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AUSTRIA

Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised Directive) Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification) in favour

54b title neutral against

56 1 (2) against Council position more detailed neutral

56b 1 (2a) neutral red line

56d 1 (2b) against is socially fair transition subject of environmental law?

58 2 (1) neutral

59b 3 (2) neutral

59d 3 (2a) neutral Is molestation by odour covered?

61 3 (3) neutral

61d 3 (5a) against Council position is clearer, EP proposal "indicative" is a weakening and would trigger enforcement problems

61f 3 (9) against settled existing definition; not every MS has permits that are limited in time

61h 3 (10) b) neutral

61i 3 (10) c) against unclear; human health is not directly part of environm. protection

63 3 (12) against Council position is clearer vs benchmarks

64a 3 (12a) Council position

65 3 (13a) neutral

65a 3 (13aa) against

65b

65c 3 (13ab) not necessary

65d

65e 3 (14) neutral

66

67 3 (17) neutral

67a

67b 3 (23) neutral

68

69

70 3 (23b) against cattle should not be deleted from IED

71 3 (23c) against cattle should not be deleted from IED

72 against see lines 70 and 71

73 against see lines 70 and 71

73a

73b 3 (23ca) against see lines 447 and 448

74

75

76

77 3 (50) in favour

78 3 (51) against too many relativizing descriptions in the last part of the sentence

79

80

81

82

83

86a 3 (53a)

86b 3 (53b)

86c 3 (53c) not necessary, e.g. no definition in (EU) 2020/741

86d

86e Art. 3a against should be sufficiently covered in Art. 13 (2)

87

88

88a 5 (2) against there are other initiatives for digitalisation (EU) 2022/2481

88b 5 (2) against there are other initiatives for digitalisation (EU) 2022/2481

89 5 (4) neutral

90 5 (4) subpara. 1 neutral

91 5 (4) subpara. 1 a) neutral

92 5 (4) subpara. 1 b) neutral

93 5 (4) subpara. 1 c) neutral

94 5 (4) subpara. 1 d) neutral

95 5 (4) subpara. 1 e) neutral

96 5 (4) subpara. 2 neutral

96a

96b 5 (4b) against in principle in favour of fast track, but going too much into procedural details; env. impact assessment should not be used here

96c

96d 6 (2) neutral

96e 6 (2) neutral

97

98

99

100 7 subpara. 1 neutral

101 7 subpara. 1 a) neutral

102 7 subpara. 1 b) against Council position more comprehensive

103 7 subpara. 1 c) against Council position more comprehensive

103a 7 (1a new) against drinking water sufficiently protected by other means

104 7 subpara 2 new against only against "via the established communication channels"

105

106

107

108 8 (1) second subpara. in favour

109 8 (2) first subpara. against "resulting from…" might lead to unclear situations

110

111

112

113 8 (2) subpara. 2 against IED not the place for special provisions regarding drinking water

113a 8 (2a) against IED not the place for special provisions regarding drinking water

113b 8 (3a) against IED not the place for special provisions regarding drinking water

114

115

115a 8 (3b) against see line 221b

116

116a

116b

116c

116d

117

118

119

120

120b

120c

120d

121

122

123 Art. 13 (1) neutral

123a

123b

124

125 Art. 13 (2) against but parts of EP amendment positive ("information shall be anonymised")

125a

125b

125c

125d

125e

125f

125g

125h

126

127

128

129

129a

129b

130

131

132

133

134 14 (1) subpara.2 aa) neutral Council position is clearer

134a 14 (1) subpara. 2 ab) Council position

134b 14 (1) subpara. 2 ab) Council position

135 14 (1) subpara. 2 b) against not necessary, protection of the environment as a whole in IED

136 14 (1) subpara. 2 b) against not necessary, protection of the environment as a whole in IED

137 14 (1) subpara.2 ba) neutral

138 14 (1) subpara.2 ba) neutral

139 14 (1) subpara.2 bb)

140 14 (1) subpara.2 bb)

140a 14 (1) subpara. 2 c) in favour

140b 14 (1) subpara. 2 c) in favour

141 14 (1) subpara. 2 d) neutral

142 14 (1) subpara. 2 d) neutral

142a 14 (1) subpara. 2 e) neutral is it necessary to mention surface water explicitly?

142b 14 (1) subpara. 2 e) neutral is it necessary to mention surface water explicitly?

143 14 (1) subpara. 2 h)

144 14 (1) subpara. 2 h)

144a

144b

145

146

147

148

149

150 474

151

152

153

154

155

156

157

158

159

159b

159c

160

160a

161

162 15 (1) subpara. 1

163 15 (1) subpara. 2 against text in 15 (1) 2 a) sufficient

164 15 (1) subpara. 2 a) neutral Pres text in revision of UWWTD preferred

165 15 (1) subpara. 2 b)

166 15 (1) subpara. 2 c)

167 15 (1) subpara. 2 d)

168 15 (1) subpara. 3

169 15 (1) subpara. 4

170 15 (2)

171 15 (3) subpara. 1 against Art. should not contain transitional provisions

172 15 (3) subpara. 1 a)

173 15 (3) subpara. 1 b)

174 15 (3) subpara. 2 against

174a 15 (3) subpara.2 a) against Council position in line 174 is more comprehensive

175 15 (3a) against against "indicative" env. performance levels

176 15 (4) subpara. 1 neutral

177

178 15 (4) subpara. 1 b) against lowering of environmental standards

179

180

181 15 (4) subpara. 4 neutral

182 15 (4) subpara. 5 neutral

183 15 (4) subpara. 6

183a

183b

183c 15 (4a) subpara. 2 neutral It should read: "future water risk from the installation"

183d 15 (4a) subpara. 3 neutral

183e 15 (4b) subpara. 2 neutral

183f 15 (4a) subpara. 5 neutral

183g 15 (4a) subpara. 6 neutral

183h 15 (4b new) against Council position is more detailed

184 15a

185 15a

186 15a

187 15a (1) neutral

188 15a (2) subpara. 1 against Council position preferred

189 15a (2) subpara. 2 neutral

190 15a (3) against Council position preferred

190a

190b

190c

190d

191

191a

192 16 (3) against Council position leves more flexibility to MS, as to who has to carry out the monitoring

192a 17 (1) neutral

193 18

194

195

196 18 (1) neutral

197 18 (2) against stricter permit conditions and monitoring should be sufficient

197a

197b

197c

197d

197e

197f 21 (1) neutral need for further discussions

197g

197h 21 (3) subpara. 1 a) neutral

197i

197j 21 (3a) against 2035 as end date is too long

198

199 21 (5c)

199a 22 (2)

199b 22 (2) neutral

199c

199d 22 (3) neutral

199e

199f 23 (4) subpara. 2 neutral

199g

199h 23 (4) subpara. 5 in favour

200

201

201a

201b 24 (1) b) neutral

202

203 24 (1) d) neutral

204

205 24 (1) e) neutral

206

207

207a

208 24 (2) neutral

208a  

208b 24 (2) aa) neutral AT final position depends on the outcome of trilogue negotiations on permit summary

209

209a 24 (2) a) neutral

210 24 (2) c) neutral

210a 24 (2) f) neutral

210b

210c 24 (2) e) neutral

211

212 24 (3) neutral

213

214 24 (3) b) against data from environmental inspections sufficient

215

215a

215b 25 (1) against unclear, why Art. 14, 17 and 22 sould be inserted here

216

217 25 (1) subpara. 1 neutral

218

218a 25 (3) against Access to justice for subregional authorities is objected against

218b 25 (3) against Access to justice for subregional authorities is objected against

219

220 26 (1) against relevant for other MS is mainly, if a permit has changed

221 26 (2) neutral

221a

221b 26 (4a) against communication channels need not be written down in Directive

222

223

224

225

226

227

228 27 neutral "without prescribing…" does not seem necessary in relation to emerging techniques (ex arg. "encourage")

229

230

231

232 27a (1) neutral

233 27a (2) against Council mandate more comprehensive

234

235

236

237

238

239

239a 27a (3) ea) neutral should already be included in (3) e)

240

241 27a (3) g) neutral

242

243

244

245

246

247 27b neutral There is no Art. 2 (2)

248

249

250 27c against against "indicative" emission limit values

251

252

253 27d (1) subpara. 1 neutral

254 27d (1) subpara. 2 against against "delegated act", otherwise open

254a 27d (1) subpara. 2a neutral

254b 27d (1a) neutral to negative not clear why

255 27d (2) subpara. 1 against Council mandate more flexible

256 27d (2) subpara. 2 against against "delegated act", otherwise open

257 27d (3) against why updates of transformation plan?

258 27d (4) against what is the added value of the "shaming"?

258a 27d (4a) against but: text could be transferred to recitals

258i Art. 34a

258j Art. 34a (1) - (6) neutral almost identical to Council General Approach



299

330

333

333a

333b

333c 72 (5) neutral to negative AT final position depends on the outcome of negotiations on certain Articles (e.g. 5 (4) or 79a)

360

366

369 79 (1) against Council position better terminology vs ECD

370 79 (2) against Council General Approach better allows taking into account situation im MS in MS

371 79 (3) against Council General Approach better allows taking into account situation im MSin MS

372 79 (3) a) against Council position better terminology

373 79 (3) b) against Council General Approach better allows taking into account situation im MSin MS

374 79 (3) c) against Council position better terminology

374a 79 (3) ca) against same as 374b

374b Support Council general approach

374c Support Council general approach

374d

374e against

374f neutral

375

376

377

378 79a (1) against defend Council position

379 79a (2) against (EU) 2020/1828 already exists

380 79a (3) in favour

381 79a (4) against this need not be regulated in IED, procedural law

381a 79a (4a) against question of national procedural law

382 79a (5) against Council mandate more flexible

382a 79a (5a) against this need not be regulated in IED, procedural law

382b 79a (5b) against this need not be regulated in IED, procedural law

399

400

401

402

402a Annex I 1.2a neutral

402b Annex I 1.2b neutral

403

404

405

406

407

408

409

410 Annex I 2.3 (aa) against stick to Council General approach

411 Annex I 2.3 (ab) against stick to Council General approach

412 Annex I 2.3b

413 Annex I 2.3 (ba) neutral Council General approach preferred

414

415

416 Annex I 2.7 against stick to Council General approach

417

418

419

420

421

422 Annex I 3.6 neutral Council General approach seems well balanced

423 Annex I 3.6 neutral

424 Annex I 3.6 neutral

424a Annex I 4.2 a against stick to Council General approach

424b

424c Annex I 5.2 against

425

426

427 Annex I 5.3 i) neutral

443 Annex I 6.6 against stick to Council General Approach

443a-450 Annex Ia against stick to Council General Approach

Annex II

452

453

454

455

456 Annex II 1.1 against Art. 15 (4) refers only to ELVs and not EPLs

457 Annex II 1.2

458 Annex II 1.3

459 Annex II 1.3. a)

460 Annex II 1.3. b)

461 Annex II 1.3. c)

462 Annex II 1.4

463 Annex II 1.5 neutral

464 Annex II 2.

465 Annex II 2.1 see comments to line 456

466 Annex II 2.2

467 Annex II 2.3

468 Annex II 2.4

469 Annex II 2.5

470 Annex II 3.

471 Annex II 3.1 see Council General Approach

472 Annex II 3.2

473 Annex II 3.2. a)

474 Annex II 3.2. b)

474a

474b Annex III  2. in favour

474c Annex III 5. neutral

474d Annex III 9. in favour siehe 474a; ähnlich wie Ratsposition; 

474e Annex III 11. neutral

474f Annex IV (1) introductory part neutral

474g Annex IV 1. neutral

474h Annex IV (3) new neutral

474i Annex IV (5) new neutral existing text leaves more flexibility for MS

474j Annex IV (5a) new neutral

474k

474l

474m

474n Annex VI part 8 1.2 against It is too ambitious as a general target and as dioxins are not measured continuously, it is not feasible



LITHUANIA 

Comments on the amendments adopted by the European Parliament on the Proposal for an Industrial Emissions Directive 

Line (of the four-column 
document) 

Article (of the revised 
Directive) 

Position (towards EP 
AM) 

Comments (justification) 

54a, 54b Title against  

59b 3 against, red line odours are not pollutants 

59d 3 against  

65, 65a, 65c, 86a, 
86b, 86c 

3 against excessive requirements 

73b 3 neutral  

86e 3a against  

88b 5(2) against increases the administrative burden 

96, 96a, 96b, 96c 5(4) against increases administrative burden, creates an alternative permit 
issuing system 

103a 7 against  

113a, 113b 8 against  

116b, 116c 11(c) against  

129b 14(1) against possibly duplicates other directives, questionable added value 

131 14(1) against odours are not pollutants; questionable added value of the 
reference 

174a, 175, 178 15(4) against  

182 15(4) neutral  

183c, 183d, 183e, 
183f, 183g, 183h 

15(4) against  

197 18 against  

197b 19 neutral  

197d 20 against excessive requirements 

197f 21(1) neutral  

197h, 197j 21(3), 21(3a) neutral  

208b 24(2) against  

215b 25(1) against the proposal may be incompatible with the legal systems of the 
Member States 

218, 218b 25(3) against excessive requirements 



221, 221b 26 against excessive requirements 

233 27a(2) neutral  

239a 27a against Article 27a does not apply to farmers 

247 27b against we have doubts about the extension of the time, it is not clear 
what the benefits would be 

253 27d neutral  

262–262l 42, 58, 63, 64 against provisions are particularly complex and difficult to implement 

269 70a against we would like to stick to the general approach 

269a 70a against  

275 70c against we would like to stick to the general approach 

285a 70c neutral  

332 70i against  

347a, 347b 74 against, red line we do not support the amendment of Annex I by delegated act 

369 79 against we would like to stick to the general approach 

370 79 against we would like to stick to the general approach 

371, 373, 374, 
374a, 374e, 374f 

79 against, red line we would like to stick to the general approach 

378, 379, 381, 
381a, 382a, 382b 

79a against, red line we would like to stick to the general approach 

402a, 402b Annex I against  

422, 423, 424,  Annex I neutral  

443a, 445, 446, 
447, 447a, 448, 449 

Annex Ia  inter-institutional consultations on Annex Ia are still ongoing 

 

    



Germany IED Written Comments follow up WPE 1 September 2023

Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised Directive) Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification)

19 Recital 9 neutral Needs to be adapted to the regulation in article 9, 

specifically 9 (2); see comment line 116  

25

Recital 15

neutral

The possibility of applying generally binding rules for 

implementation should be mentioned here. Mentioning 

of cross media effect is supported.

40

Recital 30

neutral

Recital 30: in point (iii) the word ‘measuring’ should be 

deleted as already agreed in the Council Mandate in 

Article 15a(2). Germany supports the General approach 

of the Council to delete the requirement of a permit 

summary.

42a (vs. 25b)

Recital 32 a new (instead of Recital 

15a of the General approach)

against

Germany is against the EP's proposal and supports the 

proposal of the General approach in Recital 15a. The 

text of the General approach clearly explains that the 

energy crisis is also a cause for the exemption and thus 

classifies the scope and cause more clearly. The General 

approach proposal also makes clear when and to what 

extent exemptions are necessary and appropriate .

New

recital 37

in favour

We propose an addition to Recital 37: Although landfills 

are included within the scope of Directive 2010/75/EU, 

no BAT conclusions exist for landfills since that activity 

falls within the scope of Council Directive 

1999/31/EC80 and the requirements of the latter 

Directive are deemed to constitute BAT. Due to the 

technical developments and innovation that have taken 

place since the adoption of Directive 1999/31/EC, more 

effective techniques for protecting human health and 

the environment are now available. The adoption of BAT 

conclusions under Directive 2010/75/EU would allow 

addressing the key environmental issues related to the 

operation of waste landfills, including significant 

emissions of methane e.g. through the implementation 

of acceptance criteria, such as a limit of total organic 

carbon. Directive 1999/31/EC should therefore allow 

for the adoption of BAT conclusions on landfills under 

Directive 2010/75/EU.

56, 56a, 56b Article 1 neutral

61d
Article 3(5a)

against
This text is not clear. Limit values cannot be indicative, 

“indicative” is also not compatible with “may not be 

exceeded”.
77 Article 3(50) „as described in…“ neutral

78 Article 3(51) indicative against The levels  are fact, not indicative

86e

Article 3a (new) CBI149

in favour

Germany supports the EP proposal with reference to 

the new Article 3a of the IED ("confidential business 

information") to give operators the opportunity to 

object to the publication of confidential data

88b Article 5 (2) in favour

89 to 96a Article 5(4) Permit summary against A permit summary causes administrative burden

96b, 96c

Article 5(4b) Fast track

neutral

The IE Directive aims to speed up the approval of 

installations applying an emerging Technique by 

providing clear guidelines for the applicable BAT, 

thereby increasing legal and planning certainty for 

applicants and authorities. SCRUTINY RESERVE Germany 

scrutinizes whether a fast track procedure is helpful at 

moment the proposal does not provide sufficient legal 

clarity. 

96d, 96e

Article 6(2) new

against

The wording is not clear; there is no need to provide 

evidence for each individual permit. The formulation of 

the Council Mandate (line 174) clearly expresses the 

situation by referring to categories of installations 

having similar characteristics. This amendment is 

therefore rejected.

102, 103 Article 7(3) against Council mandate text is clearer

103a

Article 7(1a) new

against

The added value of the reporting obligations of IED 

installations is not clear compared to the existing 

regulations concerning (international) river basin 

communities and the alarm and security plans under 

accident law and civil protection.

104 Article 7(4) neutral

106 to 113 Article 8 neutral

113a, 113b, 115a Article 8(2a) new neutral

116 Article 9 (2) in favour Germany favours the EP proposition. 
123, 123a, b Article 13(1) and 13(1a) neutral

125

Article 13(2)

against

Germany may accept the EP text, with the change that 

Civil servants cannot be excluded in any manner from 

information related to installations. The EP text should 

be amended as follows:

By way of derogation from Article 3a , and without 

prejudice to Union competition law, information 

considered as confidential business information or 

commercially sensitive information shall

only be shared with the Commission AND CIVIL 

SERVANTS AND OTHER PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 

REPRESENTING MEMBER STATES.

This information shall be anonymised, not referring to a 

particular operator or installation, before being shared 

with the following individuals having signed a 

confidentiality, and non-disclosure agreement: CIVIL 

SERVANTS AND OTHER PUBLIC EMPLOYEES 

REPRESENTING MEMBER STATES OR Union agencies, 

representatives of nongovernmental organisations 

promoting the protection of human health or the 

environment and representatives of associations 

representing the relevant industrial sectors.

129b

Article 14(1b)

neutral

A mandatory consultation of operators of sewage 

treatment plants and drinking water producers could 

make sense in individual cases, but would also lead to 

an additional burden in the administrative procedures

131

Article 14

emission limit values for

polluting substances listed in 

Annex

II of Regulation (EC) No 166/2006*

against

A dynamic reference to the list of polluting substances 

in Annex II of Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 or its 

successor regulation should be established.

In our understanding, the substances mentioned here 

by the EP are already mentioned in Article 14 of the IEP 

Regulation. Inclusion in Annex II to the IEP Regulation is 

thus ensured. The Commission is invited to present a 

proposal for an adaptation of Annex II to the IEP 

Regulation as soon as possible. Transitional 

arrangements should ensure that an adapted Annex II of 

the IEP Regulation applies at the latest after the end of 

the transitional period for the national implementation 

of the IE Directive. Scrutiny reservation.

In the case of odour, local problems with odour loads 

are in the foreground. Current BAT conclusions 

therefore already include – as relevant – the 

implementation and the regular review of an odour 

management plan, which is based on the immission 

situation. In Germany’s view, this is a proper treatment. 

The benefits of the regular determination of emission 

levels for odour still need to be evaluated.

149

Article 14a

against

Amend accredited ISO 14001-verifiers to verify the 

conformity of the EMS. Rationale: The auditing should 

not be restricted to environmental verifiers under EMAS, 

since a considerable number of verifiers is necessary 

and a considerable number of EMS are established 

under ISO 14001. 

157

Article 14a

neutral

With regard to the introduction of a chemical 

management system for IED installations, it is important 

for GER to continue to use and integrate existing 

systems in order to avoid double regulation. For GER, it 

is essential that the review of the chemical management 

system, as foreseen in the Council Mandate, remains 

unbureaucratic and is kept within an appropriate 

framework. Germany favours the inclusion of the word 

“relevant” of the EP text

163 Article 15(1) against GER does not see the benefit of the additional text

171, 174, 174a

Article 15(3)

against

The proposal for the Council Mandate expresses the 

intended regulation in a clearer language. Germany 

therefore prefers the wording of line 174 (Council 

position).
175 Article 15(3a) against Council position to be upheld.
176 Article 15(4) against Council mandate text is clearer

178
Article 15(4)

against
There is anyway a transitional period to implement new 

or revised BAT conclusions of 4 years (see Article 21(3))

181, 182 Article 15(4) neutral Germany supports the transitional arrangement of the 

EP and the 5 year time frame.

183c, 183d, 183e, 183f, 183g Article 15(4a, 4b) new against GER does not see the added value of the additional text

183h

Article 15(4b) new(instead of 

Article 15 (5) General Approach)

against

Germany is against the EP's proposal and supports the 

proposal of the General approach in Article 15 (5).

The crisis is not over yet; Germany is still on the second 

level of the Emergency Plan for Gas, the alert level. 

The exemptions in the General Approach proposal, 

which are due to the crisis and which are only to be 

introduced for a limited period of time, are heavily 

modified in the EP proposal, so that a quick and 

unbureaucratic reaction to the crisis would no longer be 

possible. The trigger and the specifics of the energy 

crisis are not reflected in the proposal. The EP proposal 

therefore unduly restricts what has been achieved so far 

with the General Approach. This is rejected.

The EP proposal also uses the concept of “force 

majeure”, which is not found in Germany’s law and has 

no congruent equivalent and would therefore lead to 

considerable problems in implementation. There is no 

need for this, because the General Approach has made 

the elements of the offence clear enough. It is therefore 

absolutely necessary that no reference is made to “force 

majeure” in the regulatory text. 

Finally, with the deletion of point (a) of the General 

approach, the energy crisis is no longer mentioned, 

although this crisis is one of the reasons for the 

introduction of such a derogation. It is therefore 

essential that letter a be reinstated in the regulation.187 Article 15a in favour Level playing field
192 Article 16(3) neutral

192a Article 17(1) GBR against Cf. lines 96d, 96e

196, 197

Article 18 

against

The text in the IED2010 is sufficient to handle related 

case as Article 18 already allows for stricter 

requirements, where this is necessary to comply with 

environmental quality standards. In addition load limits 

can restrict the production capacity of an installation, 

and are in general difficult to implement and monitor. It 

is preferable to upgrade techniques and to comply with 

stricter conditions 

197f, g, h Article 21(3) 1 a red line Unnecessary administrative burden

197i, j Article 21 (3a) new Scrutiny reserve; Germany works on an alternative 

proposal for the addressed problem.

199a to 199d Article 22 Modified text baseline 

report
neutral

199e to 199h Article 23(4) Site visit frequency in favour Level playing field, less administrative burden

201b Article 24 against Germany is against a reconsideration of the permit, 

especially none with public consultation.

208a, b Article 24(2) aa new permit 

summary
against Unnecessary administrative burden

210b,c Article 24(2) e against Unnecessary administrative burden in MS with general 

binding rules.
212 Article 24(3) against lack of legal clarity
214 Article 24(3) neutral please clarify the link with the IEP Regulation

220 Article 26(1) against Germany is against a regular reconsideration of the 

permit.
221b Article 26(4a) new neutral

228 Article 27 neutral

233 Article 27a neutral

239a Article 27a(3) neutral

241 Article 27a(3) neutral

247 Article 27b Testing of emerging 

techniques
in favour Germany supports the 36 months period

250 Article 27c against Limit values cannot be indicative

253

Article 27d

against

The transformation plans should be a requirement. 

Every plan is by nature indicative, no need to mention 

that again. The entire IED is about installations, hence 

the transformation plans must include plans for each 

installation, which might still be part of a larger plan for 

a production site or a company with several sites.

254 Article 27d neutral Germany prefers an implementing act. 
254a Article 27d in favour

254b Article 27d in favour

255

Article 27d

against

It is important to maintain the context with Article 21(3) 

and to keep the installation level; but the 

transformation plan should be part of the EMS an the 

EMS must just include the installation, but can be on an 

higher operation level.

256 Article 27d against Every plan is by nature indicative, no need to mention 

that again and again.

257

Article 27d

against

It is important to keep “operator”, as this relates to the 

installation; but the transformation plan should be part 

of the EMS and the EMS must just include the 

installation, but can be on a higher level.

258 Article 27d against GER prefers here the Council mandate text
258a Article 27d against lacks clarity

267 ff.

Article 70a

red line

GER considers the EP’s proposal on animal husbandry 

very critical, as they are significantly below the current 

level. The agricultural sector in Germany is now 

responsible for 95 percent of ammonia and 65 percent 

of methane emissions. GER reiterates its call to include 

rearing of cattle in the IED above a threshold of 300 

LSUs, but remains in line with the compromise reached 

in the Council in this regard (350 LSU). The inclusion of 

installations for the rearing of cattle is a key element of 

the IED revision for GER.

367 ff.

Article 79

against

Germany supports the compromise found in the 

Council’s general approach. The COM proposal and the 

EP proposal contain specific provisions on fines. 

Germany cannot support minimum-maximum amounts 

of fines based on a natural person’s income or gradually 

increased in the event of repeated infringements. 

Moreover, the rates of turnover-based fines for legal 

persons (8 % or 4 %) are not in line with the rates 

discussed for even more severe infringements to be 

sanctioned with criminal penalties according to the 

Proposal for a Directive on the protection of the 

environment through criminal law (ECD).

However, taking into account the economic benefits 

that the person responsible for the infringement has 

derived from the violation might be an option.

In any case, Member States should be able to decide not 

to lay down rules for fines for infringements that are 

subject to criminal penalties under national law.

374e, 374f

Artikel 79 3a, 3b

red line

The intended earmarking for the use of the revenue 

from the penalties set out in Article 79 of the EP 

position cannot be accepted. It is not legally 

permissible, as this decision falls within the financial 

sovereignty of the MS.

375 ff.

Article 79a

against

With regard to the liability standard, Germany continues 

to support the compromise of the Council’s general 

approach, which should be maintained. In particular, 

the reversal of the burden of proof in paragraph 4, the 

collective enforcement according to paragraph 2 and 

the liability of authorities in paragraph 1 must stay 

deleted.

Please explain what the EP’s purpose is to propose a 

disclosure obligation (paragraph 4a) and the rules on 

scientific data (paragraphs 5a and b).

It should be prevented that the claimant has the right to 

demand the collection of purely exploratory evidence

387a ff. Transitional provisions Scrutiny reservation.

402a and 402b

in Annex I, paragraph 3, point 1.2 a 

und b is inserted
against

No inclusion of Offshore and Onshore oil and fossil gas

upstream exploration and production, fossil gas 

gathering and processing into Annex I

410 Annex I Point 2.3 (aa)

cold-rolling mills
neutral Nevertheless, Germany generally supports efforts to 

avoid unjustified bureaucratic burden.

411 Annex I Point 2.3 (ab) 

wire drawing machines
in favour Germany regards an inclusion of wire drawing machines 

in the IED as disproportionate. 

412
Annex I Point 2.3 (b)

Smitheries with hammers in favour
Germany regards an extension of the IED concerning 

smitheries with hammers as disproportionate.

413 Annex I Point 2.3 (ba)

Smitheries with forging presses
in favour Germany regards an inclusion of smitheries with forging 

presses in the IED as disproportionate



416
Annex I Number 2.7

against
With regard to the explicit inclusion of battery 

production in the IED, Germany continues to support 

the proposal of the Council Mandate.

347a, 347b, 422-424

Annex I Number 3.6

red line

With regard to the inclusion of mining activities in 

Annex I, Germany supports the proposal of the EP to 

conduct an Impact Assessment before deciding on its 

inclusion. In order to address the importance of 

metalliferous ores for the transformation and to ensure 

consistency with the Critical Raw Materials Act, 

Germany kindly asks to extend the Impact Assessment 

to metalliferous ores, therefore covering all mining 

activities before deciding on their inclusion in Annex I.

After the Impact Assessment, it is important that 

Member States take part in the decision on the 

inclusion of mining activities. Therefore (other than the 

EP), we would not support to include mining activities 

through a delegated act.

442

6.5. Disposal or recycling of animal 

carcases or animal by-products 

with a treatment capacity exceeding 

10 tonnes per day.

neutral

Germany asks the Presidency and the Legal Service to 

investigate the following question: 

According to Articles 2 and 3 (Nr. 20) of EU Regulation 

1069/2009, manure is included in the definition of 

animal by-products. In addition, depending on the 

individual case, manure can be waste or not waste. Does 

the new wording therefore also affect installations for 

the treatment of manure (see, inter alia, special 

provision in point 5.3 on fermentation)?

443

Electrolyser

against

Comment referring to Annex I numbers 4.2 AND 6.6 

(electrolysers)

With regard to the level of the threshold for 

electrolysers, GER adheres to the proposal of the 

Council Mandate but proposes a reference to the 

electricity input or the nominal electric capacity likewise 

expressed in Megawatts as proposed by the EP. Hence 

the level of the threshold according to the Council 

Mandate (60 t H2/d) should be converted to a nominal 

electric capacity (e.g. 130 MW) using typical daily run 

time and efficiency values.

 

Germany also asks the Presidency and the Council legal 

service to investigate the following question: 

Is it ensured that the exemption of electrolysers up to a 

threshold value from the approval regime of the IE 

Directive is in line with the requirements of the Aarhus 

Convention (esp. Article 6 and Annex I No. 4 b) i))? 

Does the IE Directive keep its role in providing a level 

playing field regarding procedural requirements through 

transposing the Aarhus Convention in EU secondary 

law?

447

installations operating under

extensive production regimes

against

GER sees with great concern that the proposed regime 

for “extensive” livestock farming could also lead to a 

significant weakening compared to the current state of 

the IED. The proposal of the definition chosen in the 

Council Mandate may lead to the exclusion of a 

significant fraction or even the majority of farms, which 

was not intended. In addition, the present definitions in 

both the Council Mandate and the EP Mandate do not 

provide sufficient legal clarity. GER  calls on the 

Presidency to work for a reasonably legally secure 

solution. It would be conceivable to reduce the EP and 

Council proposal to the aspects underlying both 

proposals. GER suggests to exclude farms with (a) less 

than X LSU/ha (whereas X shall be a value lower than 2 

to be determined in the further course of the ongoing 

discussions) or (b) that produce under Regulation (EU) 

2018/848 (EU Eco Regulation). In this way, legal 

certainty could be achieved and the European level-

playing field could be maintained.

474g to 474j ANNEX IV Information of the public Scrutiny reservation.



POLAND
Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised Directive) Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification)

56b 1 neutral
56d 1 neutral

129b 14(1) against In PL opinion this kind of information should be already analysed in permit. There is no need to add this specific requirement.
131 14(1) against PL do not agree to include odour issues in IED. It is not necessery to specify directives which list hasardous substances. 
163 15(1) against PL is still analysing this amendment. In our opinion such approach is already in place and there is no need to describe it in detail.
164 15(1) against PL is still analysing this amendment
171 15(3) in favour PL is in favour of transitional period given in the proposed amendment. We would like to point out that it would be more readable to move the text regarding the transitional period to the articles which concern it.

174a 15(3) neutral
178 15(4) in favour PL support the amendment as it is helpful in case the operator knows that the installation will be closed whithin 4 years. So there is no need to comply with BAT conclusions.
181 15(4) against It should for competent authorities to decide for how long should be the derogation granted.
182 15(4) in favour It corresponds with polish law which is already in place, there is 5 years period to revise permit so it would be more convienient for competent authority.

183c 15(4) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.
183d 15(4) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.
183e 15(4) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.
183f 15(4) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.
183g 15(4) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.
183h 15(4b) against PL support general approach as better reflect the requirements.

187 15a neutral
189 15a neutral
196 18 against In our opinion there is no need adding load as it only concern water.
197 18 against Amendment generate additional requirement which does not have added value.
463 Annex II neutral

197f 21 against In PL reconsideration of the permit is being done at least every 5 years. In our opinion every 8 years is too rarely. 
197h 21 neutral
197j 21 Still being analysed.
96e 6 neutral

192a 17 neutral
258j 34a neutral

77 3(50) in favour In line with amendment proposed by EC.
78 3(51) Amendment concerning environmental performance levels associated with emerging techniques is being still analyzed.

123 13(1) against PL is against this amendments as IED is not apropriate directive to take into account healht issues. It should also be explained what would be the role of EEA. 
125 13(2) neutral
228 27 neutral Gives no added value as it is already known that no specific technique is prescribed.
233 27a against It should be explained how this assessment will be carried. 

239a 27a against Farmers which installation is covered by IED are in 
241 27a against This issue should not be reflected in IED.
247 27b in favour The longer period of time will give better and more credible results.
250 27c in favour The obligation to provide data by Member State organizes better the flow of information.
253 27d against There is no need to add aditional requrements.
254 27d against PL is in favour to implementing act as the act which will set the requirements.
96b 5(4b) in favour It encourages for the choice of emerging techniques

100 7 neutral
103a 7 against This amendment does not give added value. Already existing regulations in IED cover requrements added by EP amendments.  

104 7 against There is no art. 26(5) proposed by EP.
106 8 against
109 8 against No needed change.

113a 8 against Requires further explenation as in our opinion IED is not proper for this requirements
113b 8 against

114 8 neutral
115a 8 against As in line 104

370 79 against Poland sustain agreements from General approach to delete references to the annual turnover and income from the paragraph 2. Poland would like to highlight such an approach does not fit at all to the systems where various fines rates are assigned to the emitted pollutants. In consequence the amount of fine is proportional to the height of exceedance and its impact on the environment - what reflects well the polluter pays principle. It would be particularly complicated to marge such a system with a rule referring to the annual turnover or income. Moreover the we should keep in mind that companies with relatively low annual turnover could cause substantial damage in the environment.
374 79 against PL support general approach.

374a 79 against PL support general approach.
374e 79 neutral The proposal is being still analyzed.
374f 79 neutral The proposal is being still analyzed.
378 79a against Poland is strongly in favour of General position which deleted the text indicating theresponsibility of the authorities. Detailed rules related to liability for damages should remainwithin the competence of the Member States.
381 79a against as in line 378

381a 79a against as in line 378
382a 79a against as in line 378
382b 79a against Additional administrative burden.
199b 22 neutral Surface water added.
199d 22 neutral The proposal is not consistent. In first sentence there is only mentioned: soil and groudwater and in second sentence soil, surface and groundwater.
199f 23 against Still analysed.
199h 23 neutral Would be usefull.

67 3(17) in favour No change compering to EC and EC proposals.
88b 5(2) against PL has similar requrements already in place. PL is not in favour as for electronic permitting system. Administrative burden. 

89-96c 5(4) against Poland is in favour to delete permit summary as it was agreed in General approach. Poland isconvinced that permit summary would be a relevant administrative burden increasingalready significant workload imposed on the Competent Authorities. It should be stressedthat it’s just one of many additional elements which according to the proposal shall beincluded in the permit
201b 24 against To explain: Is there need to add reconsidering of the permit if granting will need to have public participation? 

208 24 in favour
208b 24 against According to PL negative position to permit summary.
210c 24 neutral
212 24 in favour
214 24 against Additional administrative burden.

215b 25 Still being analysed.
217 25 neutral

218b 25 against Need to be explaind what is understood as sub-national public authority.
220 26 neutral

221b 26 against Unnecessary administrative burden. Such communication channels must be made anyway.
474g Annex IV neutral
474h Annex IV Still analysed.
474i Annex IV neutral
474j Annex IV against Unnecessary administrative burden.
86e 3a against PL do not see need to include CBI in IED.

54b 1 against Changing the title may lead to unnecessary confusion.
59b 3(2) against Definision of pollution is sufficient as it is.
59d 3(2a) against PL is against including this definition as it shouldn't be placed in this directive.
61d 3(5a) against The Council proposal for definition sufficiently define environmental performance limit value.
61f 3(9) in favour In PL extension of duration of the permit doesn't mean that installation is not analysed as being substantial change.
61h 3(10) Analysed
61i 3(10) against No need to add climate as it is part of environment in PL. Human health is not necessary to add.
63 3(12) neutral
65 3(13a) against PL support Council proposal. Most of the added parts of regulation are reflected in BAT conclusions.

65a 3(13aa) against Does not have added value.
65c 3(13ab) against Does not have added value.
65e 3(14) against PL is against including in IED health issues
67b 3(23) Analysed

70 3(23b) Analysed
71 3(23c) against PL supports the Council position as more clear definition of LSU.
72 3(23a) Analysed
73 3(23c) Analysed

73b 3(23ca) It is not clear if EP wants to include or exclude extensive farming from IED.
75 3(48) in favour According to PL position on excluding minerals from IED scope.
76 3(49) in favour According to PL position on excluding minerals from IED scope.
81 3(53(a)) Analysed
82 3(53(b)) Analysed
83 3(53(c)) Analysed

86a 3(53a) against The defined expression is not used in the IED.
86b 3(53b) against The expression which dosen't need to be defined.
86c 3(53c) against The expression which dosen't need to be defined.

116c 11(c) against PL doesn'rt agree to underline odours issues.
118 11(fa) neutral
119 11(fb) in favour Environmental performance of the life cycle in the whole supply may be hard to assess

120b 11(b) in favour PL agree as water is a key resource.
120c 11(c) against PL doesn'rt agree to underline odours issues.
120d 11(f) against PL doesn'rt agree to underline odours issues.
123b 13(1a) neutral To explain: What kind of action is meant. How would the adaptation looks like?
125b 13(3) neutral Additional burden for EC.
125d 13(3(d)) Analysed
125f 13(5) against To explain: What is understood as update of BREF? It was not in place. 
125h 13(6) in favour PL find it useful to have the data of BREF publication strictly set.
144b 14(2a) against Too significant derrogation to be granted

148 14a against But still to be analysed.
149 14a against But still to be analysed.
150 14a(2) neutral
157 14a(2(d)) neutral

159a 14a(2a) in favour Is very similar to Council proposal.
159b 14a(2a) against Not useful trasitional period.
159c 14a(2a) in favour Is very similar to Council proposal.
160 14(3) against There is no art. 4a added.
175 15(3a) Analysed

190b 16(2) Analysed
190d 16(2a) Analysed
197b 19 neutral
197d 20(1) against There shouldn't be specified time for operator to give information to competent authority. There is sometimes change which will be given in shorter time because of its minor importance.
254a 27d in favour As in EMS.
254b 27d(1a) against As the permit must be revised there is no need to additionaly put this requirement specifically.

255 27d Analysed
256 27d against This should be in form of implemented act.
257 27d(3) against
258 27d(4) against There is no need to prepare such list as there would be possible to extract such data from Industrial Emission Portal.

258a 27d(4a) against To explain: What is the reason and how should the MS do it?
258d 30(5) against Council proposal is more precise, detailed and includes important conditions to ensure environmental control.
258f 30(6) against Council proposal is more precise, detailed and includes important conditions to ensure environmental control.
258h 30(9(1(c))) against Biogenic gas should be defined. It should be explained what kind of fuel is it ment.
258j 34a neutral
261 42(1(a)) neutral

262b 42(2a) against It is incomprehensible why installations are exempt from the requirementsspecified for waste incineration and co-incineration plants are to be covered by additional onesduties. At the same time, it should be noted that in accordance with applicable regulationsthese installations are not exempt from the obligation to obtain appropriate permits and submitannual reports.
262d 50(2a) Analysed
262f 55(2) against It is not clear what is the purpose of making the analysis reports publicly available - the analysis of these reports is the responsibility of the control authorities with qualified staff, while such reports may not be legible and understandable for the general public, which may cause unjustified public concerns about the operation ofwaste incineration and co-incineration.
262h 58(1) in favour PL support the amendment, it will require change of regulation on emission standards.
262j 63(2) in favour PL support the amendment, it will require change of regulation on emission standards.
262l 64(2(da)) in favour PL support the amendment, it will require change of regulation on emission standards.

262n 70(3) Analysed
269 70a Analysed

269a 70a in favour In the field of international trade of agri-food products, Poland, as a rule, presents the position that the requirements and standards of agricultural production that are in force in the EU should be enforced as far as possible also against agricultural import from third countries. For this reason, the EP proposal may be interesting for Poland, however, this issue would require deeper analysis.For PL it would be interesting EC position on this matter.
272 70b in favour PL is in favour unless there will be accepted recital 4a proposed by Council. Com. have less time to prepare guidelines
274 70c in favour
275 70c(1) To be explained by EP.
278 70c(2) in favour Same as Council amendment.
280 70c(2(b)) neutral
283 70c(2(e)) neutral

283a 70c(2(ea)) against
285 70c(4) in favour Same as Council amendment.

285a 70c(4a) in favour
288 70d(1) against PL support Council proposal. The operating rules should be laid down in implementing act.
289 70d(1) neutral
290 70d(2) against PL support Council proposal. It should be laid down in implementing act.
291 70d(3) neutral
294 70e(1) against PL support Council proposal. It should be laid down in implementing act.
299 70f(1) against PL support Council proposal. It should be laid down in implementing act.
310 70g(2(a)) neutral
319 70h(1(b)) in favour Same as Council amendment.
324 70i in favour
325 70i(a) in favour
326 70i(b) in favour
327 70i(c) in favour
328 70i(d) in favour
329 70i(e) in favour
330 70i(f) in favour

331a 70i(1a) in favour Same as Council amendment.
332 70i(2) against PE amendment states that it is necessary to take into account the size of individual herds species in mixed farms when defining operational rules, while the EP position does not include mixed farms as covered in directive.
333 70i(3) Analysed

333c 72(5) against PL is against as there is a heavy administrative burden, first of all there is obligation concerning permit summary.
335 73(1) neutral
336 73(1) neutral

338a 73(1(ba)) neutral
343 74(2) in favour Also deleted by Council
344 74(2) in favour Also deleted by Council
345 74(2(a)) in favour Also deleted by Council
346 74(2(b)) in favour Also deleted by Council
347 74(2(c)) in favour Also deleted by Council

347a 74(2a) against PL do not accept adding activities after prepared assessment
347b 74(2b) against PL do not accept adding activities after prepared assessment
360a 76(2a) against There is no need to additionaly prepare such list of installations. It is useful to use Industrial Emission Portal to prepare such list.

402a, 402b Annex I, 1.2a,b against Oil and Gas sector is already highly regulated and its emissions are closely monitored. Furthermore, new regulations (such as methane regulation) are in the pipeline, introducing new requirements on O&G companies.
410 Annex I, 2.3 aa in favour In our opinion, forges (consisting of a hammer or press) are generally not considered significant the sources of pollution and the main environmental impacts do not result directly from operation of hammers (or presses) but rather from heating activities. It also finds it reflected in the ongoing revision of the SF BREF which identified the KEI for the forge, includes energy efficiency and NOx and CO air emissions from kilns heating/reheating. The issue of noise, often associated with the operation of hammers, is already there sufficiently regulated by EU law, including through noise levels.
411 Annex I, 2.3ab in favour As explained in 410
412 Annex I, 2.3b in favour As explained in 410
413 Annex I, 2.3ba in favour As explained in 410
416 Annex I, 2.7 neutral
419 Annex I, 3.5(a) in favour

422, 423, 424 Annex I, 3.6(a,b) Poland is in favour of EP amendment to delete point 3.6(a) and leave only activities from point 3.6(b). Although Poland is against including silver as we consider this mineral has low environmental impact.
424a Annex I, 4.2(a) Analysed
424c Annex I, 5.2 in favour
427 Annex I, 5.3(a(i)) in favour Claryfing amendment.

445-450 Annex Ia Amendments analysed. Amendment on poultry conversion factors is the same as Council proposal, in the field of pigs, differs in the absence of a separate category of piglets weighing less than 20 kg. Poland can be flexible in this respect.
474b Annex III, 2 in favour Minor change.
474c Annex III, 5 in favour Minor change.
474d Annex III, 9 in favour Minor change.
474e Annex III, 11 in favour Similar to Council amendment.
474f Annex III, 12b in favour Minor change.
474k Annex V, 3.8 Analysed
474l Annex V, 3.10 Analysed

474m Annex VI, 6, 1.2 in favour Claryfing amendment.

474n Annex VI, 8, 1.2 against It is not understandable why the average values ​​for dioxins, furans and dioxin-like PCBs are to be determined during start-up and shutdown, even if no waste is burned.
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