industrial impacts across
Europe and further gaps in knowledge about
potential problems. There would be low

fids /use/value of indi | reported data
that was designed to inform decision making.

General

objectives

Capture 90% of
current industrial
releases across
Europe

Specific objectives and

measures

Update the current activity list to update activity
thresholds and descriptions to ensure 90% capture of
releases from industrial installations in Europe and
coherence with wider EU policy.

Update the current activity list to include new activities
and new sub-activities to ensure 90% capture of releases
from industrial installations in Europe and alignment with
wider European policy.

Catch 90% of industrial releases by lowering thresholds
or ing reporting t . Allow for
the flexible maintenance of the pollutant list.

Better align the current pollutant list with wider EU

The high reporting burden and low data quality

The number of facilities and the d
reporting burden could impact the quality of the
data. Difficulty in calculating emissions could also
lead to poor data quality.

would without action and increase as the

A high proportion of current or potential future E-PRTR
facilities are from the intensive farming category.

scope of the intensive farming activities reporting
to the E-PRTR increases.

High quality data
with minimal
reporting burden

The time lag in reporting inhibits timely flows of < o
information to citizens and decision makers. I':;:m::r delcr:si::vma::rs\lgghu
The quality of the data is not optimal and g
fid in and y of the Analysis of the reporting have highlighted few issues !’°°'/
data. and i i ies. It is hard to if data such incoherent
as releases have not been reported due to being below picture  of
the reporting threshold or if a release was not reported industrial
when it should have been. ::r‘::ascsts Poor quality nformation
Europe. undermining decision making.
If the E-PRTR is not accessible and relevant to the The public facing E-PRTR presence does not facilitate
public, it is not serving its core purpose. wide-spread engagement and/or interest in reducing
releases for example by only being available in English.
Missing emission sources such as smaller
installations below the activity thresholds and Due to activity thresholds, small installations are
emissions from products would provide a false excluded from reporting to the E-PRTR directly. While Gaps in | ladge about jal probl and

view of emissions from the industrial sector within
Europe. The Kiev protocol includes the
requirement to calculate releases from diffuse
sources such as transport and domestic
combustion.

emissions from these are low, collectively they could be
significant for some sectors. Additionally, releases from
products can impact the environment after they have
left the factory.

low confidence in and use of industrial reported
data that was designed to inform decision making.

Make it
sufficiently
available to the
public

by adding sub . Allow for the flexible
of the list.
Reporting additional ¢ | inf such as

resource usage (water, energy, key raw materials) and
waste composition.

Increased  transparency on  GHG  emissions,
disaggregating issi of gases or
reporting these gases on a CO2 equivalent basis.
Receivers of pollutant transfers.

Disaggregated reporting of some GHGs or reporting of
CO2 equivalent.

Reduce the reporting burden from installations with
emissions from more diffuse sources such as intensive
farming, improving data quality from these sectors.

Decreasing the time taken for industrial emissions data
to be in the public realm.

-_

Increasing data y y and transp y

the availability and of the E-

i g
PRTR data.

Inclusion of releases from diffuse sources within the E-
PRTR dataset.
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4 Policyoptions to achieve theobjectives

4.1 Baseline

4.1.1 Baseline development

The development of the baseline and analysis of options, including the development of baseline, was
based on the principles set out in BR Guidelines Tool #He& baselindas beerconstructed in two
stagesfirst, the current situation with the PRTHS definedbased on the latest available data (20,19)
second, it has been consideredhow this may evolve into the future over the timescales for
assessment.

The baselinds based orthe following core elements:

' Number of reportingacilitiesbroken down by sector, media and pollutant.

1 Administrative burden (time/cost) for operators

1 Administrative burden (time/cost) for Member States for data gathering and verification,
enforcement and reporting to the Commission/EEA.

f Administrative burden (time/cost) for the Commission/EEA for data management, review,
follow-ups with the Member Stags and updatinghe website.

{1 Data quality based on EEA verification activities.

{1 User statistics for the-PRTR website.

The development over the assessment period is considered with respect to each of the problem areas
defined above in Sectidh Themain considerations whetherthere are factorshat couldincrease or
decrease the problemOverall, the baseline is expected todeontinuation of the current situation
without much change. The number m@porting facilitiess not expected to changggnficantly. There

may be some changestime number of pollutants that some facilities may report @ikely reduction)

where actions are being taken under related legislation (in particular the tie2duce emissions
However, this is highly uncertaiider legislationthat might be revised or introducedould mean

that existing or newacilitieshave to monitor more pollutantsr parametersbut with no changesto
E-PRTRcope(activities, pollutants and associated thresho}ds) significant changso the current
situationwould be expected

4.1.2 Baseline summary
This sectiomprovides an overview of the informatiarsedfor the definition of the baseline.
1. Number of reporting installations broken down by sector, media and pollutant

The figures belowresent the current status of reporting to theBRTRThe baseline numbers were
a2d2NOSR FTNRBY zn 2F GKS 99! Q& Ay Rdzid NA I igbashdS LJ2 NIi A
on data reported to the EU Registry, which is not impacted by polluthresholds, and where

available, data reported for reporting year 201en used. However, 2019 dataenre not available

for all countriesso 2018 datawereused for Italyand 2017 data for Lithuania, Portugal and Slovakia.

The number of releases and trsfers wvasbased on data reported to the integratedRTR/LCP

reporting and as with the number of facilitiedata from reporting year 201%ere used where

available. However, 2018 datasere the latest available for ItalJyand 2017 datawere used for

Gemary, Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal and Slovakia.
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Animal and vegetable Other activities
products from the food and 39
beverage sector
7%

Energy sector
9% Production and processing

of metals
10%

Mineral Industry
50253 8%

Installations

Chemical Industry
7%

Waste and wastewater
management
20%

Paper and wood production
and processing

2%

| Figure4-1: Sectoral breakdown ofdcilities reporting to the EU Registry FERTR

20,000

18,000 17,343

16,000

14,000

12,000

10,000 9,130
8,000

6,000

Number of pollutant releases

4,000

2,000 57

Water Air Land

| Figure4-2: Annual rumber ofpollutant releases reported by medm

2. Administrative burdens

The administrative burdesrassociatedvith the requirements of the ffPRTR Regulation derifrem
the following activities: data collection and reportifgy the operators, gality assurancend data
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managementor Member States competent authorities atite EEA, with the laer bearing the costs
for website maintenanceoo.

The baseline recurrent cost for an average or typical facility has been estimated at 50 hours or around
enHInnn LIS NIoB Sstahare dificklSto extim&te. Facilities under the existif@RE R have

incurred the oneoff costs when they first camender the EPRTR Regulation. Ifis it is assumed that

the oneoff costs are depreciated over 20 years, the annualisedasheosts for the average/typical

FIL OAfAGE O2dA R 060S Ay (KS 2NRSNI 2 Foffcosts areloutdK A & A &
three times the recurrent costs. Hence, the total annual costs for an average or typical facility could

0S AY (GKS 2NRSNI 2F eunZInnnd -60S&apndidy2oa théactivitkdS Sad A
concerned and complexity of the facilities eryimbers of processes, installations, pollutants to be

reported etc.More details on he methodology and assumptions used to estimate the administrative

burdens are presented in Sectidr?.

3. Data quality based on EEA verification activities

ICF et ali2020) assessed the quality of reported information and drew some recommendations for its
improvements.¢ KSNB | NS GKNBS YSGK2R OflaasSa oYSI A&daNBYS
G9¢0 dzZASR (2 OF 6S3I2NRAAS NS LRtiNdnmbtRod Bskdimethod tlés§ G & LIS
can have a significant impact on the quality of values reported to HRRER. Measurement and

calculation are usually more accurate than estimatibtfowever, over 50% afneasurement and

calculation reports are not transpangé, and incompatible combinations of method class and
methodology used are commoNariations in the methods used can also impact the quality of the

time series of data in the -BERTR and comparability between facilitiesr the most commonly

reported polutants, methods remain stable over time, while for the least commonly reported
pollutants, methods vary over time, sectors and facilities.

ICF et al. (2020)sts a number ofrecommendations foithe improvementof the EPRTR Guidance
document and reportingools. Some of he recommended actionsave been assumed to be part of
the baseline as they would be and are being implemented ewetiie absence of new Eldvel action
These are:

Promote the use of sectespecific release factors for some activities

Provide guidance on methodology for calculating releases, especially indirect releases to
water,

Add completeness checks for the reporting of which methodology is used

Add a description field for accidental releases

Develop guidance on how to report MEfor multiple release sources

Add anindication of whether the facility is registered under the EMAS Regulation

= =4

= =4 -8 A

4, User statistics for the PRTR website

Thesupporting study to thevaluation of the PRTR Regulatigamec and IEEP, 2016) analysed the
access tothe PRTR website. Between July 2011 and January 2014, a total of 221,712%essi@ns
recorded, corresponding to an average of 242 sessions perQiay.a quarter of sessions were from

new users, while anmnd 9% of sessions corresponded to second visits and only around 2.4% of
sessions to users visiting the site more than 200 times. Direct acquisition (sessions that accessed the
website by typing the URL or from a previously saved bookmark) was the maiisigaig channel,

20 Amecand IEEP (201B)2 23f S RSFTAySa | aSaabd
FYR Fa aiKS O2ydGlFAYSNI F2NJ GKS t
user navigating the webpage until s/he leaves or becomes inactive.
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followed by referral from other websites and organic searséach on search engines). Sessions
reaching the website from social media were only a minimal fraction.

It should be noted thathe EEA launched a new portalJune 2021.
5. New activities

The table below shows the numberfetilitiesfor each potential new sector to be included under the
EPRTR broken down by different capacity thresholds.

| Table4-1: Number of additional facilites

Threshold No of additional facilitiesabove activity threshold
Cattle farming

Threshold >450 LSU 8,523

Threshold >300 LSU 26,624

Threshold >150 LSU 120,727

Battery production, disposal and recovery

Threshold to be defined | 70

Subcategory forforging presses, cold rolling & wire drawing

Capacity thresholdforging presses, cold rolling10 350

t/h

Capacity threshold (wire drawing) >2 t/h
Subsector for textile finishing

Inclusion of textile finishing | 76
Subactivity for shipyards/dismantling

Inclusion of shipyards/dismantling | 6

MgO production in kilns

Threshold > 50 t/day | 25
CQ capture

Include capture of CGstreams for geological storag 9

with no threshold
Additional subcategories and improved descriptions fé&i(a) Installations for the recovery or disposal ¢
hazardous waste & 5(Hpstallations for the incineration of norhazardous waste

Ensure that disposal includes incineration/e 0

incinerationand include recovery
Additional sub-category for temporanstorageof hazardous waste

Inclusion ofemporary storage of hazardous waste | 9

6. Revised activities

The table below shows the number facilities that would be captured by changing tlectivity
thresholds or the activity and sutategory definitions

| Table4-2: Number of additional facilities

Threshold No of additional facilitiesabove activity threshold

IRPP

Threshold >450 LSU 8,647

Threshold >300 LSU 19,007

Threshold >150 LSU 40,064

Landfills

Thresholdck 10 tonnes per day | 0

Smitheries

No capacity threshold 733 (unclear how many report with current
pollutant reporting thresholds)
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| Table4-2: Number of additional facilities

Threshold No of additional facilitiesabove activity threshold
Independently operated industrial wastewater treatment plants

Remove the 10,000 m3/day capacity threshold | 421

Installation for gasification and liguefaction

Add subcategories to include coal and "other fuels'] 0

Installations for the production of cement

Reassign the sulategories for cement production | 0

Thermal power stations and other combustionstallations

Align activity description for 1(c) with aggregation ry 0

of IED (legislative option)

Threshold >5 MWth 21,590

Threshold >20 MWth 4,946

Treatment and processing intended for the production of food and beverage products from:
(i) Animal raw materials (other than milk) (ii) Vegetable raw materials

Update the 8(b)ctivity description to include feq 0

production

Urban wastewater treatment plants

Threshold>2,000 p.e. 23,621
Threshold>20,000 p.e. 4277

4.2 Screening of policyneasures

One hundred and fiftyeight (L58) initial (sub)policy measuresvere developed. An initial screening
was undertaken to test their suitability and whether or not they should be retained for more detailed
analysisTwentyseven 27) were excluded fom further analysis. The screening considered a set of
criteria for determining which options to include discardas set out in BR Guidelines Tool #1Ih
relation to this studythe criteria have been interpreted as follows

1 Legal feasibility Policymeasuresnust respect and obligation from EU Treaties, any relevant
international agreements and ensure and respect fundamental rights. Legal obligations
incorporated in existing or secondary EU legislation must also be taken into account. In
general, we wsuld not expect legal feasibility to be a major issue.

f Technical feasibility Technological and technical constrains may impact implementation,
monitoring and/or enforcement of policsneasuresWhile not directly technically unfeasible,
there could be casewhere monitoring or measurements of certain pollutants / parameters
could be difficult.

1 Coherence with other EU policy objectiveBolicyneasuresshould be coherent with other
general EU policy objectives. Several of the problem/improvement areas comeafdesire
to increase coherence by aligning definitions of sectors/activities or reporting requirements.

1 Effectiveness and efficiencyl his has been interpreted as the potential increased reporting
burden or costs of implementation that a poliegeasuremay lead to. The main tradeff
relevant for the majority of the options will be between covering a large share of the releases
and facilities while not placing too high a reporting burden on a large number of facilities.

1 Proportionality: Somemeasuresnay clearly have a poor balance in relation to the importance
of the additional releases or contextual data compared to the costs of collecting them.

1 Political feasibility. Measureghat would clearly fail to garner the necessary political support
for legishtive adoption and/or implementation could also be discarded.

21 https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/defalt/files/file_import/better -regulationtoolbox-17_en_0.pdf
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1 RelevanceWhen it can be shown that twoeasuresre not likely to differ materially in terms
of their significant impacts or their distribution, only one should be retained.

The screenindnasbeenlargelygualitative sincet isnot possible to conduct a detailed analysis of such

a long list ofmeasures Some of the required information came from the recently completed

| 2YYA&aaAzy addR2weyw MNNWSIGABIY i21F0 ARy ¢ dthgrRmoeB f | (i SR
subjective and specific indicators (such as political feasibility) were informed by discussion with the
Commission, the results of the public and/or targeted consultation(s), reviewing the responses to
earlier consultations, and/or expert judgnent. Eachmeasurefrom the long list was given a
corresponding colour: green, yellow or red; green whennteasurefulfils the criteria, yellow when

it is not clear, and red if theneasureis not feasible. Where measureis considered green across all

the criteria then was retained. If marked red on a single citgrihen the measurewas discussed

with the Commission and excluded if deemed appropriate. Whareeasurewas marked as yellow

(with or without green) then theneasurewas also retained fdiurther assessmentThe process was

an iterative one, where the result of the impact assessment led to changes to the definition of the
measuresThis helped to further elaborate tleeasuresn terms of what they would enibin practice

and also to define the data assessment needs and to gather the associated Hateore data that

were collected are:

1 How to set appropriate capacity/activity thresholgishis was gathered as part of the baseline
development, i.e. number®f facilities within a given sector broken down by different
activity/capacity bandings.

1 Costs of monitoring/measuring/calculating and then reporting releases and transfers of the
relevant pollutants and/or parameters (plus the extent to which it mayadsebe gathered
under other legislation, e.g. IED).

f The objective for the PRTR is to capture 90% of the releases from a certain sector/activity.
For the long list of potential new sectors/activities/pollutants/parameters, data on the
releases and otheparameter levels and activity were gathered from a mix of sources,
including:

- Eurostat industry statistics.

- Specific studies of the environmental impacts of the sector or the substance (some of which
may be collated as part of the IED impact assessment).

- National emission inventories.

- Reporting under other EU legislation (e.g. IED).

- Stakeholder consultation.

Table4-3 presents the discarded poliayjeasuesalong with the reason for being screened out. In
addition, 14 policynmeasuressuch as updates to guidance, were identified as baseline measures and
therefore also not included in the more detailedalysis.Table4-4 liststhe policy measuresetained

for full assessmerdnd summarises how theyrrelate to the problem areas anide five overalpolicy
options (plus the baseline) that have been defingdthe context of the parallel revisions of the E
PRTR Regulation and the IED, i.e.:

{ Effectiveness: set of measuresdnsure greater homogeneity of implementation and level of
ambition across Member States

1 Innovation: set of measures to provide frontmers the flexibility to test novel techniques;

1 Resource use and chemicals: measures to encourage resource efficiency and reduced toxicity

1 Decarbonisationmore detailed GHG emissions reporting coupled with measures to empower
sectorspecific responses farchieving depollution and decarbonisation; and

{1 Sectoral scopemeasures to widen the scope of both th€RTR Regulation and the IED.
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Table4-3: Discarded policyneasures

Problem Area

MeasureTitle

Reason for screening out

la

Revise thresholds for biological treatment of wa

Analysis of PRTR data with activity thresholds below {R&ER show no facilities reporting releasej
transfers undertaking biological treatment of waste below the curreHETR activity threshold. It
therefore anticipated that there will be a minighincrease in capture of releases/ransfers witf
potentially highincrease inreporting burden to operators and Competent Authorities for the EU R
dataflow.

la

Revise activity thresholds for urban waste wag
treatment plants (1,000 p.g

The urban waste water treatment directive only defines requirements for plants over 2,000 p.e., the
this policy would not only reduce coherence with this legislation it may be technically difficult for
Member States, due to notregulating faie# of this size. Additionally, this policy option could incre
the reporting burden on operators and Competent Authorities substantially.

la

Revise activity thresholds for urban waste wag
treatment plants (5,000 p.g

Itis anticipated that no UWWPS between 5,000 and 2,000 p.e would be required to report to tR&ER
therefore this measure would not reduce the reporting burden in comparison to the threshold of
p.e and resultinmisalignment between thé?RTR and UWWTP.

la

Revise activitghresholds for urban waste watg
treatment plants (10,000 p.g

Itis anticipated that only 4% of UWWTPs between 10,000 and 2,000 p.e would be required to r{
the EPRTR therefore this measure would not significantly reduce the reporting burdemigadson to
the threshold of 2,000 p.e and resultin misalignment between fRER and UWWTP.

la

Revise activity thresholds for urban waste wg
treatment plants (50,000 p.p

Previous analysis estimated that reducing the threshold to 15,000 (p.epwegiliire an additional 1,30
- 6,000 facilities to report under the ERTR and capture 50% to 70% of releases from this sector
report). Reducing the threshold to 50,000 p.e would capture a lower proportion of releases fro
sector and thereforeot be an effective measure to increase the capture of releases to water
UWWTP.

la

Expand activity scope of mining and quarry
activities (3(a) & (b)) to align with potential 1EI
revision

The IED revision proposal suggests aligning the scofesofctivity with the current PRTR scop
therefore this optionis no longer necessary.

la

Revised thresholds for specific sabctors of
activity 4 chemical industry

Small scale chemical facilities are unlikely to currently meet the pollutant repahiggholds and
therefore are unlikely to be currently reporting to theFRTR. It is therefore considered that this po
would not be an effective measure.

1b

Include mixed livestock farms

This measure overlaps too significantly with the policy aptioupdate the activity thresholds of activi
7(a) to LSU (thresholds of 150, 300 and 450 LSU are being considered) and as such was discarde
the threshold to LSU would also resultin mixed livestock farms being included within s cope-BRMR,

1b

Include data centres in activity list

While data centres are potentially interesting in terms of energy usage the majority of releases frorj
installations is expected will be from combustion activities. However, while some will likelyldatedg
by the MCPD or even the LCPD and therefore fall under activity 1(c), especially is the thresholg
activity is reduced. However, many of the generators installed within these facilities are fotjba
purposes only and would not be expectiedbe in use except for testing and emergencies so an|
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Table4-3: Discarded policyneasures

Problem Area

MeasureTitle

Reason for screening out

releases are not anticipated to be high and likely below the ELVs specified in the combustig
directives and fPRTR pollutant release thresholds. As such this policy option may be tec hatiffozlly
if emissions are not monitored from these sites and not resultin many benefits with regards to adg
capture of releases/transfers compared to the increased reporting burden.

1b

Include new activity of plastic convertors

The level opollution produced by this activity is not well understood beyond releases of fliastics
and as the European Plastics Convertors association (EuPC) identifies that there are aroun
medium and small plastic convertor businesses across Eurgpanticipated that the increased reportir
burden would outweigh the benefits of capturing the potentially low number of releases and tra
from this activity.

1b

Include and additional sub activity for met
working

With the variety of activities thiefall under metal working it is difficult to define a productioased
throughput threshold and potentially EFs or methodology to measure emissions for these activitie

1b

Include intensive horticulture activities in activi
list

While contextual infomation such as consumption levels may be useful from this activity, the majo
these facilities have a closed loop system and therefore releases are expected to be low. In addi
unknown if measurement methodologies and emission factorsaasglable for this activity. As such 4
increased burden, and associated costs, are unlikely to be outweighed by the benefit of capture of]
number of releases from this activity.

1b

Include petrol storage

Depending on the reporting threshold, theould potentially result in a large number of additional facil
reporting to the EPRTR. The additional VOC releases this would include withilRRER is unlikely {
outweigh the additional reporting burden and associated costs.

2a

Remove the pdltant reporting thresholds

This policy option would result in a large number of additional facilities, many of which would be
reporting to the EPRTR but the benefit of the additional releases captured would not be significar
unlikely togarner the necessary political support.

2b

Include fluorinated ethers and alcohols in t
Annex Il pollutant list

This is a very broad pollutant group definition and therefore there are no harmonised methg
measurement for this group of pollutants, thbugh there are methods for specific substang
Additionally, as the pollutant group definitionis so broad itis not anticipated to increase the value
EPRTR dataset and as such the increased reporting burden, and associated costs, will ahe
benefits.

2b

Additional pollutants for inclusionMicroplastics,
i.e. materials consisting of solid polyrasntaining
LI NI A Of S&aX 6KSNB x M7
RAYSyarzya myY X E X
f SYy3dK 27T oY Yenyh t&diaetn

ratio of >3.

There is no harmonised method for measurement of microplastics. A 2009 report from NOAA i
aaSGK2Ra G2 Aaz2flrdS YAONRLXF&aGAOa FTNBY &daN
desperately needed bef& T dzZNJ KSNJ LINR ANFaa OFyYy 0SS YIRS A
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Table4-3: Discarded policyneasures

Problem Area

MeasureTitle

Reason for screening out

2b

Additional pollutants for inclusionr nitrogen
trifluoride (NF3)

No measurement methodology was identified as suchthis pollutant should not be included in the
Il pollutant list yet.

2b

Additional pollutants for inclusion- Total

suspended particulate (TSP)

While this pollutant is already required to be monitored under the IED Annex Il, TSP is the same
dust. Particulate Matter of a small size is considered far more important to humanhteadt P\ is

already included in the pollutant list. The addition of this outdated pollutant is therefore not expec
increase the value of the dataset and as such the increased reporting burden, and associated ¢
outweigh the benefits.

2c

Include combustion plants between 1 MW and
MW

Include combustion plants with a capacity 6b@ MW in the activity list. This should include {
aggregation rules of the MCPD (aggregate if waste gases go through a common stack or the cq
authorityjudges them to).

4b

Reduce reporting period to 3 months for all facilit

While reducing the reporting period to three months from the end of the reporting year would dec
the time before the data is available to the public this is likely to reduedata quality, which would g
against the aim of the updating theERTR legislation, or require a large increase in resource fro
competent authorities. This will be especially difficult for entities which are regulated at the more
level andwhere the data passes through a chain of competent authorities before being reported

EEA. This increased burden on Competent Authorities will likely result in this option failing to ¢
necessary political support.

4b

Reduce reporting period t8 months for some
facilities

As with the previous sub option, this policy option is likely to reduce the data quality or require g
increase in resource from MS competent authorities, although the staggered approach would not
as largean in@ase in resource. This increased burden on Competent Authorities will likely result
option failing to get the necessary political support.

4b

Require simultaneous direct reporting to EEA
well as to competent authorities

This policy option hashe potential to help to reduce the reporting time lag however would requif
significant increase in resource within the EEA in order to undertake the simultaneous QA. Addi
the QA undertaken by CAs, especially the more local authorities, thateser to the facilities reporting
and have a better understanding of what is expected from themis more likely to identify errors tha
done by the EEA. This measure could therefore reduce4ABRER data quality. This measure is i
procedurally vey complex and is therefore unlikely to garner the necessary political support.

4b

Near real time reporting for CEMs

This policy option could result in limited review of release data by operators and competent auth
and may result in different versions of release being published. Itis unlikely to garner the neg
political support.

4b

Operators to establish mandatory CMS

Operators to establish a mandatory chemical management system (CMS) as part of the enviro
management system to include tracking and assessment of hazardous cheltniealdd not be possiblg
to implement this policy option througlhe EPRTR |egislation.
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Table4-3: Discarded policyneasures

Problem Area| MeasureTitle Reason for screening out
Integrate IED monitoring requirements in permits and align viBRER reporting. Require that, whg
. ; : pollutants are required to be monitored within |ED permits, the releases redda the EPRTR are base
4c Integrate IED monitoring with-ERTR reporting on those monitoringresults and not calculated or estimatéts anticipated that this policy option WouIJ
fail to garner the necessary political support withinthe European Commission for legislative adop!
4c Mandate repating of expected pollutants fol It is anticipated that this policy option would fail to garner the necessary political support withi
specific installations European Commission for legislative adoption.
Definingand reporting objective data reliability criteria for different release quantification methods
4c Create a data reliability indicator judged to resultin limited benefits compared to the costs of implementing such an indicator. Itis U
to garner the necessary political support.
dc Remove reporting of releases to soil Itis a_nticipated that this palicy opti_on W0u|.d fail to gamer the necessary palitical support for legij
adoption as there has been recentinterestin pollution to soils.

Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneFRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem areaj EPRTR policy measures [#measurefil] Description

Baseline

la: Current activity Provide guidance on aggregating 1| share a single stack (or can be judged to by the competent authority). Additional
thresholds and| thermal power stations to align with I determining if a plantis a large comtion plant, the plants below 15 MW are n
definitions aggregationruleptl2h =

The IED contains aggregation rules for the definition of LEPRTR activity 1(c)). The
PRTR activity description would be updatedeiglicitly include the same rules fq
aggregation. The rule is that plants will be considered a single combustion plant

SWD Baselin{ included but would be included in the total rated thermal input, e.g. an entity wh
plant1 =20MW, plant2 =30 MW, plant3 =10 MW wouldbe an LCP of 60 MW b

where plant 1=10 MW, plant2 =10 MW, pi@r= 30 MW it would not be considered 4
LCP. This policy option would be to update the guidance to specify this aggregatiq

4b- Time lag and datg Incrementally improve the EEA reportil
flows inreporting systen#51] = SWD Baseline

Improve theEEA's system for reporting by refining and updating the data tra
templates and tools and guidance for MS CAs. Provide support to MS to use th
reporting format and with developing their own faciligvel reporting tools. Alsg
improve processedor automated submission checking and rapid taround of
guestions and answers with MS CA to faatk the data submission process. While
online QA is already undergoing continuous improvement, this should continue
future, with the checks baig regularly evaluated for fithess and strictness.
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem area

EPRTR policy measures [#measure|[]

Description

Promote the use of sectespecific
release factors for some activitigh3 =
SWD Baseline

Mandate use of sectespecific emission factors in some cases. The applicability
depend on the potential environmental impact, for example, sectors wh
measurementis not practicable.

Provide guidance on methodology fi
calculating releases, especially indiri
releases to watef#56] = SWD Baseline

Harmonise or provide guidance on the quantification of indirect releases to air, \
and soil, i.e. releases that do not pass througiteek.

4c¢ - Inconsistent and
incorrectreporting

Add completeness checks for tt
reporting of which methodology is us€
[#59] = SWD Baseline

The online QA for the EU Registry currently only checks to ensure that the m
Of  AaaAFAOLIGAR2Y @FfdzS 2F G29LDIE Aa
checks on the methodology reporting (beyond one for completeness of repor
Additional checks of the reporting of the methodology should be implemented in
to prevent the reporting of invalid combinations of methodCode &
methodClassification.

Add a description field for accident
releaseg#6( = SWD Baseline

Include adescription field for describing the incident and a link to the Seveso notifica
under the eMARS where accidental releases occurred. This would be to prevent r
from being reported as accidental releases.

Develop guidance on how to repg
M/C/E for multiple release sourcg$1]
= SWD Baseline

Additional reporting guidance on how to assign M/C/E facilities with several re|
sources.

Add an indication of whether the facilil
is registered under the EMAS Regulat
[#62] = SWD Baseline

EPRTR reports for facilities registered under the-Etamagement and Audit Scher
(EMAS) Regulation may be considered more reliable. Competent authorities coy
EMAS registration and quantification procedures to suppeRRER reporting
Incorporate nto EPRTR reporting an indicator if a facilityis registered under EMAY

5 - Access to EPRI

Improve promation of availability of th
EPRTR#65] = SWD Baseline

Changes to the current promotion and availability of tHRETR. DG ENV afhEnaking
other institutions aware of the data. Facilitate the availability and use of ARER for
national inventories and/or national inventory review. Facilitate the mapping betv
EPRTR and national inventory categories (NFR for Air Pollutant€RRdor GHGS
Include in the BPRTR an assessment of thBIETR versus national inventory data
make this publicly available.

information

Enhance website design and conte
better links to national PRTR&66] =
SWD Baseline

Changes to the website design and content. In particular, having the websitg
available in multiple languages. Also, develop more data viewers, e.g. see EEB in

data viewerhttp://eipie.eu/projects/ipdv.

Provide more guidance on how to accq
and use the dat§#67]= SWD Baseline

Produce guidance/best practices on howto advertise the existence and use dPRIEH
better in Member States. Produce public briefings on the data i ntR&ERIighlighting
key aspects of the dataset (trends, top polluters, bestimprovers, etc.).
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem area

EPRTR policy measures [#measure|[]

Description

Case studies/fact sheets oFFIRTR use€
[#68] = SWD Baseline

Produce case studies/fact sheets on how?IETR has been used by MS, Euroy
agencies and institution8JGOs and researchers.

6 - Releases froni
diffuse sources and
releases from product

Deliver Article 8 requirements by cres
referencing to other existing dat
sources on diffuse releasgg69 & 71] =
SWD Baseline

Make use of other reporting mechanisms, such as for the NECD and WISE, to €
releases from other anthropogenic sources not covered in Annex | such as agriq
activities, transport and domestic combustion in order to fulfil the Article 8 obdigal
This exercise could be required every few years.

PO1
Effectiveness

la: Current activity
thresholds and

Clarify that activity 3(b) covers upstreg
oil and gas facilitief#l6] = SWD E
PRTR#6

While guidance provided by the Commissior2011 stated that extraction of crude g
and natural gas fell under the underground mining and related operations activity
policy option would create an explicit activity definition. This policy option has

proposed by the IED Impact Assessmani] thereforeto ensure coherence betweel
reporting, the exact threshold(s) and activity definition to be considered will be infor
by this process.

definitions

Remove 3(d) production of asbest
from activity list [#7]

Remove the production of asbestos from thetivity list.

Reword 5(d) landfills activity descriptig
to include flaring of vent ggd$11] =SWD
EPRTR#8

Include flaring of vent gas inthe descriptionto ensure reporters understand this s
be included.

Reduce reporting thresholds for son
existing pollutants to better meet the air|
of 90% capturg#33a-x / n=24]= SWD
E-PRTR#1

Reduce reporting thresholds for some existing pollutants

2a: Existing pollutant

Creating a more dynamic mechanism to identify a list of pollutants for future ren

andthresholds 98 GFotA&K | WadyRdzS G2 GKSY 0SAy3 t2y3ISNI NBt Sdggegtéd od
pollutants that are no longer of concef removal in the PRTR analysis report; however, 24 chemicals included in the pol
[#32] = SWD EPRTR#5 list are no longer permitted to be used in Europe and therefore could potentiall
removed in the future.
Allowing a topdown calculation approach for intensive farming activities. This cou
Add an option for topdown reporting for| implemented using four methods:
4a: Reporting| activity 7 (intensive livestock productid 1 MS reportirg for the sector on a national level,
modalities and aquaculture)[#46] = SWD E | § CAs usinga tedown approach and reporting anaverage release for every farl

PRTR#9

1 Operators and CAs reporting livestock numbers only (via the productionVq
field) and emission calculations beingdone by the EEA,;
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option | EPRTR problem areaj EPRTR policy measures [#measurefll] Description
1 Operators reporting livestock numbers to CAs and emission calculations
completed by the CAs.
Introduce subfacility reporting[#45] = | Reporting releases/transfers on an activity basis insteaabgfegating to the facility
SWD EPRTR#2 level.
) . Add active operator confirmation thg Require affirmation that expected pollutants for a sector are below the repo
4c: Inconsistent ang : . . .
incorrect reporting releases are below the reportin threshold or notpresentatall andavoid the ambiguity of missing values.
threshold[#52] = SWD EPRTR#3
Mandate the M/C/E hierarchy|#58] = [ Mandate the MCE hierarchy for reporting releases, e.g. releases should be me
SWD EPRTR#4 where possible, and calculation should take precedent overestimation.
PO2 : N/A No measures retained )
Innovation
Establish a mechanism for dynarn Inclusion of a more dynamic mechanism to identify and includerging pollutants of
2b: Additional| updating to include additional polluan] 02 Yy OSNY o0 aGa dzyNAK&aS f Aaté0d ¢KAA GAf
pollutants of immediate interest and future intereq important for environmental issues in Europe. This would be similar to the WFD-W
(sunrise list[#37 = SWD EPRTR#10 | listprocess.
Require the reporting of energy ug88 | Require the reporting of energy use, which would allow assessment of energy and
= SWD EPRTR#11 efficiencies.
Require the reporting of water ug#39 | Require the reporting of water use in order to allow for better assessment of the im
PO3 Circulal . . =SWD EPRTR#12 of industry on the environment beyond pollution.
Economy, 3: Information to track Require the reporting of raw material uy Require the reporting of ramaterial use in order to be better able to assess energy
Resource progress towards the [#40] = SWD EPRTR#13 carbonefficiencies.

Efficiency and
Safer
Chemicals

circular economy ang

Reporting waste composition of wasg

Require reporting of the composition of waste transfers using the Waste Framg

decarbonisation  off o\ sterg#41] = SWD EPRTR#14 | Directive waste code(EWC waste code)

industry - - - - -
Improve tracking of waste transfefg4? | Require the reporting of waste receivers for all waste transfers, not just transbou
= SWD EPRTR#15 hazardous waste transfers.
Improve tracking of waste watg Require the reporting of the receivers of wastewater transfers (as currently don
transferg#43]= SWDE-PRTR#16 transboundary hazardous waste transfers).

6 - Releases fron Make use of other reporting streams, such as forthe NECD and WISE, and/or car

diffuse sources and
releases from product

Reporting releases from produds70] =
SWD EPRTR#17

specific Commission study for the calculation of releases from products during cor
use, as advocated in Article 5(9) of the Aarhus Convention. This exercisebed
required every few years.
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option | EPRTR problem areaj EPRTR policy measures [#measurefll] Description
3 Information to trackl rDeisggg;egiti(gg (eog H;gr:epﬁg;;}mi Reporting GHGs like HFCs and PFCs as specific pollutants instead of as a group
ggc4arbonisati Eirfcg&zfseé%\ﬁ:g; ;rr]; SWD_EPRTR#18 - - -
g Require GHG releases to be also repo| Reporting GHGs like HFCs and PFCs ina masgof CO
on decarbonisation off . -
industry as CQ equivalent[#44b] = SWD E
PRTR#18
Revise capacity thresholds for 7(a) If Reduce activity thresholds of poultry and pig farming to capture a higher proporti
[#1 ¢ sub-options consider thresholds ¢ pollutantreleases from this activity. This policy option has been proposed by th
150, 300 and 450 LSW SWD E | Impact Assessment, and therefore to ensure coherence between reporting, the
PRTR#21 threshold(s) to be considered will be informed by this process.
Increase the coverage of landfill sites by decreasing the activity threshold to less i
Revise capacity threshold for 5( tonnes per day. This policy option has been proposed by the IED Impact Assessm
landfills[#3]= SWD EPRTR#27 therefore to ensure coherence between reporting, the exact threshold(s) to
considered will be informed by that process.
Revise capacity threshold for 2(c)| Reduce the activity threshold for activity 2(c)(ii). Itis currently 50 kJ per hammer,
smitheries [# ¢sub-options consider ng the calorific power exceeds 20 MW. This will help to cover a larger proportion ¢
calorific power threshold or a calorif @ SO G 2 NRa& NBt Sk aSas Sahaiheeh prdpdséd byt IED gy
11a: current activity power threshold o6 MW] = SWD E | Assessment, and there_fore in o_rder to ensure coherence between reporting, the
PO5 Industrial thresholds and PRTR#26 threshold(s) to be considered will be informed by that process.
scope definitions Revise capacity threshold of 5( Remove the 10,000 #uay capacity threshold for activity 5({ghdependently operated

independently operated industrialaste
water treatment plants to align with the
IED activity description [#8] SWD E

PRTR#28

industrial wastewater treatment plants which serve one or more activiife8nnex | to
alignwith the activity description of the IED.

Include sukcategories for  1(b)
installations for gasification an|
liguefaction to include coal and "othg
fuels"” to better align with the IED su
categories [8] = SWD EPRTR#28

Include sukcategories to include coal and "other fuels" to better align with the
subcategories.

Include product sulzategories for 3(c]
cement production [#0] = SWD E
PRTR#28

Reassign the subcategories for cement production to be product categorised asd
the IED, e.g. production of cement in rotary kilns and other kilns, production of i
kilns etc. This may cause some tis@¥ies consistency issues for historical data.
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem area

EPRTR policy measures [#measure|[]

Description

Align activity description for 1(c) therm
power stations with |IED aggregai
rules[#124 = SWD EPRTR#28

The IED contains aggregation rules for the definition of LGPRTR activity 1(c)). The
PRTR activity description would be updated to explicitly include the same rul
aggregation. The rule is that plants will be considered a single combustiarifptay

share a single stack (or can be judged to by the competent authority). Additional
determining if a plantis a large combustion plant, the plants below 15 MW arg
included but would be included in the total rated thermal input, e.g. atitg where
plantl =20 MW, plant2 =30 MW, plant 3 =10 MW would be an LCP of 60 MW |
where plant1 =10 MW, plant2 =10 MW, plant3 = 30 MW itwould not be consi
an LCP. This policy option would be to update the legislation to specifyghregation
rule.

Reword 8(b) production of food an
beverage products activity description
include feed products to align with th
IED activity descriptiof#72] = SWD E

PRTR#28

Alignwith |ED activity definition by rewording 8(b) to include feedghucts.

Revise capacity thresholds for 1
combustion plants to 5 MWth and for 5|

UWWTPs to 2,000 p.§#2] = SWD E
PRTR#29 and #30

Include combustion plants with a capacity 668 MW in the activity list. This shou
include the aggregation rulesf the MCPD (aggregate if waste gases go throug
common stack or the competent authority judges them ©hange capacity thresholg
for UWWTP from 100,000 p.e. to 2,000 p.eto increase releases coverage.

Revise capacity thresholds for 1
combustion plants to 20 MWth and fol
5(f) UWWTPs to 20,000 p[#2] = SWD
E-PRTR#29 and #30

Include combustion plants with a capacity of-20 MW in the activity list. This shou
include the aggregation rules of the MCPD (aggregate if waste gases go thr
common stack or the competent authority judges them ©Bhange capacity thresholg
for UWWTP from 100,000 p.e. tO00 p.e to increase releases coverage.

Add intensive cattle farming §5¢ sub
options consider thresholds of 150, 3|
and 450 LSW SWD EPRTR#20

Itis proposed to include an additional activity in Annex | of HfRH'R covering intensi
cattle farms. This policy option has been proposed by the IED Impact Assessme
therefore to ensure coherence between reporting, the exact threshold(s) and aq
definitionto be considered will be informed by this process.

1b: Missing activitieg
and subactivities

Include battery production, disposal ar
recovery [#8] =SWD EPRTR#22

Include battery production, dispokand recovery in the activity list. The link to tl
Batteries Directive will need to be considered. This policy option has been propoj
the IED Impact Assessment, and therefore in order to ensure coherence be
reporting, the exact threshold(s) amtivity definition to be considered will be informe
by this process.
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem area

EPRTR policy measures [#measure|[]

Description

Include an additional subector for
forging presses, cold rolling & wi
drawing [#D] = SWD EPRTR#24

Include an additional subector forforging pressesold rolling and wirelrawing under
activity 2 (production and processing of metals). This policy option has been propg
the IED Impact Assessment, and therefore in order to ensure coherence be
reporting, the exact threshold(s) and activity definition to be considevididbe informed

by this process.

Inclusion of an additional 9(a) sslctor

for textile finishing [#2] = SWD E
PRTR#25

Inclusion of textile finishing in the activity list under activity 9 (other activities). This
potentially bereassigningtte O G A A 1@ O2 RS Freatiknt(bperaiondl
ddzOK |a ¢l aKAy3dx o6fSIFEOKAYISZ YSNOSNA

creating the additional activity 9(a)(ii) for textile finishing. This policy option has
proposed bythe IED Impact Assessment, and therefore to ensure coherence bet
reporting, the exact threshold(s) and activity definition to be considered will be infor
by this process.

Include an additional 9(d) s tdtivity for

shipyardd dismantling [#23F SWD E
PRTR#28

Include an additional sulctivity under 9 (other activities) for shipyards/dismantlir
Currently, only building of ships and painting or removal of paint from ships is ing
in the activity list as 9(e). This policy option has been proposed by thémphzt
Assessment, and therefore to ensure coherence between reporting, the ¢
threshold(s) and activity definition to be considered will be informed by this proces

Add MgO production in kilns with
threshold of 50 t/day to 3(c) so as to alif
with IED activity 3.1(c) [#2=SWD E
PRTR#28

Include MgO production in Kilns with a threshold of 50 t/day to align with IED ad
3.1(c).

Include capture of COstreams for
geological storage with no threshold ¢

as to align with IED activity 6.848]=
SWD EPRTR#28

Include capture of C&treams for geological storage with nothreshold to align with
activity 6.9.

Add additional sulzategories anc
improved descriptions for 5(a) & 5(
waste treatments so as to align with t
IED activity descriptions and enst
reporters know that disposal includg
incineration/caincineration.

Additionally, include recovery in th
activity definition[#29] = SWD E

PRTR#28

Align categories 5(a) and 5(b) with the |ED activity descriptions to ensure reporterg
that disposal includes incineration/éncineration. Specifically, this would involve 4
introduction of subcategories tmatch IED activities 5.1 and 5.2(b) and, additiong
include recovery inthe definition.
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Table4-4: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areas aneHRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem area

EPRTR policy measures [#measure|[]

Description

Add an additional hazardous waste s
category for temporary storage so as
align with IED activity 5.6 temporal
storage of hazardous waste3J@ = SWD
E-PRTR#28

IED activity 5.6 temporary storage of hazardous waste is not included in HRRER
activities listand should be considered for inclusion.

Establish a dynamic mechanism
identify and include emerging activitig
2T 02y OSNY fob détvidey)

[#31]= SWD EPRTR#31

LyOfdzaAazy 2F I Y2NB ReylIYAO YSOKI YAAZd
fAdGé0D ¢CKAA gAff AyOfdzRS aSOid2NA
environmental issues in Europe. This would Ingilsir to the WFD watchist process and
the proposed EPRTR sunrise prevision for pollutants.

Notes: #This tableefersto two differentnumberingof the policy measures considered: the numiieed in this repoibetween [#]andthe numbering useih the
Commission Sta¥#/orking DocumeniThe numbering changes because the SWD comBiREI R policy measures with IED policy measures.
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5 Impacts of thepolicy options

5.1 Identification and screening of impacts

Thissectiondetailsthe impacts of each policy option across specific impact categories structured by
overall problem area. All key economic, environmental, and social impacts of the policy measures
across the core stakeholdeggpublic authorities (including Member Staterapetent authorities, the

EEA and European Commission), industry (large and smaller businesses) and citizens and workers
have been identified, mapped, and screened. A rapid assessment of the expected absolute and
relative magnitude of the impacts and thdikelihood was carried out in line with Ta#l9 of the

Better Regulation Toolbo¥ When selecting the most relevant and significant impacts, the following
criteriawere considered

1 Therelevanceof the impact within the intervention logic developed for the evaluation: this
assesses whether the impact is relevant to assess the direct contribution of the policy options
to the objectives for amending the Regulation.

1 The expected absolutmagnitudeof the expected impacts.

f The relative size of expectedpacts for specific stakeholderghis considers whether any of
the impacts will be particularly relevant and significant for specific stakeholder groups, even
if the impact overall may be small. Irapicular, this considers whether impacts will be
concentrated on specific Member States or industry and whether it will add to the existing
regulatory burden for any specific stakeholder group. Given the characteristics of the sectors
involved in reportig to the EPRTR impacts on SMEs are not expected to be significant,
however this will be further investigated and may be particularly relevant in the context of
inclusion of any additional sectors e.g. cattle farms.

1 Theimportance¥ 2 NJ / 2 Y Y A & atal @bje@ivies akkpdlidielstidis considers whether
the impact is relevant to determine any tra@dfs between the objectives for amending the
Regulation and other EU objectives and policies.

The outcome of this stejs the final list of impacts that haveeen examined, indicating whether they
are likely to be positive or negative (using the following signs: ++,-+;-p,and which stakeholder
groups they are most likely to impadlour coding is used to summarise the impacts for individual
measures eferring to the direction (positive or negative) and size (small or large) of any expected
impacts (sed able5-1).

Table5-1: Coding used to present expected impacts

- - 0 + ++ U
Strongly negativg  Weakly No or limited Weakly Strongly Unclear
negative impact positive positive

The result of this screening is that ten economic, environmental, and sogialct categories were
selected for indepth impact assessment (outlined Trables-2).

22 European CommissioMOOL #19 Identificatiescreening of impacts (europa.eu)
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| Table5-2: Signficant impacts for indepth assessment and those that have been screened out

Impact category

Significance

Impact on key
stakeholder groups

Justification for inclusion / exclusion

Economicimpacts included

Administrative
burdens on
businesses

Industrial operators

The EPRTR and any potential revisions have
implications for industrial operators related to
monitoring and reporting of environmental daf
They may increase for existing operators if r
pollutants/parameters and/or lower ngorting
thresholds are adopted. However, there may
be some benefits with more advanced dig
technologies and/or topgdown reporting for somg
sectors.

Operation  /
conduct of
SMEs

-/10

SMEs are not
significant part of the
affected sectors.

The impactis not expected to be significant as
EPRTR activity and reporting thresholds typic
exclude smaller operations. This was 4
confirmed as part of the IED evaluat
(recognising that there is significant alignment
activites between the two instruments),
However, as some of the policy measures I
consider revising or removing report
thresholds as well as including new activities

cattle) this impact has been retained in t
assessmentwhere relevant for specific option

Public
authorities:
Change in cost
to authorities
for
administrative,
compliance and

Member State
competent

authorities (at local
regional and/or
national levels
depending on PRT]

responsibilities).

Changes to the scope and foafshe EPRTR wil
have impacts for Member State authorities
terms of data collection, verification
management, reporting and enforcemg
activities.

enforcement

activities

Public - European Changes tthe scope and focus of theBRTR wil
authorities: Commission/EEA | haveimpacts forthe EEA primarily interms of g
Change in costs collection, reviews, management and webs
to the activities.

Commission /
EEA

Environmental impacts included

The climate

+

No specific group i
impacted

One of the policy measures assessed consider
refinement of reporting of GHG releases to thq
PRTR. Furthermore, the potential for reporting
resource use (e.g. energy) has also been asse
Whilst such options will not directly impact ¢
emissiors of GHG and energy use, indirectly
provide an incentive to improve performance
the data will be publicly available enabli
benchmarking across sectors / Member Stateg

Efficient use of
resources

No specific group i
impacted

Some of thepolicy measures assessed incly
improvements for reporting on waste data a
potential for reporting on resource use. Whi
such options will not directly impact on resour
use, indirectly they provide an incentive
improve performance as the data ile publicly,
available enabling benchmarking across secfq
Member States.
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| Table5-2: Signficant impacts for indepth assessment and those that have been screened out

Impact category

Significance

Impact on key
stakeholder groups

Justification for inclusion / exclusion

managing
waste

Quality of ++ No specific group i{f Whilst the EPRTR in its current form, as well
natural impacted with any of thepotential revisions to be assesst
resources / does not directly cause industrial facilities
fighting reduce pollution, indirectly it provides &
pollution incentive to improve performance as the data
(water, soil, air will be publicly available enabling benchmark
etc.) across sectors / Member Std.

Reducing and + No specific group i{ One of the policy options for assessmentinclu

impacted

improvements for reporting on waste data. Whi
such options will not directly impact on resour
use, indirectly they provide an incentive
improve performance as the data will be publi
available enabling benchmarking across secfq
Member States.

Social impacts included

research

Reduced health + Public Improved public data on plant performan

impacts due to shouldprovide incentive to reduce emissions

lower pollutant improve compliance with existing permittr

emissions requirements.

Governance, ++ Public The fundamental objective of the-BRTR is f

participation make available to the public data on tk

and goad environmental performance of industrial facilit

administration: across the EU. Any potential revisions would ¢

Improved improve the quality and quantity of data availal

public access tg

information

Impacts exclugd

International O No specific group i{f Whilstthe EPRTR and any potential policy optig

environmental impacted for assessment do not require reductions

impacts pollution directly, indirectly the data can provig
an incentive for facilities to improve performang
This is true withinthe EU but may also providg
incentive for operators outside of the EU as th
can see how European plants perform and w
level of environmental protection is possib,
However, the impacts on operators outside of
EU are expected to be minimal.

Functioning of O Industrial operators | Whilst the EPRTR and any potential revisiond

the internal scope and focus would have cost implications

market and industrial operators, these are expected to

competition minimal relative to overall operating costs a
would therefore have very limited, if any, impa
on overall ompetition.

Macroeconomic O Industrial operatord Whilst the EPRTR and any potential revisiond

environment primarily scope and focus would have cost implications
industrial operators, these are expected to
minimal relative to overall operatingosts and
would therefore have very limited, if any, impa
on employment and overall profitability.

Innovation and i Industrial operators| Potential improvements in reporting modalitig

Member Statel
authorities,

monitoring

could help drive innovation in the collectg
management and reporting of environmental dg
under the EPRTR. However, such impacts
unlikely to be significant. Potential efficiency ga
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| Table5-2: Signficant impacts for indepth assessment and those that have been screened out

Impact category

Significance

Impact on key
stakeholder groups

Justification for inclusion / exclusion

equipment suppliers
EEA

have been consa&ted under administrativd
burdens.

Technological
development /
digital economy

Industrial operators
Member State
authorities,
monitoring
equipment suppliers
EEA

Potential improvements in reporting modaliti
could help drive innovation in the collectg
management and reporting of environmental dg
under the EPRTR. However, such impacts
unlikelyto be significant. Potential efficiency g4
have been consa&ed under administrativg
burdens.

Operating costg
and conduct of
business

Industrial operators

The EPRTR Regulation and any potential revis
have cost implications for industrial operatq
related to the monitoring and reporting ¢

environmental dta. These have been shown 1o
low relative to overall operating costs. They h
been assessed under administrative burd
hence why this specific impactis excluded.

5.2 Mappingof policy options EPRTR problem areas andHRTR

policy measures

Across each of these specific categories, a range of costs and benefits have been considered and,
where possible, quantified. Ftine EEPRTRhe most important impacts relate to administrative costs

and the benefits associated with access to informatimelgding improvements in the data being
reported, greater coverage of activities, pollutants and other parameters). These have been
considered relative to the baseline.

The following sections outline the analysis structured by policy option and measiitgs each
problem area. The table below summarises how tHeRETR policy measures correlate to tHeFETR
problem areas and overall policy options.

Table5-3: Mapping of policy options, fPRTR problem areasd EPRTR policy measures

Policy option | EPRTR problem areal EPRTR policy measures [#measureWD measure ID
tlhar:esﬁoulcrjrsent aCtg/r'%/ Provide guidance on aggregating 1(c) thermal power statior
definitions alignwith IERggregation rules 2l = SWD Baseline
4b - Time lag and datg Incrementally improve the EEA reporting systefllj= SWD|
flows in reporting Baseline

Promote the use of sectespecific release factors for son

activities [#63]= SWD Baseline

Provide guidance on methodology for calculating relea|
Baseline especiallyindirect releases to water B}5 SWD Baseline

Add completeness checks for the reporting of wh
methodology is used B8] = SWD Baseline

Add adescription field for accidental release#] = SWD
Baseline

Develop guidance on how to report M/C/E for multiple reled
sources [$1] = SWD Baseline

Add an indication of whether the facility is registered under

EMAS Regulation§2] = SWD Baseline

4c - Inconsistent and
incorrect reporting
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Table5-3: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areasmd EPRTR policy measures

Policy option | EPRTR problem areal EPRTR policy measures [#measure§WD measure ID
Improve promotion of availability of the-ERTR B5] = SWD
Baseline
Enhance website design and content, better links to natiq
S5 - Access to EPRT prTRs B6] = SWD Baseline
information Provide more guidance on howto access asd the data [&/]
= SWD Baseline
Case studies/fact sheets ofFIRTR uses@#] = SWD Baseline
6 - Releases from| Deliver Article 8 requirements by cressferencing to other
diffuse sources and existing data sources on diffugseleases [89 & 71] = SWD
releases from producty Baseline
Clarify that activity 3(b) covers upstream oil and gas faci
la: Current activity| [#16]=SWD EPRTR#6
thresholds and| Remove 3(d) production of asbestos from activity li&f]#
definitions Reword 5(d) landfills activity description to include flaring of
gas [#1] =SWD EPRTR&
Reduce reporting thresholds for some existing pollutantg
. better meet the aim of 90% capture3d8a-x / n=24]= SWD E
2a: Existing pollutants PRTR#L
PO1 ) and thresholds —— = = == —
Effectiveness 9adulofAakK | YadzyaSua tAalQ
concern [82 = SWD fPRTR#5
4a: Reporting| Add an option for topdown reporting for activity 7 (intensiv
modalities livestock production and aquaculture 6 = SWIEPRTR#9
Introduce sukfacility reporting [#5= SWD FPRTR#R
4c: Inconsistent and| Add active operator confirmation that releases are below
incorrect reporting reporting threshold [2] = SWD FPRTR#3
Mandate the M/CE hierarchy [88 = SWIEPRTR#4
PO2 . N/A No measures retained
Innovation
ob: Additi Establish a mechanism for dynamic updating to include addit
: itional : o . o
pollutants pollutants of immediate interest and future intergstunrise list
[#37] = SWD FPRTR#10
Require the reporting of energy use3g@ = SWD fPRTR#1
. Require the reporting of water use38]= SWD fPRTR#2
PO3  Circulay 3: Information to track [ Requi i i =
Economy, : equire the reporting of raw material used4@ = SWD E
Resource progress towards the| PRTR#3
Efficiency and circular economy and Reporting waste compoasition of waste transfers T#4 SWD H
Safer plecarbonlsatlon of| PRTR#14
Chemicals | ndustry Improve tracking of waste transfef#42]= SWD PRTR#15
Improve tracking ofwastewatertransfers[#43] = SWDE
PRTR#16
6 - Releases from
diffuse sources and Reporting releases from produdts/ 0]= SWD FPRTR#17
releases from produds
3: Information to track | Disaggregation of some currently reported GHGs (e.g. HFCs
PO4 progress towards the| [#44a]= SWD fPRTR#18
Ere]:carbonlsatl gléig:\t:or?ics:\?i?)?y ag? Require GHG releases to be also reported as eég0ivalent
industry [#44b]= SWD fPRTR#19
_| 1a: Current activity| Revisecapacity thresholds for 7(a) IRPP [#1sub-optons
POS Industrial (o< oids and| consider thresholds of 150, 300 and 450 LSSWD PRTR#21
Scope definitions Revise capacity threshold for 5(d) |andfif3] = SWD FPRTR#27
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Table5-3: Mapping of policy options, PRTR problem areasmd EPRTR policy measures

Policy option

EPRTR problem areaj

EPRTR policy measures [#measure3ldWD measure ID

Revise capacity threshold for 2(c)(ii) smitheriésqg ub-options
consider no calorific power threshold or a calorific pov
threshold of 5 MWE SWD FPRTR#26

Revise capacity threshold of 5(g) independently operg
industrial waste water treatment plants to align with the |
activity description [8] = SWD FPRTR#28

Include sukcategories for 1(b) installations for gasification g
liquefactionto include coal and "other fuels" to better alignw
the |ED sulrategories [8] = SWD IPRTR#28

Include product sulzategories for 3(c) cemeptoduction [0]
= SWD PPRTR#28

Align activity description for 1(c) thermal power stations with
aggregationrules g = SWD IPRTR#28

Reword 8(b) production of food and beverage products act
description to include feed products to aligith the |ED activity
description [#2]= SWD IFPRTR#28

Revise capacity thresholds for 1(c) combustion plants to 5 M
and for 5(f) UWWTPs to 2,000 p.e. [#23WD PRTR#2and
#30

Revise capacity thresholds for 1(c) combustion plants to 20 M
and for 5(f) UWWTPs to 20,000 p.e2]# SWD #PRTR#29 an
#30

Add intensive cattle farming ¥ ¢ sub-options consider
thresholds of 150, 300 and 450 LSIWD PRTR#Q

Include battery production, disposahd recovery [#8 = SWDH
PRTR#22

Include an additional subector for forging presses, cold rolli
& wire drawing#20]= SWD fPRTR#24

Inclusion of an additional 9(a) sslector for textile finishing#21]
= SWD PRTR#25

Include aradditional 9(d) s ufactivity for shipyards / dismantin
[#23]= SWD PRTR#28

Add MgO production inkilns with a threshold of 50 t/day to
so as to align with IED activity 3.1(c) }#2 SWD fPRTR#28

1b: Missing activities
and subactivities

Include capture of COstreams for geological storage with |
threshold so as to alignwith IED activity 6.9 [#28BWD E
PRTR#28

Add additional sulcategories and improved descriptions for 5
& 5(b) waste treatments so as to align with the IED act
descriptions and msure reporters know that disposal includ
incineration/coincineration. Additionally, include recovery in 4
activity definition[#29] = SWD fPRTR#28

Add an additional hazardous waste scdiegory for temporary
storage to align with IED activity 5t@mporary storage of
hazardous waste Bf] = SWD fPRTR#28

Establish a dynamic mechanism to identify and include eme
FOGABAGASE 2F 02y OSNYy =HDSWD
PRTR#31

Notes:This table refers to both the numbering usadhis report (between [#]) and the numbering used in

Commission Staff Working Document.
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5.3 Assessment ofignificantimpacts

5.3.1 Approach and assumptions

As for the baseline,ie main economic impacts related to policy measures for the revision dithe
PRTR Regulation relate to administrative burden i.e. data collection, reportingualith@ssurance

(plus EEA data management and website maintenance). The EU Standard Cost Model applies to
administrative costs such as reporting costs. It estimatetsaafsa given reporting provision as:

|l RYAYAAGNI 6AQS Oz2ad I 1t E v

where P (for Price) = Tarifffxme;

and where Q (for Quantity) = Number of businesses x Frequency
In relation to the reporting under the-ERTR, the costs elements are:

{1 Tariff=hour salaryfor relevant staff

1 Time=hours to perform the reporting activity

1 Number ofbusinesss = number of facilities thahave toreport

1 Frequencyonce per year expect for measures/options including more frequent reporting

At the generic leveleporting activitieglsocomprise oneoff costs whichrelate to adapting the data
collection, calculation and reporting systems, training, instruction and similar activities needed to
enable the annual reporting. For omdf costs, the frequency is onetherwise the costs are
estimatedwith the same formala used for recurrent reporting costs.

Table5-4 describesthe assumptions andaluesused for thedefinition of the baseline and the options
assessment.

Table5-4: General assumptions for economic impacts

Element Value Reference
Salary rate 40 EUR/hour Rate for professional Eurostat data
Discountate 4% Better Regulation Guidelines

Lifetime of oneoff | 20 years (unless specified for | Expert assumptioq used for annualising on
activities particular activity) off costs. 1

For annualizationof one-off costs, the technical or economic lifetime tfe investment typically
provides the guiding value. For changes to data collection and reporting requirements, there is no
simple lifetime to use as a basis for taanualization Changes to reporting systems will last for as
long as the system is applied a company changes its IT system used for the reporting, it is unlikely
that the costs will be significantly affected by the number of pollutants or parameters that are being
reported. This would suggest that a long lifetime should be applied. Onttiee band, staff turnover

could mean that oneff costs should be repeated within a shorter period. It should be noted that the
parallel study on the revisions to the IED has also used a lifetime of 20 years as the default value.

The assumption of 20 yesis a mediurterm to long term lifetime and intended to balance the
different factors, while alsensuring consistency with the assessment of IED measures.

The specific administrative costs include the following elements:

! Business: Reporting by facdisi
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' Member State CAs: Data checking and QA
1 EEA

- Data checking
- Publishing new data or revising webpages by EEA

Data and approach for each stakeholder tyge presented below.
Reporting costs for business

Changes to the reporting costef facilities depend on the specific measurdaut three generic
situations can be distinguished

1. A facility comes under scope of thePRTR for the first time and has to start reporting.
2. Existing facilities have to report additional pollutants.
3. Existing fadities have to report new parameters.

For eachyenericsituation, the unit costs of reporting for a facility have been estimated.
1. Newfacilities have toreport

The time required for reporting for a facility that is under th®ETR is estimated basedtbe time
required for the current scope of the Regulation. Review of the results from the evaluation points to
around 22 hours per operator (facility) per year. Findings from the targeted stakeholder survey (TSS)
suggests resource use that is slightly kigthan this estimate.

There are specific data from the Netherlands that have estimated the total costs for all operators at
eMHY LISNJ &@SINW 'a GKS bSUKSNIlFYyRa KIFI@S Fo62dzi o=X
Ay (KS 2 NR SN senfewhatdigherrand®orrésgonds on average to about 70 hours per
facility per year.

It isassumel that the average for an EU facility is somewhere between the 22 and 70 hours referenced
above. Hence, we apply 50 hours as representing a medium coitydiesility, where complexity for

a reporting facility is determined at a sector level considering factors such as likely number of activities
and processes per facility, number of plants / installations, number of stacks, number of pollutants to
be repoted per environmental media and number of wastedstewatertransfers.It isassumed that

low level of complexity requires half the resources as the medium level, while high complexity is
double the hours used for medium complexity reporting. The estimated hours per facility is therefore:

1 Low complexity reporting: 0.5*50 hours25 hours
f Medium complexity reporting: 50 hours
1 High complexity reporting: 2* 50 hours = 100 hours

There is limited evidence on the staup costs for new facilities/activitiel.isassumel that the start
up costs (onedff costs) arghreetimes the annal costs.

Based on these assumptigrike follow unit costavereestimatedfor a new facility being brought into
the scope of the PRTR. These unit costs are applied to assess changes in activity thresholds and
adding new activities, both leading to neacilities having to report.
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Table5-5Y | yAlG O2aita T2NIySg TLOATAGASA AY €

Level of complexity One2 FF 0230 FdwSOdzZNNBy G [¢20Ft | yydz f
per year
Low 3,000 990 1,210
Medium 5,900 1,980 2,410
High 11,900 3,950 4,830

The unit costs are used to estimate the reporting costs which are administrative costs. Given that the
NBELR2NIAY3I Aad 0Se2yR 6KI G Aa ay2N¥IFfé o0dzaAySaa
as an administratie burden. The terms reporting costs, administrative costs and administrative
burden are used to express the economic impact on business and all express the same costs.

2. Existing facilities have to report new pollutant/pollutant threshold changes

The aboveunit costs are applied to new facilities coming in scope. For additional pollutants, the
reporting costs will also increase for the existing facilities that might have to report an additional
pollutant. There are two categories:

{1 Existing activity and exisg pollutant where the reporting threshold is changed
{1 Existing activity where a new pollutant has to be reported

When changing reporting thresholds for existing pollutaitisassumel only a very marginal increase

in the annual reporting costs. Existing facilities have to check whether they emit above or below the
threshold so they should have the data ready: the additional cost is in adding one more data point to
the annual report. Hace,it is assumel that there are no oneoff costs but only the annual burden of
reporting the existing pollutant(s)t is assumel that this requires one additional hour of work per
year.

In case of a new pollutant the assumptions are differexst the &cility operator will not already be
assessing releases of that pollutant for théETR. In total, there are about 100,000 data points on
individual releases and transfers being reported annéailkhich means that each facility on average
reports only twovalues. Operators will have to consider additional pollutants to those currently
reported to verify whether these are below the reporting thresholds. Fast pollutants, this
verification may be a oneff exercise and may not have to be repeated eveary®nly when a facility
reports for the first time, the operator may have to consider most or all pollutants. Only if the activity
changes significantly (either in nature or volume), the operator may have to reconsider a longer list of
pollutants. It is assumel that, on average, facility operators considen pollutants every year for
reporting. This is based on a review of the Spanish PRTR which has no reporting thresholds. Facilities
report, on average, ofive air andfive water pollutants, sdenin total.

It means that the annual reporting cost per pollutant is abfwe hours (50 hours in total anten
pollutants). The pollutants that are being considered for inclusion are typically related to other
legislation. Itis therefore likely that facit$ already monitor or calculate these emissions. However,

it is assumed that some changes to existing data collection, calculation and reporting systems may be
required initially upfront to enable annual reporting. Evidence on how much time is requirdutfes

upfront changes is very limited. It is assumed, based on expert judgement, that thes#f @manges
eqguate tothree times the annual recurrent time and costs for reporting.

23Exracts from the PRTR database. Sum of pollution releases, pollution transfers and waste transfers.
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Type of change One-off Recurrent

Hours [/ 2a0a|Hours| / 2a0a AY
Existing pollutant with new threshold 0 0 1 40
New pollutant 15 600 5 200

3. Cost for new parameters water use, energyaw materials etc.¢ and changes to
reporting of GHGs and at activity level

The last type of change relevant for industry include the reporting of other parameters. They include
use of energy, water and raw materials, as well as a set of minor changles tegorting of waste
releases and transfers and reporting at activity level.

The costs of reporting these parameters have been assessed relative to the costs of reporting
pollutants covered by the current scope. Energy and water use are assumed toilae sorthe
current pollutants and therefore, the additional reporting costs will be equivalent to including a new
pollutant. For other raw materials, their reporting is assumed to be much more complex. There are
multiple raw materials, potentially used @iss multiple processes and activities so collecting data on
their use and reporting it is ased to be more onerous than the other parameters.

Tableb-7 presents the assumptions used for the assessment.

Table5-7: Costs for new parameters, changes to reporting of GHGs and reporting at activity level

Parameter Scaling factor (relativg Justification
to new pollutant
estimates)
Energy use 1 Assumed to be equivalent to having

report a new pollutant all datashould
already be collated and easyto report
Other raw materials 5 Will vary in complexity significant
between and within different sectors
depending on number of factors e.
products, processes etc.

Water use 1

Parameter Scaling factor (relativg Justification
to existing pollutant
estimates)
Waste composition 0.5 Already reporting on waste transfethis

would just add waste compositio
information which should be readil

available.
Waste transfer tracking 0.5 Already reporting orwaste transfer this
improvements would just add where transfer goes to.
Pollutant transfer (wastewater 0.5 Already reporting on waste transfethis
tracking improvement would just add where transfer goes to.
Reporting GHGs like HFCs and PF 0.25 Already being reported this would just
specific pollutants instead of as require some additional time for reportin
group. the data ata more disaggregated level.
Reporting GHGs like HFCs and PH 0.25 Already being reported this would just
mass ofCO2e. require some additional time for reportin

the data in different units.
Reporting releases/transfers ar 2 Already likely to be calculated / measur
other applicable fields on an activi atthis level but adding more complexity

terms of reporting.
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Table5-7: Costs for new parameters, changes to reporting of GHGs and reporting at activity level

Parameter Scaling factor (relativg Justification
to new pollutant

estimates)

basis instead of aggregation to th
facility level.

Validationof costestimates andssumptios through stakeholder focus group

The estimated unit costs and supporting assumptions have been tesated validatedwith
stakeholders duringocus groupiscussions Stakeholders generally felt that the order of magnitude
seems rightbutthere could be very complex installations where the reporting costs could be higher
thanthose estimated. It was alspoted in the focus group discussion that, in addition to the level of
complexity of the facility, the degree of automated reportirand therefore thdT infrastructureis

an important factor. Gathering data manually can be very time consumsg the presence of
automated systems (often in the more complex facilities) reduces the reporting costs. There are no
data on which type of facilities has or is more likely to have such automated reporting systems.

Data management by Member State CAs
The cost drives for changes in the costs for Member State CAs are also:

1 Changes in the number of reporting facilities.
1 Changes to the number of pollutants being reported.

Costs incurred due to changes in the number of reporting facilities

Data from the TSS covers estites from 12 Member States. They provide a basis for assessing the
average costs. Though not all Member States are represented, the data cover both small and large
Member States as well as the regions.

Based on these data, the average number of workiagsdper facility has been calculated. The
estimate is 0.4 working day per installation, which is equivalent to about 2.8 hours per instaitation.
The resource use for CAs can be estimated using siagkmptiondo those used for operators: low
level ofcomplexity implies half the number of hours than for the average facilityragi level of
complexitymeans twice the resource useor one-off costs, itis assumed that these are three times
the annual costs.

These unit costs are applied to estimate ttnerden for CAs when new facilities within an existing
activity start reporting to the PRTR e.qg. if the activity threshold is reduced.

Table5-8: Unit costs for CAs when new facilities within an existiagivity are reporting

Level of complexity One2 ¥FF 023  wSOdzNNByid 02§ ¢2G1t | yydz
Low 170 60 70
Medium 330 110 130
High 660 220 270

2Derived applying the average number of working hours in EU of 36.2 hours per week.
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Where a new activity is to be addegfor example cattle farming; the one-off costs for CAs are
expected to be higher than for an existing activity as more changes will be required to existing data
flows and to set up the relevant QA tools etc. Here it is assumed that thefblests are two times
higher Table5-9).

Table5-9: Unit costs for CAs for a new activity adding new facilities

Level of complexity One2 FF 023  wSOdzNNByid 02§ ¢2G1ft | yydz
Low 330 60 80

Medium 660 110 160

High 1,320 220 320

The change of reportindiresholds for pollutants implies thamore facilitiesmay have to report
emissions and therefore additional timeould be needed by CAs to check tieported data. The
inclusion of new pollutants to Annex Il implies that there may be-afifieosts for CAs to establish
how they willcheck reported data for new pollutants as well as recurring annual costs for checking
new pollutants.

The specific cost estimates are derived in the following way: based on the average costs for CAs

per facilityand upscaling to the total number of around 50,03860ilities, the total CA costs ftne 27

Member States can be estimatede®i.5m per year. Currently, 91 pollutants and around 100,000 data

points arereported, resulting in costsfe ¢ N~ nnn LIS NI LIR2VR d2if yelp pLISLNS N SRI-NJ |
year.

For the inclusion of new pollutants, the costs for CAs will deemidow many failities are likely to

report emissions of the added pollutants addition, fin one revision several new pollutants are

added, the costs will not be proportional to the number of new pollutants. It is assumed that the costs

of adding new pollutants il 6 S € c X nnn LIS NBurthrdreddorlagiding adewl & S+ N
pollutant, it is assumed that there will be a eo# cost which is estimated as three times the annual

costs.

Table5-10: Unit costs for CAs for existing pollutant with new threshold and new pollutant

One-off costs Recurrent costs
Ly A /I 2a0a Ly A | 2aGa AY
Existing pollutant - .
With new threshold No oneoff costs 0 Cost per facility reporting 55
New pollutant Costperpollutant 18,000 Costper pollutant 6,000

Data management by EEA
The activities that the EEA performs in relation to tHeRETR includes:

Managing the I'Bystems

Developing and maintaining the reporting tools
QA/QC of the dateeported by Member States
Support to Member States

Use of data and publication.

= =4 -4 -4 4

The estimates of resources and costs are presented in the table below.
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Table5-11: Unit costs for CAs for a new activity addjmew facilities

Activity Resource usé FTE /] 2aGa Ay
IT 1 100,000
Reporting tools 0.2 18,750
QA/QC 0.9 93,750
Supportto MS 0.4 37,500
Use of data and publication 1.0 100,000

Total 3.5 350,000

While the management of IT systems is not affected by any of the considered measures, the other
activities might be affected. The costs are defined for the same type of changes assessed for the
industries and Member State CAs.

Given that the EEA does not check data from indadidinstallatiors, it is assume that
addingfacilitieswill not increase the EEA costs. Only if new pollutdiaistivitiesare added, there will

be minor costs fomdapting the database, et®his cost is estimated &t N2 dzy’ R Itdsthasedom d
the costs for IT, reporting tools, sort to MS and use of data.

It is assumed that the inclusion of new activities, new pollutants and new parameters may require

some oneoff costs. These are estimatedthe following way: the resource used for all the activities

are added excluding only ¢&tosts of the QA/QC process, as this is automated. The total costs of the
otheractivitiesaree Hpc ZHpn LISNJ @St NX» ¢ KS NBandiNdSassfived thag £  dzi |
the costs of adding a new activity, pollutant or parameter will require cgstsu KS 2 NRSNJ 2 F ¢
divided by 91The assumptions fahe EEAre presented imable5-12.

Table5-12: Unit costs EEA \
Type of change One2 ¥FF 02aida Ay
More facilities reporting No additional costs

Changing activity thresholds

No additional costs

Changing thresholds for pollutants

No additional costs

IAdding new activity 2,816
Adding nevpollutants 2,816
IAdding new parameters 2,816

5.3.2 POLl: Effectiveness, information access and simplification

E-PRTR problem area 1a: Current activity thresholds and definitions

The definitions of some activities require clarification to improve reporting.

Clarify that activity 3b covers upstream oil and gas facilitiggl 6] = SWD PRTR#6

Description of the measure

This measure would entail the addition of upstream oil and gas industries to the Annex | activity list.
Whilst guidance provided by the Commussiin 2011 stated that extraction of crude oil and natural
gasfell under the underground mining and related operations activity this policy option would create
an explicit activity definition for this activity. It would also align with the potential exjmmnin scope

of the IED.

Economic impacts
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Three specific categories of economic impacts were selected for@apin assessment of the policy
measures for the revision of theRTR Regulation. These include impacts on administrative burdens
on businesss, operation / conduct of SMEs and public authorities (broken down into impacts for
authorities for administrative, compliance and enforcement activities and for the European
Commission / EEA). Overall, this measure is likely to hepekly negative econmic impactsas it
primarily relates to a clarification of the existing scope of the Regulation. No impacts for SMEs are
expected as a result of this measure.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expectedtedidy negative

Around 1,300 additional facilities may be captured by this measure and required to report te the E
PRTR. This is expected to be the maximum potential numbernedf@s some of these facilities are
likely to fall below the existing reporting thresholds although exactly how many this may affect is
unclear. The number of additional facilities was calculated using the number of oil and gas fields within
Germany and dxapolating to the EU27 using European production of primary energy statistics
While Member States have previously been advised to report facilities extracting oil under activity
3(a), analysis of the data reported to thePRTR shows only 121 facilititesve done so (these have
been removed from the extrapolated figure).

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section

5.3.1 the totaladditionalon2 ¥ ¥ O2aia I NB SELISOGSR (i D238 4 RPFdzg R
peryearleadingtdi 2 G F £ | yydzl f AAaSR O2 afordpeatdrs. NB dzyR € 0o ®HY |

Public authorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected towsakly negative This includes additional
time for QA for both Member State plib authorities and the EEA although this is expected to be
limited as some facilities already report.

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section

1.3, the total additional oneff costs forpublic authorities | NB SELISOGSR G2 685 I NE«
NBOdZNNByYy (i O2aiGa 27 (e2nidiMp ¥ yLySdXII feASaF \NR { B2 3RS 32 T 2 NP

Impacts for theEEAare expected to beninimal considering that some facilities already report data
so minimal canges would be required to the data and QA flows or website.

Environmental impacts

Four specific categories of environmental impacts were selected for-depth assessment of the
policy measures for the revision of theFRTR Regulation. These includgacts on the climate,
efficient use of resources, quality of natural resources / fighting pollution and reducing and managing
waste. Overall, this measure is likely to haveakly positive environmental impactas, whilst it
primarily relates to a clarifation of the existing scope of the Regulation, a large number of additional
facilities are expected to report.

25 EU27 production datduttps://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics
explained/index.php?title=File:Energy_production, 2008_and_2018.png
DE oil/gas exploratiofields in 2018:
https ://www.lbeg.niedersachsen.de/download/144280/Erdoel_und_Erdgas_in_der_Bundesrepublik_Deuts
chland_2018.pdf
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Increasing the number of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available
within the EPRTR, potentially helping tmprove environmental performance of the sector as it
enables better comparison of performance of the sector across the EU as well as greater engagement
of citizens in environmental decisionaking (as a result of access to information). This would
primarily impact on emissions of air and water pollutants and potentially GHGs. Limited or no impacts
would be expected for resource use or waste. Additional emissions of up to 100kt of NOx and 50kt of
NMVOCs could potentially be captured withtPRTR based onraugh approximation of emissions

per facility®.

Social impacts

Two specific categories of social impacts were selected for -@epth assessment of the policy
measures for the revision of theERTR Regulation. These include reduced health impacts due to
lower pollutant emissions and governance, participation and good administration (as a result of
improved public access to informatiorQverallthis measure is likely to haweeakly positive social
impactsas, whilst it primarily relates to a clarificati of the existing scope of the Regulation, a large
number of additional facilities are expected to report.

As discussed above, increasing the number of facilities reporting could potentially help to improve
environmental performance of the sector which wd have positive impacts for health. Furthermore,
increasing the level of data available on performance of the sector improves public access to
information potentially enabling greater participation in environmental decision making.

Remove 3(d) productio of asbestos from activity list [#7]

This measure would entail the removal of asbestos from the activity list as it is no longer relevant for
the EU. This measure is likely to haneeconomic, environmental or social impacdthough the
removal of an activity may simplify the overall data reporting flow, albeit very limited overall.

Reword 5(d) landfills activity description to include flaring of vent daéd1]= SWD FPRTR#8

Description of the measure
Include flaring of vt gas in the description to ensure reporters understand this should be included.
Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to have or limited economic impactsThough, it will lead to a greater
number of facilities (estimated to be 742) havigreport emissions data for the air pollutants where

the reporting thresholds could be reduced, the additional costs are limited. Facilities of this activity
should already be reporting to the-BRTR, therefore only existing facilities would have to tepor
additional releases. The number of facilities affected has been determined to be the current number
of facilities reporting releases/transfers and activity 5(d) (either as main or other activity). Howeuver,
it is uncertain how many may already be repogtitaring of vent gas within their estimates or may be
below the relevant reporting thresholds. Therefore, this number is expected to be the maximum likely
number affected (and associated impacts discussed below). No impacts for SMEs are foreseen with
thismeasure as all facilities that may be impacted are likely to be already reportinBRIR and the
existing reporting and activity thresholds should ensure that SMEs are not captured.

Administrative burdens on businesses

% Emissions per facility based on information provided in the |ED Impact Assessment
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Overall impacts on administragvourdens for businesses are expected tditvited.

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section
5355 NBOIINNByd O2ada FNBE SadAyYl dSR LoficostsNaB iy R € n ®
existing facilities). Costs are relatively limited as all facilities that would have to report additional data
should already be reporting toFRTR.

Public authorities

Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EE&re expected to bémited. The aditional costs for
GKS /144 NS SadAYFGSR Fd epcZnnn a4 GKSNB Yleé o
public authorities. No additional costs are expected for the EEA.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmmited or weakly positive environmental impactas it will
increase the coverage of reported emissions data for the activity (air pollutants and greenhouse
gases). Refining the activity definition should improve the level and overall completeness of data on
releases available within the-ERTR for landfills, potentially helping to improve environmental
performance of the sector as it enables better comparison of performance across the EU as well as
greater engagement of citizens in environmental decisimking (& a result of access to
information). Limited or no impacts would be expected for resource use or waste.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hdweited or weakly positive social impactas emissions coverage

for the activity will be expanded. As discussed above, improving data coverage for the activity could
potentially help to improve environmental performance of the sector which would have positive
impacts for health. Furthermore, ineasing the level of data available for the activity improves public
access to information potentially enabling greater participation in environmental decision making.

EPRTR problem area 2a: Existing pollutants and thresholds

The Annex Il pollutant list @ut of date. Reporting thresholds require adjusting for existing pollutants
or groups of pollutants to improve the capture of industrial releases as some reporting thresholds do
not guarantee capture of 90% of releases from industrial facilities.

Reduce eporting thresholds for some existing pollutants to better meet the aim of 90% capture
[#33ax / n=24] = SWDPRTR#1

Description of the measure

11 pollutants to air and 14 to water were identified (presented below able5-13), in the EPRTR
implementation review repo’, as having a threshold too high to capture 90% of releases. The
threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to achieve this.

Econonit impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactss it will lead to a greater
number of facilities having to report emissions data for the air and water pollutants where the
reporting thresholds could be reduced. The pthts where thresholds could be reduced and the
likely number of facilities that could be impacted (i.e. required to report) is presented beldalle

21 https://circabc.europa.eu/w/browse/b4eacd6d425479aa22577306de6b060
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5-13. These estimates are based primarily on the analysis undertaken as part of-RRIHE

implementation review report.

Table5-13: Pollutants where thresholds could be reduced and humber of facilities tbatild be affected

# Pollutant Description ﬁnfggggzs
la As and| As and compounds releases to air was identified as having a thre 63
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)

threshold for these pollutantsan be lowered to 12 kg to achieve this
1b Cu and| Cu and compounds releases to air was identified as having a thre 121
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 38&@chieve this.
lc F and| F and inorganic compounds releases to air was identified as ha 13
inorganic threshold that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull anal
compounds | The threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 3942 laytueve
this.
1d NMVOC NMVOC releases to airwas identified as having a threshold that d 564
cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold fof
pollutants can be lowered to 49590 kg to achieve this.
le NH3 NH3 releases tair was identified as having a threshold thatdidnotcq 11138
90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold for {
pollutants can be lowered to 447 kg to achieve this.
1f Cd and| Cd and compounds releases to air was identifischaving a threshol 20
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 7 kg to achieve this
19 PM10 PM10 releases to air was identified as having a threshold thatdi¢ 330
cover 90% of emssions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold for t
pollutants can be lowered to 17309 kg to achieve this.
1h 1122 1,1,2,2tetrachloroethane releases to air was identified as havil 265
tetrachloroe| threshold that did not cover 90% efnissions (using Weibull analys
thane The threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 1 kg to achieve
i Cr and| Cr and compounds releases to air was identified as having a thrg 18
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weilaulalysis). Thq
threshold for these pollutants can be loweredto 57 kg to achieve th
1j DEHP DEHP releases to air was identified as having a threshold that d 31
cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold fof
pollutants @n be lowered to 4 kg to achieve this.
1k Vinyl Vinyl Chloride releases to air was identified as having a threshold th 40
Chloride not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshd
these pollutants can be lowered to 1289 kg ttheeve this.
1 Total Total Phosphorous releases to water was identified as having athrg 1566
Phosphorou| that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
S threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 2042 kg to achieve
1m Pb and| Pb and compounds releases to water was identified as havingathrg 329
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
threshold for these pollutants can be loweredto 11 kg to achieve th
1n TOC TOC releasds water was identified as having a threshold that did 1085
cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold fof
pollutants can be lowered to 41381 kg to achieve this.
lo Cu and| Cuand compounds releases to water velsntified as having a threshol 50
compounds | that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
threshold for these pollutants can be lowered to 48 kg to achieve th
1p Total Total Nitrogen releases to water was identified as havingestiold that 764
Nitrogen did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The thresh

these pollutants can be lowered to 26233 kg to achieve this.
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Table5-13: Pollutants where thresholds could be reduced and number of facilities tbatild be affected

# Pollutant Description # facilities
impacted
1q Zn and| Zn and compounds releases to water was identified as having a thrg 818

compounds | that did na cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis).
threshold forthese pollutants can be loweredto 86 kg to achieve th
1r HCH HCH releases to water was identified as having a threshold that di 4
cover 90% of emissions (using Weiluidlysis). The threshold for the
pollutants can be lowered to 0.7 kg to achieve this.
1s Aldrin Aldrinreleases to water was identified as having a threshold that di 3
cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold fof
pollutants can be lowered to 0.9 kg to achieve this.
1t Anthracene | Anthracene releases to water was identified as having a threshold 67
did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The thresh
these pollutants can be lowered to 0.4 kgatohieve this.

lu Chlorpyrifos| Chlorpyrifos releases to water was identified as having a threshold 40
did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The thresh
these pollutants can be lowered to 0.1 kg to achieve this.

1lv Diuron Diuron releases to water was identified as having a threshold that di 990
cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The threshold fof
pollutants can be lowered to 0.004 kg to achieve this.
1w Isoproturon | Isoproturon releases to water wadentified as having a threshold th 87
did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis). The thresh
these pollutants can be lowered to 0.1 kg to achieve this.

1x Trichloroeth| Trichloroethylene releases to water was identifiechasing a threshold 18
ylene that did not cover 90% of emissions (using Weibull analysis)
threshold for these pollutants can be loweredto 5 kg to achieve thig
1 ALL Total number of facilities that would have to report an addition{ 18,424
pollutant

Admnistrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expectedtedidy negative

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section

5.3.1 thetotalrecurrentcad & I NB SELISOGSR G2 6S I NRdzyR endtyY L
as all facilities that would have to report with changes in reporting thresholds should already be
measuring or calculating emissions of these pollutants to determine if they aneeadmobelow the

existing reporting thresholds.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overallimpacts on SMEs are expected tobgy limited. A reduction in reporting thresholds for these
pollutants could result in some smaller facilities having to report althotiggh existing activity
thresholds should ensure that it is minimal.

Public authorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected to be betwstenngly or weakly negativeThis
includes additional time for QA for Member State public authorities.

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section

53.15 GKS G2GFf NBOINNByYyili Oz2aia FNB SELISOGSR G2
authorities. Costs are moderate as no new activities woulddporting and the pollutants are all
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already captured within the data flows and tools, but additional dpténts being reported will
increase costs.

Impacts for theEEAare expected to beninimal considering that these pollutants are already captured
under EPRTR so no (or limited) changes would be required to the data and QA flows or website. The
only difference would be a larger volume of data to process and QA although the tools for this are
automated.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactas it will increase the
coverage of reported emissions data &mverakir and water pollutants.

Reducing the reporting thresholds so that mdeeilities report will improve the level of data on
emissions available within the-BRTR for the specific pollutants described above (90% capture),
potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the sector as it enables better
comparison operformance of the sector across the EU as well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental decisiomaking because oficcess to information). Limited or no impacts would be
expected for climate (GHG emissions), resource use or waste.

Social impad

Overall,this measure is likely to haweeakly positive socialimpactas a large number of additional
facilities are expected to report and emissions coverage for a number of air and water pollutants will
be expanded.

As discussed above, increasing thember of facilities reporting and improving data coverage for
some pollutants could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the sector which
would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data availabbeédics
pollutants improves public access to information potentially enabling greater participation in
environmental decision making.

9aillofAaK I W{dzyaSi fA&0GQ (2 NY#2LSVDERIR#8z( | v (&

Description of the mease

Creating a more dynamic mechanism to identify a list of pollutants for future removal due to them
0SAy3a f2y3ISNI NBtSOIyl odaadzyyaSi fA&0¢0dPRMIR2Z LIRfE f
implementation review report however 24 substances includedhe pollutant list are no longer

permitted to be used in Europe and therefore could potentially be removed in the future.

Economic impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to havenited orweakly positive economic impactas it will remove
pollutants that are no longer relevant potentially simplifying to a limited extent the review and
reporting processes for operators and Member State authorities. No impacts on SMEs are expected
with this measure.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts oradministrative burdens for businesses are expected tolilmded or weakly
positive.
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If the removal of these pollutants leads to a small time saving (maximum of 0.5 hours per facility) for
operators each year (i.e. due to not having to consider if thheyrelevant for the facility) then savings

2F | NPdzyR emY LISNJ 8SIFN) O2dA R 6S NBIFIfAaASRd Ly LN
will know which pollutants are relevant for their facility and therefore will not need to check each

year.

Public authorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected to be Vietged. This includes some potential
time savings for Member State public authorities and some costs for the EEA and/or European
Commission for reviewing / maintaining the set list.

For Member State public authoritieghe savings are likely to be very limited, perhaps a maximum of
1 hour per year per authority through not having to consider these pollutants (equating to a reduction
2F | NBdzyR emZnnn LISNI 8SFNI 208SNIffoo

Impads for the EEAand/or European Commissioare expected to beninimal related to the time

and costs to review, maintain and implement the sunset list with some potential limited savings
through not having to include the pollutants in their data flows. Olleret time impacts are estimated

tobe around 5 additional maR € & 2F STF2NI Sljdzar GAy3a G2 2yfte | N
C¢t9 Kla | O®al 2F emnnzInnn

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hane environmental impactsas it only involves the removal of
pollutants and no change to the overall level of data reported.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to have social impactss it only involves the removal of pollutants
and no change to the overall levafl data reported.

EPRTR problem area 4a: Reporting modalities

For some categories of activity, in particular intensive farming, reporting releases can be a significant
burden on reporters due to the number of facilities and difficulties in quantifyingasds accurately.
Estimates using a tegown approach for some diffuse industrial sectors (where there is a large
number of smaller operators such as in intensive farming) may reduce the reporting burden and
improve data quality.

Option for top-down reporting for activity 7 (intensive livestock production and aquaculturfé6]
= SWD FPRTR#9

Description of the measure

Allowing a topdown calculation approach for activity 7 (intensive livestock production and
aquaculture) should help to reduce administrative burdens for operators, some of which may be SMEs.
This could be implemented using four methods (some of whichddogicombined):

1 Member States reporting for the sector at a national level.
1 Competent Authorities using a tegiown approach and reporting an average release for every
facility.

28 Taken from the PRTR Evaluation.
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1 Operators and Competent Authorities reporting livestock numbers / aquacuttapacity only
(via the productionVVolume field) and emission calculations being done by the EEA.

1 Operators reporting livestock numbers / aquaculture capacity to Competent Authorities and
emission calculations being completed by the Competent Authorities.

E®nomic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hasteongly positive economic impactass it will significantly reduce
the reporting burden on facilities in some sectors. There are currently 16,882 facilities captured under
activity 7 (i.e. IRPP and apulture) based on the latest availablPR TR data for each MS.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expected strdnegly positive To

estimate the potential impacts of the measure it wasassary to first estimate the current burden

associated with reporting to the-ERTR before then estimating the costs associated with -adom

approach. Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted (16,882) and the cost assumptions
described in&tion5.3.15 G KS Od2NNBy G | yydz t AaSR Oz2aita | NB Sa
Assuming that operators would still need to report some limited information each year (e.g. on activity

levels to enable a togdown calculation) thenthese costswouldf £ 2 | NRPdzy R € odnY LIS
2F | NPdzyR emT1dnY 62@0SNIFff NBRdAZOGA2Y 2 F-doywm:'z 0P !
reporting were to be applied to other activities, e.qg. if cattle were to be included witfRER.

Operation / condat of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected toviakly positive Whilst the activity and reporting
thresholds help to ensure that most SMEs are not captured under4PRER Regulation or required
to report, some may still be captured within activityand would benefit from a tegdown reporting
approach.

Public authorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected tolibgted. There would be some additional
burden to undertake the toglown estimation but also savings through not having® release data
for individual facilitiesOverall,these would be likely to cancel each other out with no netincrease or
decrease in burden.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmited or no environmentalimpactss it only impacts on the
calculation and reporting mechanism rather than the overall level of data reported.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hawe social impactss it only impacts on the calculation and
reporting mechanism rather #im the overall level of data reported.

E-PRTR problem area 4c: Inconsistent and incorrect reporting

There are inconsistencies and potential issues with the report&RER data resulting in poor
accuracy, incomplete and-inansparent data, including:

Inconsistent pollutant reporting and quantification methods used by facilities in the same sector.
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A lack of clarity on whether data is absent due to incomplete reporting orapmticability or below
threshold for a particular facility.

Poor administrativénformation on location, methodology used and tagging of release or transfer.

Subfacility reporting [#45] = SWD FPPRTR#2

Description of the measure

This measure would entail reporting releases/transfers on an activity basis instead of aggregating to
the facility level. The benefits of reporting at this level would be greater granularity of data enabling
better matching to individual activities, e.g. for assessing impacts of different BAT conclusions for
specific sectors.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haveakly negative economic impactss the measure would entail
some additional effort by operators and Member State competent authorities to report and check
data at this granularity. However, these are expected tirbgéed as it is likely the releases are already
measured,calculated,or estimated at this level. No impacts on operation / conduct of SMEs are
anticipated as existing activity and reporting thresholds would still apply.

Administrative burdens on businsss

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expectedueddy negative Only

facilities reporting waste transfers, pollutant transfers and pollutant releases (latest year) whom also

have at least one additional activity to the maintivity are likely to be impacted by this measure.

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted (1,025) and the cost assumptions described in
Sectionr5.3.15 G KS | RRAGA2YFf NBOdNNByid O02z2aida I NBE SadAiy

Public authoities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected toveakly negativeas some additional QA would

be required due to an increase in the level of data being reported. Based on the estimated number of
facilities impacted (1,025) and the cost assuimps described in SectioB.3.1, the additional
NEOdINNEy G O02ada IINBE SadAYFGSR G2 6S FNRdzyR emmn

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactas it will increase the
granularity of reportel data for a number of facilities. This enables better matching of data to
individual activities e.g. for assessing impacts of different BAT conclusions for specific sectors. This
could potentially help to improve environmental performance of some aatiwitis it enables better
comparison of performance of activities across the EU (including relative to BAT conclusions) as well
as greater engagement of citizens in environmental decisiaking (as a result of access to
information).

Social impacts

Overall this measure is likely to hawgeakly positive social impact#s discussed above, increasing
the granularity of data for some facilities could potentially help to improve environmental
performance of some sectors which would have positive impacts faltihe=urthermore, increasing

the granularity of data available improves public access to information potentially enabling greater
participationin environmental decision making.
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Add active operator confirmation that releases are below the reporting threth[#52] = SWD £
PRTR#3

Description of the measure

Require affirmation that expected pollutants for a sector are below the reporting threshold or not
present at all and avoid the ambiguity of missing values. This would improve the overall clarity and
quality of the data within the register.

Economic impets

Overall,this measure is likely to havieited or weakly negative economic impactss the measure
would entail some additional effort by operators to report. However, these are expected to be limited
as operators should already be checking if thelieases of pollutants are above or below the reporting
thresholds.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expected weakly negative As
described above, operators should already be checkigyf are above or below reporting thresholds
for each pollutant thus the only additional burden would be to specify this within their annual
reporting.

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tdilmied. Some SMEs may be reepd to confirm that
releases are below the reporting threshold although how many this may affect is uncertain (the
existing activity thresholds typically exclude the majority of SMEs within individual sectors.

Public authorities

No impacts on public authities are expected.
Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmited environmental impactsas it will increase the overall
clarity and quality of data available. This enables better use of the data for e.g. assessment of
performance & different facilities and/or sectors. This could potentially help to improve
environmental performance of some activities as it enables better comparison of performance of
activities across the EU (including relative to BAT conclusions) as well as gragigement of
citizens in environmental decisianaking (as a result of access to information).

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmmited social impactsAs discussed above, increasing the
granularity of data for some facilities cdupotentially help to improve environmental performance

of some sectors which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the granularity
of data available improves public access to information potentially enabling greater participation
environmental decision making.

Mandate the M/C/E hierarchyf#58]= SWD FPRTR#4
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Description of the measure

Mandate the MCE hierarchy for reporting releases, e.g. releases should be measured where possible
and calculation should take precedent ovestimation.

Economic impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to halmited or weakly negative economic impaciss the measure
would entail some additional effort for those operators that may not already be measuring or

calculating their releases for reporting teFRTR. However, the overall impacts of the measure are
highly uncertain. No impacts on the operationdnduct of SMEs are anticipated.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expected wedakly negative As
described above, it would only impact on those operators that may not already be niregsur
calculating their releases. Itis uncertain how many facilities this may impact.

Public authorities

No impacts on public authorities are expected.
Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmited environmental impactsas it wil increase the overall
quality of data available. This enables better use of the data for e.g. assessment of performance of
different facilities and/or sectors. This could potentially help to improve environmental performance
of some activities as it enads better comparison of performance of activities across the EU (including
relative to BAT conclusions) as well as greater engagement of citizens in environmental decision
making (as a result of access to information).

Social impacts

Overall, this measuns likely to havdimited social impactsAs discussed above, increasing the quality
of data for some facilities could potentially help to improve environmental performance of some
sectors which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, ingrgaise granularity of data
available improves public access to information potentially enabling greater participation in
environmental decision making.

5.3.3 PO2: Innovation

All measures of relevance to PO2 Innovation were screened out.

5.3.4 POS3: Circular EconomResource Efficiency and Safer Chemicals
EPRTR problem area 2b: Additional pollutants

Recent analysis of science and emerging environmental and health issues (including media specific
policies and legislation) have identified new pollutants of concerntechlty industrial activities that

are not in the EPRTR Annex Il list. It is important that industry reports on these pollutants and the
pollutants are assigned appropriate thresholds.
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Establish a mechanism for dynamic updating to include additional palhits of immediate interest
and future interest (sunrise lisf37] = SWDPRTR#10

Description of the measure

This measure would entail the inclusion of a more dynamic mechanism to identify and include
SYSNEAY3 LRtfdzil yia 2dthe®aglaiSnnlg. edablifigdhg RdminiSsiorf ta & ( ¢ 0
identify and include new pollutants in the future via delegated acts. This could include pollutants

which have the potential to become important for environmental issues in Europe. This would be
similar to he WFD watcttist process.

An additional 48 pollutants of immediate interest have already been identified as part ofRtieTR
analysis report and suggested by the Water Framework Directive as priority (hazardous) substances.

Economic impacts

Overall, the measure is likely to haweeakly negative economic impacs it will lead to a greater
number of facilities having to report emissions data for the air and water pollutants which would be
added now or in the future. The pollutants which could be added rand the likely number of
facilities that could be impacted (i.e. required to report) is presented belowahle5-14. These
estimates are based on arange of sources, as described in the description field for each case.

Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected

# Pollutant Description ?:Z(;gtfj
2- 3
Ethoxyethan| Numbers of additional facilites and existing facilities repor

10a ol / ethylene| additional _releases was de_termi ned usi_n_g TRI data and extrapola
glycol EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PPlR ER onl
monoethyl | sectors withinscope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.
ether

Numbers of additionafacilities and existing facilities reportis 369
10b Acetaldehyd additional _releases was de_termi ned usi_n_g TRl data and extrapolal
e EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-fPRER onl
sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.
This pollutantis a herbicide and therefore it was assumed only faq 20

under activity 4(d) could potentially release this pollutant. The nun
of facilities reporting these releases was therefore determined u
10c | Aclonifen facilities currentlyreporting releasestransfers. Only those report
releasesftransfers were included as it was assumed if they we
reporting any other releases/transfers it was unlikely to be repof
releasesftransfers of this pollutant.
Numbers of additional facilites and existing facilities report 75
additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PlRER onl
sectors within scope of theBRTR, were included in thealysis.
Numbers of additional facilites and existing facilities repor 11
additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-fPIRER onl
sectors withirscope of the PRTR, were included in the analysis.

10d Acrolein

10e | Acrylamide

Acrylic acid Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 44
10f and its | additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapolal
water- EU27. While the TRIata includes additional sectors to thé’RTR onl

soluble salts| sectors within scope of the ERTR, were included in the analysis.
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Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected
# Pollutant Description # facilities
impacted
Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 23
10 Acrvlonitrile additional releases was determined using T&Radnd extrapolated
9 y EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PlR ER onl
sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.
Antimony Numbers of additional facilities and existifigcilities reporting 73
10h and additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
compounds | EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-Ple ER onl
(as Sh) sectors within scope of thelERTR, were included in the analysis.
Bervilium Analysis of the NRW PRTR shows releases of beryllium are main 355
andy sectors 5(b) and 2(e). The number of facilities that would be repg
10i compounds releases of beryllium has therefore been calculated to be the nuf
(as g;) of facilities reporting releases the current reporting flow from thes
sectors.
This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy 20
only facilities under activity 4(d) could potentially release this pollu
The number of facilities reporting thesreleases was therefor
10j Bifenox determined using facilities currently reporting releases/transfers. ¢
those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was assun
they weren't reporting any other releases/transfers it was unlikel
be reporting relases/transfers of this pollutant.
Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 69
10k | BisphenolA additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
P EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors t&PRTR onl
sectors within scope of thelERTR, were included in the analysis.
This is a pharmaceutical and therefore the most likely potential sq 892
is UWWTP. The number of facilities reporting this pollutant
10 Carbamazep| therefore determinel to be UWWTP reporting releases and transi
ne Only the UWWTP reporting releases/transfers have been includeq
was assumed only those reporting other releases would also rep|
releases of this.
The sectors identified amost important to black carbon emissio 2,410
Black carbor were determined to be: 1(alf), 2(a}(e), 3(g), 5(b), 6(a), 9(d). T|
10m (BC) number of facilities that would be reporting releases of black cal
has therefore been calculated to be the number of facilities repol
releases to the current reporting flow from these sectors.
Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 129
10n Carbon additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapolal
disulphide | EU27.While the TRI data includeilitional sectors to the-BRTR onl
sectors within scope of theBRTR, were included in the analysis.
Analysis of the BREFs identified the following sectors as most app 1,248
Chromium | to emissions of chromium (VI): 3(e5(a), 3(e), 3(f), 6(c), 9(c), 5
100 (V1) 9(a), 2(c)(i), 2(c)iii), 2(f), 3(g), 2(f), 4(b). The number of facilitie
compounds | would be reporting releases of Cr(VI) has therefore been calculat
(as Cr) be the number of facilities reporting releases to theremt reporting
flow from these sectors.
Cobalt and Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 124
10 compounds additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola
P (as CF:)o) EU27. While the TRI data includes &iddal sectors to thePRTR onl
sectors within scope of theBERTR, were included in the analysis.
The sectors identified as most applicable to this pollutant w 28
10q | Cybutryne determined to be: 4(d) & 9(e). The number of facilities that woulg

reporting releases of Cr(VI) has therefore been calculated to be

number of facilities reporting releases to the cumteeporting flow
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Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected

Pollutant

Description

# facilities
impacted

from these sectorsSource: https://chemicalwatch.com/65602/
agencyconsideringinternationatban-on-antifouling-cybutryne

10r

Cypermethri
n

This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy
only facilities undeactivity 4(d) could potentially release this pollutg
The number of facilities reporting these releases was there]
determined using facilities currently reporting releases/transfers. ¢
those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was rasduf
they weren't reporting any other releases/transfers it was unlikel
be reporting releases/transfers of this pollutant.

20

10s

Dichlorvos

This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy
only facilities under activity 4(d) ool potentially release this pollutan
The number of facilities reporting these releases was there]
determined using facilities currently reporting releases/transfers. (
those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was assun
they weren't reporting any other releases/transfers it was unlikely
be reporting releases/transfers of this pollutant.

20

10t

Dicofol

This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy
only facilities under activity 4(d) could potentialstease this pollutant
The number of facilities reporting these releases was there]
determined using facilities currently reporting releases/transfers. ¢
those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was assun
they weren't reporting ap other releases/transfers it was unlikely
be reporting releases/transfers of this pollutant.

20

10v

Formaldehy
de (formalin)

Analysis of the NRW PRTR identified the sectors most applica
formaldehydereleases as: 1(c), 3(e), 3(f), 4(a)(ii), 6(b). The numk
facilities that would be reporting releases of this pollutant |
therefore been calculated to be the number of facilities report
releases to the current reporting flow from these sectors.

1652

10w

Glyphosate

This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy
only facilities under activity 4(d) could potentially release this pollu
The number of facilities reporting these releases was there
determined using faciliés currently reporting releases/transfers. O
those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was assun
they weren't reporting any other releases/transfers it was unlikel
be reporting releases/transfers of this pollutant.

20

10x

Hexabromod
yclododecan
e (HBCDD)

Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor
additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PlR ER onl
sectors within sope of the FPRTR, were included in the analysis.

10y

Hydrogen
sulphide

Analysis of the NRW PRTR shows the sectors most applica
releases of H2S are: 1(d), 3(f), 2(e). The number of facilities that
be reporting releases of this pollutant htherefore been calculated 1
be the number of facilities reporting releases to the current repor
flow from these sectors.

239

10z

Macrolide
antibiotics
(azithromyci
n,
clarithroymy
cin,
erythromyci

n)

These are pharmaceuticadsnd therefore the most liély potental
sourceis UWWTP. The number of facilities reporting this pollutan
therefore determined to be UWWTP reporting releases and trang
Only the UWWTP reporting releases/transfers have been includeq
was assumed only those reportinget releases would also reports
releases of this.

892
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Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected

Pollutant

Description

# facilities
impacted

10aa

Manganese
and
compounds
(as Mn)

Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor
additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola]
EU27. While the TRI datecludes additional sectors to theERTR onl
sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.

892

10ac

n-Hexane

Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor
additional releases was determined using TRI data amdgsiated to
EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PPlR ER onl
sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.

480

10ad

Neonicotinoi
ds
(Imidaclopri
d,
Thiacloprid,
Thiamethox
am,
Acetamiprid,
Clothianidin)

These pdiutants are active substances phant healthproductsand
therefore it was assumed only facilities under activity 4(d) cq
potentially release this pollutant. The number of facilities repor
these releases was therefore determined using facilitiesenty
reporting releases/transfers. Only those reporting releasesfrrang
were included as it was assumed if they weren't reporting any @
releasesftransfers it was unlikely to be reporting releases/transfef
this pollutant.

20

10af

Nicosulfuron
(herbicide)

This pollutant isan active substance iplant health product ang
therefore it was assumed only facilities under activity 4(d) cq
potentially release this pollutant. The number of facilities repor
these releases was therefore determineding facilities currently
reporting releases/transfers. Only those reporting releases/rang
were included as it was assumed if they weren't reporting any @
releasesftransfers it was unlikely to be reporting releases/transfef
this pollutant.

20

10ag

Per and
Polyfluoroal
kyl
Substances
(PFAS) a
PFAS as
group, or

The only sector found to be applicable for this pollutantis activity
due to its inclusion in the textile (TXT) BREF. The number of fa
that would be reporting releasesf this pollutant has therefore bee
calculated to be the number of facilities reporting releases to
currentreporting flow from this sector.

68

10ah

Perfluorohex
ane sulfonic
acid (PFHxS
its salts and
PFHxS

related

compounds

The only sector found the applicable for this pollutantis activity 9
due to its inclusion in the textile (TXT) BREF. The number of fa
that would be reporting releases of this pollutant has therefore b
calculated to be the number of facilities reporting releaseghe
current reporting flow from this sector.

68

10ai

Perfluorooct
ane sulfonic
acid (PFOS
its salts and
perfluorooct
ane sulfonyl
fluoride
(PFOSF)

The only sector found to be applicable for this pollutant is activity
due to its inclusion in theextile (TXT) BREF. The number of faci
that would be reporting releases of this pollutant has therefore b
calculated to be the number of facilities reporting releases to
current reporting flow from this sector.

68

10aj

Perfluorooct
anoic acid
(PFOA), it
salts and
PFOA

The only sector found to be applicable for this pollutantis activity
due to its inclusion in the textile (TXT) BREF. The number of fa
that would be reporting releases of this pollutant has therefbieen
calculated to be the number of facilities reporting releases to

currentreporting flow from this sector.

68
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Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected
# Pollutant Description # facilities
impacted
related
compounds
Itwas assumed that facilities reporting PM10 would also report P 338
10ak | PM2.5 and therefore the number of facilities reporting PM1@svused as i
proxy for the number of facilities anticipated to report PM2.5.
The sectors identified as applicable for releases of this pollutan 1,609
Polychlorinate| 1(c), 5(b), 2(a), 2(b), 2(e), 4(a). The number of facilities that woy
10al | d reporting releases of this pollutant has therefore been calculated {
naphthalenes| the number of facilities reportingeleases to the current reporting flo
fromthese sectors.
This pollutant is a plant health product and therefore it was assy 20
Pyrethroids | Only facilities under activity 4(d) could potealty release this pollutan
(Bifenthrin, The number of facilities reporting these releases was there]
10am| Deltamethrin, [ determined using facilities currently reporting releases/transfers. ¢
Esfenvalerate, those reporting releases/transfers were included as it was assur
Permethrin) | they weren't reportng any other releases/transfers it was unlikely
be reporting releases/transfers of this pollutant.
This pollutant isan active substance iplant healthproductsand 20
therefore it was assumed only facilities under activity 4(d) c
potentially release this pollutant. The number of facilities report
10an | Quinoxyfen these_releases was therefore determined _using facilities curr
reporting releases/transfers. Only those refiog releases firansfers
were included as it was assumed if they weren't reporting any @
releasesftransfers it was unlikely to be reporting releases/transfej
this pollutant.
Selenium Analysis of BREFs identified #eetors most relevant for this pollutal 298
as: 3(e), 3(f) and 3(g). The number of facilities that would be repd
and .
10a0 releases of this pollutant has therefore been calculated to be
compounds O . .
(as Se) number of facilities reporting releases to the current reporting fl
fromthese sectors.
Numbers of additional facilites and existing facilities repor 62
10aq Silver additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapolal
(biocide) EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PlRRER onl
secbrs within scope of the-PRTR, were included in the analysis.
This is a pharmaceutical and therefore the most likely potential sq 892
is UWWTP. The number of facilities reporting this pollutant
10ar Sulfamethox therefore determined to be UWWAreporting releases and transfe)
azole Only the UWWTP reporting releases/transfers have been includeq
was assumed only those reporting other releases would also rep,
releases of this.
1(c), 3(e), 5(a), 5(b), 5(c), 4(b)(iMh)(v) identified as the releval 2,138
10as | Sulphates [ sectorsfrom BREFs. This is the number of facilities reporting emi
to the current reporting flow from these sectors.
This pollutant isan active substance iplant healthproductsand 20
therefore it was assumed only facilities under activity 4(d) cg
potentially release this pollutant. The number of facilities repor
these releases was therefore determined using facilities curr
10at | Terbutryn

reporting releases/transfers. Only those reporting releasessfers
were included as it was assumed if they weren't reporting any @
releasesftransfers it was unlikely to be reporting releases/transfef

this pollutant.
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Table5-14: Pollutants which could be aded to Annex Il pollutant list now and number of facilities that cou

be affected
# Pollutant Description # facilities
impacted
Thallium and Numpers of additional faciliti.es anql existing s reporting 12
10au | compounds additional releases was dgterml ned using TRI data and extrapolal
(as T) EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-PlR ER onl
sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.
Analysis of BREFs identified the sectors most relevant for this pol 599
Tin and tin| as sectors: 3(e), 3(f), 2(c)(i), 2(c)(iii), 2(f), 3(g). The number of fa
10av | compounds | that would be reporting releases of this pollutant has therefore b)
(as Sn) calculated 6 be the number of facilities reporting releases to 1
currentreporting flow from these sectors.
Analysis of BREFs identified the sectors most applicable to this po 3,419
Total as: 1(c), 1(a), 3(e), 4(a), 5(<_3_1_), 5a4), 6(a_), 6(b), §(c), 6(a), 6(t_)), g
10ax | suspended | 8@): 9(0). 5(@). 2(0)(D), 2(c)ii), 2(H, B(b)(), 2(c)(i), 2(), 2(e)(i), 4
solids (TSS) 4(b)(v). The number of facilities that would be reporting releases g
pollutant has therefore been calculated to be thember of faciliieq
reporting releases to the current reporting flow from these sectorg
This is aiocide used in consumer produ@sd therefore the mos 892
likely potential source is UWWTP. The number of facilities reportin
10ay | Triclosan pollutant was therefore determined to _be UWWTP reporting reles
and transfers. Only the UWWTP reporting releases/transfers have
included as it was assumed only those reporting other releases \
alsoreported releases of this.
Vanadium | Numbers of additional facilities and existing facilities repor 285
10az and additional releases was determined using TRI data and extrapola|
compounds | EU27. While the TRI data includes additional sectors to-fPIRER onl
(as V) sectors within scope of theERTR, were included in the analysis.
g't?:g%l 'I_'hese subs_tances are in consumer products and t_h_e_refore th_e 892
(E2): 17 likely potential source is UW\NT_P. The number of facilities reports
10aaa alph’a pollutant was therefore determined to be UWWTP reporting reled
Ethinylestra gnd transfers. Only the UWWTP reporting relegses/transfers have
diol  (EE2) included as it was assumec_l only those reporting other releases \
Estrone (E1) alsoreported releases of this.
10 ALL Totalnumber of facilities that would have to report one or more ne 21,937
pollutant (Note 1)
Note 1: In reality the total number of facilities that would be impacted by the inclusion of the pollutants
in the table would be far less as some facilities and sectors would be impacted more than others i.e.
report more than one additiongdollutant. However, the likely changes in burden would be similar overa
costs have been estimated based on unit costs/burden per additional pollutant that a facility has to rep

In addition to additional data collection and reporting for opeed, there would also be time required
for the European Commission and/or EEA to maintain the sunrise list and identify pollutants of
emerging concern.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are &xghéx beweakly negative

Operators will have to check whether their facilities are likely to release any of the pollutants and, If
S0, measure, calculate and/or estimate releases to see whether they are above or below the reporting
thresholds (to bespecified). If they are above the threshold then the data would need to be reported.
Some initial time would be required to set up the appropriate data capture, calculation and reporting
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mechanisms up front. Based on the estimated number of facilitiesaegpband the cost assumptions
described in SectioB.3., theone2 FF 0O2aida | NS SadAYFGiSR (2 685 €
I

SELISOGSR (2 68 I NRPdzyR endnyY LISNI 8SFEN® ¢2Glf Fyy

Additional costs would be incurred by operators in the future if the sunrise list were to lead to the
inclusion of additional pollutants.

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tovbgy limited. The existing activity thresholdéready help

to exclude smaller facilities where there may be SMEs. Appropriate reporting thresholds would also
need to be established for any new pollutants to ensure that smaller facilities (potentially including
SMESs) would not be required to report.

Public authorities

Overall impacts ompublic authoritiesare expected to baveakly negative This includes additional
time for QA for both Member State public authorities and the EEA as well as some initial upfront time
to amend the existing data flow ari@A systems to incorporate new pollutants.

Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted by the new pollutants to be included and the
cost assumptions described in Sect®®.1,theone2 FF¥ O2ada | NS SELISOGSR (2
total recurrentO2 & G0 & | NB dzy R eMermber\State)Sukic dushbriNdsTetal Bdnualised

O2adGa I NB FNRdzyR endnyY LISNI &SI N

Impacts for theEEAare expected to bdimited and primarily relate to some initial upfront time to

update the data and QA flows and website accommodate the new pollutants. These costs are
SAaGdAYFGSR (2 0SS FINRdzyR emopInnn oOlyydd tAaSR 0O2:
European Commission would also incur some additional costs for maintaining the sunrise list and
identifyingalk NBGASgAyYy3I LRGSYGAlIf SYSNEHAYy3I LRftdzil yaad
year (assuming consultants are used to assess specific pollutants) with a further 30 man days every 5
years to develop and agree a proposal for new pollutant(s) (equatirannualised costs of around
eHZcnn LISNI &@SFNDLo

Environmental impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to hawgeakly positive environmental impactss it will increase the
coverage of air and water pollutants that are reported to thBIETR. It will alsensure that the E

PRTR pollutant list can be updated as and when emerging pollutants are identified helping to support
the objectives of wider environmental policies such as IED, WFD, UWWTD etc.

Increasing the pollutant coverage will improve the levetlafa on emissions available within the E
PRTR, potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the sector as it enables better
comparison of performance of the sector across the EU as well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental deisionmaking (as a result of access to information). Limited or no impacts would be
expected for resource use or waste.

Social impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to haweeakly positive social impactas a large number of additional
facilities are expcted to report on these new pollutants and emissions coverage witfiIRER will be
expanded.
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As discussed above, increasing the number of pollutants reported could potentially help to improve
environmental performance of those sectors impacted which wdve positive impacts for health.
Furthermore, including new pollutants improves public access to information potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision making.

EPRTR problem area 3: Information to track progress towards thecudar economy and
decarbonisation of industry

The European Green Deal commits the Commission to revise EU measures to address industrial
pollution to make them more consistent with climate, energy and circular economy policies. This will
contribute towards the zerepollution agenda. The Green Deal commits, inter alia:

f Adopting an action plan towards a zepollution ambition.
1 Revising EU measures to address pollution from large industrial plants, including both the IED
and the EPRTR.

The EPRTR, in conmmtion with related legislation such as the IED, has untapped potential for
O2yGNROdziAYy3d (G2 GKS 9! Qa OANDdZ N SO2y2Yeé 2062
performance:

There is a benefit in the reporting of additional data on resource copsion, e.g. use of energy,
water, raw materials. This also has linkages with options under consideration in the IED revision, e.g.
mandatory application of BAAEPLS related to resource consumption.

There is also no transparency around the transfer dlupants in the data reported to the-BRTR.
The EPRTR needs proper tracking of pollutants in transfers and their storage, export or final release
(particularly waste an@vastewatel).

Additionally, the European Union has committed to reach net GHG ensgssi®5% of 1990 levels by
2030. The fPRTR offers a mechanism to efficiently track progress with the reduction of GHG emissions
from a range of GHG intensive activities. Transparent integration betweRRTER and EETS
reporting is needed to provide staholders with sufficiently transparent information for decision
making. Although the verified emissions under EU ETS are publicly available, any underlying
background information on activity levels is not. Such information forms part of the confidential
verification reports and is not available for public scrutiny. With suitable provisions-BfeTR could
provide relevant background data for benchmarking and assessing industrial environmental
performance within and across sectors.

Require the reporting oénergy usd#38] = SWDPRTR#11

Description of the measure

This measure would require operators to report energy use of their facilities. This would allow the
assessment of energy efficiency and benchmarking of facilities across the EU (within a sector),
particularly when combined with production volume data which will soon be required unéRRER.

A reporting threshold could be developed to exclude smaller facilities from having to report.

Economic impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impacts.

The number of facilities that would be required to report this additional data has been assumed to be
the number of facilities reporting releases or transfers in the latest year, which is 28,268.
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Administrative burdens on bustsses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens on businesses are expectedtedidy negative Based

on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in S&8tihn

the total oneoff costs are expectedto be arousdmM T Y | YR G KS NBOdAINNBy (i 024l
I N2dzy R ep®cY LISNJ 8SINE 3IAGAYy3I 20SNIff | yydatAas
as all facilities are likely to have this information readily available.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overal impacts on SMEs are expected tovmry limited. All facilities, including SMEs, are likely to
have this information readily available and the existing reporting and activity thresholds help to
exclude most SMEs from reporting.

Public authorities

Overal impacts onpublic authorities and the EEAre expected to bémited. Whilst there may be a
very slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EEA, it is expected to
0S OSNEB tAYAGSR I yR f Sannualisddicogts)e mn>nnn LISNI &SI NJ .

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactss it may enable
benchmarking of the environmental performance of different industrial activities and facilities, more
precisely allowingthe assessment of energy efficiency. It may facilitate authorities in assessing
progress against Sustainable Development Goals, EU Green Deal and circular economy goals and in
identifying activities for further action. It may also improve corporate actaiiity on environmental
management and ultimately result in an improvement in environmental performance.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmentalfanmation enabling effective public participation in environmental
decisionmaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental performance of
facilities and of the industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacteédithh

Require the reporting of water usft39] = SWDPRTR#12

Description of the measure

Require the reporting of water use to allow for better assessment of the impacts of industry on the
environment beyond pollution. This would allow the assessmentwater use efficiency and
benchmarking of facilities across the EU (within a sector), particularly when combined with production
volume data which will soon be required undePRTR. A reporting threshold could be developed to
exclude smaller facilities fro having to report.

Economic impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impacts.

The number of facilities that would be required to report this additional data has been assumed to be
the number of facilities reporting releaser transfers in the latest year, which is 28,268.
Administrative burdens on businesses
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Overall impacts on administrative burdens on businesses are expectedtedidy negative Based
on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptidescribed in Sectidn3.],

A % 4 A 9~

thetotalone2 FF O2aGa | NB SELISOGSR G2 0SS | NRdzyyR emTY

I NPdzyR epdcY LISNJ @8SINE 3IAGAYy3T 20SNI ff | yydd fAas

as all facilities are Ity to have this information readily available.

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tosbey limited. All facilities, including SMEs, are likely to
have this information readily available and the existing activity threshwid{s to exclude most SMEs
from reporting.

Public authorities

Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EEAre expected to béimited. Whilst there may be a
very slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EEXpe@ed to

0S OSNEB tAYAGSR FyR tSaa GKIFYy emnInnn LISNJ &SI NJ .

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impact&s it may enable
benchmarking of the environmental performance offelient industrial activities and facilities, more
precisely allowing the assessment of water consumption. It may facilitate authorities in assessing the
progress against Sustainable Development Goals, EU Green Deal and circular economy goals and in
identifying activities for further action. It may also improve corporate accountability on environmental
management and ultimately result in an improvement in environmental performance.

Social impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive sociaimpactsas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental information enabling effective public participation in environmental

decisionmaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental performance of
facilities and of tle industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

Require the reporting of raw material usjg40] = SWD{PRTR#13

Description of the measure

Require the reporting of raw material use to be better able to assess energy anchcffiotencies.

This would allow the assessment of resource efficiency and benchmarking of facilities across the EU
(within a sector), particularly when combined with production volume data which will soon be

required under EPRTR. A reporting thresholdutd be developed to exclude smaller facilities from
having to report.

Economic impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to haskeongly negative economic impacts.

The number of facilities that would be required to report this additional data has been assumed to be
the number of facilities reporting releases or transfers in the latest year, which is 28,268.

Administrative burdens on businesses
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Overall impacts on admistrative burdens on businesses are expected tgtoengly negative Based

on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Se8tihn
thetotalone2 ¥ ¥ O2ada | NB SELISOGSR (2 oasSarelepduri®Rkbec y n ®
I NPdzyR eHydoY LISNJ @8SINE 3IAGAYy3IT 2@0SNI ft | yydd f
collecting and reporting for other contextual information as the gathering of data about raw material

use will depend on a number of factsuch as types of products and processes, presence of multiple

installations, etc. The complexity will vary significantly between and within sectors.

vy
A&

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tdilmted, as the complexity (in tens of types of products

and processes, installations, etc.) of the facilities that may have to report is likely to be lower than for
large companies. Furthermore, the existing activity thresholds help to exclude most SMEs from
reporting.

Public authorities

Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EEAre expected to bémited?2°. Whilst there may be

a slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EEA, it is expected to be
limited, although higher than for other contextuaiformation. The estimated oneff costs for
O2YLISGSYyld FdzZiK2NRGASE NBE Ay (GKS 2NRSNI 2F endndo
endnoYI 3IAGAY3I 20SNItf | yydadtArAaSR Oz2ada 2F | Np
limited.

Environnental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactas it may enable
benchmarking of the environmental performance of different industrial activities and facilities. It may
facilitate authorities in assessing the gress against Sustainable Development Goals, EU Green Deal
and circular economy goals and in identifying activities for further action. It may also improve
corporate accountability on environmental management and ultimately result in an improvement in
environmental performance.

Social impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental information enabling effective public participation in environmental

decisioamaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental performance of
facilities and of the industal activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

Reporting waste composition of waste transfefg41] = SWD{PRTR#14

Description of the measure

Require reporting of the composition of waste transfers using the Waste Framework Dereetite
codes (EWC waste code).

Economic impacts

20 This assessment is uncertain and will be further validated. It is likely that there could be higher costs for
Member State CAs in checking the reported data.
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Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactstis expected that around
21,455 facilities will be impacted by this measure, i.e. all facilities in the industrial reporting databa
currently reporting waste transfers.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens on businesses are expectedlimitesl. Based on the
estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described fior5&c3.1, the

A 2 4 oA~

NBE OdINNBy i O02aiGa | NB SELISOGSR (2 0SS | NRPdzyR endnyY

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tditnited .

Public authorities

Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EEAre expected to bémited. Whikt there may be a

slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EEA, it is expected to be
fAYAGSR® ¢KS SadAYlI iSR NBOANNByild O02aia | NS SEL
expected to be very limited.

Environmentaimpacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haveakly positive environmental impactas it may enable a better
understanding of waste flows. It may facilitate authorities in assessing the progress against Sustainable
Development Goals, EU Green Deal a&irdular economy goals. It may also improve corporate
accountability on environmental management and waste management more in general, ultimately
resulting in an improvement in environmental performance.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely toveweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental information enabling effective public participation in environmental
decisioamaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental perfornafnce
facilities and of the industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

Improve tracking of waste transfergt42] = SWDPRTR#15

Description of the measure

Require the reporting of waste receivers for all waste transfeos, just transboundary hazardous
waste transfers.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactét is expected that around
21,398 facilities will be impacted by this measure, i.e. all facilities in the industrial reporting database
currently reporting nortransboundary transfers.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administratii@irdens on businesses are expected toAeakly negative Based
on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Se8tihn

A 4 oA~

iKS NBOJNNByid O2iia FNB SELISOGSR (2 68 I NRPdzyR €

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM7



Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tditnited .

Public authorities

Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EEAre expected to bémited. Whilst there may be a

slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EE&xpécted to be
fAYAGSR® ¢KS SadAYFGiSR NBOANNByid O2ada | NBE SEL
expected to be very limited.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haveakly positive environmental impactas it may enabla better
understanding of waste flows. It may facilitate authorities in assessing the progress against Sustainable
Development Goals, EU Green Deal and circular economy goals. It may also improve corporate
accountability on environmental management andst& management more in general, ultimately
resulting in an improvement in environmental performance.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental informati enabling effective public participation in environmental
decisioamaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental performance of
facilities and of the industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

Improve tracking of waste water transferg#43] = SWDPRTR#16

Description of the measure

Require the reporting of the receivers of waste water transfers (as currently done for transboundary
hazardous waste transfers).

Economic impacts
Overall, this meage is likely to haveveakly negative economic impacts.

It is expected that around 1,496 facilities will be impacted by this measure, i.e. all facilities in the
industrial reporting database currently reporting waste water transfers.

Administrative burdes on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens on businesses are expectedtedidy negative Based

on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Se&tibn

the recurrent costs are expectedtoberied 3A 6t S 6F NRPdzyR endnoY LISNJ &S|
this information available already.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected tosbey limited.

Public authorities
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Overall impacts opublic authorities and the EE&re expected to bémited. Whilst there may be a

slight increase in QA time for both Member State public authorities and the EEA, it is expected to be
very limited. The estimated recurrent costs for both public authorities and the EEA are expected to be
negligible.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haveakly positive environmental impactas it may enable a better
understanding of waste water flows and reduce potential dotdgenting. It may facilitate authorities

in assessing #progress against Sustainable Development Goals, EU Green Deal and circular economy
goals. It may also improve corporate accountability on environmental management and waste
management more in general, ultimately resulting in an improvement in environahg@etrformance.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental information enabling effective public participation in environmental
decisioamaking. As the masure could lead to animprovement in the environmental performance of
facilities and of the industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

EPRTR problem area 6: Releases from diffuse sources and releases from products

Many new and emerging products contain pollutants that are released once these products have left
the factory and are then used or disposed of. The Aarhus Convestibesthat releases from diffuse
sources such as transport and residential combustiorulshbe incorporatedoo.

Reporting releases from produc{#70] = SWDPRTR#17

Description of the measure

Make use of other reporting streams, such as for the NECD and WISE, and/or carry out a specific
Commission study for the calculation of releases frowducts during consumer use, as advocated in
Article 5(9) of the Aarhus Convention. This exercise could be required every few years.

Economic impacts
Overall, this measure is likely to hawve or limited impacts.

The burden falls on the Commission andEEA, who would have to calculate releases using available
data or outsource the calculations to an external contractor.

Administrative burdens on businesses

The measure would not have any impact on businesses.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

No impacts on SHs.

Public authorities

Overall impacts othe Commissiorare expected to bémited. Assuming that the Commission would
O2YYA&aaAzy | aitdzRe SOSNE GKNBS &8SIFNBR gAGK | 0dzR:
I NPdzy R e ndnpY®

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM9



Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactas it may complement
SYGBANBYYSYl f F220LINAY G AYF2NXEGA2y NBfIFGAYy3a 0
facilitate authorities in assessing the progress agaibsGEeen Deal and circular economy goals. It

may also improve corporate accountability on environmental management and waste managemernt,
ultimately resulting in an improvement in environmental performance.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely taveweakly positive social impactas it will improve transparency
and access to environmental information enabling effective public participation in environmental
decisioamaking. As the measure could lead to animprovement in the environmental perfoeranc
facilities and of the industrial activities overall, it may also have positive impacts for health.

5.3.5 PO4: Decarbonisation

EPRTR problem area 3: Information to track progress towards the circular economy and
decarbonisation of industry

Currently, operéors must report releases of HFCs and PFCs as groups but reporting releases of
individual compounds of these groups would provide better information, as the global warming
potential varies greatly between compounds. The quality and completeness of infiom@iuld also

be improved by requiring GHG releasesto be also reported asd@@alent.

Disaggregation of some currently reported GHGs (e.q. HFCs, PH3s) = SWD{PRTR#18

Description of the measure

This measure would require the reporting of GHGs like HFCs and PFCs as specific, individual pollutants
instead of as a group.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmmited economic impactsas it would only result in a slight
increase irthe level of information that would be required to be reported which should be available
to operators already. No impacts for SMEs are expected as a result of this measure.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdeng fausinesses are expected to limited. This measure

has been assumed to only impact facilities currently reporting HFCs and PFCs. Based on the estimated
number of facilities impacted (326) and the cost assumptions described in SB&idénthe additioral
NEOdINNBy G O2aiGa NB SELISOGSR G2 ©6S FNRdzyR €0ZXH
assumption that the data is already available to operators so just requires a small amount of additional

time to report the data disaggregated.

Publicauthorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected tolibeted. This includes some very limited
additional time for QA for both Member State public authorities and the EEA although this is expected
to be minimal as the data is already repadtieut at an aggregated level.
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Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Section

5.3.1, the total additional recurrent costs fgublic authoritesl NB& SELISOGSR (2 65 | NP
year.

Impacts for theEEAare expected to beninimal considering that the data is already reported but at a
more aggregated level so minimal changes would be required to the data and QA flows or website.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmited environmental impactsasit only provides similar data

but in a more disaggregated format. Reporting GHG data disaggregated by pollutant should indirectly
support better comparison of performance of the sector across the EU aswell as greater engagement
of ctizens in environmental decisiemaking (as a result of access to information). However, such a
change would only affect a small number of facilities so the additional data provided would be limited.

Social impacts

Overallthis measure is likely to havenited socialimpactdor the same reasons as discussed above
under environmental impacts.

Require GHG releases to be also reported as&fDivalent [#44b] = SWDPRTR#19

Description of the measure

This measure would require the reporting of GHGsHk&Cs and PFCs in mass geCO

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to halmmited economic impactsas it would only result in a slight
increase in the steps that operators would have to take to be able to report data to-BRTR i.e.

after measuring, calculating or estimating GHG releases, operators would have to estimatesQ
relevant factors before reporting. No impacts for SMEs are expected as a result of this measure.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on adminisitive burdens for businesses are expected tolibeted. This measure

has been assumed to only impact facilities currently reporting HFCs and PFCs and to a limited extent.
Based on the estimated number of facilities impacted (326) and the cost assusgtéstribed in
Sectior5.3.12 G KS FRRAGAZ2YI f NBOdNNByid O2ada NB SELISO
This is based on the assumption that the data is already available to operators so just requires a small
amount of additional time to apgl CQe factors.

Public authorities

Overall impacts on public authorities are expected tolibgted. This includes some very limited
additional time for QA for both Member State public authorities and the EEA although this is expected
to be minimal as thelata is already reported but at an aggregated level. Based on the estimated
number of facilities impacted and the cost assumptions described in Séc8ah the total additional

A 2 4 oA ~

recurrent costs fopublic authoritiesk N8 SELISOGSR (2 yéa8 | NRPdzy R enZpnn

Impacts for theEEAare expected to beninimal considering that the data is already reported but in
different units so minimal changes would be required to the data and QA flows or website.
Environmental impacts
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Overall, this measure is likely tave limited environmental impactsasit only provides similar data

but in a different, more comparable format. Reporting GHG data e G@ould indirectly support
better comparison of performance of the sector across the EU as well as greater engagément o
citizens in environmental decisianaking (as a result of access to information). However, such a
change would only affect a small number of facilities so the additional data provided would be limited.

Social impacts

Overall this measure is likely toavelimited socialimpactdor the same reasons as discussed above
under environmental impacts.

5.3.6 POS5: Industrial scope

EPRTR problem area la: Current activity thresholds and definitions

There is a lack of completeness in the reporting under identified/ities in the EPRTR. TheBERTR

is not capturing the targeted percentage (90%) of releases from industrial activities currently defined
in the reporting requirements. The original aim of th@BTR was to capture 90% of industrial releases

for each polluant. In addition, the definitions and thresholds of some activities are inconsistent with
the IED and other legislation such as the MCPD and UWWTD. Industrial activities operating in Europe
have evolved since the-BRTR came into force and therefore theeholds for the activity list in

Annex | needs to be reviewed and updated to ensure 90% data capture today. The reporting
thresholds do not guarantee capture of 90% of releases and transfers from industrial facilities.

Revise capacity thresholds for 7(8RPP [#X sub-options consider thresholds of 150, 300 and 450
LSUE SWD IPRTR#21

Description of the measure

Reduce activity thresholds of poultry and pig farming in order to capture a higher proportion of
pollutant releases from this activity.r&vision in the activity threshold for this activity under the IED

is also under consideration so it will be important to maintain coherence. The thresholds being
assessed are 150, 300 and 450 LSU. It is important to note that thresholds in LSU cadufumeset]
livestock farms also being within scope of thRBIETR if the thresholds applied to pig and poultry farms
rather than individually.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hasongly negative economic impactss it means that more
facilities will have to report. The lower the threshold, the more facilities might have to report leading
to more negative economic impacts. The total economic impacts have been estimated to comprise
I RRAGAZ2Y I § O2ab¥R2&H0B0WSBlYE 8 IMNIY

Administrative burdens on businesses

The overall impact on the administrative burdens on businesses is assessiednagynegative

The administrative costs for business are presented in the table. It is builds on the unit costggies
in Sectionb.3.1 The administrative costs are calculated as the unit costs times the estimated number
facilities that will have to report.

Forthe lowest thresholds; 150 LSW none of the facilities between 150 and 300 LSU is assessed to
have emisions above the pollution thresholds. Hence, they will not have to report any data. If
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pollution thresholds are lowered so that all facilities above the activity thresholds will have to report,
the reporting costs could be significantly higher.

Table5-15Y ! RYAYAAGN) GAGPS O2aia FT2N) odzaaAySaa FTNR

Alternative capacit] No of additional| Share | Additional One off |Recurrent| Total annual
thresholds for IRRP| facilitiesabove | thatwill| number of costs costs costs
activity thresholg report facilities
reporting
Threshold >450 LS\ 8,647 100% 8,647 25.6 8.5 10.4
Threshold >300 LS| 19,007 80% 15,206 45.0 15.0 18.3
Threshold >150 LS| 40,064 38% 15,206 45.0 15.0 18.3

It should be noted that measure #46 on the use of -timwvn reporting would reduce the
administrative burden significantly (by around 85% or more depending on the mechanism applied).

Operation / conduct of SMEs

The impact on the operation/conduct of SMEsaissessed aseakly negative Most facilities in the

IRPP sector are SMEs and probably a large share of those that could come within scope under a revised
lower activity threshold will be small or micommpanies. With the current thresholds for pollutant
relatively few of the smallest farms would have to report. The reporting costs per facility is moderate

so the operation of the farms is unlikely to be significantly affected. However, some negative impacts
can still be expected.

It should be noted themeasure 46 on the use of tegipwn reporting would reduce the effects on the
operation of the SMEs significantly.

Public authorities

Overall, the impacts on public authorities ameakly negative For public authorities the economic
impacts include the @ditional costs related to managing the data reported from the facilities. With
lowered activity thresholds for IRRP, there would be more facilities reported as presented above. The
additional costs for CAs have been estimated using the unit costs phtyfeinies the number of
reporting facilities; see Sectidn3.1for details on the approach and assumptions. The administrative
O2adta INB SadAYIFGSR G2 GKS 0S Ay 2NRSNI 2F emY

Table5-16: AdmA YA 2 U N} GAGS O2aia F2NJ /! a FTNRY NBGA&S

Alternative capacif No of additional | Share that|Additional numbeln One off [Recurrenl Total
thresholds for IRR| facilitiesabove | will report of facilities costs costs | annual
activity threshold reporting costs
Threshold >450 L 8,647 100% 8,647 2.9 1.0 1.2
Threshold >300 L 19,007 80% 15,206 5.0 1.7 2.0
Threshold >150 L 40,064 38% 15,206 5.0 1.7 2.0

No impacts for theEEAare expected as the checking of data is fully automated and therefore
independent of the number of facilities reporting for an existing activity.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactdncreaing the number
of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available within tRKRER,
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potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the sector as it enables better
comparison of performance of the sector across théds well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental decisiommaking because oficcess to information).

Social impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to hawegeakly positive social impact#s discussed above, increasing
the number of facilities reporting could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the
sector which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data
available on performance dhe sector improves public access to information potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision making.

Revise capacity threshold for 5(d) landfill¢3] = SWD IPRTR#27

Description of the measure

Increase the coverage of landfiltes by decreasing the activity threshold to less than 10 tonnes per
day. This policy measure is being considered as part of the IED revision and therefore in order to
ensure coherence between reporting the threshold(s) to be considered will be consistent.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to have or limited negative economic impaciss it is not expected
to increase the number of reporting facilities with any significant number. No impacts for SMEs are
expected as a result of this measure.

Administrative burdens on businesses

The number of additional facilities that might have to report has not been possible to quantify at this
stage. Itis expectedto be very limited and therefore leading to limited additional administrative costs.

The inpact on the administrative burden is assesseda®r limited impact.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

The affected number of SMEs have not been assessed. Given that impact on the administrative cost is
estimated to be very limited, we assess that there Wélno or limited impactson the conduct of
SMEs.

Public authorities

The impact on public authorities is assessed tonbeor limited impact Given that only a few
additional facilities could be reporting, the additional costs of checking data and prgpduendata
submission will be very low.

Environmental impacts

The environmental impacts are assessed tmber limited impacts Given that only a few additional
facilities could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage of theiensisand
therefore not improve the decisions basis.

Social impacts
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The social impacts are assessed tmbeor limited impacts Given that only a few additional facilities
could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage okethessions and therefore
not improve the decisions basis.

Revise capacity threshold for 2(c)(i) smitheries5[# sub-options consider no calorific power
threshold or a calorific power threshold of 5 MW SWD IPRTR#26

Description of the measure

Reduce thectivity threshold for activity 2(c)(ii) to 20 kj and with either no calorific power threshold

or where the calorific power exceeds 5SMW. The current threshold is 50 kj per hammer, where the
calorific power exceeds 20 MW. This measure will help to covarger proportion of the sectors
emissions, especially to air. This policy option has been proposed by the IED Impact Assessment as a
change to the IED and therefore in order to ensure coherence between reporting the threshold(s) to
be considered will beansistent.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactdt is expected to increase

the number of reporting facilities with around 700 facilities (assuming no capacity threshold) although
it is unclear how manyvould be required to report with current pollutant reporting thresholds. This

is potentially a large increase compared to the current number of smitheries reporting. Some of the
additional facilities might be SMEs and therefore, there is a risk of negiatpacts on the SMEs.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall, the impact on administrative costsusakly negative

The impact on administrative burden is estimated using the approach and assumptions presented in
Sectionb.3.1land summarised in thi&able below.

Table5-17Y ! RYAYAAGNY GAGS O2aiGa F2N) odzaAiySaa FTNR
No of additional|Share that will Additionalnumber| One off | Recurreni Total annug

facilitiesabove report of facilities costs costs costs
activity threshold reporting
Revise  capac 733 100% 733 4.3 1.4 1.8

threshold fol
2(c)(ii) smitheries

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall, the impacts on the operation/conduct of SMEs are assessgdakdy negative Some of the
facilities that could come under scope with the changed activity threshold would be SMEs. They will
face additional administrative costs although a numbethafse may be operating below the pollutant
reporting thresholds so may not be required to report. The level of the administrative burden from
reporting is moderate. Though the facilities will experience additional costs of the order estimated
above, theseosts are not expected to affect the operation or conduct of the SMEs in the industry.

Public authorities

Overall, this measure is assessed to hawer limited impactson public authorities. The additional
costs for CAs have been estimated using thi aosts per facility times the number of reporting
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facilities; see Sectioh.3.1for details on the approach and assumptions. The administrative costs are
SAaGAYIFGSR i 2yté enomY LISNI &SI N

Table5-18:! RYAYAAGNI GAGS Oz2aita F2NJI /! & FNRY NBOJAa

No of additional | Share |Additional numberl One off| Recurren{ Total annual

facilitiesabove | that will of facilities costs costs costs
activity threshold| report reporting
Revise capac 733 100% 733 0.2 0.1 0.1

threshold  fo
2(c)(ii) smitheriq

No impacts for theEEAare expected as the checking of data is fully automated and therefore
independent of the number of facilities reporting for an existing activity.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweaklypositive environmental impactslncreasing the number

of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available within tRRER,
potentially helping to improve enwnmental performance of the sector as it enables better
comparison of performance of the sector across the EU as well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental decisiomaking (as a result of access to information). Given that, currently, only few
smitheries are above the activity threshold, the change will significantly improve the coverage of the
reporting from the sector.

Social impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to haweeaklypositive social impactsAs discussed above, increasing
the number of facilities reporting could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the
sector which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data
available on performance of the sector improves public accessfeomation potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision making.

Various other capacity threshold/definitions changes with limited impacts

Description of the measure

There are a number of additional measures which are about changing various activity definitions
and/or thresholds but which are not expected to have any significant impacts; they are listed below.
The overall purpose of these changesis to increase theratnt with the IED.

| Table5-19: List of measures with revised capacity thresholds and definitions

# |Name Description #
of facilities
impacted
[#8]=|Revise capacity threshold |Remove the 10,000 m3/day capacity threshold for aq 421
SWD Hactivity5(g) 5(g) independently operated industrialvastewate
PRTR treatment plants to align with the IED activity descripti
28

30 Of the 421 impacted facilities, it is estimated that®@ new facilities, while the 331 are existing faciliies
that may have to report water pollutants.
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# Description #
of facilities
impacted

[#9]=|Include subcategories fgAdd subcategories to include coal and "other fuels 0
SWD H1(b)installationsfor better align with the |[ED subcategories.
PRTR|gasification and liquefactior

28
[#10] qInclude product sufReassign thesubcategoriesor cement production to b 0
SWD Hcategories for 3(a)jemenproduct categorised as done in the IED, e.g. product
PRTR|production cementin rotary kilns and other kilns, production of lin

28 kilns etc. This may cause some timeseries consistency

for historical data.

[#124]|Align activity description f{The IED contains aggregation rules for the definition of 0
= SWIj1(c) with aggregation rules|(EPRTR activity 1(c)). THPRTR activity description wg

E [IED (legislative option) be updated to explicitly includehe same rules fi
PRTR aggregation.

28
[#72] 9Reword 8(b) production [Update the 8(b)activity description to include feg 0
SWD Hfood and beverage produ(lproduction in order to align with thectivity descriptio
PRTRJactivity description to inclujunder the IED

28 |feed products
Total 421

Economic impacts

Overall, these measures are likely to haneor limited economic impacts.They are only expected
to increase the number of reporting facilities marginally.

Administrative burdens obusinesses

The impact on the administrative burdens is assessedeakly negative Given that in most cases,

the measures do not lead to any new facilities having to report, the administrative costs are limited.
Only of the measures will potentially ledd an additional 90 new facilities having to report. This
measure also impacts about 331 existing facilities that will have to report a few more pollutants. The
G20t FTRYAYAAOGNI GAGS O2aita NS SadAYFGSR 4G F N

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall, the measures are assessed to hawver limited impactson the operation of SMEs. Giventhe

very limited additional administrative costs, the measures will not impact SMEs. Firstly, few SMEs are
expected to be affected by the measures and secgnadihere there could be SMEs affected, the
additional costs are very limited.

Public authorities

Overall, the measures will have or limited impacts on public authorities. The additional costs for

public authorities will be very limited. As there ardyfew additional facilities that may have to report

and that the checking of the data in relation to the revised definitions is also only requiring few

I RRAGAZ2YFE NBa2dNODSad ¢KS FRRAGAZ2YFE O2ada F2NJ .

Environnental impacts
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The environmental impacts are assessed tmber limited impacts Given that only a few additional
facilities could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage of the emissions and
therefore not improve the decisions basil'he changes to definitions etc. will also only very marginally
change the quality of the reported data but will ensure coherence with the IED.

Social impacts

The social impacts are assessed tambeor limited impacts Given that only a few additiongcilities
could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage of the emissions and therefore
not improve the decisions basis.

Revise capacity thresholds for 1(c) combustion plants to 5 MWth and for 5(f) UWWTPs to 2,000 p.e.
[#2] = SWD RTR#29 and #30

Description of the measure

This measure considers (near) full alignment with the scope of the MCPD and UWWTD through a
revision of the capacity thresholds for combustion plants to 5SMWth and UWWTPs to 2,000 p.e.

For MCPs, this should include the aggregation rules of the MCPD (aggregate if waste gases go through
a common stack or the competent authority judges them to). A further measure to include full
alignment with the MCPD (i.e-30MW:th plants) was screened bdue to the significant number of

plants in the 3I5MWth category and potential impacts on SMEs.

For UWWTPs, the current threshold is set at 100,000 p.e.. Changing the threshold to 2,000 p.e. will
increase the coverage of emissions from UWWTPs andlaéigePR TR with the scope of the UWWTD.
Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactsChanges to the capacity

threshold for combustion plants and UWWTPs could potentially increase the number of reporting
facilities quite significantly. However, with the current reporting thresholds for pollutants, not all

facilities passing the capacity threshold will actually have to report. The number of MCPs that will have

to report is uncertain as the plants often have lowissions. There are a large number of bapk

plants and/or plants which only run for a small number of hours each yémmrtotal economic impacts
O2@SNAYy3a GKS O2ad0a FT2N) odaAaArAySaa FyR LlzmtAO | dzi K

Administrativeburdens on businesses

This measure is assessed to haweakly negative impacion the administrative burden for business.

The administrative costs for business are presented in the table below. It builds on the unit costs
presented in the Sectioh. 3.1and is calculated as the unit costs multiplied by the estimated number
of facilities that will have to repoft32. Assessing the emissions from different sized plants has shown
that only a small percentage of the MCPs above the revised thresholds will haaear. Similarly,

for UWWTPs, with the current reporting thresholds for pollutants it is unlikely that all facilities will
have to report. A rough assessment has been done focused on the reporting of nitrogen and

31 https://ec.europa.eu/environment/air/clean air/index.htm

32 Number of facilites estimated based on the Waterbas®VWTD
https ://www.eea.europa.eu/dateaand-maps/data/waterbaseuwwtd-urbarnrwaste water-treatment-
directive-7
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phosphorus. The share that is likely tofe to report has been assessed and the estimated number of
additional facilities that may have to report is presented in the table below.

¢KS SadAYIFUSR FRYAYAAUNI 0AGS O02a0a | NB GKSNBT2NJ
pollutant threstolds be lowered then the number of facilities would increase, and the administrative
costs would increase proportionally.

Table 5-20: Administrative costs for business from revised capacity thresholds for castlon and urban
AY €a

wastewaterii NB | G YS y i

Capacity threshold No of additional| Share |Additional numbero| One off | Recurrent Total
for combustion anq facilitiesabove |that will | facilities reporting costs costs annual
UWWTPs activity threshold report costs
MCPs 550MWith 21,590 10% 2,159 6.4 2.1 2.6
UWWTP 2,000 p.¢ 23,621 17% 4,028 11.9 4.0 4.9

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Though some of the MCPs and UWWTPs considered for inclusion could be small, they are typically
owned and managed by larger entities. Most UWWTPs are municipal so they are publicly owned and
if there are private operations, it is typically large companidwrefore, few of the operators will be

SMEs and the impact on the operation of SMEs can be assesmiters

Public authorities

The impacts on public authorities can therefore be assessegeakly negative The additional costs

for CAs have been estated using the unit costs per facility multiplied by the number of reporting
facilities; see Sectidh 3.1for details on the approach and assumptions. The measure will potentially
add a large number of additional facilities although not all are likelyaiee to report based on the
current pollutant reporting thresholds. The total annual administrative costs for CAs are estimated at
ENPNYD

Table5-21: Administrative costs for CAs from revised capadiyesholds for combustion and UWWTPs

€ a

Capacity threshol]f No ofadditional |Sharethal Additional |One offRecurrenTotal annug
for combustion an{facilitiesabove activity will report number of costs | costs costs
UWWTPs threshold facilities reportin

MCPs 550MWith 21,590 10% 2,159 0.4 0.1 0.15
UWWTP 2,000 p.e. 23,621 17% 4,028 0.7 0.2 0.3

No impacts for theEEAare expected as the checking of data is fully automated and therefore
independent of the number of facilities reporting for an existing activity.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactslncreasng the number

of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available within tRRER,
potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the sectors as it enables better
comparison of performance of the sectors acrossEw¢as well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental decisiommaking (as a result of access to information). It would also improve alignment
with the MCPD and UWWTD.
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Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to hapesitive social impactsAs discussed above, increasing the
number of facilities reporting could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the
sectors which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data
available on performance dhe sectors improves public access to information potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision making.

Revise capacity thresholds for 1(c) combustion plants to 20 MWth and for 5(f) UWWTPs to 20,000
p.e.[#2] = SWD RTR#29 and #30

Description of the measure

This measure considers partial alignment with the scope of the MCPD and UWWTD through a revision
of the capacity thresholds for combustion plants to 20MWth and UWWTPs to 20,000 p.e.

For MCPs, this should include the aggregatides of the MCPD (aggregate if waste gases go through

a common stack or the competent authority judges them to).For UWWTPs, the current threshold is
set at 100,000 p.e.. Changing the threshold to 20,000 p.e. will increase the coverage of emissions from
UWWTPs and bring the-BRTR closer to the definitions of the UWWTD. The UWWTD defines
treatment standards and emission limit values for UWWTPs above 2,000 p.e.

Economic impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly negative economic impactsChanges to the capacity
threshold for combustion plants and UWWTPs could potentially increase the number of reporting
facilities quite significantly. However, with the current reporting thresholds for pollutants, not all
facilities passing the capacityrdshold will actually have to report. The number of MCPs that will have
to report is uncertain as the plants often have low emissions. There are a large number afpback
plants and/or plants which only run for a small number of hours each year.

ThetotalS O2y 2YA O AYLI OGa O2@0SNAy3I GKS O2ada ¥F2NJ odz;
total annual costs.

Administrative burdens on businesses

This measure is assessed to haweakly negative impacion the administrative burden for business.

The adnmistrative costs for business are presented in the table below. It builds on the unit costs
presented in the Sectioh.3.1and is calculated as the unit costs multiplied by the estimated number

of facilities that will have to repof834. Assessing the ensisns from different sized plants has shown

that only a certain proportion of the MCPs above the revised threshold will have to report. Similarly
for UWWTPs, with the current reporting thresholds for pollutants it is unlikely that all facilities will
have to report. A rough assessment has been done focused on the reporting of nitrogen and
phosphorus and the share that is likely to have to report has been assessed and the estimated number
of additional facilities that may have to report is presented in tidlele below.

33 https://ec.europa.eu/environment/air/clean air/index.htm

34 Number of facilities estimated based on the Waterb&B&WTD
https ://www.eea.europa.eu/dateaand-maps/data/waterbaseuwwtd-urbarnrwaste water-treatment-
directive7
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pollutant thresholds be lowered then the number of facilities would increase, and the administrative
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Table 5-22: Administrative costs for business from revised capacity thresholds for combustion and u

wastewateri NB I G YSy(d Ay ¢€a
Capacity thresholq No of additional| Share |Additional numbero Recurrent
for combustion ang facilitiesabove |that will | facilities reporting costs costs annual
UWWTPs activity threshold| report costs
MCPs 2660MWth 4,946 25% 1,236 3.7 1.2 15
UWWTP 20,000 p 4277 64% 2,756 8.2 2.7 3.3

0§ KSNB T2

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Though some of the MCPs and UWWTPs considered for inclusion could be small, they are typically
owned and managed by larger entities. Most UWWTPs are municipal so they are publicly owned and
if there are private operations, it is typically large companidgrefore, few of the operators will be

SMEs and the impact on the operation of SMEs can be assedinieak

Public authorities

The impacts on public authorities can therefore be assessegeakly negative The additional costs

for CAs have been estated using the unit costs per facility multiplied by the number of reporting
facilities; see Sectioh 3.1for details on the approach and assumptions. The measure will potentially
add a large number of additional facilities although not all are likelyaiee to report based on the
current pollutant reporting thresholds. The total annual administrative costs for CAs are estimated at
ENPOYD

Table5-23: Administrative costs for CAs from revised capadiiyesholds for combustion and UWWTPs

€ a

Capacity thresholds f¢ No of additional| Share Additional One off |Recurrer Total annug

combustion and UWWTH facilitiesabove | that will number of costs costs costs
activity threshold report |facilities reporting

MCPs 2660MWth 4,946 25% 1,236 0.2 0.07 0.08

UWWTP 20,000 p.e. 4,277 64% 2,756 05 0.2 0.2

No impacts for theEEAare expected as the checking of data is fully automated and therefore
independent of the number of facilities reporting for an existing activity.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactslncreasng the number

of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available within tRRER,
potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the sectors as it enables better
comparison of performance of the sectors acrossEw¢as well as greater engagement of citizens in
environmental decisiomaking because oficcess to information). It would also improve alignment
with the MCPD and UWWTD.

Social impacts

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM1



Overall, this measure is likely to hapesitive social impactsAs dscussed above, increasing the
number of facilities reporting could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the
sectors which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data
available on performance of thgectors improves public access to information potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision making.

EPRTR problem area 1b: Missing activities and swlivities

The original aim of the-BRTR was to capture 90% of industrial releases for each pollutant. Industry

in Europe has changed since théETR came into force in 2006 with new activities becoming more
widespread. Therefore, the activity list in Annex | netxdbe updated. Missing activities mean that

the EPRTR does not provide a complete picture of releases and transfers and cannot be used as a tool
to fully understand impacts and ensure coherent environmental policy. Furthermore, the IED is being
revised s it will be important to maintain coherence with any future scope.

Cattle farming [#15¢ sub-options consider thresholds of 150, 300 and 450 LSBWD PPRTR#Q2

Description of the measure

There is no activity covering intensive cattle and it is propasethclude an additional activity in
Annex | of the PRTR covering these farms. This policy option has been proposed for inclusion within
the IED and therefor¢o ensure coherence between reporting the exact threshold(s) and activity
definition to be cosidered will be informed by that process. There are alternative activity thresholds
being considered. They all relate to the number of livestock units (LSU). In line with the IED revision,
the following thresholds are being assessed:

1 150 LSy
f 300 LStand
f 450 LSU.

Economic impacts

Overall, the economic impacts astrongly negative The measure will increase the number of
reporting facilities and potentially with a large number.

¢KS yydzft 0O2ada KIF@S 0SSy ¢83mipkinvaityfos dperata@s bdit S Ay
also MS CAs. This based on the estimated number of additional facilities would be required to report
which is estimated to vary between around 9,000 up to 18,000 facilities.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall, the impacts on the administrative burden for businesssamngly negative

The administrative costs for business are presented in the table below. It builds on the unit costs
presented in SectioB.3.1 The administrative costs are calculatesithe unit costs multiplied by the
estimated number of facilities that will have to rep#rt

35 Data on number of facilities are bedson Ricardo (2021)pdating of available information for undertaking
the assessment of impacts for a possible modification of the IED with regard to aspects of intensive
agriculture
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Alternative apacity No of additional| Share that |Additional number One off | Recurrent Total annua

thresholds for cattlf facilitiesabove | will report of facilities costs costs costs
activity threshold reporting

Threshold >450 L4 8,523 100% 8,523 25.2 8.4 10.3

Threshold >300 LY 26,624 66% 17,574 52.1 17.4 21.2

Threshold >150 L9 120,727 15% 17,574 52.1 174 21.2

The alternative thresholds could potentially lead to a significant number of additional facilities being
captured. However, an assessmentikély emissions from farms of different sizes has shown that no
or few facilities below 300 LSU are expected to have to report under currenabdtHCH reporting
thresholds, and only around 66% above 300 LSU (basedorstcaseassessment of likely emissions
i.e. using the highest emission factors to estimate farm level emissions).

It should be noted that if Nyand/or CH reporting thresholds are reduced, then the total number of
facilities could increase. Asrasult,the admnistrative costs would increase proportionally with the
number of facilitiesln contrast, if measure #46 on the use of #pwn reporting were to be applied

to cattle then this would reduce the administrative burden significantly (by around 85% or more
depending on the mechanism applied).

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall, the impact on the operation/conduct of SMEs is assessegaldy negative

Most facilities in the cattle sector are SMEs and probably a large share of those that could come within
scope would be small or mick@dmpanies. With the current thresholds for pollutants, relative few of
the smallest farms would have to report. The reportaggts per facility is moderate so the operation

of the farms is unlikely to be significantly affected. Still some negative impacts can be expected.

It should be noted that measure 46 on the use of-tipvn reporting would reduce the effects on the
operation of the SMEs significantly.

Public authorities

The impacts on public authorities are assessedtasgly negative

For public authorities the economic impacts include the additional costs related to managing the data
reported from the facilities. Withadding cattle farms to the scope of theHRTR, there would be
significantly more facilities reported as presented above. The additional costs for CAs have been
estimated using the unit costs per facility multiplied by the number of reporting facilgeesSection
5.3.1for details on the approach and assumptions.

¢KS I RYAYAAUNY 0AQS O2ata FNB SadAayrdiSR G2 GKS

G§KNBakKz2f Ra T2N

Table5-25: Administrative costs for CAs from alternative cagad &

Alternative capacit] No of additional | Share tha{ Additional number] One off | Recurrent| Total
thresholds forcattlg facilitiesabove |will report of facilities costs costs annual
activity threshold reporting costs
Threshold>450 LSU 8,523 100% 8,523 2.8 0.5 0.7
Threshold >300 LY 26,624 66% 17,574 5.8 1.0 14
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Alternative capacit] No of additional | Share tha{ Additional number| One off | Recurrent| Total

thresholds forcattlg facilitiesabove |will report of facilities costs costs annual
activity threshold reporting costs

Threshold >150 LY 120,727 15% 17,574 5.8 1.0 14

The impact on th&EAs estimated to be relativelimited 6. The additional annual costs are estimated

at less than 1,000 EUR. This includes costs associated with adding a new activity to the database and
reporting tools. As QA/QC of data is automated, the additional facilities and additional data being
reported $ould not add to the costs.

Environmental impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweakly positive environmental impactsincluding cattle and
increasing the number of facilities reporting will improve the level of data on emissions available
within the EPRTR, potentially helping to improve environmental performance of the cattle sector as
it enables better comparison of performance of the sector across the EU as well as greater
engagement of citizens in environmental decisioaking (as a resultf@access to information).

It should be noted that with the current pollutant thresholds, only a proportion of emissions from the
cattle sector will be reported.

Social impacts

Overall, this measure is likely to haweaklypositive social impactsAs discussed above, the inclusion

of the cattle sector in PRTR could potentially help to improve environmental performance of the
sector which would have positive impacts for health. Furthermore, increasing the level of data
available on performance ohe sector improves public access to information potentially enabling
greater participation in environmental decision makihgkethe case for the environmental impacts,
adding reporting from only the largest cattle farms means that not all the emissiensaaered by

the reporting.

Various other measures with limited impacts
Description of the measures

There are several additional measures which are about changing various definitions and adding
activitiesto achieve better alignment and coherence withethe D both in its current version and the
changes proposed for a revised IED. They are lisetolv, and they are not expected to have any
significant impacts on costs and benefits.

| Table5-26: List ofmeasures with revised capacity thresholds and definitions

Category # Measure Description # of
facilities
impacted

Align with| [#18]=SWD| Include battery| Include battery production, disposal af 70

potential EPRTR#22| production, recovery inactivity list. This measure is bg

revised |ED disposal and considered as part of the IED revision §

scope recovery therefore to ensure coherence betwee

reporting the exact threshold(s) and actv

3 EEA costs associated with some measures are under revision inocatiab with the EEA and may be

revised.
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| Table5-26: List ofmeasures with revised capacity thresholds and definitions

Category # Measure Description # of
facilities
impacted

definitionto be considered will be iafmed
by that process.
[#20]=SWD| Include an| Include an additional subector for forging  350%
EPRTR#24 | additional sub| presses, cold rolling, with a capad
sector for forging| threshold of 10t/h, and wire drawing, with
presses, cold rolling capacity threshold of 2 t/h, under activity
& wire drawing This measure is being considered as pa
the IED revision.
[#21]1=SWD | Inclusion of an| Inclusion of textile finishing in the activity li 76
EPRTR#25| additional sub| under activity 9 (Other activities). Renali
sector for textile| the current activity 9(a) to activity 9(a)é
finishing Plants for the prdreatment (operatons
such as washing, bleaching, mercerisat
or dyeing of fibres or textiles (a curre
activity) and include an additional s
activity of 9(a)(ii) Textile finishing with th
same threshold as the current 9(a) activ
This measure is being consideresl part of
the |ED revision.
[#23]=SWD| Include an| Include an additional subctivity under 9 6
EPRTR#28| additional sub| Other activities forshipyards dismanting.
activity for | Currently only building of and painting
shipyards / | removal of paint from shipsisincludedin
dismantling activity list (9(e))). This measure is be|
considered as part of the |ED revision.

Align with| [#27]=SWD| Include MgO | Include MgO production in kins with 25

current |IED| EPRTR#28| production threshold of 50 t/day to align with IE

scope activity 3.1(c).

[#28]=SWD| Include C@capture| Include capture of CQtreams for geologicg 9
EPRTR#28 storage with no threshold to align with IH
activity 6.9.
[#29] = SWD| Additional sub| Align these categories with the IED acti 0
EPRTR#28| categories and descriptions to ensure reporters kv that
improved disposal includes incineration/e
descriptions for 5(a) incineration §ubcategorieto match IEQ
& 5(b) activities 5.1 and 5.2(b). Additionally, incly
recovery in the activity definition.
[#30]=SWD| Additional IED activity 5.6- temporary storage o 9
EPRTR#28| hazardous wastd hazardous waste is not included in the
sub-category for| PRTR activities listand should be consid
temporary storage | for inclusion.
All 545

Economic impacts

87 This measure would expand the existing scope andis expected to cover arouhi@Bilities. The range
of forge presses, cold rolling and wiredrawing facilities is based on information found in the 202018nd
BREFs for Ferrous Metals Processing. Detailed data outlining the capacity of forge presses, cold rolling and
wire drawing installations was not found. The npdint of the range has been included within the analysis
of the measure.
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Overall, these measures are likely to haneeor limited economic impacts.They are only expected
to increase the number of reporting facilities marginally.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall, the measures are assessed to haver limited impacts on administrative burdens.

Given that in most cases, the measures only lead to a small number of new facilities having to report,

the administrative costs are limited. Only the measures which potentially could lead to an additional

350 new facilities having to report would increasporting costs. The total administrative costs for

ali KS YSI adzNBa FFNB SadAYlFGSR Fd FNRdzyR emdoY LISN

Operation / conduct of SMESs

Overall, the measures are assessed to haver limited impactson the operation of SMEs. Given the

very limited addional administrative costs, the measures will not impact the operation of SMEs.
Firstly, few SMEs are expected to be affected by the measures and secondly, where there could be
SMEs affected, the additional costs are very limited.

Public authorities

Ovenll, the measures will haveo or limited impactson public authorities. The additional costs for

LJdzot AO I dzi K2NAGASa gAff 0S OSNEBE ftAYAUGSR FyR (KS
limited number of additional facilities that may hateereport and the checking of the data in relation

to the revised definitions is also only requiring few additional resources.

Environmental impacts

The environmental impacts are assessed tmber limited impacts Given that only a few additional
faciities could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage of the emissions and
therefore not improve the decisions basis. The changes to definitions of included activities will also
only very marginally change the quality of the reportedalbut will ensure coherence with the IED.

Social impacts

The social impacts are assessed tmbeor limited impacts Given that only a few additional facilities
could be reporting, the additional data will not change the coverage of the emissionsharefdre
not improve the decisions basis.

9diGrofAaK I ReYFEYAO YSOKFIyAaY (2 ARSYOlGATE IyR A
for activities) [#31]= SWD PPRTR#31

Description of the measure

This measure would entail the inclusion ofrrore dynamic mechanism to identify and include
SYSNEAY3I | OGAQGAGASE 2F O2yOSNY O6aGadzyNRaS tAadéo
identify and include new activities in the future via delegated acts.

Economic impacts

Overall,this measue is likely to haveveakly negative economic impactss it will lead to a greater
number of activities being captured underPRTR in the future and more facilities having to report
release and transfer data. Some additional activities for inclusion aistirexactivities with revised
thresholds and/or definitions have already been identified and included under other measures (with
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associated assessment of impacts). It is unknown what further activities may be included in the future
and thus it is not podlsle to assess the impacts that may be incurred.

In addition to additional data collection and reporting for operators, there would also be time required
for the European Commission and/or EEA to maintain the sunrise list and identify activities of
emerghg concern.

Administrative burdens on businesses

Overall impacts on administrative burdens for businesses are expectedtedidy negativeor any
new activities included in the future although the scale of such impaatxlear at this stage.

Operdors in any new activities will have to measure, calculate and/or estimate releases to see
whether they are above or below the reporting thresholds. If they are above the threshold then the
data would need to be reported. Some initial time would also bguied to set up the appropriate
data capture, calculation and reporting mechanisms up front.

Operation / conduct of SMEs

Overall impacts on SMEs are expected towery limited. Appropriate activity thresholds would need
to be established for any new adties to ensure that smaller facilities (potentially including SMES)
would not be required to report.

Public authorities

Overall impacts ompublic authoritiesare expected to baveakly negative This includes additional
time for QA of data for any newcévities for both Member State public authorities and the EEA as
well as some initial upfront time to amend the existing data flow and QA systems to incorporate new
activities.

The EEA and/or European Commission would incur some additional costs for maintaining the sunrise
fAad YR ARSYUATEAYI YR NBOGASgAYI LRGSYGALf
per year (assuming consultants are used to assessfispectivities) with a further 3@handaysevery

5 years to develop and agree a proposal for new activity(ies) (equating to annualised costs of around
eHZcnn LISNI &8SENLO

Environmental impacts

Overall,this measure is likely to hawgeakly positive environnental impactsas it will increase the
coverage of activities that are reporting to thePRTR. It will ensure that theFRTR activity list can

be updated as and when emerging activities are identified helping to support the objectives of wider
environmengl policies such as IED, WFD, UWWTD etc.

Increasing the activity coverage will improve the level of data on emissions available within the E
PRTR, potentially helping to improve environmental performance of those activities being included as
it enables letter comparison of performance across the EU as well as greater engagement of citizens
in environmental decisiomaking (as a result of access to information).

Social impacts
Overallthis measure is likely to haveeakly positive social impactas the enissions coverage within

EPRTR will be expanded. As discussed above, increasing the number of activities and facilities
reporting could potentially help to improve environmental performance of those activities included

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIYM7

ry .

(0p))



which would have positive impactsrfbealth. Furthermore, including new activities improves public
access to information potentially enabling greater participation in environmental decision making.
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6 Comparison of the options

This sectiorseeks to highlight the key aspects of the impact assent relevant for supporting
decisionmaking on the choice of options and soptions to include in the preferred package.

6.1 Costs per facility

The various options and policy measures considered as part of the impact assessment will affect
facilities verydifferently. The option with the highest cost impacts for a large number of facilities
would be Option POBCircular Economy, Resource Efficiency and Safer Chedracalsthe policy
measures of reporting on energy, water and raw materials. These poliagures would affect all
NELR2NIAY3I FIFOAfAGASaAD ¢KS NBOINNByd O2aida
facility. Theon FF¥ O2ada KI @S 06SSy SadAYFGSR FyR
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energy, water and raw materials, the annual reporting costs could increase by around 80%.

0 K S ¢. Fok g fadiifg that Bould &ave ¢omeparton new pollutants and

Under PO5 and the aligning of activity thresholds or inclusion of new activities, many new $acilitie
could be brought into scope. They are generally lower complexity facilities (e.g. medium combustion

plants)
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options or sukoptions, only a few facilities Wibe impacted by each stdption.

An assessment of each of the main options is presented below.

| Table6-1: Cost assessment per facility

Option | Type of policy| Effect for existing facilitieqd Typical change il Percentagecompared
measure or new facilitiesin scope | annual costs to baseline

Baseling Average facility Fennnn LI NA

PO1 Changing Additional costs for existn{ € n 1 LIS NJ { <2%increase
pollutants facilities
thresholds
Sunsetlist Saving for existing facilited € H 1 LIS NJ { <1%savings

PO3 Additional Additional costsforexistni € H pn LISNJ Fmma: A Y ONX
pollutants facilities
Reporting of| Additional costs forexistn{ / 2aGa 2F|[FTtm: AYyO NB
energy, water| facilities facility
and raw
materials

PO4 No change for typical facilif NA NA

PO5 Changing activity Additional facilites beind F € m~ H H n | NAgapplicable to new
thresholds  or| included with annual cost facilities only.
inclusion of new| lower than the average
activities facility as typically

considered lower complexity
than typical EPRTR facility

6.2 Option comparison and recommended option

This subsection brings together the impact assessment results of all peiaguregTable6-3). For
some of the measures, the additional administratisosts have been estimated. Where costs are
guantitative, the correspondence to the qlitative assessment of impacts are as set out in the
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following table (based on annualised cosG)sts have been annualised using a discount rate of four
percent overa 20year period.

Table6-2: Relation between qualitative and quantitative assessment of impacts

Colour coding
== = @) + ++

Qualitative Strongly Weakly negativel No or limited Weakly Strongly

negative impact positive positive
Quantitative ¢ >-e Mn Y| -e mY-elinen Oto-emY | n (2 B e€wmn
business
Quantitative ¢ >-e MY -e N dPM-¥ M Oto-e ndmM| n U2 d B emY
public authorities

The recommended option is composed of all those measuresfesburable cosbenefit profiles,
which were determined by comparing the quantitative and qualitative evidencee@mnomic,
environmental and social impagtslentifying the tradeoffs among various stakeholder groypke
synergiedpetween the policy meases, and assessing their proportionality.
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Table6-3Y
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hLIWiA2Y O2YLI NXR&2Yy Oc¢

EPRTR policy measures [#measure Economicimpacts Environmental Social Preferred
= SWD measure ID* Businesses Administrations impacts impacts | measure?
One-off Recurrent Total One-off Recurrent Total
annualised annualised
PO1 Effectiveness
Clarify that activity 3(b) covei
upstream oil and gas facilitiggl6]=|  7.84 2.61 3.19 0.44 0.15 0.18 V\éi?t'l‘\'/g V\é‘:‘tt(\'/g Y
SWD EPRTR#6 P P
Remove 3(d) production of asbest ) )
from activity list [47] 0 0 0 0 0 0 N
Reword 5(d) landfills activit
description to include flaring of ver 0 0 0 0 0 0 V\éiil.dz V\éiiklz Y
gas[#11]=SWD EPRTR#8 postiiv postiv
Reduce reporting thresholds for sor
existing pollutants to better meet th Weakly Weakly
aim of 90% captur§#33ax / n=24]= 0 0.73 0.73 0 1.02 1.02 positive positive Y
SWD EPRTR#1
9adlrotAakK | Wadz
pollutants that are no longer of concel 0 -0.99 -0.99 0 -0.001 -0.001 - - Y
[#32]= SWD IPRTR#5
Add an option for topdown reporting
for activity 7 (intensive livestog ) _ 3 i
production and aquaculture]#46kE 0 16.97 16.97 0 0 0 Y
SWD EPRTR#9
Introduce subfacility reporting[#45= Weakly Weakly
SWD EPRTR#P 0 0.08 0.08 0.01 0.11 0.12 positive positive Y
Add active operator confirmation tha
releases are below the reportn ual\r|12;[ﬁed ual\rlﬁ;[ﬁed ual\:lc'i;[ﬁed ua'\:lt?[;[ﬁed ual\:lciitﬁed ua'\:lt?[;[ﬁed i ) Y
threshold[#52]= SWD PRTR#3 q q 9 q q q
Mandate the M/C/Ehierarcty [#58] = Not Not Not Not Not Not ) i v
SWDEPRTR#4 gquantified | quantified | quantified | quantified | quantified | quantified
PO2 Innovation
No measures retained | - | - | - | - - | - - - -
PO3 Circular Economy, Resource Efficiency and Safer Chemicals
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Table6-3Y

hLIWiA2Y O2YLI NXR&2Yy Oc¢

YAtEA2YO

EPRTR policy measures [#measure Economicimpacts Environmental Social Preferred
= SWD measure ID* Businesses Administrations impacts impacts | measure?
One-off Recurrent Total One-off Recurrent Total
annualised annualised
Establish a mechanism fadynamic
updating to include additiong
pollutants of immediate interest an 13.16 4.39 5.36 1.01 0.31 0.38 V\c/;iiitli(\l/)e/: V\ézili(\l/)elz Y
future interest (sunrise listj#37] = P P
SWD EPRTR#10
Require the reporting of energy uj Weakly Weakly
[#38]=SWD IPRTR#11 16.96 R 6.9 0.02 0.01 D positive positive Y
Require the reporting of water us Weakly Weakly
[#39]= SWD IPRTR#12 16.96 565 6.9 0.02 0.01 0.007 positive positive Y
Require the reporting of raw materi Weakly Weakly
use[#40]= SWD IFPRTR#13 e i 3451 0.11 e s positive positive Y
Reporting waste composition of was Weakly Weakly
transferg#41]= SWD fPRTR#14 0 0.42 0.42 0.001 059 059 positive positive N
Improve tracking of waste transfe Weakly Weakly
[#42]= SWD PPRTR#15 v Oz I DI I I positve | positive a
Improve tracking of waste watd Weakly Weakly
transfersj#43]= SWD FPRTR#16 o B Vi L L L positve | positive &
Reporting releases from produdt&0] Weakly Weakly
= SWD PRTR#17 v g g 0L v I positive positive i
PO4 Decarbonisation
Disaggregation of some curren
reported GHGs (e.g. HFCs, PIE&43] 0 0.003 0 0 0.003 0.004 - - Y
= SWD PPRTR#18
Require GHG releases to be 4
reported as C@equivalent[#44b]= 0 0.003 0 0 0.003 0.004 - - N
SWDEPRTR#19
POS5 Industrial scope
Alignment with current IED scope
Revise capacity threshold of 5
independently operated industrig 0.53 0.24 0.28 0.03 0.01 0.01 - - Y
waste water treatment plants to alig
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Table6-3Y

hLIWiA2Y O2YLI NXR&2Yy Oc¢
EPRTR policy measures [#measure

YAtEA2YO

Economic impacts

= SWD measure ID*

Businesses

Administrations

One-off

Recurrent

Total
annualised

One-off

Recurrent

Total
annualised

Environmental
impacts

Social
impacts

Preferred
measure?

with the IED activity descriptid#8] =
SWDEPRTR#28

Include sukcategories for 1(b
installations for gasification an
liquefaction to include coal and "othq
fuels" to better align with the IED su
categorie§#9]= SWD IPRTR#28

Include product sufzategories for 3(c
cement production[#10] = SWD E
PRTR#28

Align activity description for 1(d
thermal power stations with [E
aggregation ruleg#12a]l = SWD E
PRTR#28

Reword 8(b) production of food an
beverage products activity descriptic
to include feed products to align wit
the IED activity descriptioit72]= SWD
EPRTR#28

Not
quantified

Not
quantified

Not
guantified

Not
guantified

Not
quantified

Not
guantified

Add MgO production in kilns with
threshold of 50 t/day to 3(c) so as
align with IED activity 3.1(¢¥27]=
SWD EPRTR#28

0.15

0.05

0.06

0.01

0.003

0.003

Include capture of COstreams for
geological storage with no threshold
as to align with IED activity 6[£28]=
SWD EPRTR#28

0.05

0.02

0.02

0.003

0.001

0.001

Add additional sulrategories and
improved descriptions for 5(a) & 5(
waste treatments so as to align witht:]
IED activity descriptions and ens

Not
quantified

Not
quantified

Not
guantified

Not
quantified

Not
quantified

Not
guantified
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Table6-3Y

hLIWiA2Y O2YLI NXR&2Yy Oc¢

YAtEA2YO

EPRTR policy measures [#measure Economicimpacts Environmental Social Preferred
= SWD measure ID* Businesses Administrations impacts impacts | measure?
One-off Recurrent Total One-off Recurrent Total
annualised annualised
reporters know that disposal includg
incineration/coincineration.
Additionally, include recovery in th
activity definition [#29] = SWD E
PRTR#28
Add an additional hazardous waste s
category for temporary storage so as|
align with IED activity 5.6 tempora 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.003 0.001 0.001 - - Y
storage of hazardous wastg30] =
SWD EPRTR#28
Alignment with potential revised IED scope
Reviseapacity thresholds for 7(a) IR Weakly Weakly
[#1a150 LSUF SWD IPRTR#21 HE0E Lotz = 2l Ligis 21 positve | positive v
Revise capacity thresholds for 7(a) IR Weakly Weakly
[#1b 300 LSUF SWD FPRTR#21 45.05 15.02 e SO Sk 2.04 positive positive N
Revise capacity thresholds for 7(a) I Weakly Weakly
[#1c 450 LS SWD fPRTR#21 25.62 8.54 10.42 2.86 0.95 1.16 positive positive N
Revise capacity threshold for 5 Not Not Not Not Not Not ) i N
landfills [#8] = SWD fPRTR#27 quantified | quantified | quantified [ quantified | quantified | quantified
Revise capacity threshold for 2(c)
smitheries [% ¢ sub-options considef Weakl Weakl
no calorific power threshold or 4.35 1.45 1.77 0.24 0.08 0.1 ALy caxly Y
calorific power threshold of 5 M\W§ BoSlt POSINE
SWD EPRTR#26
Add intensive cattle farming J8a 150 Weakly Weakly
LSUE SWD PRTR#Q 52.06 17.35 21.18 5.81 0.97 1.39 positive positive Y
Add intensive cattle farming b 300 Weakly Weakly
LSUE SWD PRTR#Q 52.06 17.35 21.18 5.81 0.97 1.39 et Sestive N
Add intensive cattle farming ##c 450 Weakly Weakly
LSUE SWD ®PRTRH2 25.25 8.42 10.27 2.82 0.47 0.68 positive positive N
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Table6-3Y

hLIWiA2Y O2YLI NXR&2Yy Oc¢

YAtEA2YO

EPRTR policy measures [#measure Economicimpacts Environmental Social Preferred
= SWD measure ID* Businesses Administrations impacts impacts | measure?
One-off Recurrent Total One-off Recurrent Total
annualised annualised
Include battery production, dispos
and recovery#18]= SWD PRTR#22 0.41 0.14 0.17 0.02 0.01 0.01 - - Y
Include an additional subector for
forging presses, cold rolling & wi 2.07 0.69 0.84 0.12 0.04 0.04 - - N
drawing[#20]= SWD PPRTR#24
Inclusion of an additional 9(a) su
sector for textile finishing#21]= SWD 0.45 0.15 0.18 0.03 0.01 0.01 - - N
EPRTR#25
Include an additional 9(d) s udctivity
for shipyards / dismantling [#23]SWD 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.002 0.001 0.001 - - Y
EPRTR#28
Alignment with MCPD and UWWTD
Near to full alignment with MCPD af Weakly
UWWTD (8550MWth and 2,000 p.e| 18.33 6.11 7.45 1.02 0.34 0.41 . Positive N
[#2]= SWD PRTR#29 HERIS
Partial alignment with scope of MCH
and UWWTD by focusing on larg Weakly s
facilities (2650MWih and 20,000 p.e 11.83 3.94 4.81 0.66 0.22 0.26 positive Positive Y
[#2]= SWD PPRTR#30
Establish a dynamic mechanism
identify and include emerging activitie Weakl Weakl
2T O2y OSNYy 0 Wa dz e o L e ez ez positiv)é positiv)é v
[#31]=SWD PPRTR#31
Preferred option 254 65 86 13 5 6 Wefa_kly Wegkly
positive positive
Notes:This table refers to both the numbering used in this report (between [#]) and the numbering used in the Commission StgiD@éorient.
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7 Monitoring and evaluation ofimpacts

Themain objectives of theecommended optiorareto:

1. Increase the fPRTR coverage of pollutant releases and transfers from industrial activities;

2. Increasethe usefulness of PRTR data by complementing them with data on resource
consumption, to support stakeholders to track the fmmance of the industry in contributing
to the Green Deal, energy or circular economy commitments;

3. Increase the alignment of theBERTR with the IED, MCPD and UWWTD.

This section proposes some indicatorsraxck progress againtdteseobjectives andmonitor changes
brought about by policy intervention.

7.1 Increase EPRTR coverage

The proposed key indicator is defined as

Completeness rates (in percentage) of reported releases per sector, broken down by Member
State, environmental media and pollutant

Weibul analysis, as used in ICF et al. (2020), can be used to populate this inditéegcapproach
also called life data analysis, fits a statistical distribifido EEPRTR reported measuremerits
estimate the quantity of unreported belothreshold releass, assuming that thee follow the same
distribution. The fitted curve can infer the threshold and number of facilities that are needed to
capture 90% of releaseas well agsalculate the capture rate for each pollutant.

7.2 Increase FPRTR usefulness

The ainof the EPRTR Regulation is to facilitate public participation in environmelateision making.
While to measure the achievement of this objective is difficult, some proxies can be deéfined
measure e.g. the number of scientific papers usilgRE' R datahe number of mainstream news
articles referring to the PRTR, etc.

Other proxies can be defined and populated witelwstatistics from the Industrial Emissions Portal

to measureli KS  LJdzo f AcOiBD EPRTRCcSndbined informatiorBuch proxies aabe a
O2YO0AYlFGA2Yy 2F O0SKIF@A2dNI f FyR FGOGAGdzZRAYF f  dzd SNJI
0S®3 P ydzYoSNJ 2F R2gyf 2l Raz RFGlI aStSOGA2y> LJ 3AS
(usually quantified by administering users sys scoring website usability and data quality and
completeness).

7.3 Increase EPRTR alignment with other legislation

Finally, grceptions on improvements to legal clardgnbe monitored via the BREF process, through
e-surveys addressed to the IED arBIER stakeholder community.

% QOftena 1-paraneter, 2parameter, 3parameter or mixed Weibutlistribution, but could also bexponential,
lognormal and normal distributions
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Annex 1 Stakeholdeiconsultation

Al.1 Openpublicconsultation

Al.1.1 OPC method stament

Data collection

Theopenpublic consultatiofOPCyan for 13 weeksfrom 22 December 2020 to 23 March 2021. The
OPCaimed to gather opinions for the impact assessment for revision to the IEDth@dEPRTR
Regulation The consultation consisted 2# questions, four of which directly regard th®RTR.

All citizens and organisations were welcomed to participate by completing an online questionnaire
distributed via the EUSurvey platfor®.KS ht / gl & Lzt AOAaAaSR @Al GKS
Commisa 2 y Q a3, drit® rbl@vant stakeholders were notified of the opening of the OPC via ®¥mail.
Respondents to the consultation were also allowed to upload position papers.

Data preparation

Exported questionnaire datdzy RSNB Sy i | WOf S itsyanalyss Thispradds<s6ughi  LINA 2 |
to identify and remove any duplicate or malicious respanadich may affect the validity of the
adzNBSe Qa NbadzZ uad inclydedSaanchesdfobiank Bupraissigndwhidh kygicallg I U |
indicate respondents whhave reviewed questions without providing a substantive resporse

blank responses were identified and were filtered out of the final analysis for each question.

The check for duplicates involved looking at the following fields: i) combination ohéirse and
surname; ii) email and iii) organisation name and transparency regigterunderlying assumption to
remove these duplicates is that each stakeholder can participate onlyiotioe consultationin total

no responses were removed due to duplication as variation in answers existed in all similar
information.

[ £SFYAYy3 2F NBalLRyaSa Ffaz2z AyOfdRSR GKS AygSada
responses) as to whether any discernible stakdér traits were present. In cooperation with the
Commission, one was reclassified as a company, three were reclassified as a business association, and
FADS NBY|F AY SRTF A Al (W2TKBNDW2 EKSND Ol yy2id 68 OKIF NI
corresponds with a specific stakeholder type.

Clustering of stakeholders

To ensurea correct understanding of the results, stakeholder types were grouped in meaningful
combinations. These groups were provided by the Commisaiuthstakeholders were grped under
the following combinations:

1 Companies and business associations; including:

- Company/business organisations
- Business associations

1 Public authorities

39 https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-requldion/have-your-say en
40 The mailing listincludes over 800 stakeholders contacts.
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1 EU Citizens
1 Nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) were split into two categories:

- Civil society NGs (including only NGOs that operate in the finance, justice, health, and
legal sectors)

- Environmental NGOs (combining stakeholder types; environmental organisation, and
NGOs with explicit links to environmental concerns)

1 Other; including:

- Academic/resealinstitutions
- Trade unions

- NonEU citizens

- Other

The number of respondents in each stakeholder group can be found in the respondent profile section
below.

Campaign identification

The datawerechecked for organised campaign responses by investigatiggher responses to the
guestionnaire relied on the same EUSurvey usernamé metadata (including email addresses,
transparency register, and organisation name). These responses were then clustered and further
investigated for similarity across opentext@ué A 2y a® W{ AYAf I NAG&Q &d Of dzZRSF
identical or contaied minor edits of the same response (open text). Ifidentified, a cluster of potential
campaign responses must meet a threshold of 5% of all responses to be considered a cantpaign

the ability to influence results. Where found, campaign responsese extracted and analysed
separatelyfrom all other responses unless their findingere shown to be consistent with all other

responses.

As shown in Figure A1-5, 11 groups containing similar answers were detected and labelled
alphabetically However only one campaigrtluster G contained enough responses to meet the 5%
threshold Campaign G responsdo closed questions were assessed for influence on a qudsgion
question basis. However, they did not show any significant impact on the final analysis of closed
questions; they were therefore deemed safe to remain in the final dataset. However;tegen
responses from this campaign were identified as potentially influencing and were analysed separately.

tfSFAS y20S8S GKFIG (KS -@anpaigs Gmayald iave Begn iderftifizd and NA Q
reported on separately in the discussion of open teuestions; this is to ensure transparency
regarding the frequency of issues discussed.

Methodology for the analysis of closed questions

The analysis has been undertaken using Microsoft Excel and includes questions 14, 15, and 16. Results

for closed questins have been summarised with a chart representing results for all responses, a chart
representing all responses split by stakeholder grouping (see above for grouping details), and a table

of all responses split by respondent geographic loca#dihchars and tables contain an average (for

Likert items) followed by the number of responses to each option (for example, average (n)). To
provide transparency on the distribution of answers (averages alone do not display the extent of split
attitudeswithn a@zSaid A2y 0 GKS aiddzRe (S| Y22 YLINB@2IOR iR 6N
each closed questiofT his table shows the distribution of stakeholder responses within each question,
providing a percentage of answers in the top two categories (e.g. vegfasabry, satisfactory) and

the bottom two categories (e.g. very unsatisfactory, unsatisfactory).
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The online questionnaire relies dhreetypesof A { SNI a0l £ S ljdzSadAaz2y.a G2 3l
Such questionsvere converted into quantitativdorm (seeTable) to measuretheir average values

These averages are displayed as bar chartsto give a clear and concise ovealliezgmbnses to the

question In each closed question, answers statthg2 Yy 2 (i (ahd/bRdkéesponsedjave been

excluded from the calculations of the averagPtease note that each question contained multiple
subquestions, all of which may have different degrees otipgration (i.e. different number of blanks

2NJ aL R2 y2i 1{,¥ahduestidn Headingihad)beed yrovided with the total number

of respondents that provided an answer to any of the§fudzS a i A 2y a4 6 SEOf dZRAY 3 4L
is the total umber of valid answers included in the analysis

The following table outlines the types of Likert used in this consultation. The midpoint represents the
neutral line for each Likert.

| TableA1-1: Conversion of Likert scales inemuantitative format

. . Scale midpoint
(Question no.) Type of Likert scale (neutral)
(Q14.) 1 =very incomplete; 2 = moderately incomplete; 3 = neither complete nor 3
incomplete; 4 = moderately complete; 5 =very complete.

(Q15.) 1 =very poorly; 2 = moderately poorly; 3 = neither well nor poorly; 4 = 3
moderately well; 5 = very well

(Q16.) 1 =very unsatisfactory; 2 = moderately unsatisfactory; 3 = neither satisfaci 3
nor unsatisfactory; 4 = moderately satisfactory; bery satisfactory

Closed questions (14, 15, and 16) were also ezgamined with questions 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 21, and
22 of the OPC. Howevgdittle additional information was gathered. The summary of each question
refers to crosexamination where relevant.

Methodology for the analysis obpen textquestions

Thematic analysis has been chosen as the approach to investigatpehdextquestians (14, 15, 16,

17a, 17b, 17c)Thematic analysis is a versatile approach, categorising text according to content,
making the data intelligible, and enabling an analysis of how responses may differ, corroborate, or
elaborate on findings that may not be diqit. The study team applied thematic analysis with support
from the software NVivo

The thematic analysis follows four steps.

Step 1: developing an analytical framework &ehtifyinggeneral content categorie$ he study team
investigated responsefr top-level/general content categorie§his included identifying keywords
from a word frequency test, the stdetting of responseghat include keywords, and an initial
inspection of the topics relating to the keyworerom here, the study team logicatiieduced general
topics for inclusion into the analytical framewoilkhe purpose of this analytical framework is twofold;
firstly, to ensure that the analysis is rooted in and builds upon core topics in the $atandly, to
ensure that later coding andnalysis of topics are contained, thus preventing inaccurate codes from
being developed.

Step 2: initial coding of responsekhe researcher manually read through all responses and assigned
each piece of information to a corresponding category (cotiefbing so, the study team can recall
topic frequencies and isolate topics for further analyBiaring the initial coding stage, the researcher
can make notes of any key, interesting, or exceptional points raised in the@adas usually evolve

as more inbrmation is analysed

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM11



Step 3: revising and refining developed cadé&ke study team revised all codes for accuracy
refinement and analysed them in relation to other code@/here there was correlation and
intersection between coded content, the researchidentified a linking themeAll codes were
investigated and rearranged into defining theméghe study team used the NVivo attoding
function on the remaining dataset to ensure all (valid) responses were included for anillysi®

uses anachinelearning algorithm to automatically search and group all remaining text to the codes
previously establishedt does this by assessing the language and syntax developed in steps two and
three and applying the rules to the wider datasatl respones are then checked to ensure that they
are coded Manual coding is undertaken for any response unaffected by-aatting If auto-coding

fails to identifythe similarity of responses to any of the constructed nodes, it implies a new topic has
been discoveed and must be manually codefubsequentlyall topics and responses are analysed.

Step 4: exploring themed he final exploration of the data segmented and contrasted themes by
stakeholder typeAs displayed under each question heading in this repbg themes are displayed

in a table of frequencied his table provides the frequency of all tigvel coded responses by theme
and stakeholder typeAll tables have heatmaps to ensure easy identification of key topics by
stakeholder typeln addition to caling frequency tables, there is a narrative summary of the key
themes discovered, outlining the most important themes, differentiating between stakeholdes,type
and demonstrating the varying ideas within the theme.

Al.1.2 OPC respondent profile

In total, 335 reponses were received to the OPIis section provides visual representations of the
data received in the consultation after the cleaning phase was perforigdhown, the majority of
respondents were on behalf of companies and business associationaglgefor all respondents
(charts representing total averages) may not be representative of all stakeholder hgvesver, each
question has been provided with a chart representing averages by stakeholder group; these charts
present the information in annbiased way.

m Company/business organisation

m Business association

m EU citizen

= Public authority

m Environmental NGO

m Civil society NGO, non-environmental
Academic/research institution
Trade Union
Non-EU citizen

Other

igureAl-1: Respondent profiles by stakeholder typs = alues=% (n
| FigureAl-1: R d fles b kehold N =335Val % (n)
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Civil society NGO, non-environmental = Companies and business associations
m Environmental NGO m EU citizens

m Other m Public authority

| FigureAl1-2: Respondent profile by stakeholder grotyo= 335Values = % (n)

95, 28%

42,13%

= Blanks = Large (250 employees or more)
= Medium (50 to 249 employees) = Small (10 to 49 employees)
Micro (1 to 9 employees)

| FigureA1-3: Respondent profile by organisation size = 335Values =% (n)

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM13



Austria IEEEEEEEEE 2.99% (10)

Belgium I 23.88% (80)
Bulgaria W 0.30%(1)

Croatia W 0.30%(1)

Cyprus Bl 0.60% (2)

Czechia NN 4.13% (14)
Denmark NN 1.79% (6)

Estonia WE 0.60% (2)

Finland IS 3.88%(13)

France GGG 5.37Y% (18)

Germany I 16.72% (5b)

Greece M 0.90% (3)

Hungary W 0.30%(1)

Ireland W 0.30%(1)

Italy I 10.15% (34)

Latvia W 0.30%(1)

Lithuania Bl 0.60% (2)

Malta W 0.30%(1)

Netherlands IS 2.99% (10)

Norway W 0.60% (2)

Poland I 2.99% (10)
Portugal I 3.33% (13)
Romania B 0.60% (2)

Serbia MW 0.30% (1)

Slovakia W 0.90% (3)

Slovenia WM 0.90% (3)

Spain I 5.27% (21)
Sweden NN 4.43% (15)
Turkey W 0.30%(1)

United Kingdom Wl 0.90% (3)
United States I 1.49%(5)

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

| FigureA1-4: Respondent profile by geographic locatioN = 335Values =% (n)

17 335

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
B CampaignA mCampaignB CampaignC CampaignD ® CampaignE
B CampaignF MECampaignG B CampaignH B Campaignl B Campaignl

B CampaignK MCampaignL ™ CampaignM B CampaignN No campaign

| FigureA1-5: Respondent profile: Identified campaign clustef$ = 72Values = % (n)
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102, 30%

= Anonymous Public

| FigureA1-6: Respondent profile by anonymous vs publi¢ = 335Values =% (n)

Profile of Campaign G

Asoutlined above, all responses were clustered for high levels of similarity in responses to open text
guestions Where a high level is detected, the study team investigated respondent metadata for
distinct features The study team set a threshold of 5% dif responses for a similar group to be
considered a campaign with influencing abilBampaign G was the only group of resporited met

this threshold, constituting 5.07% of all respons€ampaign G includes 17 respondents, including 11
business assaiions, five companies/business organisations, and one trade uRlesponses were
provided from across multiple EU Member states, including Austria, Belgium, Finland, France,
Germany, Poland, Slovakia, Spain, and SweResponses to closed questions wassessed on a
caseby-case basis to determingheir ability to influence resultsCampaign G was left in the main
dataset as answers to closed questions were not always consisiedtno significant variation in
results occurring from their inclusionasdetected.

As shown in the summary of responses below, Campaign G showed significant similarity in regardto
some questions and differences in otBefo ensure transparency of this campaign growp have
broadly summarised their responses below:

Question 14: How would you rate the information provided in the -ERTR regarding the
environmental performance of large (agrindustrial plants?Moderately to very complete for all
options withthe exception of optionl4.7 diffuse releases to water whiat geneml is considered
WAYO2YLX SGiSQo

Question 15: How do you rate the search capability for information on industrial plant and
agricultural operations in the FPRTR? Do you consider that the following aspects work...?
Moderately to very well for all options.

Question 16: Going into sectosspecific data in the PRTR, how would you rate the usefulness of
the EPRTR with regard to environmental performance data on these (agjnalustrial sectors?
t NAYEFNREE WL R2yQl 1y26Q 2NJ gSNEB al GAa¥rk Ol2NE

Broadly summarisedCampaign G responses provided the following answers to open questions:
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Question 17a: Are there any pollutants that should be removed from th®ETRZTampaign G
respondents provided variations of the following quote:

an order to avoid the reporting gbollutants which may not be relevant for the process of a specific
aSO02NE Al ¢2dfR 0SS ySOSaal NB Gspecifoaufist bfRiGaNd | NB O
g G SNJ Lnfthe BRRTR/Guidlance

Question 17b Are there anypollutants that should be added to the PRTR?Campaign G
respondents provided variations of the following two quotes:

oPollutants addressed should be better reflecting the environmental issues specific to an activity and
for this purpose should be bettaligned on the sectoral BREFs

b2 | RRAGAZ2YIf LR { difdcyfrénlistiskiteddy éxhadste ad@op\@rs &RSBINS R
of known impacs. The addition of pollutants to the-ERTR will requiran additional burden for

operator reporting, corpetent authority collection, validation of data and IT system modifications

The scope of the-BRTR needs to consider if it has to contain all pollutants and whether there are any
overlaps or doubleounting with other reporting entities (e.geporting to EUETS and reporting of F

Gases) The Seville process should be the leading instrument how to reassess and add additional
pollutants to the BPRTRThese discussions are highly relevant for industry, at the very least given that

it will have toimplementi KSa4S ySg NBLRNIAY3A 20f A3l GA2yadsé

Question 17cAre there existing FPRTR pollutants, or their reporting thresholds, that should be
amended? Please specify whicGampaign G respondents provided variations of the following two
quotes:

oPollutants address should be better reflecting the environmental issues specific to an activity and
for this purpose should be better aligned on the sectoral BREFs

oLowering thresholds for particular groups of pollutants should be proposed after a robust impact
assessmenand technical feasibility as they will significantly increase the administrative burden for
operators and regulatorg\ny changes will need to be notified well in advagce.

Al.1.3 Q14 How would you rate the information provided in the PRTR
regarding the enwionmental performance of large (ag-)industral
plants?N = 276

Analysis of closed OR€sponses

FigureAl-7 displaysthe average scores for all respondent$e overall result indicating thatPFRTR

information quality on optionsl4.1 releases to a{an average of 3.94}4.2 releases to wat€B. &),

14.3 releases to so(B.71),14.4 transfers of wast€3.88),14.5 transfers to wastevater treatment

plants (3.72), and14.9 production volume of the facilit{3.67),is considered on average (by all
respondents) to generally be positivdhese respon S& | LILINREAYF GS | &a02NB 2
O 2 Y LIt IScorfra3t, optiond 4.6 diffuse releases to gB.33),14.7 diffuse releases to waté3.33),

and 14.8 releases _of pollutants from accider(®55), display lower averages (between neither o
YOoZ2YWE §A@NJ WAYO2YLI SUSQ2 | YR WY2RS Ndraecdddidéredda2z YLIX S U .
be less useful than the otherBhese responses are not less than ari the conclusion can be drawn

that, on average, respondents do not perceive the informafwovided in the PRTR to be of bad

quality in any of the areas mentioned.
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14.1 Releases to air I 3.94 (240)
14.2 Releases towater [ 3.86 (236)
14.3 Releases to soil I 3.71 (215)
14.4 Transfers of waste [N 3.88 (220)
14.5 Transfers to waste water... I 3.72 (199)
14.6 Diffuse releases to air I 3.33 (212)
14.7 Diffuse releases to water I 3.33 (203)
14.8 Releases of pollutants from... I 355 (213)
14.9 Production volume of the facility I 367 (213)
14.10 Other issues NI 2.75 (63)

1 15 2 25 3 35 4 4.5 5

Legend: 1 = Veryincomplete; 2 = Moderately incomplete; 3 = Neither complete nor incomplete; 4 = Moderately complete;
5 = Very complete

FigureAl-7: Q14. How would you rate the information provided in theBRTR regarding the

environmental performance of large (age)industriplants? All respondents. Values = average score (n

Howe\er, FigureA1-8-8 shows that there are nuanced differences between stakeholder graumps

the above results may not be conclusivenalysis of stakeholder groups shows a dichotomy between
companies and business associations on the one hand and NGOs (both environmental and civil society)

on the other handThere is a clear trend amongst companies business associations that all options

FNBE NI GSR a WY2RSNI (Steé O2YLXSGSQs gKSNBlIa o206l
position on all question options, that the information presented in tHRETREWY 2 RS NI (1 Sf 8 Q (i 2
incompleteQ

Public authorities indicate a less consistent treRdr example, optiond4.1, 14.2, 14.4and 14.5

regarding releases to air and watemdtransfers of wastéincluding to wastewater treatment plants)

akKz2g | ¢S] tS@St 2F adZIRNIT | gSNr3ISa o06SisSSy
O 2 Y LJ ARthio®) ) on average public authorities perceiveETR information on optiorist.6, 14.7,

14.8, and 14.9egarding diffuse releases to air and water, releases from accidents and information on
production volumeli 2 6S WY2RSNI G6Sfté& AyO2YLX SiSQo

On averageEU citizens perceive information on optiodd.1, 14.2, 14.3, 14.4, 14.8, and 14.9
regarding releases to miwater, soil, transfers of waste, releases from accidents, and production
volumeg (2 0SS af A3IKGfe& KAIKSNI (. KdwgverYaysiown iKARNEUO2 Y LI S
citizens are consistently dividembout options 14.3 (releases to soil), 14.#dnsfers of waste), 14.5

(transfers to wastewater treatment plants), 14.6 (diffuse releases to air), and 14.7 (diffuse releases to
water). In addition to this, 38% of EU citizens felt neutral or did not know regarding ofpdd®

(releases of pollutantsdm accidents)

Analysis of responses according to geographic location provides little reliable or additional information
to the information above Countries with a high/reliable number of respondents (Belgium and
Germany) both show high levels of suppéot all options Responses from other countries provide

too few numbers to draw significance.
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14.1 Releases to air

14.2 Releases to water

14.3 Releases to soil

14.4 Transfers of waste

14.5 Transfers to waste water treatment
plants

14.6 Diffuse releases to air

14.7 Diffuse releases to water

14.8 Releases of pollutants from accidents

14.9 Production volume of the facility

14.10 Other issues
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“ 1.67 M T 4,37 (174)

T A A m—— 3.3 (22)
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e 2.81(21) 3.35(17)
— 4.22(151)
e 329034},
- 4.24 (160)

2 4 R
a.g’s (20)
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e R0 m——
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T —— 271.0)
211018 2.76 (17)
% 3.81(139)
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wzll ” 4.06 (149)
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a 32’4(%{) 3.33(18)

b 4.19 (153)
133(6

2(4)
1.8 (5 3(6)

b‘. . 3.62 (34)

1 15 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5

W Other ® Public Authority © EU Citizens ™ Environmental NGO ™ Companies and business associations M Civil society NGO, non-environmental

Legend: 1 = Veryincomplete; 2 = Moderately incomplete; 3 = Neither complete nor incomplete; 4 = Moderately complete; 5 = Very complete

FigureA1-8: Q14. How would you rate the information provided in theBRTR regarding the environmentatrformance of large (agri)industrial plants? By stakeholder groups

Values = average score (n)
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Crossexamination of OPC questions show findings consistent with the conclusions above with no
specific additional findingg-or examplerespondents who argue they do not have access to sufficient
information on environmental impacts (Q 5.1) and the level of environmental impacts (Q5.2) also rate
the quality of information (Q14) in lower regatgquallythe opposite is truei.e.those that consider

they had sufficient access to information also positively regard the quality of information
Furthermore, those that disagree with question 6, regarding the importance of public access to
information on granting and enforcing authorities (QB.ow the public can be involved with permit
grants and decisions (Q6.2), how the public may appeal grant decisions (Q6.3), feel that all options
under Q14 are moderately to very completa summary, respondents that feel Q6 is less important
also feel hat the information presented in-BRTR (Q14) is complete.

Regarding question 7, respondents were asked whether wee able to find information on their
places of interest (live, work, or studi®espondents that stated they were not able to find infation

on new or recent environmental permit applications (7.1), existing permits (7.2), compliance details
(7.3), environmental monitoring data (7.4), reporting information on environmental management
performance (7.5), information on Begivailable Techgues (BAT) (7.6), and information on
administrative/judicial review procedures and decisions (7.7), also stated tRRER information
queried in Q14 is of lower qualitfEqually the opposite is true; thosewvith sufficient access to
information also posively regard the quality of information

Crossexamination with results from questiar8, 12, 13, 21 and 22 continue this trem@r example,
respondents that believe the IED and its parallel legislation and guidance (Q8) sufficiently controls
environmental impacts of installations also believe thdETR information (Q14) is of suitable quality

for all options questioned.

Campaign responses are consistent with the above findings and have not been analysed
independently as their input does nekew the results.

Analysis of pen text responses

In addition to the types of information listed in questibd, respondents were also asked to elaborate

2y W20HKSNJ AaadzSaqQ LINBaSyl .Asimmar &f thd ®picy profided ih y 2 LIS
answers to this question cdre found inFigureAl-9. Intotal, 70 open text responses were provided
Theinvestigaton found eight which were omitted for not providing relevant informatitmtotal, 62

open text responses were included in the analysisich provided a total of 68 codes.

¢CKS Y2aid LINBYAYSyd G2LAO NI AaSR Ahleddtaydogmbtd NS I | |
presented in the PRTR (13)This topic was spread across stakeholder groups showing that this

opinion is not limited to one group with reasons behind this opinion varying but often with little
clarifying information Of these responsg five companies and business associations stated various

issues: one respondent stated that industrial reporting/data is completevever, it KS W{a NI} yaFSN
data from EPRTR across Member States is incomplety 2 1 KSNJ 32S3& FdzNI KSNJ {2
(diffuse) releases of pollutants to air/water are fairly complete [but] unreliable in someEwMS

Ayail € &kNSR 2NRELR Vv RS yinterprefatidris iripacted iy & pottifigiméthodologies

& thresholds All sources to be considered, and thest important to be tackledd These responses

collectively point to respondents suggesting thaPETR information is less available in some countries

than others due to diffeznt reporting criteria/methods and national legislation

The other three compaies and business associations (above) state that tRRER does not report

on actual production volumes and that annual production volumes of plants are not conclusive due to
nuanced/individual contexts of use of materials specific to sectore respodent goes further to
aidl 4GS (adclracy ofl ka&ertainty of reported emissions (kg) would be worth to be somehow
included. Two public authorities continue this line of argument, stating that the environmental
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performance of plants cannot be rated ugiiEPRTR information as it is missing contextual data
o6Environmental performance of plants cannot be rated at all usiRiRER data as it is missing any
contextual dataTo enable/improve the roleBRTR can play in rating environmental performance of
industries, mandatory data qre.g actual production volume, energy/resource input would be
helpfuk. Thatis, the PRTR would benefit from being able to view information on actual production
volumesand energy/resources inputsTwo further comments werprovided by public authorities in

this regard; one stating that the data provided iiPRTR should be more comparable amongst one
another, and the other stating that-ERTR would benefit from including information on counter

polluting activitiesThispoiti ¢+ & | f a2 adzZJR2NISR o6& (62 W2iKSND

Nine respondents from companies and business associations (seven), public authorities (one), and
environmental NGOs (one) provided the argument that the information presented in-BRTER does

not accountfor sector complexity Subsequently, a number of these respondents highlight the
following as potential elements to include in revisions of tHeFETR:

T t SNF2NXIyOS RFGFE F3AFAyad Y2NB aloadN)y Od F aLis
ecosystems et¢

9 Theinclusion of information on pollutant emission sources such as agriculture, road transport,
maritime activities, air traffic etc.; and

1 Fuel types and quantity used, and type of installations

Four respondentgancluding companies and business asations, public authorities, and EU citizens
suggest the need to reduce reporting thresholds for pollutaiiise overarching perspective that

lower threshold values will increase the transparency of pollutants being reported and subsequently
increasethe quality of data included in theERTR.

Two respondents, one from companies and business associations and one public authbcised

the lack of comparability between theBRTR, Best Available Techniguéssociated Emission Levels
(BATAEL) ad Best Availabldechniques Reference Documents (BREFs) and national legislation. In
contrast to the above feedback, industry respondents (nine companies and business associations)
make the case that compasspecific datawhich could be seen to affect cqatitiveness amongst
businesses and conflict with confidentiality principles, should under no circumstances be published
via the EPRTR.

Five companies and business associations provide some indication that the EPRTR user interface
requires some amendmenRecommendations include the ability for easy data correction when errors

are made during reporting-our respondents specifically highlight the importance of ensuring the data
presented is current and relevamioting that the most recent data is often\geral years old

In total, 10 respondents (campaign A) commented that thRBRETR database is fit for purpose, seven
of which elaborated their point with the following quatéEPRTR database is very complete, as
comprehensive reporting requirements exisintends firstly to show actual and relevant emissions in
absolute numbers for different yearghe pollution reduction performance is also evaluated in the
permit/BREF processes (installation/sector |avél)evenrespondents originating from Campaiyg
cluster F, consisd of six environmental NGOs, three civil society NGOs, and two EU cilihese
respondents state that the current information provided by thé Ev ¢ fails @ deliver on many
objectives and EU reporting infrastructure is not fitgarpose. In addition to this answer, Campaign
F respondents also cite their submitted response to the inception impact assessment o RieRE
using the following elements:

T GLYLINRGS O2YLINIoAfAGesE O2KSNByYyOS daiedNBI Y A
environmental quality standards and legislation (dED, WFD and UWWTP, REACH, Seveso
I, Mercury, EU ETS, EIA alternatives screening, circular economy action plan requirements, Air
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quality, Product reporting (Ecolabel), SCIP database), mak®ittiacking progress towards

I OKAS@AYy3 GKS {5D 202S00A@SasT

a9 ytof S R Ativd&Sdata repioryfri@ ofWﬂ)oIlutant subject to measurements directly

08 G(GKS 2LISNIYG2NJ G2 OSyidiN)rftAaSR 9! RIGlIolFasS o

4! YSYR Ay LI NEQ@M rébrting rkilés todérhonise Agpating on IED Art 14
compliance report relevant information and applicable permit conditions applicable, enable
useFrF NASYRf & 0SSt SOGNRBYAOO SEUGNI OGO 2F GKIFG AyTF2
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Civil society NGO, non- Cﬂmparlﬁ —i Ermvironmental EU Public | Grand
X business i Other .

Main arguments A environme ntal associations NGO Citizens Authority| Total
E-PRTR data types are not always meaningful { mixed reasons) 2 5 2 4 13
E-PRTR data fails to deliver its objectives (Campaign F) 3 & 2 11
E-PRTRis fit for purpose (mainly campaign A) 10 10
E-PRTR does not account for sector compl exity 7 1 1 a
Industry is opposed to the E-PRTR publishing sensitive data a a
Omitted responses 5 1 1 1 B
Meed for improved data reporting interface 5 5
Reporting thresholds should be reviewed forincreased relevance 1 1 2 4
E-PRTR data gaps render BAT-AELs unreliable 1 1 2
Lack of consistent reporting thresholds between IED and EPRTR 2 2
E-PRTR should publish a list of industrial plants that represent major threat 1 1
E-PRTR should not be linked to BREF 1 1
E-PRTR should only coverdirect emissions to the environment 1 1
Grand Total 5] 47 B 4 2 9 76

FigureA1-9: Q14. How would you rate the information provided in the-BRTR regarding the environmental performance of largeri{gigdustrial plants? Other issues

please specify if other aspects of environmental performance shouldbeered by the PRTRThematic analysis by stakeholder group
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14.1 Releases to air

14,2 Releases towater

14.3 Releases to soil

14.4Transfers of waste

14.5 Transfers to waste

water treatment plants

stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottorm-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 11.1% 38.9% 14.3% 85.7% 12.5% 87.5% 0.0% 83.3% 0085 83.3%
Companies and business associations B759% 5.7% B849% 7.2% 78.1% 9.3% T6.9% 10.0% T6.8% 85%
Environme ntal NGO 0.0Fa 100.08c 0.0Fa 100.086 0.¥s 100.0% 0.08a 100.08% 008 100,086
EUCHIzens 64.7% 23.5% B61.1% 27 8% 58.8% 20 4% 56.3% 37.5% 56.3% 37.5%
Public Authority £61.9% 23.8% T2.7% 18.2% 33.3% 42 9% 52.4% 33.3% 50.0% 30.0%
Cther 50.0% S5000% 5000% 50.0% 42 9% 57.1% 5000% 50.0% 42 9% 57.1%
Grand Total 75.8% 175% 73.3% 19 5% od T 23.3% B06.8% 21.4% B55.8% 20.6%
14.6Diffuse releasesto | 14.7 Diffuse releases to 14.8Releases of 14.9 Production volume )
. , . 14.100ther issues
air water pollutants from accidents of the facility

Stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottorm-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 111% 88.9% 12 5% B87.5% 0.0% 83.9% 0.0% 83.3% 0.08a 100.0%
Companies and business associations 200 1408 69.8% 15.8% T1.1% 14 1% 69.9% B.5% 55.9% 26.5%
Environme ntal NGO 0.0Fa 100.08c 0.0Fa 100.080 0.¥s 100.0%% 0.8 100.08c 0u08s 100,080
EUCHIzens 43 8% 37.5% 35.3% 41 3% 43 8% 18.8% 61.1% 27.8% 50.08%: 33.3%
Public Authority 21.1% 08.4% 21.1% B03.2% 21.1% 03.2% 36.8% 57.9% 20.0% 80.0%
Cther 42 9% 57.1% 42 9% 57.1% 16.7% 83.3% 28.6% 57.1% 25.0% 75.0%
Grand Total 58.0% 29.7% 54.7% 32.0% 55.4% 20.6% 59.6% 22.5% 38 1% 50.8%

FigureA1-10: Q14. How would you rate the information provided in the-PRTR regarding the environmental performance of largeri{dgigdustrial plants?Top-bottom

distribution.Values = average score (n)

DGENV FWECImpact AssessmentPRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIUM23




TableA1-2: Q14 How would you rate the information providedin the-BRTR regarding the environmental performance of large(ggdustrial plants? By geographic locatio

Values =average score (n)

14.1 14.2 14.3 14.4 14.5 Transfersto| 14.6 Diffuse | 14.7 Diffuse | 14.8 Releases d 14.9 Production| 14.10
Releases| Releases| Releases| Transfers | waste-water releasesto | releasesto | pollutantsfrom | volume of the Other
to air to water to soil of waste | treatmentplants air water accidents facility issues
Austria 3.75(8) 4.13(8) 4.14(7) 3.75 (8) 3.43 (7) 3(8) 2.83 (6) 3.5(8) 3.56 (9) 1.5(2)
Belgium 3.93(54) | 3.76(54) | 3.68(50) | 3.78(49) 3.76 (42) 3.37(51) 3.38(47) 3.63 (49) 3.89 (46) 2.69(13)
Bulgaria 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 2(1) 2(1) 1(1) 2(1) 2(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Croatia 4(1) 4(1) 2(1) 2(1) 2(1) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 3(1) 0(0)
Cyprus 5(2) 4(2) 3(2) 5(2) 4(2) 1(2) 1(2) 2(2) 25(2) 0 (0)
Czechia 3.4 (10) 3.67(9) 3.4 (10) 3.8(10) 3.9 (10) 3.56 (9) 3.6 (10) 3.63(8) 3(8) 1(4)
Denmark 2.5(4) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 3(3) 33 3(3) 33) 2(1)
Estonia 5(1) 5(1) 3(1) 1(1) 5(1) 1(1) 5(1) 3(1) 0 (0) 1(1)
Finland 4.13(8) 3.86 (7) 4.2 (5) 4.2 (5) 3.5(4) 4(4) 4(4) 3.6 (5) 3.5 (6) 4.5(2)
France 4.27(11) | 3.75(12) | 3.6(10) 3.7 (10) 2.75(8) 2.33(9) 2.25(8) 3(7) 3.27 (11) 5(1)
Germany 4.4 (50) [ 4.23(52) | 4.26 (47) | 4.29(48) 4.17 (47) 4.09 (46) 3.89 (46) 4.1(48) 4.27 (48) 4.09 (11)
Greece 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 2(1) 3(2) 3(2) 2(2) 2.5(2) 2(2) 1(2) 1(1)
Hungary 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 5(1) 5(1) 1)
Ireland 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 0 (0)
Italy 3.55(22) | 3.52(21) | 3.48(21) | 3.52(21) 3.53(19) 3.33(21) 3.45 (20) 3(19) 3.55(22) 3.17 (6)
Latvia 5(1) 5(1) 3(1) 5(1) 5(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Lithuania 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Malta 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 1(1) 1(1) 5(1) 4(1) 0(0)
Netherlands 2.83(6) 2.67 (6) 2.2(5) 354 2.67(3) 2.5(6) 2.2(5) 2.14(7) 25(4) 1.67 (3)
Norway 4.5 (2) 4.5 (2) 4(1) 4(1) 4(2) 4(2) 4(2) 4.5(2) 4(1) 4(1)
Poland 4.25(8) 4 (6) 4(4) 4.25(8) 4.25 (4) 354 3.75(4) 3.83(6) 3(4) 1(1)
Portugal 4.13(8) 4.13 (8) 3.5(8) 4.13(8) 3.25(8) 3(8) 2.88(8) 4(8) 3.38(8) 2(2)
Romania 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 25(2) 3(2) 3(2) 25(2) 3(2) 1.5(2) 1(2) 25(2)
Serbia 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Slovakia 4(2) 4(2) 3(1) 4(2) 3(1) 3(1) 3(1) 2(1) 3.5(2) 0(0)
Slovenia 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 3(2) 3(2) 2.5(2) 2(1) 3(2) 2.5(2) 2(2)
Spain 4.29 (14) | 4.36 (14) 4(13) 4.08 (13) 4(13) 3.21(14) 3.07 (14) 3.5(14) 4(14) 4.25 (4)
Sweden 4.08(13) [ 4.17(12) | 3.82(11) 4(10) 3.67(9) 3.57(7) 3.57(7) 4.22(9) 4.11(9) 2.5(2)
Turkey 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
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TableA1-2: Q14 How would you rate the information providedin the-BRTR regarding the environmental performance of large(ggdustrial plants? By geographic locatio

Values = average score (n)

14.1 14.2 14.3 14.4 14.5 Transfersto| 14.6 Diffuse | 14.7 Diffuse | 14.8 Releases d 14.9 Production| 14.10

Releases| Releases| Releases| Transfers | waste-water releasesto | releasesto | pollutantsfrom | volume of the Other

to air to water to soil of waste | treatmentplants air water accidents facility issues
United Kingdom 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1.5(2) 2(1) 1(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1(2) 1(1)
United States 5(2) 5(2) 5(2) 5(2) 4(2) 4(2) 4(2) 5(2) 5(2) 0(0)

Notes: Average values of 10 or more respondents have been-colded for table readability.
Legend: Dark red =@.99; Lightred =-1.99; Orange =-2.99; Light green =3.99; Dark green =8
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Al.1.4 Q15 How do you rate the search capability for information on
industrial plant and agricultural operations in the-BRTR? N = 270

Analysis of closed OR€sponses

As shownin FigureAl-11, the averages for all respondents exceed 4.0 (moderately e&ltgpt for
GK2aS ORA ilkh si@mady thé fiadinyst of all respondents indicate that thePRTR search
capability is not a issue for stakeholders; that is, it is working at least moderatelyfatedll of the
options listed in the questian

Analysis of responses by stakeholder group shows consistendy Rigiire A1-12 amongst all
stakeholder groups, with the exception of EU citizens,dndsome extentenvironmental NGOs
Regarding EU citims, FigureAl-13shows an average of 3.12 for option 15.1 search by facility name
Similarly, option 15.2 search by industrial activity (3.41), option 15.3 search by pollutant (3.29), and
option 15.4 search by geographical locat{@:5) all display lower averages than other stakeholder
groups Whilst these averages are lower, they do not indicate a negative experience witiRRIE
search toal

Variation from the norm in A21 for environmental NGOs only exists for option 154drsh by facility
name However, the difference is marginal and only slightly implies a shift towards a neutral stance
(3.31).

Table AZ3 displays the average scores by geographic locatiowever, no significant variation from
the above was found duringhe analysis Further to tis Figure Al-14 displays the distribution of
responses; no significant split within stakeholder groups were present in respdoghis question.

CrosSEIF YAYFGA2Yy 2F |jdzSaiAz2y wmp F3FAyad ljdSadirzyan
corsistent withFigureAl-11 and FigureA1-12. In the eventwhererespondents are positive in their

I YA6SNAR (2 pX cX T yI MHIE MOX HMI YR HHIZ | @SN
& S fIrf tlie eventwhereresponses to questions 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 21, and 22 are negative, averages

to options 152, 15.3, and 15.4 remain unchangétbwever, in crosexaminations option 15.1, the

search by facility name function consistently lowers to an approximate average of 3 (neither well nor
poorly). This suggests that the search by industrial activity, paliitand geographical location is

effectively working, however where respondents feel that they have not been able to get access to

data mentioned in other questions, the search by facility name tool is less relevant.

Campaign responses are consistent wittie above findings and have not been analysed
independently as their input does not skew the results.

Analysis of open text responses

In addition to the types of search capability listed in this question, respondents were also asked to
StFO0O2N)I U3 azayizSHYR0KBIBIASY U AY UKSA JudNdy of2tie topicgg 2 LISY
given in answers to this question can beifid inFigureAl1-13. In total, 45 open text responses were

provided The investigation found three which were omitted for not providing relevant information

In total, 42 open text responses were included in the analystich provided a total of 50 codes.

In total, eight respondents iicluding companies and business associations, civil society NGOs, EU
OAGAT Sy&as Lzt AO | dzi K2 NIPRARSsaarch fyirigtionH difficut Nduge & G |
Specifically, three of these respondents feel it is too difficult to find recent nmédion. One
respondenthasstatedthat theyarenot able to search by facility name or pollutaahotherhasstated

that they @annot compare emissions; further information on the scope of comparability is not
provided Two respondents highlight that dataterpretation by nortechnical/expert audiences may
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result in obfuscation or misinterpretation as there are no contextual data attached to pieces of
information.

Seven respondents state (five companies and business associations and two environmental NGOs)
that the search capability is hindered by the absence of data on impacts to the local environment and
public healthThat is, the system would benefit from the inclusion of this datdbenchmarking (i.e

facility name, location, date etc.) for searchdacomparison featureNo further information was
provided.

A further six respondents (one company and business association, three environmental NGOs, two
public authorities) indicate that the-ERTR should provide data on a wider sectoral sddpeever,

these respondents typically refer to the absence of information in the database rather than the
capability/usability of the search taol'hree of these respondents (environmental NGOs) specifically

state that the B we¢w R2S&a day20 02y ddndey whithy@Ferbldaniiferzng 2y &
LINE RdzOGAZ2Y 2F RNRY | A Y.Dnedoes Briidr I KBueést iafolzhefidn @S o (1 S|
country, riverbasin district, type of waste, and transfer abroad.

t62 NBaLRYyRSyl
i L95

L i ;
Yl GOK GKS i

aidl S ( Kdatibns anl Keportirdg ythHReghdlds N rtott I O
20U

a
AYRAZAGNRAI £ | OUAGAGASEE o0dzi R2 Yy

Responses from campaign cluster F (three civil society NGOs, four environmental NGOs, two EU
citizens) providd a generic statement that essential information which end users are looking for is
missing and that the system does not allow for benchmarking, compliance promotions, comparing
ambition level in permits, as well as impacts on health and the environmRegponses also state that

a8l NOK OF LI oAfAGE 0@ WY2UKSNI O2YLI yASaQ ¢2d#A R

However,Campaign cluster A responses (six) argue that tRRER tool is fit for purpose and is user
friendly for respective expert$lighlighted sparately inFigureAl-13, a further seven respondents

(non-campaign A), primarily companies and business associationsur that the search capability is
fit for purpose and easy to use.

15.1 Search by - facility name _ 4.1(241)
15.2 Search by — industrial activity _ 4.24 (241)
15.3 Search by - pollutant _ 4.17 (240)
15.4 Search by — geographical location _ 4.17 (241)
1ssother [N 242 (23)

1 15 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

Legend: 1 = Very poorly; 2 = Moderately poorly; 3 = Neither well nor poorly; 4 = Moderately well; 5 = Very well

FigureAl-11: Q15 How do you rate the search capability for information on industrial plant and
agricultural operationsinthe E w¢ wkK 52 @2dz O2y&aARSNJ (KIF{ (KS

respondentsValues = average score (n).
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4.11(9)
3.84(19)

- 3.12(17)
15.1 Search by - facility name 3.31(13)

4.31(174)

4(9)
3.84(19)
15.2 Search by — industrial activity e 3.92(13)

4.41(174)

3.56 (9)
3.68(19)
B 3.29 (17)

15.3 Search by - pollutant 3.92(13)

4.36 (174)

3.89(9)
3.79(19)

B ) 3.5(18)

15.4 Search by — geographical location 3.92(13)

4.32(173)

ﬁul
2(2)
2(4)
15.5 Other 1(9)
— 3.58(19)
1.25(8)
1 15 2 25 3 35 4 4.5 5

W Other W Public Authority " EU Citizens ¥ Environmental NGO W Companies and business associations M Civil society NGO, non-environmental

Legend: 1 = Very poorly; 2 = Moderately poorly; 3 = Neither well nor poorly; 4 = Moderately well; 5 = Very well

FigureA1-12 Q15 How do you rate the search capability for information on industrial plant and agricultural operations in tHRHR? Do you consider that the

F2ft26Ay3 | aLISO0Ga o2 Nhlueksavermgeddore NS K2 f RSNJ I NP dzLJa
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Givil society Companies ‘ ‘
e and Environmental EU - Public | Grand
. business NGO Citizens Authority| Total
c environmental -
Main arguments =) asspaations
E-PRTR search capability is too limited (Campaign F) 3 4 2 ]
The EPRTR tool is difficult to use 2 3 1 1 1 8
E-PRTR search capability is fit for purpose regarding industrial plant and
agricultural operations 2 ! 1 7
E-PRTR needs furtherdata on types of impact 5 2 7
E-PRTR search capahility is fit for purpose (Campaign A) 6
E-PRTR should contain information of a wider sectoral scope 1 3 2 B
E-PRTR users may benefitfrom having access to permitcompliance data 4 1 5
Omitted responses 2 1 3
Inconsistency with IED dassifications and reporting thresholds 2 2
Grand Total 14 19 10 3 2 5 53

FigureAl-13 Q15 How do you rate the search capability for information on industrial plant and agricultural operations in tHRRE'R? Do yaronsider that the following

FallSota ¢g2N] XK LT 23GKSNJI Lz t A.Ohemafichagaly3isbyistakehbldérgfdp a = LI S aS aLISOATFe g KAOK

15.1 5earch by - facility . 15.2 5?‘: arch tfw._ 15.3 Search by - pollutant 15.4 Setar:h by — 15.5 Other
name industrial activity geographical location

Stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 44 4% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% B7.5%
Companies and business associations B89.1% 4 6% 92.5% 3.4% 90.8% 34% BB.A% 3.5% 55.0% 25.0%
Environmental NGO 30.8% 0.0% 92.3% 0.0% 92 3% 0.0% 92.3% 0.0% 003 100.0%
EUCitizens 41 2% 29.4% B4.7% 23.5% Bd. 7% 23.5% B1.1% 16.7% 0.0% 50.0%
Public Authority 78.9% 10.5% 73.7% 10.5% B3.2% 15.8% BE.4% 15.8% 0.0% 50.0%
Cther 77.8% 11.1%% 77.8% 11.1% B6.73% 33.3% T7.8% 22.2% 100.0%: 0.0%
Grand Total 79.7% 6.6 BB.8% 5.4% B6.3% 6.7% B85.1% 5.8% 27.3% 54.5%

FigureA1-14: Q15 How do you rate the search capability for information amdustrial plant and agricultural operations in the-ERTR? Do you consider that the following

FaLJS OG0 a ghatdih dskibutiod.Tdp-bottom distribution. Values = average score (n).
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TableA1-3: Q15 How do you rate thesearch capability for information on industrial plant and agricultural operations in thd?RTR? Do you consider that the followi

FaLISO0Ga 62N] XK . &valdeS=2azeNbelstore @). f 2 OF G A2y
Labels 15.1 Search byfacility .15.2 S.earch. bg 15.3 Search by 154 Se_arch by. 155 Other
name industrial activity pollutant geographical location
Austria 3.88(8) 4.38 (8) 4(8) 4.38 (8) 3.43(7)
Belgium 4.07 (56) 4.25 (56) 4.21 (56) 4.11 (56) 3.76 (42)
Bulgaria 3(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 2(1)
Croatia 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 3(1) 2(1)
Cyprus 4.5(2) 4.5 (2) 4.5 (2) 4.5 (2) 4(2)
Czechia 4.2 (10) 4.6 (10) 4.6 (10) 4.6 (10) 3.9 (10)
Denmark 1(2) 1.5(2) 2.5(2) 2(2) 3(3)
Estonia 3(1) 3(1) 3(1) 3(1) 5(1)
Finland 4.22(9) 4.22(9) 4.22(9) 4(9) 3.5(4)
France 3.92 (13) 4.08 (13) 4.08 (13) 3.92 (13) 2.75(8)
Germany 4.37 (52) 4.4 (52) 4.33 (52) 4.29 (52) 4.17 (47)
Greece 3.5(2) 4(2) 4(2) 4.5 (2) 3(2)
Hungary 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1)
Ireland 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Italy 4.14(22) 4.14 (22) 3.95(22) 4.13 (23) 3.53(19)
Latvia 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Lithuania 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Malta 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Netherlands 3.83(6) 4 (6) 4 (6) 4 (6) 2.67 (3)
Norway 4.5 (2) 45 (2) 45 (2) 45 (2) 4(2)
Poland 4.13(8) 4.25 (8) 4.25 (8) 4.25(8) 4.25 (4)
Portugal 3.75(8) 3.75(8) 3.5(8) 3.75(8) 3.25(8)
Romania 3.5(2) 4(2) 3.5(2) 4.5(2) 3(2)
Serbia 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Slovakia 4.5(2) 4(2) 45 (2) 4(2) 3(1)
Slovenia 3.5(2) 4(2) 4(2) 4(2) 3(2)
Spain 3.87 (15) 4.13 (15) 4 (14) 4.07 (14) 4 (13)
Sweden 4.44 (9) 4.56 (9) 4.33(9) 4.56 (9) 3.67(9)
Turkey 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 1(1)
United Kingdom 3(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 2(1)
United States 4 (2) 4(2) 4(2) 4(2) 4(2)
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TableA1-3: Q15 How do you rate thesearch capability for information on industrial plant and agricultural operations in thd?RTR? Do you consider that the followi

FaLISO0Ga 62N] XK . &valdeS=2azeNbelstore @). f 2 OF G A2y

Labels 15.1 Search byfacility 15.2 Search by 15.3 Search by 15.4 Search by

name industrial activity pollutant geographical location
Notes: Average values of 10 or more respondents have been-colded for table readability.

Legend: Dark red =@.99; Lightred =-1.99; Orange =-2.99; Light green =3.99; Dark green =8

15.5 Other
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Al.1.5 Q16 Going into sectorspecificdata in the EPRTR, how would you
rate the usefulness of the PRTR with regard to environmental
performance data on these (agriindustrial sectors’N = 264

Analysis of closed OPC responses

As shown bew in FigureAl-15, responses regarding the usefulness of environmental performance

data somewhat varaccording to each sectom general, total averages indicate that positions are
0SG6SSyYy aWYISMAITRKSONI 2 NE Yy 2NJ dzyal GA&TFI. Glovewette | YR W
investigation ofFigureAl1-16 and Figure A1-18 shows some significant variance within stakeholder

groups averages at the tdmttom levels For this reasonigureAl-16 (stakeholder groups part 1),

FigureAl-17 (stakeholder groups part 2), amdigureA1-18 (top-bottom distribution) provide a clearer
representation of results.

Companies and business associations do not show significanbotépm variance For this

stakeholder group, themajorig ¥ A SOG2NJ Rl G KFa Fy F@SNI3IS 2F 3IN
(4.0) The only deviation from thiareoptions 16.1%; intensiverearing of poultry or pigs (3.75), 16.17

G intensive rearing of cattle (3.8), and 16.481tensive aquaculture (fisbr shellfish farming) (3.82)
Subsequently, companies and business associations perceive environmental performance data
NEFSNNRAY3I (2 tA0SaG201 FFNXYAYy3I | Howddr@eigesfor f 2 6 S
these sectors arestill perc&dR 12 6S | LIINRPEAYF (St & WY2RSNI (S8t e

Civil society NGOs do not show significant -iboftom variance In contrast to the above, this
stakeholder group provides significantly lower averages for all sectors, noting that no average exceeds
1.5. Therefore, all environmental performance data (all sectors) must be considered unsatisfactory for
this stakeholder groupEnvironmental NGOs do not show significant -bmpptom variance This
stakeholder group concurs with the findings of civil society N@Q@sgdreater extremeNoting that

the highest average is 1.07, all environmental performance data must be considered unsatisfactory
for this stakeholder group.

Topbottom differentiation within stakeholder groups is found amongst EU citizens, public atigspri
and other stakeholdersThis suggests that responses within each group may be polaEdéditizen
responses are generally neutral regarding all sesp@cific information with the exception of option
16.17 regarding intensive rearing of cattle38), 16.18 intensive aquaculture (fish or shellfish farming)
(2.5), and 16.19 regarding mining industries (2.62)blic authority responses are generally neutral
regarding sectaspecific information (showing averages in proximity to 3t)wever, optionl5.1
regarding energy (large combustion plants) (3.74), 16.5 mineral industry processasnt, lime,
magnesium oxide (3.69), 16.6 mineral industrglass, glass fibre, ceramics (3.&8#)show averages
of greater than 3.5.

Table displays the average scores by geographic locakianvever, no significant variation from the
above was found duringhe analysis Further to tis Figure Al-15 displays the distribution of
responses, no significant split within stakeholder groups were present in responses to this question.

When crossexamined againstugstiors 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 13, 21, and 22, answers to this question did not
provide any further insights

Campaign responses are consistent with the above findings and have not been analysed
independently as their input does not skew the results.
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Analysisof open text responses

In addition to the types of sectsfisted in this question, respondents were also asked to elaborate on
W2H0KSNI AdadzSaQ LINBASY(d A Ksuiiady offite dcs Given ih ayfiswers S y
to this question cané found inFigureA1-18. In total, 55 open text responses were providethe
investigation found 13 which were omitted for not providing relevarfibrmation. In total, 42 open

text responses were included in the analysibich provided a total of 42 codeResponses to this
guestion rarely commented on sectspecific data and primarily repeated areas of
issue/improvement from previous questions.

Of all responses to this questigonly sevehall companies and business associations state that sector
specific data is complete and useflihese responses do not provide any further information to clarify
their position.

In contrast, analysis of respses found a series of recurring issues with sespercific information

The most prominenis that the EPRTR should be revised to include additional categories/data types
for some sectorsThese responses are provided by companies and business assec{&iio), public
authorities (three), environmental NGOs (one), and other stakeholder types. @msemmary of the
comments regarding improvements for sectpecific data follows:

1 Include sources of pollutameleasesuch as agriculture, road transpornaritime activities,

air traffic etc;

The removal of thresholds for certain pollutants to improve data transparency;

The inclusion of data oend-of-life vehicles (ELV) across Member States;

The inclusion of the ability to compare facilities based oeirttenvironmental impacts

(including conformity with the EU BAT);

Continuous emissions monitoring systems (CEMS) data (current data is too old);

Presenting information from large facilities by process unit where possible;

Information on the performancetandard that sectors should be delivering;

Livestock farming activities;

GThe subtraction of background load when calculating pollutants release in wastewater should

be confirmed in the revision to ensure that it is applied homogerously

1 dnclude addionalactivities (e.g. intensive cattiearing + number of places, UWWTP>15.000
pe, MCP>20MW) + mixed activities, transfer abroad for-mamardous waste, lower
thresholds for haardougnon-hazardouswaste + 7.e, consider deleting not reported activities
(1.e), differentiate waste using EWCatalogu&

E N

= =4 -4 -4 -9

i

I FANIKSN) AaAE NBaLRYRSy(Ga o0FAQOS O2YLI yArsa | yR

disadvantage of PRTR data only measuring in absolute emissioshe lack of contextualising data
for processes/facilities, making a direct comparison on actual environmental effects in sectors not
possible.

Four respondents (one company and business association, one public authority, and two civil society
NGOs)note the current state of sector information is not useahbteit do not provide further
explanation

Three companies and business associations st do not consider that the inclusion of the
aggregates industry in the scope of th ETR will enhance thewronmental performance, as our
sector already needsto make environmental impact assessments, [as well as adhere to] the Extractive
Waste Directive or the Water Framework Directive, among others
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Campaign cluster F provided ten responses to this questll cite that the current sectespecific
information on environmental performances is not useful in the current format provitenvever,

this campaign goes further and provides a link to its feedback on the inception impact assessment of
EPRTR frorwhich the following extract was taken:

GwSLIZNIAY3 akKzdAZ R OKEy3IS F20dza Ay GSN¥a 27F eyliSyRSR
N} GA2 WSY@ANRBYYSYGlrf AYLF OG 2F A dezathengrrﬁ%focus@nA GrGEQ
on a subset of energy production type (thermal power plants >50MWth) whilst the intended output of the energy

sector is to provide energ¥here are various ways of producing enetiygrefore reporting should also be

expressed aa load ofpollutant / kWh net output (electric, heat or mechanical energy) and complemented by

other environmental impacts such as water and resource consumpheriollowing activities should be subject

to different reporting metrics because of most global retesaa energy production and conservation, water

quality and supply, protein production, resource managemthatsubstitution of chemicals of conce@ther

I OUADPGAGASE aK2dzz R 6S I RRSR adzOK | a aazAigx Nc‘BéYoBé?LP\II)uWZO\
0 NF yaL}2 NI I (IA2R/ BRLTY REd2a20RNERér | & 2 f dz{M &ciiviies Fs@dNd anyydfide? JS R |
Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEA) should be includedsstm streamline existing reporting

obligations and mutua)l improve synergies in order to allow comparison and matching of industrial activity
sectorsThe entries should be classified according to agreed international Staindarstrial Classification (ISIC)

code listsThe Long Reporting Sector List should$ed as a minimum with possible matching with the NACE
classification systenfror coverage of facilities/units/installation leyieshould be broken down to the smallest
(disaggregated) source level (“installation” definition used in the Industrial iBmsd3irectivdED) Obsolete

activities should be removeel.g. asbestos production, reporting eite remediation/decontamination activities

as well as tracking of waste treatment activities and related implementation of pollution prevention/pays and

liability provisions improve@&nvironmental footprint information relating to outputs (products) need to be
FRRNB&AaSR | & o @iyihE Nodzédtaf PRI R is Adivel pyildlishing production output and

diffuse emissions frothe product in acentralised database in Eurap® possible approach, the absence of

real monitoring data, could be to apply Emission Release FaBes®urce consumption (water, materials,

resources) use and fate of chemicals of concern and embedded GHG footpratmbedncluded and re
Fftft20FrGSR (G2 GKS LINPRdAzOAY3 AYRAZAGNARALIf | OGAGAGE | & LI
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16.1 Energy — large combustion plants I 3,59 (168)
16.2 Energy — oil refining, gasification and liguefaction, coke ovens I 3.46 (137)
16.3 Metals production / processing - iron and steel, other ferrous I 338 (126)
16.4 Metals production / processing - non-ferrous I 3.38 (119)
16.5 Mineral industry processes - cement, lime, magnesium oxide I 3.45 (123)
16.6 Mineral industry — glass, glass fibre, ceramics I 3.43 (112)
16.7 Production of chemicals I 3,58 (148)
16.8 Hazardous waste management I 3.67 (153)
16.9 Non-hazardous waste management I 3,68 (152)
16.10 Waste incineration I 3,59 (160)
16.11 Wastewater treatment plants I 3,55 (141)
16.12 Production of pulp and paper I 3.35 (114)
16.13 Textiles manufacturing I 3,26 (95)
16.14 Food and drink production I 3.31 (108)
16.15 Intensive rearing of poultry or pigs I 3,05 (104)
16.16 Energy use — medium combustion plants (i.e., via [ED, rather... I 3.47 (150)
16.17 Intensive rearing of cattle IIIIIEEGGNGGEGNGNGNGNGNGNGNGN——_—_—? 94 (102)
16.18 Intensive aquaculture (fish or shellfish farming) T 3.03 (99)
16.19 Mining industries I 3,22 (118)
16.20 Other activities G 2.3 (33)

1 2 3 4 5

Legend: 1 = Very unsatisfactory; 2 = Moderately unsatisfactory; 3 = Neither satisfactory nor unsatisfactory; 4 = Moderately satisfactory;
5 = Very satisfactory

FigureAl-15 Q16 Going into sectosspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th€ ETR with regard to environmental performance data on theg

(agro)industrial sectors? All respondentgalues = average score (n)
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_ﬁﬂlﬂm— 3.74(19)
16.1 Energy — large combustion plants .
W 4.24(101)

16.2 Energy o refining, gasification and NN £ s 3,29 (1)

3

liquefaction, coke ovens W 4.22(78)

16.3 Metals production / processing - iron and steel, —.ﬁﬂm— 338(16)
other ferrous b 4.12 (69)

3.41(17)
16.4 Metals production / processing - non-ferrous 3(13
1.5(6 4.14 (63)
16.5 Mineral industry processzs - cement, lime, 30704 3.69 (16)
magnesium oxide
B— 4.15 (68)
ﬂ 3.54(13)
16.6 Mineral industry — glass, glass fibre, ceramics -
15 (6 4.22 (60)

T TTITTTRTTITRATTT TR g ey 45 (1)

16.7 Production of chemicals
%129 " 4.35(88)

e ——————————— ey E LT
16.8 Hazardous waste management A &5:5
P 4.42 (95)

ﬂ 3.38(16)
16.9 Non-hazardous waste management 3.13 (16
W 4.41(94)

_H@w 339 18)
16.10 Waste incineration 06 (1
P 4.24 (100)

FigureAl-16: Q16 Going into sectosspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th@ ETR with regard to environmental performance data on the

(agro)industrial sectors? By stakeholder group, parvblues = agrage score (n)
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16.11 Wastewater treatment plants

16.12 Production of pulp and paper

16.13 Textiles manufacturing

16.14 Food and drink production

16.15 Intensive rearing of poultry or pigs

16.16 Energy use — medium combustion plants (i.e.,
via IED, rather than via existing MCP Directive)

16.17 Intensive rearing of cattle

16.18 Intensive aquaculture (fish or shellfish
farming)

16.19 Mining industries

16.20 Other activities

—ﬂﬂ!&m}n
P 4.3 (83)

M‘J% (13)
W 4.03 (64)

e vy e R
P 4.17 (47)

T 26 )
.0
W 4.13 (56)

T o= 34 9
b 3.75(52)

T ° ¢
: .93 (15)
W 4.17 (94)

T T >4
W 3.8 (49)

13 10— e
P 3.82(49)

—%ﬂ— 313(15)
W 4.03 (64)

e ——————————r i —— el

3(14

bl 3 (14)

1 15 2 2.5 3 35 4 4.5
W Other W Public Authority EU Citizens W Environmental NGO W Companies and business associations m Civil society NGO, non-environmental

Legend: 1 = Very unsatisfactory; 2 = Moderately unsatisfactory; 3 = Neither satisfactory nor unsatisfactory; 4 = Moderately satisfactory; 5 = Very satisfactory

FigureAl-17: Q16 Going into sectosspecific data in the 2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th@ ETR with regard to environmental performance data on

these (agro)industrial sectors? Byakeholder group, part 2Values = average score (n)
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Civil sodety C{:—mpa‘mes Environmental EU Public | Grand
ST || Cr TS NGO aizens| O™ |authority| Tota
Main arguments ~*|environmental | assodations
Omitted response 13 13
Information provided is not useful (Campaign F) 3 5 2 10
E-PRTR requires further categories of sectordata 3 1 1 3 B
Sector spedificinformation is complete and useful 7
E-PRTR does not measure environmental performance beyond absolute 5 1 6
performance
E-PRTR datais not useful 2 1 1 4
The inclusion of the aggregates industry into E-PRTR would not enhance 3 3
environmental performance
E-PRTR datais too old 3
E-PRTR should allow for easy mistake correction in data reporting 1 1
Grand Total 5 36 & 2 2 4 55

FigureA1-18 Q16 Going into sectoispecific data in the FPRTR, how would you rate the usefulness of tR€ ETR with regard to environmental performance data on

these (agro)industrial sectors? If other activities, please specify whidie matic analysis by stakeholder group
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16.2 Energy —oil . . .
X X . 16.3 Metals production / . 16.5Mineral industry
16.1Energy —large refining, gasification . K 16.4 Metals production / .
combustion plants and liquefaction, coke processing -iron and processing - non-ferrous processes—j:emenlt, fime,
steel, other ferrous magnesium oxide
ovens
stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 12.5% B87.5% 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 100.0% 16.7% 83.3% 16.7% 83.3%
Companies and business associations B82.2% 119% 83.3% 6.4% 79.7% 10.1% 77.8% 11.1% 76.5% 10.3%
Envircnmental NGO 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0%
EU Citizens 58.8% 23.5% 50.0% 25.0% 46.7% 26.7% 46.2% 30.8% 50.0% 28.6%
Public Authority 68.4% 15.8% 50.0% 21 4% 62.5% 18.8% 64.7% 17.6% 68.8% 12.5%
Cther 42.9% 57.1% 50.0% 50.0% 57.1% 42.9% 57.1% 42.9% 50.0% 50.0%
Grand Total 65.5% 27.4% 62.0% 26.3% 60.3% 28.6% 59.7% 29.4% 60.2% 27.6%
16.6Mineral industry - 16.7 Production of 16.8 Hazardous waste 16.9 Nor-hazardous L. .
glass, glass fibre, i 16.10 Waste incineration
. chemicals management waste management
ceramics
Stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 85.7% 00% 83.3% 0.0% 83.3% 00% 83.3%
Companies and business associations 83.3% 6.7% B86.4% B.0% 89.5% 5.3% 89.4% 5.3% B84.0% 11.0%
Envircnmental NGO 0L0% 100.0% 0L0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0L0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
EU Citizens 57.1% 28.6% 50.0% 25.0% 43.8% 31.3% 43.8% 31.3% 43.8% 31.3%
Public Authority 61.5% 15.4% 56.3% 25.0% 52.9% 35.3% 56.3% 25.0% 55.6% 27.8%
Cther S5010% 5010% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Grand Total 62.5% 27.7% 64.9% 26.4% 68.0% 24.2% 67.8% 23.7% 65.0% 26.9%
16.11Wastewater 16.12 Production of 16.13 Textiles 16.14 Food and drink 16.15 Intensive rearing of
treatment plants pulp and paper manufacturing production poultry or pigs
Stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 0.0% 83.3% 0.0% 83.3% 00% 83.3% 0.0% 83.3% 00% 100.0%
Companies and business associations B85.5% 9.6% 75.0% 14.1% 76.6% 8.5% 71.4% 7.1% 61.5% 25.0%
Envircnmental NGO 0L0% 100.0% 0L0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0L0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
EU Citizens 43.8% 25.0% 53.8% 30.8% 50.0% 33.3% 53.8% 30.8% 53.8% 30.8%
Public Authority 52.9% 29.4% 53.8% 15.4% 58.3% 16.7% 46.7% 26.7% 37.5% 31.3%
Other 50.0% 50.0% B60.0% 40.0% 60.0% 40.0% B60.0% 20.0% 60.0% 40.0%
Grand Total 63.8% 27.0% 57.0% 30.7% 54.7% 31.6% 52.8% 28.7% 46.2% 40. 4%
16.16 Energy use —
medium combustion . . 16.18 Intensive
plants (i.e., via IED, 16.17 Intensive rearing aquaculture (fish or 16.19Mining industries 16.200ther activities
rather than via existing of cattle shellfish farming)
MCP Directive)
Stakeholder type Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2 Top-2 Bottom-2
Civil society NGO, non-environmental 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 83.3% 0.0% 83.3% 16.7% 83.3% 0.0% 100.0%
Companies and business associations 45.7% 4.3% 61.2% 18.4% 61.2% 18.4% 73.4% 17.2% 35.7% 42 9%
Envircnmental NGO 0% 929% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0% 0% 100.0%
EU Citizens 46.7% 26.7% 30.8% 53.8% 33.3% 50.0% 30.8% 38.5% 33.3% 66.7%
Public Authority 46.7% 13.3% 33.3% 33.3% 50.0% 28.6% 46.7% 20.0% 33.3% 33.3%
Other 50.0% 33.3% B60.0% 40.0% 60.0% 20.0% 42 9% 57.1% 66.7% 33.3%
Grand Total 40.7% 20.0% a1.7% a1.7% a4.4% 38.4% 52.5% 34.7% 27.3% 50.6%

FigureA1-19 Q16 Going into sectoispecific data in the f£PRTR, how would yorate the usefulness of the-£

PRTR with regard to environmental performance data on these (agro)industrial sectorsb@tipm
distribution. Values = average score (n)
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Table Al-4: Q16 Going into sectofspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th& ETR with regard to environmental performance data on theg

(agro)industrial sectors? Byeographic locationpart 1. Values = average score (n)

16.2 16.4 :
. | 16.3 Metals 16.5 Mineral
16.1 Energy Epe?‘iﬁ)rfon production / I\r/loedtiii industry 16.6 Mineral 16.7 16.8 Hazardous 16.9 Non
Labels ¢large gasiﬁcaﬁé)n processing P on/ processes industry¢ Pro du-ction ' waste 1 hazardous ;6._10Wa_ste
combustion and iron and processi cement,li_me, _ glass, glas_s of chemicals| management waste incineration
plants liquefaction, steel, other ng- non- magnesium fibre, ceramics management
coke ovens ferrous ferrous oxide
Austria 4(2) 1.4 (10) 4.5 (2) 4.5 (2) 4.33(3) 5(2) 4(5) 4.67 (3) 4.67 (3) 4.67 (3)
Belgium 3.42 (26) 0.94 (80) 3.38(16) | 3.53(17)| 3.56(16) 3.47 (15) 3.43(23) 3.94 (18) 3.74 (19) 3.59 (22)
Bulgaria 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Croatia 4(1) 3(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 2(1) 3(1) 3(1)
Cyprus 5(2) 2(2) 0(0) 4(1) 4.5 (2) 0(0) 0(0) 4.5 (2) 4.5(2) 4.5 (2)
Czechia 3.3(10) 3(14) 3(8) 3.11(9) 3(9) 3(9) 3(9) 3(9) 3(9) 3.3(10)
Denmark 1.5(2) 0.75 (6) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2) 1.5(2)
Estonia 4(1) 4(2) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1)
Finland 3(7) 1.38 (13) 2.67 (3) 2.67 (3) 4.5 (2) 4(1) 3.25 (4) 4.5 (4) 4.5 (4) 3.43 (7)
France 3.44(9) 1.71(18) 3.5(8) 3.43(7) 3.57(7) 3.33(6) 3.57(7) 3.57(7) 3.33(6) 3.63(8)
Germany 4.27 (44) 3.32 (56) 4.11(37) |4.11(36)] 4.11(35) 4.14 (36) 4.33 (42) 4.26 (46) 4.3 (46) 4.14 (43)
Greece 1.33(3) 1(3) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2)
Hungary 5(1) 5(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Ireland 0 (0) 0(1) 0 (0) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 0 (0) 0(0)
Italy 3.2 (20) 2.67 (34) 2.94(16) | 2.87(15)| 2.94(17) 3.07 (15) 3(17) 3(17) 3(17) 2.88 (16)
Latvia 5(1) 0(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Lithuania 0(0) 0(2) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Malta 5(1) 0(1) 0(0) 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Netherlands 2.83(6) 2.13(10) 2.4 (5) 25(4) 254 25(4) 3(5) 2.6(5) 2.6 (5) 2.6(5)
Norway 5(1) 45 (2) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1)
Poland 354 1.29 (10) 3(3) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 25(2) 25(2) 2(3)
Portugal 4.17 (6) 4.29(13) 3.25(4) 3.25(4) 3.75(4) 3.8(5) 4(7) 3.67 (6) 3.67 (6) 4 (6)
Romania 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 2.5(2) 1(1) 1.5(2) 1(2) 1(1) 1(2)
Serbia 0(0) 0(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Slovakia 4(1) 4(3) 4(2) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0) 4(1) 4(1) 0(0)
Slovenia 252 2(3) 2.5(2) 25(2) 25(2) 2.5(2) 25(2) 2(2) 1.5(2) 252
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Table Al-4: Q16 Going into sectofspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th& ETR with regard to environmental performance data on theg

(agro)industrial sectors? Byeographic locationpart 1. Values = average score (n)

Enelrzl)zcoil 16.3 Metals l\/llgtlgls 16.5 Mineral
16.1 Energy e production / . industry 16.6 Mineral 16.9 Non
refining, . producti . 16.7 16.8 Hazardous
¢large e processing processes industry¢ . hazardous 16.10Waste
Labels mbustion gasification iron and on/ ment lim | | Production waste wast incineration
combustio and ona processi cementime, 1 giass, giass | ¢ namicals management aste cineratio
plants liquefaction steel, other ng- non- magnesium | fibre, ceramics management
' ferrous oxide
coke ovens ferrous
Spain 3.86 (7) 2.38 (21) 3.6 (5) 3.5(4) 3.5(8) 3.5(4) 4(8) 4.09 (11) 4.1(10) 4.09 (11)
Sweden 4 (6) 1.2 (15) 3(3) 2.5(2) 1(1) 1(1) 3(3) 3.25(4) 3.6 (5) 3.83 (6)
Turkey 1(1) 1(2) 1(1) 1(2) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(2) 1(1)
United
Kingdom 1(1) 0.5(3) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
United States 0(0) 0(5) 0 (0) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 5(2) 5(2) 5(2) 5(2)
Notes: Average values of 10 or more respondents have been-colded for table readability.
Legend: Dark red@0.99; Lightred =-1.99; Orange =-2.99; Light green =3.99; Dark green =8

Table A1-5: Q16. Going into sectofspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of thé ETR with regard to environmentperformance data on the

(agro)industrial sectors? By geographic location, parValues = average score (n)

16.16Energy
16.15 use¢ medium 16'1$
16.11 Waste 16.12_ 16.13 16.14 Intensive combustion 16.1_7 Intensive o 16.20
Labels water Production Textiles Fooq and rearing of plants (.., via Inter_13|ve aqugculture 1_6.19 M|_n|ng Other
treatment | of pulpand manufacturing drlnk_ poultryor | IED, rather than rearing of (fish or industries activities
plants paper production . o cattle shellfish
pigs via e?(lstlrjg MCH farming)
Directive)
Austria 4.5 (2) 4.33 (3) 2(2) 4.5 (2) 1(1) 4.33 (3) 1(D) 1(1) 3.67 (3) 0(0)
Belgium 3.75(16) 3.23(13) 4(8) 3.44 (16) 2.92 (13) 3.59(22) 2.73(11) 2.78(9) 3.44 (18) 1.6(5)
Bulgaria 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Croatia 31 4(1) 1(1) 4(1) 2(1) 31 2(1) 1(1) 4(1) 0(0)
Cyprus 4(2) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 4.5 (2) 4(2) 4(2) 4.5 (2) 4(2) 0(0)
Czechia 3(9) 3(9) 3(9) 2.71(7) 2.57(7) 3.3(10) 2.57(7) 2.57(7) 3(9) 1(3)
Denmark 1.5(2) 15(2) 2(2) 2.67 (3) 2.67 (3) 15(2) 1.5(2) 2.67 (3) 1.5(2) 1(2)
Estonia 4(1) 4(1) 1(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 4(1) 0(0)
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Table A1-5: Q16 Going into sectofspecific data in the #2RTR, how would you rate the usefulness of th ETR with regard to environmentperformance data on thesg

(agro)industrial sectors? By geographic location, parValues = average score (n)

16.16Ene_rgy 16.18

16.11 Waste| 16.12 1613 16.14 In%Sﬁlsisve ”gg&?{:;g? 16.17 Intensive 16.20

Labels water Production Tex.tiles Food and rearing of plants (i.e., via Intensive | aquaculture 16.19 Mining Other
treatment | of pulpand manufacturing drink_ poultryor | IED, rath'e;than rearing of (fish or industries activities
plants paper production pigs via existing MCF cattle fshell_flsh
Directive) arming)

Finland 4.5(2) 2.6 (5) 1(1) 4(1) 4(1) 3.13(8) 4(1) 4(1) 5(1) 2(2)
France 3.57(7) 3.33(6) 6 (6) 3.33(6) 2.67 (6) 3.14(7) 2.67 (6) 2.67 (6) 2.43(7) 4(1)
Germany 4.23(44) | 4.15 (34) 4(33) 4.12 (34) 4.03 (33) 4.29 (41) 3.94 (31) 3.88 (32) 4.06 (35) 3.4 (5)
Greece 1(2) 1(2) 2(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(2) 1(1)
Hungary 5(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 5(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Ireland 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Italy 2.88 (17) 3.13(15) 3(10) 2.86 (14) 2.38 (13) 2.78 (18) 2.5(14) 2.71(14) 2.58(12) 2(3)
Latvia 5(1) 5(1) 1(1) 5(1) 5(1) 0 (0) 5(1) 5(1) 5(1) 0 (0)
Lithuania 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Malta 5(1) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0 (0) 5(1) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Netherlands 2.6(5) 2.25(4) 3(3) 2.25(4) 2.25(4) 2.67 (6) 2.2(5) 2.25(4) 2.25(4) 25(2)
Norway 2(1) 5() 1(1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 5(1) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0)
Poland 3.33(3) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 3.33(3) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 0(0)
Portugal 3.83(6) 3.75(4) 4(4) 3.25(4) 2.75(4) 3.17(6) 2.75(4) 2.5(2) 2.75(4) 2.5(2)
Romania 1(2) 1(1) 1(1) 1.5(2) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
Serbia 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Slovakia 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)
Slovenia 15(2) 25(2) 2(2) 2(2) 2(2) 1.5(2) 15(2) 15(2) 15(2) 2(2)
Spain 3.71(7) 3.25(4) 4(4) 3.5(4) 3.4(5) 4.13(8) 3.33(6) 3.6(5) 3.71(7) 5(3)
Sweden 3(3) 3.33(3) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 3(2) 1(2) 1(1) 25(2) 0(0)
Turkey 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1) 1(1)
United Kingdom 0 (0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 0(0) 2(1) 0(0) 0(0) 1(1) 0(0)
United States 5(2) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(0)
Notes: Average values of 10 or more respondents have been-colded for table readability.
Legend: Dark red =0.99; Lightred =-1.99; Orange =-2.99; Light green =3.99; Dark green =8
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Al.1.6 Q17 Thinking in more detail about the pollutants covered by the E
PRTR:

Q17aAre there any pollutants that should be removiedm the EPRTR? N = 97

Respondents were asked to indicate if they believed any pollutants should be removed from the E
PRTRRespondents either provided a list of substances, processes, or data types that should be
removed Intotal, 100 open text respores were providedThe nvestigation found three which were
omitted for not providing relevant informatiarin total, 97 responsesvere included in the analysis
which provided a total of 99 code& summary of the topics and answers caridand inFigureA1-23

Atotalof 56NB a L2 ya Sa Ay, Bdar®drein&plluténts [that shBuld be removed from the
Et w ¢, an@this response appearednsistently amongst all stakeholder types.

Threecompanies and business associations requested that polluthatare sectorspecific and not

of wider interest should be removed from the register, as they are not relevant to-fie ER but did

not offer an explanation as to why they thought thi&n additionalthree companies and business
associations requested that the removal of pollutants from tHeHETR should be preceded by a formal
consultation withthe industry to investigate the impacts of sueckmoval Three companies and
Faa20AFdA2ya adFGSR GKFGO WiNIyaFSNB Ay 6l adasSQ
clarification.

Five respondent® &1 62 O2YLI) YASA | yR o0dAAYyS&aa | aa20AlGAazy
suggested that anyglutants which are deemed to be irrelevant to the EU should be removed from

the EPRTR but failed to provide information or clarification as to the scope or context in which
pollutants may be considered irrelevantworespondents stated that entries tche EPRTR with

minimal to no emission values should be remav€dmpaign cluster M provided éigresponses
O2yOdZNNAY3I gA0GK GKS 1620S LRAYyG o0& aidldAay3da 4Kl
relevant should be exclude®nly pollutants with pa#® dzNB LISy NBf SOl yOS aKz2dzZ R

Campaign cluster G providd®NB 4 LI2 y a4 S& & A Yalutnts &dndidérddysiuldib&tteri  a
reflect the environmental issues specific to an activity and should be aligned with the sectoral BREFs
whistar2 G KSNJ 62 O2YLI yASa | YR 0 daipolitdriisinot todeded YA | (A 2
BATAELs or emissions values should be removed

There werdive NS & LI2 yaSa 3 NP dzZLJISR dzy RS Nwhiel vieke $opids oryis€uesl a a A F A
brought up by ont low numbers of respondentd he following list summarises the statements of
these five respondents;

EPRTR to be updated regularly in line with regulatory developments;

Treatment of norFhazardous waste should be removed;

Lower the reporting threshold fammonia to capture 90% of releases from cattle rearing

The separation of data on pollutants which were originally monitored together (particularly

where modern methods can now distinguish and measure pollutant elements separately);

f Two responses citeddgLJLI2 NIi F2NJ GKS fA40 2F O2FRIRdzZAAZ2Y 3
implementation and related guidanaeT A y' I £ NXB L2 NI Q &

= =4 -4 -9
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Civil sodef Companies
ty me . Environmental EU Public Grand
NGO, non- and business . Other i
) . L. NGO Citizens Authority| Total
Main argume nts | environmental | assocdiations
Mo, there are no poll utants that should be removed from the E-PRTR B 26 9 7 1 5 56
Pollutants should better reflect activity-specdific environmental challenges - . =
and objectives should be better aligned with BREFs (Campaign Q)
Remove pollutants which are irrelevant [ Campaign M) 8 B8
All pollutants which are irrelevant to the EU should be removed from E-PRTR 2 1 2 5
Otherunclaszified responses 2 5
Omitted responses 2 3
Transfers in waste should be re moved from the E-PRTR 3 3
E-PRTR guidance needs to be developed with industry consultation 3 3
Reconsideration of the inclusion of sector spedfic pollutants 3 3
Remove pollutants that are not covered by BAT-AELs or emission level values 2 2
Those that have minimal to no emission values 1 1 2
Grand Total B a3 9 7 3 12 102

FigureA1-20: Q17aAre there any pollutants that should be removed from tlEePRTR? Thematic analysis by stakeholder group
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Q17b Are there any pollutants that should be added to thePFRTR? N = 130

Respondents were asked to indicate any pollutants that they badisteuld be added to the-BRTR
Respondats either provided a list of substances, processes, or data types that should be. &lded
total, 132 respondents answedthis question, two of which were omitted for not providimglevant
information. In total, 130 results were included in the analysesulting in 132 code®\ summary of
the topics given in answers to this question t¢enfound inFigureAl-21.

The most prominentesponse (53espondent, primarily from companies and business associations
was that there is no need for additional pollutants to be added to tHeRH RThere wadittle to no

FTANI KSNI Of F NAFAOFGA2Y LINPOARSR +a (2 sKe GKS

working assumption is that for these respondents, the current list of pollutants is comprehensive.

In total, there were28 respondents supporting he inclusion of further pollutants into the-BERTR
database However, further statements to justify the feedback was not providédhould be noted
that some referred to activities rather than pollutani@nd, in one instance, it is not clear what the
respondent is referring toThe list below provides the type and number of times each comment was
presented in these 28 responses:

CMRs, PBT, vPvB, PMT, vPvM, and endocrine disruptors (seven);
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter §ENandblack carbon (five);
All priority substances in the field of water policy (four);

All pollutants with emission values in BATs (four);
Pharmaceuticals (three);

Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPSs) (three);

Microplastics (two);

Pesticides and biocides (two);

TVOC (two);

Pellets (one);

Biomedia (one);

Biomass energy production with high heat combustion (one);
Biomethane combustion (one);

GHG (one);

Disaggregate substance groups (one);

Heavy metals (one);

Dioxins and dioxin like PCBs (one);

Nitrates (one);

Nanomaterial (one);

Urban human activity (one);

Ultrafine particles (one);

Pollen (one); and

Antimicrobial pollution monitoring (one).

= =4 A -8 8- _8_9_42_9_42_-92_-29_-2._-29_-2._-2_-2_-29._-2._-2_-2.--°

Intotal, 1102 YL} YAS& YR o0dzaAySaa laaz2o0AlridAazya | yR
the careful consideratin of adding any pollutants to the register to ensure their relevahudustry
responses stated a clear desire #oconsultation to ensure the impact dhe industry is understood
when additional pollutants are being considered for thBETRIt was ale suggested that additional
pollutants to be added to the register should avoid reporting information where pollutants are not
relevant to a given sectotn addition, any additional entries, industry responses stated, should have
clear and demonstrable Inefits to their inclusion in the PRTRThreeof these respondents also
stated that careful consideration should be given to aligning additional pollutants in the register with
sectoral BREFs.
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Three companieand business organisations repeated previosslpmitted answers stating that the
EPRTR does not contain information on substaribas are relevant for the production of drinking
water from surface water, whilgiwo respondents(one public authority, one EU citizen) make the
generic case that any me pollutants that have been proven to cause adverse environmental and
human health effects should be included.

Campaign cluster F provided ten responses suggestin@tfanisation for Economic ©peration

and DevelopmenfOECDd & K 2 NJi f A & i €OE@D¥shonlist {EN\EJNIMQINCE2D14)32MOC,

REACH candidate, SVHC, and watch list substances should be @rigleorting shall concern use,

LINE RdzOGA2Y YR RANBOG 2NJ AYRANBOG NBfSIrasS 2F OK
and integrde emerging pollutants of concern (e.Bersistent Mobile organic chemicals, REACH
candidate list SVHC or water relevant watch list substances), allowintydaktamendments should

be established ¢

Meanwhile, campaign cluster G provid&@responses stating that no additional pollutants should be
added to EPRTRThese respondents stated that:

Gb2 FTRRAGAZ2YIF T LR { difidcyfréntlistisklgeddy dxhadstie ad@op\@rs &sBtNS R

of known impacs. The addition of [more] palitants to the EPRTR will require additional burden for

operator reporting, competent authority collection, validation of data and IT system modifications

The scope of the-BRTR needs to consider if it has to contain all pollutants and whether thea@are

overlaps or doubleounting with other reporting entities (e.geporting to EJETS and reporting of F

Gases) The Seville process should be the leading instrument how to reassess and add additional
pollutants to the EPRTRhese discussions are highelevant for industry, at the very least given that

Al oAff KFE@S (2 AYLXSYSyld GKSasS ySg NBELRNIAy3 2

Or:

dln our view the environmental benefits of the inclusion of additional pollutants shall be carefully
assessed in order to avoid the regpiog of pollutants which may not be relevant for the process of a
specific sectok
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Companies and

Civil society NGO, . Environmental EU Public | Grand
. business . Other .

\ non-environmental o NGO Citizens Authority| Total
Main arguments Ead associations
Mo, there is no need for additional pollutants 1 Ly 2 1 2 53
Yes, list of items to include in the E-PRTR B g 2 2 1 8 28
Mo additional pollutants should be considered (Cam paign G) 16 16
The inclusion of further pollutants should be carefully assessedtoensure 1 1 1
their relevance
Recommendation to include the OECD's shortlist of 177 entries (Cam paign F) 3 5 2 10
Yes, other unclassified responses 3 1 1 3 8
Substances relevant for the production of drinking water from surface water 3 3
Yes, where any human health or environmental adverse effects are present 1 1 2
Omitted responses 1 1 2
Grand Total 10 a7 12 7 4 14 134

FigureA1-21: Q17h Are there any pollutants that should be added to theRERTR? Thematic analysis by stake holglerup
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Q17c Are there existing FPRTR pollutants, to their reporting thresholds, that should be amended?
Please specify whiciN = 86

Respondents were asked to state whether they believe there are any existigTR pollutant
thresholds that should be amendela total, 90 respondents answered this questifour responses
were omitted for not providing information relevant to the questionhis resulted in a total of 86
responses included in the analysikespondents eitheprovided a list of substances, processes, or
data types that should be amendel summary of the topics given in answers to this question can be
found inFigureA1-22.

Intotal2INB alLl2yasSa adl 6SR Wy2s3 (i KONBesdrdgionsgs217 wereSy RY S )
from companies and business associations, one from a civil society NGO, and one EUlrtitizen
contrast, 20 separate responses provided vagyrtommentsregarding how thresholds may be

amended these comments are explored below

Four responsegone company or business association, two public authorities, and one EU citizen)
request that reporting thresholds are decreased for pollutants to iaseetransparencyOnly one

provided further clarification, suggesting that as per the ICF 2020 studysholds should be lowered

F2N) KAIKKYSRAdzY O2yFARSYOS LRt f dzirh Qhé sompaygrR & LIS O
business association notéhdat: édiscussions under theERTR Expert Group recently resulted in the
definition of units and metrics for reporting certain contextual fieltlsese discussions are highly

relevant for industry which should be invited to participate in discussions thisiésrumé

One prominent argument made by companies and business associatiohsefpeated previous
comments which requested that industry is consulted before any amendment to ensure the relevance
of changesto the reporting thresholds

Another com@any and business associatifne) stated ¢ dllutants that are not of general concern
(only for a particular process or just in certain regions/locally) should be left ouP& BRFocus on
what isthe highest prioritye

Campaign cluster F providesight responsesall of which citegbosition papersthe common theme

of which wasthatt § KNS &4 K2f Ra aK2dzZ R 6S NBY2O0SR 2NJ I RILJi SR
lowest applied by any given party, we object to set any threshold for CMR, or P @rBoperties

pollutants or other pollutants with hazard properties of equivalent coriern

Campaign cluster AINE A RSR &AE NB & LR Yy & &eeful shedk frocéderSwas)2 & A G A 2
needed for pollutants which are only of interest for certaimdustries/activities. These should not be
part of EPRTRE /| YLI A3y Of dzadi SNI D LINPZPARSR &i 2KO dzZNB ¥ 1Jg
addressed should be better reflecting the environmental issues specific to an activity and for this
purposeshdzf R 0SS o6SGGOSNIIfAIYSR 2y (GKS &aSOi2Nrft . wocC

Another common response across answers was that any changes to thresholds should check for
consistency of thresholds for substances in the same groups or released by the same agiitses
include SVHC (e, PCDD/F POPs (one), urban wastder] plants (one), textile industry methane
(one), LNG (one), fossil fuels (one), biomass fuels (one), ammonia (one), particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter (P} (one).

A further fourrespondents(three companies or business associations) requested that all thresholds
& K 2 dzf feviewesl at cegular intervals > o0dzi G(KS& RSOfAYSR .8&enLINR JA R

41 The substances listed werdg, Cd, PAH, §IPCM, Hf, Ni, As, CI, Cu, Cra#MMVOC, Zn, HCN, PbgNH
NQ, benzene.
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respondents provided a list of specific substances which require reviewing, but thesmdests did
not provide further information as to what type of review is needédur companies and business
associations provided a statement requesting steps tadden dtowards reakltime monitoring at
least in energy, waste and process industfirom a technological perspective, it is possible to
reliably monitor and report on most emissions rene in plant/mill ¢ location ¢ Member Stateg
EU leved @

In the same context, threeespondents requestedeporting all pollutantreleases even if below
established thresholdsMeanwhile, another three suggesteékat priority substances should have all
thresholds removed; particular reference is made to PCDD/F, POPs, and asbestos.

Three companies and business associations stated i revision of theE-PRTR should aim at
removing the unnecessary administrative burden placed on the indusfioy instance when asking
companies to report emissions with concentrations below the detection limit that are quantified
with large volumes of watep €

One publicauthority suggested thatin particular, the thresholds for shipments of waste should be
SEIFIYAYSR Ay (USN¥a 2F UKSANI NBfSgFyOS éAGK  @AS

Two companies and business associations stated difficulties in managingejaiding across
Member State> Y 2 (i A yhdertakifgs \iith idstallations in different Member States face an
additional level of difficulty as they have to comply with different requirements and different
deadlineshb¢ Ly F  AAYAf Il NI fdSheyckil sicikiNBE0O ackaowledged fuBtier |
misalignment in rule systems and argued for the need for coherence between®@ilR data and
other international regulations and guidelineRarticularreference was made in these responses to
aligning thresblds betweenthe FPRTR and IED, aswell as 2005 WHO guidelines on air quality.
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Civil society Companies and . .
NGO, non- business Environmental . I:IU e Publ If Grand
. . . NGO Citizens Authority| Total

Main arguments 1T environmental associations
Mo, there are no amme ndments necessary 1 17 1 2 21
Regarding amending thresholds 12 1 1 2 4 20
5ee reports (Campaign F) 3 3 2 B
The pollutants treated should better reflect activity-specific environmental
challe nges and the objective should be better aligned with sectoral BREFs 5 1 &
[Campaign G)
Industry specific pollutants should not be included in E-PRTR [ Campaign A) 6
Yes, list of items that need reviewing 2 1 2
E-PRTR substances, data and reporting should be coherent with other - 0 - o
regulations and guidelines
Other unclassified responses 1 1 1 2 5
E-PRTR should provide real-time monitoring data 4
Omitted responses 2 2 4
E-PRTR should aim to remove unnecessary administrative burdens placed on 0 0
industry
Problems with installations in multiple Member States 2 2
Remove pollutants which are not of general concern 1 1
Grand Total 5] 56 5 5] 4 13 90

FigureAl-22 Q17cAre there any existingfPRTR pollutants, or their reporting thresholds, that should be amendetEase specify whiclThematic analysis by

stakeholder group
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Al.1.7 Position papers: method and profile
Method statement

Introduction

In total, 65 position papers were submitted to the survey. These were analysed to discern their content
specifically related to any potential revisions to thePETR. Of the 65 position papers, only 26
mentioned the EPRTRwith the rest focusing on the IED revision. Four were removed, as they were
duplicates, leaving us with 22. This limits the findingsaneeable to draw from this data. There was

one campaign that submitted the same policy paper several times. This was only included once so as
not to distort the results.

Content of papers
A first level categorisation of papers took place by respondepe tgector, and geographical scope.

Position papers were grouped according to the stakeholder combinations provided by the
Commission. The papers consist of the following stakeholder groups:

1 Companies and business associations (18);
1 Environmental norgovenmental organisation (NGO)s (three); and
9 Public authorities (one).

For sector, the following subategorisations were used:

Chemicals (four)
Construction (two)
Energy (two)
Environment (two)
Government (one)
Metals (one)

Mining (one)

Other activities (two)
Pharmaceuticals (one)
River water (one)
Technology (four)
Waste management (one).

= =4 =48 8 -8 _9_48_9_4._°_-2._-2-

For geographical scopthe following levels were distinguished:

1 National (12)
1 EU (eight)
1 International (two)
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Al.1.8 Position paperskey messages
Analysis of the position papers was structured along the following three dimensions:

1 problem/challenges withPRTR;
1 recommendations for the revision of theHFRTR; and
1 impacts of the potential revision to theBERTR.

The position papers wemverwhelmingly positive about the databga$®wever, there were some areas
they would like to see reviseds further detailed below.

Problems/challenges with the PRTR

Lack of harmonisation/ integration

One area often mentioned (six) is the need for aer harmonisation between relevant policies. There
are differences in the reporting standards of th?PRTR, the IED, and the ETS. This makes it far more
difficult and expensive to report than if there was a more integrated approach. The issues at leand ar
most succinctly summarised by this response:

an the current textslED capacity thresholds anePRTR emission thresholds are generally different. As
a result, some IED installations are exempted from reporting the emission of certain pollutarfPRIRRE
because their annual emissions are below the correspondiR® ER thresholds. Conversely, whétFER
thresholds are low or equal to zero, ndBD installations need to report their corresponding emissions.
Hence, EPRTR provides annual results perygalht which do not match well with source categories (IED,
non-lED, others§

The differences lead to a duplication of administrative work, which adds more costs. If the different
databases were synchronised, the entire emissions reporting system wolflar lsempler thus saving
money for many companies.

Insufficient coverage of pollutants

Three position papers stated that they would like to see tHeRH'R cover a greater range of pollutants.
There is a belief that the coverage does not reflect currenteons. Itis proposed that theERTR could

cover all substances under one group. Related to this, certain substances should have their thresholds
revaluated. For example, one respondent said that asbestos should have no threshold at all.

EPRTR shouldeer all impacting installations

One respondent, a business association, stated that HRRER would be of greater significance if it
covered a larger range of polluting installations. They stated that the contribofioBD installations in

the pollution of the water bodies and the atmosphere is now smaller than the contribution of non IED
installations or citiesincreasing the number of installations would more truly reflect emissions in Europe.

Monitoring is inaccurate/ irreqular

According to respondents (six), the reporting for th€ETR could be more accurate and more regular.
This is illustrated by the sense that it is very difficult to alter results once they have been uploaded to the
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database. This means any errors mamain uncorrected thus hindering accuracy. A couple of
respondents stated that they would like to seencentration datge.g.mg/Nme) to supplement mass
data. They believe this would improve the accuracy of tHeFRH R.

Easy Accessibility

Even though some rpsndents thought the reporting on the-BERTR database could be improved, three
respondents stated that the database is easily accessible. They believe that the relevant experts, industry,
and NGOs already know how to use it effectively. Respondents coitasaiebe a little challenging but

say it is selexplanatory once you have worked with it. With this said, they would welcome any attempts
to improve usabilityespecially if more stakeholders are able to take advantage of it.

Requlation has inaccuratenquage/ lack of context

Respondents (four) stated that the regulation could have more accurate language and provide greater
context. The definitiorof I Yy WA y awadsihgled autAb &’ @uple of respondents. It is deemed too
vague and could mean sameleasesre currently not being accurately accounted for. Related to this is
the need to provide more context, as many pollutants are put on the same; lehazefore, it can be
difficult to compare them based on the environmental effects. Adding atgreamount of context would

be beneficial.

EPRTR does not cover performance

One of the recurrent themes (five) was that thd®RTR is a database that reports emission does not
measure environmental performance. Respondents would like it to stay this way as there are other
mechanisms for this purpose. The objections of respondents to measuring performance are best
summarised by the statement that:

oRecentlytherehave been discussions on the fact that EPRTR should help identifying the best performers
for the Sevilla process under the IED. We believe that this approach is not appropriate, as EPRTR cannot
take into account many of the factors (which are indeed aedlykiring the Sevilla process), and there is

the concrete risk of setting benchmatksit depend on factors unrelated to the plant management (and
therefore permits)suchas e.g., plant size, economic aspeéts.

The prevailing opinion is that the IED and the ETS are more suited to gauging environmental performance
compared tothe FPRTR. Thereasinsufficient context in the database to be able to accurately consider
the various factors that affect performance.

Removing pollutants is not needed

Three respondents stated that the removal of pollutants ¢satting) from the EPRTR is not needed.

the thresholds are appropriate, then then they should stay on the database. The decision of which
substances are relant is taken under the BREF process, thus highlighting how the IEBABREPRTR
complement each other.
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Suggested recommendations/changes teFRTR

Cover a greater range of pollutants

According to some respondents (five), thdPBTR should cover aegter range of pollutants and
installations. This would better reflect current and future concerns. Respondents singled out specific
solutions, such as adding an entire group of pollutantsroeadng the EPRTR to include reportingn

actual byproduct and fugitive emissions of-¢rases and ODS at all chemical plants in thdtidJbelieved

that this would lead to a more comprehensive databds#&thermore, adding large agricultural industries

is viewed as necessary. This is due to their role as largeaim and methane emitters. Covering a wider
range of installations would mean theARTR would be a truer reflection of emissions in Europe.

Improve monitoring regularity (redime emissions)

One initiative supported by several of the policy papéige) is a move towards far more regular
SYAaaA2yaQ NBELRNIAYIPA YEKSS XNVLE BS2nBy @ | a2 i 2NA WH | X &
now as being technologically feasible. Ideally, a user would be able to track emésfotiswsplant/mill

¢ locationg Member State; EU levelSuch a system would clearly be a technological challenge but would

lead to far greater transparency.

Implement IED andEBRTR revisions simultaneously

One respondent stated that they would like to see the IEDERIRRTR revisions implemented at the same
time. This would ensure compliance is more straightforward for tlaffseted by any potential changes.
Furthermore, it would be less expensive due to less onerous administration

Ensure easy accessibility of neavtpl

The EPRTR is widely seen as being easy tpaseording to position papers. Its use is-&xplanatory
and intuitive. The respondents would like it to stay this way, without too many complicated changes
which would add difficulty.

Impacts of thepotential revision of the EPRTR

Respondents viewed thetEw ¢ w | & | &dz00Saa FyR |y AYLRNIFYyQd LI
economy. They said a lot of this success could be credited to the multitude of instruments currently being
used, such athe IED and BREMowever, there was concern that any revision that was too stringent

could lead to a loss of competitiveness for EU companies. This might consequently lead to an increase in
emissions in less regulated regions becausthefpotential diplacement of business. There is a belief

that economic and environmental concerns can be effectively balanced.

Al.2 Targetedstakeholdersurvey

Al.2.1 TSS method statement

The targeted stakeholder survey (TSS) iniislly open for 8 weeksfrom 8 Marchto 30 April 2021 his
wassubsequentlyextendedby two weeks(to 14 May 2021 to allow for late submissiongnvitations to
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the survey were sent to a mailing list of over 800 IED aRRER stakeholderEhe aim of the TS#as to
gather spetfic feedback and information for the identification and assessment of options from
stakeholders with sufficient knowledge of and experience with tHeRH RThe survey consisted of 61
questions Annex 2), grouped under the six problem areas broadly rdfteg the inception impact
assessment, namely:

Activities and activity thresholds

Pollutants and thresholds for reporting releases

Information to track progress towards the circular economy and the decarbonisation of industry
Reporting modalities and datkiv

Access to fPRTR information

Releases from diffuse sources agwdducts

ouhkwhE

The survey was administered through Alchemea®d some questions weréailored to specific
stakeholder groupsviember State authority (at any level of administration), indugingividual company

or trade association) or other stakeholder group (environmental NGOs, technical experts, academia and
researchers)Word and pdf versions of the survey, including all questions, were distributed by email for
reference to facilitate thecollection of information and for complete transparendyhree industrial
associations and one NGO submitted accompanying material, such as position papers, explanatory
remarks and summaries of key messages.

Analysishas been undertaken using Microsoft Ekand coversomplete responses @urvey response in
Alchemer is marked as completed when the respondent reache'$fthenk YoQpage as well as partial
responseof survey participants who answered at least one question and provided at least onesef the
three elements:

1T Name;
1 Organisation name;
! Email address.

Exported questionnaire datdzy RSNB Sy G | WOft S litsahayysisDhispide@sOsBuiylit to LINA 2 NJ
identify and remove any duplicate or malicious response which may affect the validity & tz0I2S & Q &
results Investigations of the datancluded searches forblank submissionswhich typically indicate
respondents who have reviewed questions without providing a substantive respalisgank responses

were identified and were filtered out ohe final analysis for each question.

Al.2.2 TSSrespondent profiles

The survey received28 complete responseand 33 partial responsedor a total of 161 responsed his
section provides visual representations of the data received.

The majority of resposes were on behalf of industry or trade associatipnsost of which with bases in
Belgium but with members frorthe EU FigureAl-23 andFigureAl-24). For the analysis dhe responses
to some of the questions, stakeholdeategories werenerged irio three broad groups:

1 Researchers, NGOs and members of thiglip 6even respondents);
1 Authorities European institutions, national and regional/local authorities for a total50f
respondents); and
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1 Industry {ndustry or trade associationgrivate companies and public utility providers for a total
of 102 respondets).

No. of responses

41

17

| FigureA1-23 Responses by country of operatietNumber of respondents: 161

A. Academic/Scientist/Researcher
B. Non-governmental organisation
C. Member of the public

= D. European institution

= E. National authority

= F, Local/Regional authority

m G. Industry or trade association

m H. Private Company

u |. Public utility provider

| FigureA1-24: Responses by stakeholder typ®&lumber of respondents: 161
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Most of the respondentsndicated their availability to be contacted for a follaye interview.

= No

m Yes

FigureA1-25: Are you willing to be contacted for any clarification, a followp interview and/or further updates
on the impact assessmentNumberof respondents: 158

Among the private companies and utility providers that participateithe surveythe majorityindicated
to be largeor mediumenterprises.

m Large enterprise (250
employees or more)

m Medium-sized enterprise (50
to 249 employees)

= Small enterprise (10 to 49
employees)

FigureAl-26: Q2:Organisation sizeNumber of respondents39

The majorityof responses received frothe industry stakeholders were from associations and companies
in the manufacturing sectdNACE C), with fewer responses from stakeholotengter supply sewerage

waste managementrad remediation activitie$NACE E), mining and quarrying (NACE B), and electricity,
gas, steam and air conditioning supply sectors (NACE D)
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m A - Agriculture, forestry and fishing

m B - Mining and quarrying

m C - Manufacturing

m D - Electricity, gas, steam and air
conditioning supply

E - Water supply; sewerage; waste
management and remediation
activities

S - Other services activities

| FigureA1-27: Industry stakeholders by economic sectaumber ofrespondents: 100

C.20 - Manufacture of chemicals and chemical products 18
C.23 - Manufacture of other non-metallic mineral products 13
C.17 - Manufacture of paper and paper products 13
E.38 - Waste collection, treatment and disposal activities; materials recovery 11

D.35 - Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply mEE  ——————— 7
C.25 - Manufacture of fabricated metal products, except machinery and equipment s Crr——————
C.24 - Manufacture of basic metals e —— 5
B.08 - Other mining and quarrying mEEE——————— 5
C.10 - Manufacture of food products m —— 4
C.19 - Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products m———— 3
$.96 - Other personal service activities — 2
E37 -Sewerage 2
E.36 - Water collection, treatment and supply m— 2
B.06 - Extraction of crude petroleum and natural gas — m— 2
C.32 - Other manufacturing e 1
C.29 - Manufacture of motor vehides, trailers and semi-trailers w1
C.28 - Manufacture of machinery and equipment n.e.c. == 1
C.13 - Manufacture of textiles 1
B.07 - Mining of metal ores mmm 1
A.01 - Crop and animal production, hunting and related service activities mmm 1

FigureA1-28 Q3: Please indicatehe two-digit NACE code of your primary business sectdumber of

respondents: 100

Only aound half of the respondentfiad direct experience witthe register beingeither responsible for
providing data to a competent authorityr responsiblefor checking the data provided atmational level
and forwardingit to the European Environment Agency

DGENV FWE€Impact AssessmentBRTR Regulation
RPAUROPEONSORTIYM58




m Responsible for checking the
data provided at national level
and forwarding them to the
EEA

m Responsible for providing data
to a competent authority

Neither of the above

| FigureA1-29 v T Y L - NurhKerof respondents: 150

Al23 wSaALRYRSY(HIaQ dzasS 2F LRtftdzilyd NBIA

The majority ofrespondentsfrom industry accesses a nation@bllutant release and transfer register
occasionally (either between once per month to once per year or once per year or less), whereas the

authorities use it more regularfpetweenonce per week and once per month neore thanonce per
week).

50

45
1
40
35
30
25
20 MW Researchers, NGOs and public
15 e W Industry
10 1 Authorities
! 13 1 || 14
3

. 6 6

Never Once per Between Once per Between Once per More
yearor onceper month onceper week than

w

0

less month week and once per
frequent and once once per week
per year month

FigureA1-30: Q4(i):How often do you accessrational pollutant release and transfer registeNumber of

respondents: 131
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The authorities access theHRTR slightly less frequently than a natigr@lutant release and transfer
regista, whereas the industrgtakeholders access theHRTR similarly as the register. Overallharities
tend to accessghe register and the PRTR more frequently thamdustry stakeholders.

60

2

50 -
40 2

[

35
30
m Researchers, NGOs and public
20 1 31
0 1 1 Industry
10 10 i ? — 1 Authorities
10
4 3 4 3 >

Never Once per Between Once per Between Once per More
year or once per month once per week than

less month week once per
frequent and once and once week
per year per
month

| FigureA1-31: Q4(ii):How oftendo you accesbie EPRTR

Many industry stakeholdersccess the pollution registers to review their own datampare releases

between activities, facilities and regions and carry ouerall analyses of release datdowever,one

respondent noted that, at the moment, theath is not sufficient to assess compliance or carry out
benchmarking between facilitieblational, regional and local authorities accéss pollution registeto

check data for consistendifigureAl1-32), provide data for the national air emissions invenes(UNFCCC
UNECECLRTABNd National Emission Ceiling Direciiverosscheckinformation reportedunder other
legislation(e.g.EIA, SEA, SevesdWWWTD, WFPand provide data tolocal enforcement authorities

lY2y3d GKS NBaLRYRSy(Ga ¢6K2 AY RikhgpolitabtRegidtdrdo fréphiE > &2 Y S
BREF reviewand identify key environmental parametetdowever, one respondent noted:

GThePRTR can only be used very roughly for the BREF process and only to get a first picture.
However, the comparability is questionable. A more detailed use of the data to deriveERAS

not possible because the data basis and the reference parameter gR&smission point; PRTR

site) are different. Unfortunately, there is no comparable definition either in IED, PRTR, of BREFs.

Finally, one respondenteported accedsg the data toassess the efficiency of environmental public
decisions and legislation

Most of respondents access pollutant registers to examine releases tandiwateras well asvaste
transfers(FigureA1-33).
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To review my own data 24 51
To examine pollutant releases in my local area 14 18 4
To compare releases between activities, facilities, -m 5
regions, etc.
To carry out trend analysis for specific pollutants or
- 20 26 3
activities

To use the data for overall analysis of release data | NNECEZ 5

Other 10 12 [

M Authorities B Industry Researchers, NGOs and public

FigureA1-32 Q5:What do you access the pollution register(s) for? (Multiple options can be selected)

Number of respondents: 133

Releases to air | I - I 6
Releases to water  |EEEENEY S 7 A 5
Waste transfers YY)
Releases from diffuse sources into air EGEEEESECIN 2
Off-site transfers of pollutants in waste water destined for waste-water treatment
Releases to land HENEAN 4
Releases from diffuse sources into water yAEFARL

Off-site transfers of waste 0

M Authorities  m Industry Researchers, NGOs and public

FigureA1-33 Q6:Which data do you most often examing®ultiple options can be selected) Number of

respondents: 132

Al.2.4 Administrative burden

Industry

The majorityof industry stakeholdergsonsiderthe gathering and reporting information to the competent
authorities as timeconsuming(FigureA1-34). Most industry representatives reportelto 15 workdays
per facility(Q9.What is your estimate of how many persdays per year you need to collate and report
the information to your competent authority?Some reportec lower number of days (3 workdays per
installation or fewer) but specified that ih relates to years when the reporting methodology
(measurement, calculation or estimation) is not defined or reviev&amimeindustry associatiagsinoted
that reporting data to theEPRTR is easy and quidkit efforts are required for the upstream and
downstream collection, preparatigand quality control of the information to be submitted, particljar
for multinational companies. Any change to the current system would lead to significant additional efforts,
estimated as30-60 workdays. Another industry association noted thag humber of persoays per
year is plantspecific and depends on the complexity of the installation (number ofirsihallations,
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auxiliary equipment, number of stacks etc.) and the numbepalfutants and waste transfers to be
assessed and reported (if reporting threshold is exceededged, forlarge chemical site with various

legal entities an industry associatioreported required resourcesunming up to 100 persordays per
year.Most industry stakeholders reported incting other costs (beyond work time) to gather and report

the information, many pointing to the monitoring of pollutants only required by tHeRETR. Some noted
that the internal reporting system is expensive and that stimes there are costs related to hiring
external consultants and auditors. Big industrial sites may host many different legal entities, for which the
information collection and reporting system needs to be coordinated and which is part of the general
senice agreement. Some of the respondents commented:

GThe reported emission data is derived from several measurements. These measurements must be
carried out by certified personnel with certified equipment according to specific standards.
Therefore, additional costs occur, which vary depending on the typarameter and type of
measurement (single or continuous measurement). Costs for a single measurement of the common
air pollutants are aroun@2,500 whereas a continuous measurement costs ar@s@j000 per

year. Internal costs for operating continuous ntoring instruments (i.e. control and maintenance

of instruments) must also be considered. More information on costs of monitoring of emissions to
air and water can be found in the JRC Reference Report on Monitoring of Emissions to Air and Water
from IED Istallations (ROM§.

m Very time-consuming (81-100)

Slightly time-consuming (21-40)

Industry
(n=103)

u Time-consuming (61-80)
Not at all time-consuming (0-20)

30% a40% 60%

Moderately time-consuming (41-60)

80% 90%

No response

m Don't know

32

FigureA1-34: Q8:Is gathering and reporting the information to your competent authority timeonsuming?;,

No. of respondents: 71

Competent authorities

With regard to the assessment of data qualibgal, regional and national competent authorities reported

that this process is moderately to very tirgensuming

m Very time-consuming (81-100)
Slightly time-consuming (21-40)

Authorities
(n=51)

0%

20%

® Time-consuming (61-80)
Not at all time-consuming (0-20)

30% 40%

Moderately time-consuming (41-60)

90%

100%

m No response

m NA/Don't know
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Al.2.5 Qualityand completenessf the data in the EPRTR

The majorityof industry and authoriy respondentsrated quality and completeness tife datain the E
PRTRN release to air goodr very good Half ofresearcherand NGOs rated the qualitgf the data as
acceptable, and the completeness of the datagyaed, however there were only two respondents to this
question (FigureA1-36). Large part oindustry stakeholders anduthority representativesind majority

of theresearchersNGOs and public grougid not know the answer or not answerdtie questionat all.

How would you rate the quality of the data in the E-PRTR?

Releases to air m No response

m Verygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41 - 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know

oy 29 11

(n=103) 22 31 9 1 29 11

Authorities
i 14 15 3 3
Researchers, NGOs and public 1 1 _
(n=7)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

How would you rate the completeness of the data in the E-PRTR?

Releases to air m No response

mVerygood (81-100) mGood (61 -80) Acceptable (41 - 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know
oy EFANETE
(n=103) 27 27 5 21 27 14
Authorities
(n=51) 15 13 6 1
e e 1
(n=7) (e 4|
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9% 100%

FigureA1-36. QB& Q16(1): How would you rate the qualitand completenessf the data in the EPRTR?

Releases to air

Similar trend was observed for the data quality and completenasslease to wateralthoughust above
70% ofrespondents from authorities evaluated the quality of data as good, and just undethtQight
that completeness of such data was good, with thdustryresults being similar to that of release to air
(FigureA1-37). There was only one responded from researclaam@dNGOsard they scoredthe quality
and completeness of dat#s very poor.

How would you rate the quality of the data in the E-PRTR?
Releases to water m No response
mVerygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41- 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know
oy I
(n=103) 26 20 9 2 31 15
Authorities
(n=51) i3 13 8 2
Researchers, NGOs and public
(n=7) 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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How would you rate the completeness of the data in the E-PRTR?
Releases to water m No response
m Verygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41- 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know
Industry 25 21 7 1 29 20
(n=103)
Authorities
(n=51) 12 13 E 2
Researchers, NGOs and public
(n=7) t
0% 10% 200% 30% 20% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

FigureA1-37: Q15& Q16 (I) How would you rate the qualityand completenessf the datain the EPRTR?

Releases to water

A slightly different picture was observed fthe data quality and completeness on release to land
Althoughthe majorityof respondents fronthe industryevaluated the qualityand completenessf data
as goodonly half ofthe authority representativeghought the samégFigureA1-38). However the majority

of participants in the survey did not know the answer or did not anstherquestionat al. Only one
respondent from the researchers, NGOs, and public gexgluatedthe quality and completenessnd
Al 6Fa NRPR2EROVISNE

How would you rate the quality of the data in the E-PRTR?

Releases to land m No response

mVerygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41- 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20)

m Don't know

Industry

(n=103) 12 5 3 1 32 48
Authorities

(n=51) 5 1 3 9 25

Researchers, NGOs and public _
(n=7) 1 1 5
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

How would you rate the completeness of the data in the E-PRTR?

Releases to land m No response

m Verygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41 - 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know
Industry
(n=103) 12 6 3 30 52

Authorities

n-s1) I s 3 4 100 21 |

R h NGOs and publi
esearchers, s and public 1
(n=7)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

FigureA1-38 Q15& Q16 (Ill) How would you rate the qualitynd completenessf the datain the EPRTR?

Releases to land

Most of the industry stakeholdersated the quality and completeness déta on waste transferas good
or very good with authorities soring slightly lower Just above quarteof authority respondents thought
the completeness of thelata was acceptabl@-igure A1-39). Similarly to previous questions, only one

respondent from the researchers, NGOs, and public group evaluated the data quality and completeness
of waste transfersyith the rate of¥ery pooQ
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How would you rate the quality of the data in the E-PRTR?

Waste transfers
= No response
mVerygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41- 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don't know
Industry 33 17 n

(n =103) 5 30 16

Ao 13 8 301
(n=51) 3
Researchers, NGOs and public
1
(n=7)
0% 10% 20% 30% a0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

How would you rate the completeness of the data in the E-PRTR?

Waste transfers m No response
mVerygood (81-100) mGood (61 - 80) Acceptable (41- 60) Poor (21 - 40) Very poor (0- 20) m Don'tknow
ndussy 27 19
(n=103) 30 19 4 22 27 19
Authorities
(n=51) il 11 9 2 1
Researchers, NGOs and public
(n=7) 1
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

FigureA1-39 Q15& Q16 (IV)How would you rate the qualityand completenessf the data in the EPRTR?

WESERIENSTE

All stakeholdersalso expressed theiopinion on the importanceof certain aspe¢s to improve the
functioningand valueof the EPRTRIt was observed that the industry stakeholders rated the importance
mostly contrary toresearchers, NGOs atttk public. All respondents from the latter groupmought that
the inclusion of additional sectorgas fairly or very importantwhereasthe majority of industry
respondents thought thait was not at all importantMost of authority representatives rated the
importance as importantSimilar results weraoted forloweringactivity thresholds, although even more
industry stakeholders thought it was not importaait all Researchers, NGQand public group rated the
inclusion of additional pollutantss fairly or very importanthowever, the minority of the industry
stakeholders thought the sam@ver80% of authority representatives thougibh was important Finally,
removal/decreasef pollutant reporting threshold was seen as not at all important imorethan 60% of
industry respondentswhereashe majaity of respondents from the remaining groups rated it important
(FigureA1-40).

Please rate the importance of the following aspects te improve the functioning and value of the E-PRTR
Inclusion of additional sectors

m Very important (81 -100)  m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) u No response
Slightly important (21- 40)  Not atall important (0 - 20) H Don't know
Industry
{n=103) E] 11 31 38 PE] 18
Authorities
7 5 |
(n=51) 15 12 7 L) 7 5
Researchers, NGOs and public
2 4 iy 1 |
(n=7) 1
% o 20 0% a0 i3 BORE 0% BO% o 100%
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Lowering activity thresholds

mVery important (81 - 100)  m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m No response
Slightly important (21-40) Mot atall important (0 - 20) W Don't know
Industry
10y NENEEETN 4 3 50 22— 14
Authorities
1% 8 | T ER
(n=51) 6 2 6
Researchers NGOs and public 2
(n=7)
0% 10% 200 0% a0% 50% BO% TORG BO% -1 100%

Inclusion of additional pollutants

mVery important (81 -100) mFairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) u Mo response
Slightly important (21-40)  Not at all important (0 - 20) B Don't know
Industry
(n=103) MEENEN? 1 46 23 12
Authorities
& 2]
(n=51) 18 j¥] 4 1 5
Researchers, NGOs and public
4 2 W 1l |
(n=7)
0% 105% b1 0% A S0% 0% T B0% o 100%

Removal / decrease of pollutant reporting thresholds

mVery important (81 - 100)  m Fairly important (61 - B0) Important {41 - 60) u Mo response
Slightly important (21- 40) Mot atall important (0 - 20) B Don't know
Industry
1 7 | 29 | 13|
{n=103) i 7 7 7 39
Authaorities
(n=51) v N R 7 1 7 11 E]
e N P |
(n=7) 2 1
0% 10% 200 0% e s0% 6% 706 BO0% a0k 100%

FigureA1-40: Q17(l)Please rate the importance of the following aspects to improve the functioning and valt

of the EPRTR

The stakeholders were also asked to rate the importaofcether aspects, such as the availability ef E
PRTR ifanguages other than Englisivailability of contextual information, and data comparabittye
PRTR with other PRTRser 70% of industry stakeholders rated the importanddetvailability of other
languages as importartiowever, the researchers, NGOs and public group thought it was not important
On the other hand, wer 60% of authority representatives indicated titavas important.

All respondents from the researchers, NGQ@sd public groupsaw the availability of contextual
information asimportant, whereas the majorityof industry stakeholdershought the opposite Most of
authority representatives thoughthe availability of contextual information was importantastly,
although the researchers, NGOs and public grdidpnot think that data comparability was important,
the majority of industry rated ifairly or very important. The authority responderitsought it was more
important than not (FigureA1-41).
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Awvailability in languages other than English

mVery important (81 - 100)  m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m No response
Slightly important (21-40) Mot atall important (0 - 20) m Don't know
Ind ustry
30 5]
{n =103) 37 12 13 15
Authorities
(n=51) 12 [] 7 2 11 10 5
Researchers, NGOs and public
1 1 ]
(n=7) 1 - L
% 108 2% % a0 50% 0% 7o BO% a0 100%

Awailability of contextual information (e.g. production volume, energy use, water use, raw materials
consumption) for a facility

mVeryimportant (81 -100) mFairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) u Mo response
Slightly important {21-40)  Not atall important (0 - 20) B Don't know

Ind ustry

(n=103 TN 51 24 9 |
Authorities

(n=51) 14 10 3 4 3

Researchers, NGOs and public 1 T

(n=7) 5 |
0% 108 2% % A S0 BO% 706 B 9% 100%

Data comparability with regional, national and non-EU PRTRs

mVeryimportant (81 -100)  mFairly important (61 - B0) Important (41 - 60) u Mo response
Slightly important (21-40)  Not atall important {0 - 20) B Don't know
o 305
(n=103) 37 12 13 15
Authorities

(n=51) 12 4 7 2 11 10 5

e ey P I
(n=7) 4 1 1
0% 105 20 0% a0 50% 0% 700 BO% E 100%

FigureAl1-41: Q17(ll):Please rate the importance of the following aspects to improve the functioning and val

of the EPRTR

Below are the summary oftleer important aspecs and comments from all stakeholder groups on the
above topics.

There were onlyafew commentsby researchers and NGOs this topic.This grougexpressed frustration
towardsthe limited set of pollutants thatnformation is provided for ifr=PRTRwith no information on
chemicals usedyhich makes it difficult t@assess the impaa@n human health or the environmenihe
need to harmonise theeporting of releases and transfetsy the industryamong EU countries has been
highlighted as wellas the necessity for reporting parameters to be in kwigh, for example, air quality
regulation.The groupsaw the need for inclusioaf moresectors howeveronly if contextual information
about emissiondgs added such as performance against the EstBevailable TechniqugBATS) There
was also a suggestion temove reporting thresholds whemonitoring requirement &ists.One of the
responders commented:

OWe see purpose of reporting and availability of information (e.g.,-ARER) needs to be able to
fulfil various functionsmany functions are currently not met. The objectivesto be a)émproved
transparency and access to environmental informatlgnenable effective public participation in
environmental decisiomaking ¢) improve environmental performance & sustainable development
(activities) d) Improve corporate accountability on environmental management (operateys)
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Track and improve progresn pollution reduction and identifying "hot spots" for prevention
measures and priorities for action. The current structure and design ofRRIR fails to deliver on
many of those objectives, in particular objectives) land to lesser extend objeaia): Information

is limited to a limited set of pollutants emissions and not inputs (resources, use of chemicals),
outdated when reported and is given out of context

The need foruserfriendly access and for thénformation to be more visible and undstandablefor
citizenshas beerexpressed by respondents well

The consistency, harmonisation, and alignment-6ffETR with other relevant legislati@speciallythe
Industrial Emissions Directi€D), has been seen as an important aspegiauthorii A Sa Q NS LINBaSyi
in order to reduce the administrative burdemd facilitate data comparisosome respondentisidicated
that the lowering of the activity thresholdnight introduce an excessive admin burden on smaller
operators, which should be takémto considerationCurrently, some sectors, such as combustions plants,
only have to report CB emissions underthe Medium Combustion Plant Directiyf®CPD.) Hence
lowering the threshold below 50MW to enable the capturing emissions from these plantbdeas
suggested by one stakeholdépecial attention was given to plants above 20MN#t are already within
the scope of the EU Emissions Trading System .(B&®gver, this should be done carefyl due to
different reporting deadlines for different capagithresholdsand existing/new plants until 2029, as
defined in the MCP[o avoid situations wheran existingplant may need to report toPRTRvhile not
required to register under MCPD yet.

The need to includadditional pollutants in PRTR halseen noted by few authority respondens. The
inclusion othe following pollutants has beesuggestedby one stakeholdeipriority substances regulated
under Waste FrameDirective (WFD)persistent organic pollutantsegulated under the Stockholm
Convention/EU POPs regulation, pollutants wh&A&TFAELs are availablie the BATs conclusions,
pollutants wheremonitoring requirements are availabla the BATs conclusionfyrmaldehyde,some
metals Mo, W, V, T total vdatile organic compounds (TVOC) together witin-methane volatile
organic compound¢$NMVOC)TVOC should be includedga pollutant inthe EPRTR next to NMVOC to
be in line with IED and BATonclusions In addition,clarification on PM10/dusand the nclusion of dust
to Annex |l oEPRTR has beeuggestedThe stakeholder also saw the needré@movingdecreasing
reporting thresholds fopollutants such as heavy metals (HM) and R@Rd if BAFAELwasavailable for
the industrial sectorit was suggested that pollutant should be reporteavithout a polluting threshold.
However, onegespondentnoted that the decisions on addimpllutants, or sectors, or altering thresholds
should only be made in light of the facts and specific situatiamsl each such proposal should be
evaluated and circulated for commentaty addition,the benefits ofexpanding the scope of activities
and pollutantsshould be balanced with the additional resources required to collect, assess, and report
additional dat. Several stakeholders also mentioned the need to remove irrelepalhitants from E
PRTR.

Severahuthority stakeholders mentioned the importance of the inclusion of contextual informatiore
respondentcommented:

GThis is very relevant for wider dygsis and data normalisation. However, we are aware of some
resistance due to CBAgain,for these normalisations typically a wide range of data is necessary
and not just one aspect e,gvater use. It is difficult to have a good balance between what
bushesses are willing to disclose and what the general public has the right to access. A solution
could be for some of this data to be disclosed to the EU/EEA but remain confidential for the wider
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public. If this is a way forward, extensive analysis and denfiality protection measures will be
required to make sure competition is not jeopardised and also transparency and justice are still
ensuredd

The inclusion of reaime monitoring data in PRTRvasseen asan advantage if such monitoringould
berequired by IED in the future

Many industry stakeholders noted the importance of aligniAgRET R with other relevant EU regulations
and harmonising=PRTRectors,thresholds,and activitiesvith the IED The inclusion of additional agro
industrial sectosor sectorghat have no significant environmental impagasconsidered not necessary
but there were suggestions to include emissions fitoamsport, domestic heatingmaritime activities, air
traffic, etc.One industrial stakeholdenoted that the indusion of additional pollutantshould reflecta
focused approacfollowed in the BRERaking processand itwould not be necessary to add pollutants
that are not consideredKey Environmental Issues (KEIs) under existing BREFSame respondent
suggested that the first tweteps of the KEI identification process agreed in the IED Article 13 Faigum
on big/small on small) coulde used as a basis to better target pollutantselevancefor the revised E
PRTROnNe industrial stakeholder commesd on the inclusion of additional pollutants

a ke monitoring/measurement and subsequent reporting of new pollutants would entail significant
costs (e.g. additional work time, measurement costs, hiring of frartl laboratories, etc.). These
undesired dects could be mitigated by ensuring that truly relevant pollutants are reported in the
EPRTR. Therefore, the inclusion of additional pollutants or the decrease of existing reporting
thresholds should follow a robust approach and should assess eachpoihdividually and based

on sound science and coherent / robust data enabling to assess the environmental relevance of (air,
water, soil) pollution caused by the activity concerned (i.e. whether it may cause an environmental
problem). A clear process Wwitlear and precise criteria and the contributions of the different
stakeholders should be used in this assessment. Such a systematic process would contribute to
better target pollutants of relevance for theARTR.

In addition,few respondents from the industrynoted that it was essential to focus on key pollutants due
to the tremendous amount of time and resources that reporting and checking the data emais
additional reportingequirementsor changesto the systemwereseenas anotherburdenfor the industry
becauset would lead toadditional workloadand costswhich may havea particularly significant impact

on small and mediursized companieOne stakeholder highlighted that the list of pollutants cRETR
needs to be reviewed andssessed to remove pollutants that are not relevant anymore, banned, no
longer used, or used in negligible quantitiisivas also emphasised thatFRTR should kmynamic and
integrate emerging substances of concdfrEU analysis standards are availabte.addition, it was
suggested that decreaseof reporting thresholds should be assessed to ensure consistency across a
family of substancessuch af?Aks, and to integrate the weight of a substanegainstthe toxicfree
environment objective and the adfiate mitigation goals

Comparability of datavith regional,national, and norEU PRTRsas considered important by many
industry stakeholdergo ensure consistency and robustness of data across PBAdasise currently
comparability with other Member Statds almost impasble due to lack ofstandardisation of dataA
common procedurehat prioritisesdata sourceghe use ofthe same emission factors for PRTR and similar
were suggestedlhe inclusion otontextual informationif not directly enviromental in naturewasnot
preferred by many industry stakeholders becatilse EPRTR register is not performance layollution
register. In addition, many stakeholderswere concerned about thedisclosure ofbusinesscritical
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information, such as produatn volumes,water, or energy useas thereporting of such data may fall
under rulesprotecting the disclosure of confidentilsiness information (CBI) or competition lalhe
inclusion of additional languages was considered a tool to incriéeesseccesso EPRTRo a wider public

Al.2.6 Problem 1lActivities and activity thresholds

If included (see preceding question), what would be appropriatd®’RTR activity thresholds for the
following activities? Please suggest threshold value, unit of measure and prowwdeportng
information.

CO2 capture and storage installations

The inclusion of CO2 capture and storagsvitiesto the scope of the fPRTRvasconsideredmportant
by the majority of stakeholders(FigureAl-42). However, authority respondentsthought it was very
difficult to set a threshold for this activity as these are currently still experimelttai&as suggested that
the thresholds kould be considered in the revision of the IEEHBwauthority representatives suggested
no thresholdat all in harmorsation withthe IEDQ The najority of the industry stakeholders supported
having a threshold

CO2 capture and storage installations

m No response

m Very important (81 - 100) m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m Don't know
Slightly important (21 - 40) Not at all important (0 - 20)
Industry
26 44
(n=103) 5 12

Authorities

(n =51) 14 5 2 2 6 13 9
Researchers, NGOs and public

o

FigureA1-42: Q1§(l): How important is it to include the following (agrindustrial) activities in the scope of the

EPRTRRegulation?

Metal working activities

Half ofrespondents from thendustry and almost 60% from the authoritjiought it was important to
include metal working activities in the scope of thPETRwhereas researchers and NGOs thought it was
very important (Figuré1-43). The respondents did not suggest any thresholds.
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H Very important (81 - 100)
Slightly important (21 - 40)

Metal working activities
M Fairly important (61 - 80)
Not at all important (0 - 20)

Important (41 - 60)

m No response
m Don't know

Industry
ey IO 1 o
Authorities
oo I T g 14 13
e N A P | N
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FigureA1-43: Q18(ll): How importantis it to include the following (agfiadustrial) activities in the scope of thej

EPRTR Regulation?

Upstream oil and gas industries

The najority of respondents considered the inclusion of upstream oil and gas industries in the scope of
the EPRTR importanf(FigureA1-44). There were several suggestions on threshads unitsby the
authority respondents Few proposed to us¢he same thresholds as for IEBnd there was also a
suggestion ora threshold of 500 tonnes/day for oil extraction aB@0,000 cubic meters/day fayas

Proposed units were tons or kilos of oil/gas produdagiper year, and wells drilled per year. The industry
respondentssupported reporting thresholds

Upstream oil and gas industries
m Veryimportant (81 - 100)
Slightly important (21 - 40)

m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m No response

Not at all important (0 - 20) m Don't know

Industry
s R W i s T
Authorities
(n=51) 9 7 | 6 2 3 13 11 |
Researchers, NGOs and public
publ 1
(n=7)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

50% 60% 80%

FigureAl-44 Q1§(ll): How importantis it to include théollowing (agraindustrial) activities in the scope of the

EPRTR Regulation?

Battery production and recovery

Themajority of all respondentsonsidered the inclusion of battery production and recovery to the scope
of the EPRTR importanglthoughslightly more than 40% of the industry stakeholders thought it was not
important (FigureA1-45). The proposed thresholds by the authority and the industry respondents were
20 tonnes of batteries per day and 10 tonnes of batteries per day, respectiVetye was also a
suggestion to us¢he same as the possible 1ED threshold.
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Battery production and recovery
m Very important (81 - 100) m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m No response
Slightly important (21- 40)  Not at all important (0 - 20) m Don't know
Industry
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iy 15 s 2+
(n=51)
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FigureA1-45 Q18(1V): How important is it to include the following (agiedustrial) activities in the scope of the

EPRTR Regulation?

Downstream ferrous processing activities

Most researchers, NGOs and authority respondents thought the inclusion of downstream ferrous
processing activities to the scope of thd°’RTR was important, whereasra than half of respondents
from the industry casidered it not important at all (Figurél1-46). Few authority representatives
proposed to usehe same thresholds as for IEBuggested units of measure were daily/hourly capacity,
tonnes produced per year, kg per yeand MWe.

Downstream ferrous metal processing activities
m Very important (81 - 100) m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60) m No response
Slightly important (21 - 40)  Not at all important (0 - 20) m Don't know
Industry
vl o I 15 23" 51
Authorities
s s 1 a D
Researchers, NGOs and public
’ P 1 3
(n=7)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

FigureA1-46: Q18(IV): How important is it to include the following (agiindustrial) activities in the scope of thg

EPRTR Regulation?

Ship dismantling

The inclusion of ship dismantling activitiesthe scope of the PRTR was cddsred important bythe
majority of respondentgFigureAl-47). The authority and industry representativead a numberof
thresholdand unit suggestions, such asiumber of dismantled ships per yealismantling capacity for

ships over 100 meters lon@5,000 tonnes per yea20,000 light displacement tonnes, tire same as the
possible IED threshold.
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Ship dismantling
m Veryimportant (81 - 100)  m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60)
Slightly important (21- 40)  Not at all important (0 - 20)

M No response

m Don't know
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FigureA1-47. Q18(1V): How important is it to include the following (agiedustrial) activities in the scope of thg

EPRTR Regulation?

Intensive cattle farms

The majority of respondentsonsideredthe inclusion of intensive cattle farmsto the scope of tHeRETR
fairly or very important (Figur@1-48). There were several suggestions for a threshold, which varied from
40 to 500 animals per fargwith several suggestions from authority representatives to teesame
threshold as fothe IED One of theauthority respondens argued that it would be more &€ient to set a
measure by the areaather than by exploitation for air emissions in orderdnglobe emissions from
animals inyards Therewas also asuggestion to use umber/heads of dairy cows or other cattle (as
livestock units) corresponding to tlevironmental impacts of that number of dairy caws

Intensive cattle farms
M Very important (81 - 100) m Fairly important (61 - 80) Important (41 - 60)
Slightly important (21 -40)  Not at allimportant (0 - 20)

m No response
m Don't know

Industry
(n=103)

Authorities
(n=51)

Researchers, NGOs and public
(h=7)

FigureA1-48 Q18(1V): How important is it to include the following (agiedustrial) activities in the scope of the

EPRTR Regulation?

Intensive mixed livestoctarms

The inclusion of intensive mixed livestock farms to the scope of tRRER was considered fairly or very
important by all respondentéFigureAl1-49). The suggested thresholds varied from 40 to 20,000 aimal
per farm, with one proposal tase the sm of livestock units corresponding to the environmental impact
of 2000 fattening pigs dhe same as the possible IED threshold.
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FigureA1-49 Q18(1V): How important is it to include the following (aginedustrial) activities in the scope of the

EPRTR Regulation?

Intensive horticulture

Most of respondents considered the inclusion of intensive horticulture to the scope of fPRTR
important (FigureA1-50). There were two types of thresholds suggestbg weight(e.g., tonnes or
kilograms of products per yeanj by surface area (e.g., m2 of roof area of greenhouses).

FigureA1-50 Q18(1V): How important is it to include the following (agindustrial) activities in the scopef the

EPRTR Regulation?

Alignment of EPRTRand IED categorisations

Participantsn the survey were asketihe questionabout theimportance ofaligningthe EPRTR and the
IED categorisation€2Q For the following activities, how important is it align the EPRTR and the IED
categorisations2 The majority of respondents from all groups of stakeholders considered the alignment
important (seeFiguresAl-51to A1-59). A large majority ofesearchers, NGOs and authority stakeholders
indicated that aljning EPRTRind IEDactivity categorisations would facilitatbeir work, whereashe
majority of industry respondents thought that it would make no difference on their current tasks related
to the pollutant registefFigureA1-60).
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