
POLAND

Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised Directive) Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification)
Minimisation of emissions and related transitional provisions 

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
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.

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(4) 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

Innovation and industrial transformation
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 to set the requirements.
96b 5(4b) in favour It encourages for the choice of emerging techniques

Penalties and compensation

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 the

responsibility of the authorities. Detailed rules related to liability for damages should 

remain

within 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.
Public participation

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 is

convinced that permit summary would be a relevant administrative burden increasing

already significant workload imposed on the Competent Authorities. It should be 

stressed

that it’s just one of many additional elements which according to the proposal shall be

included 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.



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

14 Recital 4 in favour

Cattle should be deleted 

from the text, as the EP 

amendments do not wish to 

extend the scope of the 

directive to cattle. We 

support the reciprocity 

clause because we believe it 

is important that producers 

outside the European Union 

meet similar environmental 

standards on the basis of 

reciprocity to avoid 

competitive disadvantages 

in the market. We agree 

that the BAT should not 

include any 

recommendation that 

would lead to a shift from 

pasture-based systems to 

fully indoor rearing. 

30a Recital 20a in favour

39 Recital 29 red line

When establishing 

operating rules for rearing 

pig and poultry Hungary 

sticks to implementing act.  

54b Article 1                                                                         neutral

67b Article 1                                                                         neutral

70 Article 1 in favour

Cattle should be deleted 

from the text, as the EP 

amendments do not wish to 

extend the scope of the 

directive to cattle.

71 Article 1 neutral

73b Article 1 in favour

We support the extension 

of the definition of 

extensive livestock farming 

to organic livestock farming, 

as we have previously 

requested.

131 Article 14 red line
Hungary does not support 

including odour in the text. 

265 Article 70
Cattle should be removed 

from the text.

269 Article 70a  scope in favour

We agree with the 

amendment proposed by 

the EP to maintain the rules 

currently in force, in 

particular the lower 

thresholds under which 

certain poultry and pig 

holdings fall within the 

scope of the Directive. The 

Hungarian position 

previously, prior to the 

consultations, did not 

support the extension of 

the scope, neither the 

reduction of the animal 

number threshold nor the 

extension to the cattle 

sector, because it would 

impose a significant 

additional burden on both 

the livestock sectors and 

the authorities, while the 

benefits of the amendment 

would be marginal.

269a Article 70a in favour

We support the reciprocity 

clause because we believe it 

is important that producers 

outside the European Union 

meet similar environmental 

standards on the basis of 

reciprocity to avoid 

competitive disadvantages 

in the market.

272 Article 70b                                                     in favour

Publishing the guidelines on 

the criteria to consider 

different installations as a 

single unit earlier is 

preferable and help the MS. 

280 Article 70c                                                                  against

Hungary does not support 

measures increasing 

administrative burdens.

283a Article 70c against

Hungary does not support 

measures increasing 

administrative burdens.

285a Article 70 c                                                                          neutral

288 Article 70d red line
Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules. 

290 Article 70d red line
Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules. 

294 Article 70e                                                           red line
Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules. 

331 Article 70 i
Cattle should be deleted 

from the text. 

332 Article 70 i red line
Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules. 

360 Article 76 red line
Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules. 

361 Article 76 red line

Hungary does not support 

delegated act for operation 

rules (Article 70i). 

369 red line

Stick to Council Mandate, 

as legislation on criminal 

sanctions is a national 

competence, the general 

approach reflects this. 

370 red line

Stick to Council Mandate, 

as the legislation on 

criminal sanctions is a 

national competence, the 

general approach reflects 

this. 

371-374f against

Stick to Council Mandate, 

as legislation on criminal 

sanctions is a national 

competence, the general 

approach reflects this. 

378-381a against

Stick to Council Mandate, 

as the  legislation on 

compensation is a national 

competence, the general 

approach reflects this.

389 Directive 1999/31 EC                                             against
Hungary does not support 

18 month for transposition.

443a Annex I                                                                     in favour

We agree with the 

amendment proposed by 

the EP to maintain the rules 

currently in force, in 

particular the lower 

thresholds under which 

certain poultry and pig 

holdings fall within the 

scope of the Directive. The 

Hungarian position 

previously, prior to the 

consultations, did not 

support the extension of 

the scope, neither the 

reduction of the animal 

number threshold nor the 

extension to the cattle 

sector, because it would 

impose a significant 

additional burden on both 

the livestock sectors and 

the authorities, while the 

benefits of the amendment 

would be marginal.

444-447 Annex II                                                                                in favour

We agree with the 

amendment proposed by 

the EP to maintain the rules 

currently in force, in 

particular the lower 

thresholds under which 

certain poultry and pig 

holdings fall within the 

scope of the Directive. 

Written comments of Hungary on the amendments adopted by the European Parliament on 11 July 2023 on the Proposal for a Directive of the European 

Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 November 2010 on industrial 

emissions (integrated pollution prevention and control) and Council Directive 1999/31/EC of 26 April 1999 on the landfill of waste (COM(2022)0156 – C9-
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 Comments and proposals following WPE on the 5 september 2023 from Denmark.  

 
Line Article Position Comments (justification) 
56 Article 1(2) Against  It is stated in the explanatory memorandum that 

the revision seeks to support decarbonization, as 
one of the primary objectives, to achieve the goals 
of the European Green Deal. It is therefore 
striking that in the ‘Subject Matter’ (article 1) this 
focus isn’t replicated in the EP mandate. We fully 
support the addition of human health, but believe 
that it is equally important to add decarbonisation 
as a part of the subject in line with reduction of 
emissions into air, water and land and preventing 
the generation of waste. We therefore support the 
council mandate on this matter. 

13a; 59b and 131 Recital 3a; 
Article 3(1) 
point 2 and 
Article 14(1) 

Against It is important for us to stress that we can’t 
support the inclusion of odour as proposed by the 
EP. For the industrial installations we recognise 
odour alone as a valid nuisance the local 
environment, but would prefer not to include 
odour as suggested in definitions and throughout 
the amended proposal by the EP, not the least to 
distinguish clearly between the extremely 
hazardous substances currently covered, and 
odour, which in our view is somewhat more of a 
nuisance on its own and exclusively a local 
issue.Such amendment, as proposed by the EP, 
would be an example of over-regulation, as odour 
on its own not harmful. We must trust the local 
authorities to regulate, when it is a local issue, 
which can be compared to noise. 

23; 142b; 154; 
157; 474b 

Recital 13; 
Article 14(1) 
subparagraph 2, 
point e and 

In favour 
(neutral if It is 
already a part 

We are highly supportive of the inclusion of 
REACH and hazardous substances references 
several places in the directive as proposed by the 
EP. The evaluation of the IED concluded that 
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article 14a 
subparagraph 2  

of the council 
mandate) 

there is a need to strengthening the link between 
2010/75/EU (IED) and 1907/2006 (REACH) to 
better address the risk of the use of chemicals in 
installations, to protect both the environment and 
human health.  
 
Firstly, to support this ambition, the inclusion of 
ECHA in the (Sevilla) process for drafting BREF’s 
is positive and ensures focus on hazardous 
substances. Secondly, the obligation of the 
operator to evaluate the use of hazardous 
substances and analyse the possibility to 
substitute them with safer alternatives is a step in 
the right direction. The chemical inventory is 
linked with the environmental management 
system (EMS) and will be publicly available. 
Lastly, we are in favor of amendments – 
supporting the zero pollution ambition – such as 
the following:  
 

1) When setting emission limit values in 
permits, the competent authority needs to 
take into account the hazardousness of 
the substance (Art. 14.1)  
 

2) The competent authority must ensure 
through the permit that the operator, 
when using the most harmful substances, 
actively evaluates preventative and 
emission reduction measures (Art. 14.1)  
 

3) In the EMS the operator has to draft 
environmental policy objectives focusing 
on the prevention and reduction of the 
use and emissions of hazardous 
substances (Art. 14.1.a)  

 
4) The chemical inventory is strengthened as 

it not only focusses on presence of 
hazardous substances, but also on 
emissions. Besides the search for safer 
alternatives, the operator should also 
assess the reduction of the use and 
emissions of the most harmful substances 
(Art. 14.1.a)  

 
5) Ensuring that hazardous substances are 

considered an criteria for determining 
best available techniques (Annex III) 

26 and 175 Recital 16 and 
Article 15(3a) 

In favour We are positive towards the EP amendment, 
ensuring that BAT-AEPLs become indicative, if 
they are within the lower performing end of the 
mandatory range. We believe it is a good 
compromise between the Council mandate and 
Commission proposal. 
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370; 374; 374a; 
374e and 374f 

Article 79 Against (but in 
favour of L 
374a) 

The proposals from the EP are very 
comprehensive. Even though we understand the 
rationale behind, it would become very difficult to 
enforce for the competent authorities. However, 
we find the addition of paragraph 3, point ca, 
positive as it emphasizes the frequency of 
violations as stressed in the EP mandate. If an 
installation continues to violate national 
provisions, it should result in more significant 
penalties. We can support a horizontal approach, 
but at the same time ensuring national flexibility 
in accordance with the council mandate. 
 

378; 381; 38a; 
382a and 382b 

Article 79a Against We cannot support maintaining paragraph 4, as 
the reverse burden of causality is not feasible in 
reality. It would be very costly for an installation 
to prove that it was not contributing to a claimed 
damage. Furthermore, there would need to be 
provided sufficient legal security and 
predictability, which we believe isn’t sufficient 
provided with paragraph 5a and 5b, in the current 
proposal from the EP. 
 

89; 90; 91; 92; 
93; 94; 95; 96; 
96a; 96b; 96c; 
208a; 208b; 
209 and 209a 

Article 5(4) and 
24(2) 

Against Denmark supports the diminishing of 
administrative burdens and therefore doesn’t 
support the EP mandate, in regards to the permit 
summary. We are against the inclusion of the 
extensive requirements, as outlined in article 5 
paragraph 4 in the EP mandate, and we don’t see 
the need for summarizing information that should 
already be published and available in the permits.  
 
Moreover, with the council mandate it is 
mandatory to give access online and free of 
charge. It is thus important to stress that we are 
not against ensuring that an electronic permitting 
system are put in place as described in art. 5(2) in 
the EP mandate, but we support the council 
mandate on this matter. Denmark would stress, 
that if the permit summary will be a requirement, 
we propose to keep it short, non-technical and 
precise as below: 
 
Article 24(2)  
“2. When a decision on granting, reconsideration 
or updating of a permit has been taken after [OP 
please insert the date = the first day of 24 months 
following the date of entry into force of this 
Directive], the competent authority shall make 
available to the public, including systematically 
via 3  
 
the Internet, free of charge and without 
restricting access to registered users., in relation 
to points (a) and (b), the following information:  
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(a) the summary of the decision with an overview 
of the main environmental issues covered by the 
permit including a link to the permit.  
(b) Whether any derogation is granted in 
accordance with article 15(4) and 15(4a). “ 
 

239a Article 27a Against We do not understand the need for farmers 
representatives to assist INCITE, as livestock 
installations aren’t covered by this chapter, and no 
other narrow and specific group of representatives 
are mentioned. 

253; 254; 255; 
256 and 257 

Article 27d In favour 
(against 258a) 

Denmark supports that the transformation plans 
are adopted by a delegated act rather than an 
implementing act. We furthermore support the EP 
proposal to not postpone the deadline for 
developing the transformation plans far into the 
future.  
 
The provision in 27d(2) relating the inclusion of a 
transformation plan with the publication of BAT-
conclusions implies that the BAT-conclusions 
would be essential for the development of a 
transformation plan. In our understanding, the 
transformation plan is a strategic tool for the 
installations, which will be revised by the 
installations when new technology and new 
possibilities arise towards a greener production. 
There is no need to delay the transformation plans 
as the biggest industries already are on this track. 
In general, we support the EP proposals on this 
cluster. 
 
However, we do not see why there is a need for 
MS to require operators to assess the benefits of 
using digital tools. 
 

402a Annex I(1) point 
a 

Against We are against the inclusion of onshore oil and 
fossil gas in point 1.2a, as we do believe it is 
extensively covered by EU regulation, most 
importantly the directive (2013/30/EU) on safety 
of offshore oil and gas operations and especially 
the international OSPAR-convention.  
 

14; 70; 73b; 447; 
447a; 448; 449 

Recital 4; Article 
3 (23b); Article 
3 (23ca); Annex 
Ia  

Strongly 
against 

Firstly, the thresholds for pigs, sows and poultry 
are in accordance with the existing thresholds in 
the current and existing directive. This is worrying 
as the evaluation showed, that there is a need to 
expand the scope of the directive, not only 
increase the amount of these installations, but 
also other agri-industrial activities that causes 
harmful impacts on health and environment.  
 
We are now in a position where neither the 
Council or EP mandate are acceptable. Both 
proposals would lead to:  
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1) The ambitions and goals from the Green 
Deal and Zero Pollution, facilitating a 
sustainable and green industry, are not 
achievable with the general approach as it 
stands, due to the few agri-installations 
covered.  
 

2) The thresholds in the council mandate, 
will only include approximately 6 to 9 % 
of all farms in EU – the EP mandate is 
even lower. For cattle, with a threshold of 
350 LSU it is only between 1.6 to 2 % of all 
farms, which means that up to 98.4 % of 
all cattle farms are excluded from this 
directive. This means that around 80 % of 
European ammonia emissions from cattle 
would continue to be released without any 
requirements. In the case of the EP 
mandate, with a threshold of 750 LSU, no 
substantial number of cattle farms will be 
covered. The possibility to exempt farms 
that consist of less than two cows pr. 
hectare will only increase this drop in 
ambition.  

 
When addressing the possibility to exempt farms 
if they are “extensive production regimes”, it is 
important to understand the consequences of such 
definition. The Task Force on Reactive Nitrogen 
has provided a paper, that summarizes the 
consequences.  
 
Considering the ‘extensive farming’ definition, 
there is no commonly agreed definition. We would 
argue that an agronomic approach should be used. 
If we consider the threshold at 2 LSU/ha, it would 
lead to an extensive production regime leading 
unacceptable NH3-emission, N-deposition and 
exceeds the requirement of the EU Nitrate 
Directive. The threshold is extremely high, when 
considering the rationale which is to exclude 
“small, extensive rearings”, as about 60 % of the 
EU livestock live on farms below a threshold of 2 
LSU/ha. The median EU LSU (including cattle, 
pig and poultry) lives on a farm with a density of 
ca 1.6 LSU/ha. In other words, 50% of LSU are on 
farms with < 1.6 LSU/ha, which means that a 
substantial share of non-extensive farms would be 
excluded from the new IED scope, with the result 
that ammonia and nitrate emissions are likely to 
be above acceptable levels for the environment. 
  
If we are to take the stated objectives behind the 
IED-revision seriously, which are to reduce 
emissions of ammonia and nitrates and thereby 
improving air, water and soil quality, the current 
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negotiation position of both the Council and 
European Parliament are unacceptable.  
We thus suggest the following amendments to 
address the concerns expressed:  
 
Annex Ia, paragraph 1  
"Rearing of cattle or pigs in installations of 150 
livestock units (LSU) or more, excluding rearing 
of cattle or pigs in installations operating under 
extensive production regimes, where the stocking 
density is less than [Insert: 0.5 LSU/ha for 
dairy cows with a production of 8,000 kg 
milk/year or more and 1 LSU/ha for dairy 
cows below 8,000 kg milk/year and other 
cattle, and for pigs less than 1 LSU/ha] 
[Insert: land with permanent grassland (>5 
years)] used only for grazing or growing fodder 
or forage used for feeding the animals in the 
installation . [Insert: A threshold of 0.5 
LSU/ha shall apply for higher-yielding 
dairy cows; a threshold of 1 LSU/ha shall 
apply for the remaining cattle and a 
threshold of 1 LSU/ha for pigs, to take 
account of the higher efficiency of pig 
production)].”  
 
The point behind creating a new chapter, new 
operating rules and a simpler permitting (or 
registration) regime, was to cover more pigs- and 
poultry rearings and a substantial number of 
cattle farms for the first time. If we just maintain 
the same thresholds and basically exclude cattle, 
there is no real need for a revision of the directive 
and certainly not a new chapter for these 
activities. The whole point behind this revision 
fails.  
 
We therefore strongly encourage to – as 
mentioned above – to lower both the ratio 
between LSU and ha for ‘extensive production 
regimes’ and to lower the thresholds for pigs, 
poultry and cattle farms in accordance with at 
least the thresholds in the council mandate (L447; 
L447a and L448) or as proposed below:  
 
Annex Ia, paragraph 1  
“Rearing of cattle, in installations of 150 livestock 
units (LSU) or more. “  
 
Annex Ia, paragraph 2  
“Rearing of pigs or poultry in installations of 200 
livestock units (LSU) or more.”  
 
Annex Ia, paragraph 3  
“Rearing of poultry in installations of 200 
livestock units (LSU) or more.” 

 



THE NETHERLANDS

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

20 rec. 10

against

The addition of in particular emissions of PBTs is too limiting to the relation that 

should be established between IED and REACH. 

The recital as proposed by commission and supported by council mandate is 

focused on all emissions and the relation of REACH in general. 

The addition of the EP cherry picks one hazardous property (instead of all those 

mentioned in article 57 of REACH), and with it limits the goal of this recital.  We are 

in favour of the Commission proposal.

29 rec. 19 in favour Addition of looking at the cumulative effects is good

56 art. 1 in favour Addition of the word "continuously" before reduce emissions is good as it underlines that a one time reduction of emissions is not enough. 

56b in favour zou goed zijn als benadrukt wordt dat deze herziening ook bijdraagt aan vermindering watergebruik. Wordt volgens mij in richtlijn wel aandacht voor gevraagd. Expliciet in scope kan focus op waterbesparende industriële processen stimuleren. EP amendement steunen

56d article 1, paragraph 2b (new) against It does not clarify the subject matter of the IED but only confuses it. Different people read different things in this paragraph. Furthermore, this proposal is not relevant to the IED as the IED is a (main) instrument for permitting. Social and fair transition are very important but (environmental) permits are not suited to bring this about. 

59b and d, 13a, 131 article 3 (2) scrutiny reservation With regard to odour in the IED the Netherlands has a scrutiny reservation - inclusion of odour is a change of scope and more time is needed to be able to assess the consequences for the different sectors in the IED
61b against in favour of council mandate

61d article 3 (5a) neutral

61f article 3 (9) in favour

61h 1, 3ac neutral doesn't really change the meaning of this article

61h article 3 (10) neutral

61i article 3 (10) in favour

63 article 3 (12) in favour

65 article 3 (13a) against it's unclear what is meant bij this proposal

65c not necessary EP 13 a en b niet nodig

65e article 3 (14) neutral

67 a, b 1,3ac neutral preference for the old definition 

70 1, 3e red line Cattle must be part of the directive as it is responsible for the absolute and relatively highest emission of methane and ammonia in the Netherlands and in Europe.  

71 1, 3e1 against The Netherlands finds it important that cattle is included (see above (line 70, article 1,3e). 

73b 1, paragraph 3 and art against The Netherlands are not  in favour of the definitions from the European Parlement and the Council for extensive farming. We think the number of 2 LSU is far too high, it should be only 1 LSU! Furthermore, in the fact that ground may only be used for grazing (and fodder for your own animals and not for sale) should be part of the definition as fodder can be used for other purposes and has no effect on the emissions.  Having said that, we think that the amendment of the EP with regard to the minimum days livestock has to be outside is an improvement. Furthermore, we do not support the extension of the definition with other animals than cattle and pigs. 23ca) ‘extensive farming’ refers to a type of animal rearing characterised by low levels of input per unit area of land, based on extensive practices, with livestock unit density equal to or less than 2.0 LSU per hectare (LSU/ha density) used for grazing, or based on farming practices certified in accordance with Regulation 2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 on organic production and labelling of organic products, with livestock unit density equal to or less than 2.0 LSU per hectare (LSU/ha density) used for grazing or foraging, or rearing practices where livestock pigs, poultry and dairy cows below 8,000 kg milk/year and other cattle, is subject to transhumance practices at least 180 days per year or as long as climatic conditions allow, in particular in alpine regions.

75 article 3 (48) in favour

76 article 3 (49) in favour

77 article 3 (50) in favour

78 article 3 (51) against Its unclear why this definition is different then the definition in article 3 point 3aa (rule 61d). NL proposes to bring this definiton in line with the other definition. 

80 article 3 (53) neutral

81 - 83 article 3 (53) neutral the examples of what may be included are superfluous

86 a,b,c against too far reaching 

88b article 5, paragraph 2 neutral

88-96 neutral For the general public the Netherlands thinks it important that permits are published. Also the Netherlands does see a use for a summary of permits (for the public).

90-95 article 5, paragrhaph (4), (4a), (4b) and (4c)neutral

96 article 5, paragrhaph (4) second paragraphneutral

96a article 5, paragrhaph 4 a new neutral

96e 1, 15a in favour it is desirable that the competent authority keeps nearby activities in mind in the permitting procedure
98-103 neutral
103a  in favour we support explicit attention for the need to inform drinking water companies 

113 EP in favour support for EP amendement

116 Article 9, paragraph (2) in favour This is an important issue for the NL. 

116c Article 11 (c) scrutiny reservation It places to much emphasis on 'odour' emission; while odour emission is only one type of emission vrom industrial facilities. 

118 Article 11 (fa) in favour

119 Article 11 (fa) neutral

120c Article 12 (c) scrutiny reservation It places to much emphasis on 'odour' emission; while odour emission is only one type of emission vrom industrial facilities. 

120d Article 12 (f) scrutiny reservation It places to much emphasis on 'odour' emission; while odour emission is only one type of emission vrom industrial facilities. 

123 Article 13 (1) in favour

123b Article 13 (1a) new in favour

125b Article 13 (3) in favour

125f Article 13 (5) in favour

125h Article 13 (6) neutral

131 article 14 (1) a scrutiny 

reservation 

with regard to odour in the IED the Netherlands has a scrutiny reservation - 

inclusion of odour is a change of scope and more time is needed to be able to 

assess the consequences for the different sectors in the IED

131 art 14(1)a against We strongly prefer the Council mandate position with regard to hazardous substances. And should see if this is acceptable (together with the addition of article 14(1)ab.)If this is not possible (in the sphere of compromise): vIf EP wants to include a list then instead of the mention of SVHC list we need to push for the inclusion of ELVs for substances fulfilling the criteria of article 57 or substances addressed in restrictions in annex XVII to regulation (EC) No 1907/2006.’ 

134 Article 14 (1), subparagraph 2 neutral

134b art 14(1)ab The EP has not taken up a position here as it has reacted to the commission proposal. We are not aware of the EP position on our Council Mandat proposal here. It is however and important additiobn and we should strongly push for our proposal.

136 art 14(1)b in favour

138 Article 14 (1), subparagraph 2, (ba) neutral

140b Article 14 (1) subparagraph 2, point (c), subpoint (ii) newin favour

148 Article 14a (1), first subparagraph neutral EMS

149 Article 14a (1), second subparagraph neutral EMS 

150 Article 14a (2) neutral EMS
154 art 14a 2(a)iii against THE EP has not proposed a change to the commission proposal. We think the proposal from the council mandate is much preferable and stronger than the commission proposal. Therefore we should push for the council mandate position in order to add in the EMS the goal of preventing or reducing emissions of hazardous substances.

157 art 14a 2(d) against The EP has not yet responded to our council mandate proposal thus we do not yet know their full position on this. However, we have a preference for the position of the council mandate over the proposal from the EP. Thus our first position should be to push for our council mandate proposal. If the EP has a strong preference for their proposal we should ask for clarification on what is meant with relevant hazardous substances. If they mean those substances that are present or emitted we might be able to accept their proposal.

159a Article 14a (2) second subparagraph neutral EMS

159b Article 14a (2) third subparagraph neutral EMS

159c Article 14a (2) fourth subparagraph neutral EMS

160 Article 14a (3) neutral EMS
164 in favour

171 article 15 (3), first subparagraph In favour of 

strictes 

available 

emissions limit 

The NL supports that the competent authority shall set the strictest achievable 

emission limit values, not only when there are new or amended BAT conclusions, 

but also when the permit is granted or updated or within ten years following the 

entry into force of this Directive, whichever is the sooner. This because the cycle 
174a article 15 (3), second subparagraph a in favour

175 article 15 (3a) neutral

181 article 15 (4), fourth subparagraph in favour but 

superfluous 

here

For the NL it is important that a given derogation should be reviewed in 4 (or 5) 

years time, but since this is already covered by article 15 (4) fifth paragraph (line 

182) it seems superfluous to also mention it here. if chosen to leave it here, then it 

should be brougth in lin with the text in article 15 (4) fifth paragraph (line 182) by 
182 article 15 (4), fifth subparagraph neutral For the NL it is important that a given derogation should be reviewed in 4 (or 5) 

years time. The NL is neutral with regard to the question whether this should be 4 

or 5 years. 

183e article 15 (4b), second subparagraph in favour geen derogatie als er mogelijk een overschrijding van een milieukwaliteitsnorm is (immissienorm)

183f Article 15 (4a), subparagraph 5 new neutral For the NL it is important that a given derogation should be reviewed in 4 (or 5) 

years time, but since this is already covered by article 15 (4) fifth paragraph (line 

182) it seems superfluous to also mention it here.

183h Article 15 (4b) new against The netherlands prefer the version of the Council Mandate (rule 183b), because it 

accentuates this derogation only applies in case of a crisis due to extra ordinary 

circumstances beyond the control of the operator and Member States.

opmerking voor Marije: hier zijn Margret en Rommy voorstander van de milieuraadversie

187 article 15a (1) in favour

188 article 15a (2), first subparagraph in favour

189 article 15a (1) in favour

190d Article 16 (2a) (new) in favour

192 Article 16 (3) against The NL disagree with this proposal because we have questions about the practical 

implementation of this monitoring obligation for the operator. The NL find it 

important that the burden of proof of the effects of a derogation on the receiving 

environment lies with the operator. Therefore we support that the operator is 
192a Article 17 (1) in favour

196 Article 18 third paragraph neutral

197 Article 18 fourth paragraph in favour: 

additon 'and 

loads'

Team industriele emissies heeft niet gekeken naar tekstvoorstellen over water.

197b article 19 neutral

197d article 20 (1) neutral

197f article 21 (1) against The Netherlands is against reviewing all permits every 8 years as this requires a lot 

more capacity than the competent authorities have at this moment. Apart from the 

costs associated with reviewing all permits, with the present shortages of labour, it 

is unlikely that competent authorities are able to recruit enough competent people 

Gezien de discussie nav het OVV rapport heeft RWS het idee 

bij IenW genoemd om een termijn vast te leggen waarin 

vergunningen herzien moet worden. Hier in dit voorstel wordt 

8 jaar genoemd. Dat vinden Magret en Rommy wel passen 
197h Article 21 (3) subparagraph 1, point a in favour

199f Article 23 (4) subparagraph 2 neutral

199h Article 23 (4), subparagraph 5 neutral

201b Article 24 (1), point b in favour

208 Article 24 (2) neutral NL vergunningen zijn vaak onvindbaar op websites, dus ik vraag me af of het EP daarom een tekst heeft toegevoegd dat het om een eenvoudig vindbare website moet gaan. Ben ik overigens wel mee eens; zou zeer zeker in NL verbeterd moeten worden.

208b Article 24 (2) point a a (new) neutral

210c Article 24 (2) point e neutral

212 Article 24 (3) neutral

214 Article 24 (3), point b against NL disagrees with this proposal. It increases the administrative burden unnecessary. Its not a cost effective measure.

261 Article 42(1) first paragraph, point (a) neutral

262b Article 42 (2a) new neutral

262d Article 50 (2a) new in favour

262f Article 55 (2) against The purpose of the amendment is not clear

262l Article 64 (2) neutral

262h article 58 (1) in favour • Agree with this proposal

• A new proposal (NL): Also add very persistent and very mobile (vPvM) 

substances to article 58.

Touraj:

• Mijn voorstel is zeer persistent en zeer bioaccumulerend 

(vPvB) stoffen ook toevoegen aan artikel 58, conform het 

ZZS-beleid.

• Dit komt door de gewijzigde CLP verordening 

(EG)1272/2008 (vanaf 20 april 2023 is van kracht). De 

indeling van stoffen als PBT/vPvB is nieuw. 

• Er geldt een overgangsperiode: voor stoffen die nieuw zijn 

op de Europese markt moeten bedrijven vanaf 1 mei 2025 

voldoen aan de gewijzigde CLP verordening (EG) 1272/2008. 

Voor stoffen die al op de Europese markt zijn, geldt dat 

bedrijven per 1 november 2026 aan de eisen van de 

gewijzigde CLP verordening moeten voldoen.

262j Article 63 (2) in favour NL agrees with this proposal. Where an existing installation undergoes a substantial 

change, or falls within the scope of this Directive for the first time following a 

substantial change, that part of the installation which undergoes the substantial 

change should always be treated as a new installation and not as an existing 

installation, no matter if the total emission of the whole installation does not 

exceed those that would have resulted had the substantially changed part been 

treated as a new installation. BAT conclusions for new installations are in general 

stricter then BAT conclusions for existing installations and should apply when there 

is a substantial change.

262 m&n art. 70 in favour The netherlands are in favour of adding the proposed monitoring standards
269 art. 70a red line The Netherlands can't agree with a higher treshold then agreed in the Environment Council and skipping cattle and mixed farms. The Netherlands already had to compromise a lot in the council. The Netherlands are in favour of the originally proposed threshold of 150 LSU with no exceptions. The thresholds should be clear. Exceptions like extensive farming should be part of the operating rules were on specific content considereations can be made.  Cattle must be part of the directive as it has relatively and absolute the largest emissions on methane and ammonia.                                                                                                                                                                  The thresholds in the council mandate, will only include approximately 6 to 9 % of all farms in EU – the EP mandate is even lower. For cattle, with a threshold of 350 LSU it is only between 1.6 to 2 % of all farms, which means that up to 98.4 % of all cattle farms are excluded from this directive.OF against: The Netherlands are in favour of the 150 LSU,
269a art. 70a 1. against 2. red line1. The addition of import in a directive for the environment is not the logical  place and could lead to conflicting guidelines. Thus, the Netherlands are against this proposal.                                                                                                        2. The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council.  The operating rules will contain essential elements as regional differentiation must be kept in mind, and the subject is very political involvement of the memberstates, NGO's and the sector is needed. Therefore, the delegated act must be replaced bij an implementing act.
272 art 70b in favour and againstThe Netherlands are in favour of the idea of considering installations in an economic or legal relationship as a single unit. The sentence Member States shall ensure that this rule is not used to circumvent the obligations set out in this directive can let to confusion as this article is meant to not circumvent this directive. We suggest to skip this sentence.

275 art. 70c in favour The Netherlands are in favour of keeping the mandatory permit procedure for the  thresholds in the current directive. Otherwise it would be a roll back
285a art. 70c Against (neutral if the period is longer)The Netherlands support this section, because we believe that given the potential financial impact on operators, a close examination and evaluation of the suggested regulations is vital to ensure the sustainability of the sector. However, two years could be too short to properly identify the impact and financial consequences of the installations.

288 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1), first subparagraphred line  The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council.  The operating rules will contain essential elements. Therefore, a delegated act is not acceptable. Furthermore, the option for the method of calculation is crucial to manage monitoring and administration costs, this is now covered in line 289 of the EP Mandate section.

289 art 70d neutral

290 art 70d red line The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council.  The operating rules will contain essential elements. Therefore, a delegated act must be replaced with an implementing act.

291 art 70d neutral The addition of manure management may hold additional significance.

294 art 70e red line The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council.  The operating rules will contain essential elements. Therefore, a delegated act must be replaced with an implementing act.

299 art 70f red line The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council.  The operating rules will contain essential elements. Therefore, a delegated act must be replaced with an implementing act.

324 & 331a against The Netherlands wants to keep the article of the council

331 neutral 
332 art 70i red line 1. The Netherlands are against the exception of regulation of extensive farming for all livestock. The agreed exception in the council for extensive farming was merely intended for the cattle and pig sector. Therefore, we can't agree that this also wil count for other animals such as poultry. 2.  The Netherlands take a REDLINE position on the articles in which the EP proposes a delegated act instead of the proposed implementing act of the Council for livestock.  The operating rules will contain essential element. Therefore, a delegated act is not acceptable.

333 art 70i against The Netherlands are AGAINST the suggested timeframe. 42 months is too short for the competent authority to check and adjust the permit conditions, given the large numbers of large livestock farms in the Netherlands. Furthermore, the delegated act must be replaced bij implementing act. 

333c Article 72 (5) new neutral

335 Article 73 (1), the first and the second supbparagraphsagainst the addition of the text 'while taking into consideration the need for a just and inclusive industrial transition' is confusing and should be left out. Different people read different meaning in this text. door het op een algemene plek te zetten ipv hoofdstuk 2 (IPPC) geldt het voor alle vergunningplicht. De vraag is of het dan ook voor veehouderijen gaat gelden als lidstaten voor veehouderijen kiezen voor de vergunningplicht. Want dat zou dan extra administratieve lasten betekenen die lidstaten die kiezen voor meldingsplicht bij veehouderijen niet hebben.

336 Article 73 (1), second paragraph neutral

338a Article 73 (1), second paragraph, point (ba)against NL disagrees with this addition. The review should not take into account the level 

playing field with regard to environmental performance requirements of the 

industry within the Union and in third countries. The protection of the environment 

in third countries is less than in the Union. That does not mean that the Union 

should do less; a level playing field on the requirements of environmental 

protection should only take into acount the Union and not third countries. It's 

possible that strict environmental rules in the Union will cause outsourcing, but 

environmental rules are only one of the considerations that a company makes to 

decide if it will stay in the Union or go to third countries. For example infrastructure 

and political stability are usually better in the Union then in third countries. 

347a Article 74 (2a) new neutral

347b Article 74 (2b) new neutral

360a Article 76 (2a) new neutral

370

art 1, 1st para, point (31) amending 

provision, (2) neutral No problem with fines related to omzet
OSPAR Convention 

374

art 1, 1st para, point (31) amending 

provision, (3a) against The Netherlands is against a link between penalties and compensation. The proceeds from fines should not necessarily be used to compensate the community for the damage that has occurred locally, including the social consequences of ending economic activities.The fines should not be used for the compensation of the purposes of art. 79a 
Offshore safety directive (EU/2013/30) – emissions have to be reported in this framework (including methane emissions)

374f neutral Guideline 94/22/EG: Guideline with regard to the requirements to permitting and using permits for prospection, exploration and production of hydrocarbons.

378 art 1, 1st para, point (32) amending 

provision, (1)
in favour Suggestion: Member States shall ensure that, where damage to human health has 

occurred as a result of a violation of national measures that were adopted pursuant 

to this Directive, the individuals affected have the right to claim and obtain 

compensation for that damage from the relevant natural or legal persons, and, 

where appropriate, from the relevant competent authorities responsible for the 

violation.

2015/2193: guideline to restrict emissions of certain polluting substances in the air of medium sized stookinstallations.Council mandate voorstel houdt in de laatste bijzin: “and, where appropriate, from the relevant competent authorities responsible for the violation”  te schrappen. Volgens mij zou je deze optie willen behouden omdat aansprakelijkheid ook door overheden kan worden veroorzaakt. Bovendien heb je deze mogelijkheid ook via staatsaansprakelijkheid, dus waarom hier dan uitsluiten? 

379 art 1, 1st para, point (32) amending 

provision, (2)
neutral / in favour This is not a red line for the Netherlands, but we do see the advantage for countries 

where legal protection is not as strong as in some other countries. the Netherlands 

isi in favour of adding this 

Regulation for trade of greenhousegases;

382 art 1, 1st para, point (32) amending 

provision, (5)
in favour Proposal for a Methane regulation; (is in trilogue phase);

385b Article 11, point (g) neutral

402a en 402b Annex I, paragraph 3, point

1.2
against This has been regulated already (see the email), and no additional environmental 

gaines are expective whereas it does increase the administrative burden of 

companies

The Netherlands are against coverage of offshore and onshore oil- and gas industry by the IED as this is already covered by numerous other regulations and directives, amongst others

424c Annex I, paragraph 3, subparagraph 3, point 5.2in favour And of course the Netherlands has national laws with regard to oil- and gas industry

427 Annex I, paragraph (5.3), point (i) neutral the addition of examples is superfluous Proposal for a Methane regulation; deze wordt op dit moment ingevoerd (trioloogfase);Wat wij ook zien is dat dit dus met name voor vergunningverlening een enorme uitdaging zal zijn, terwijl de te bereiken milieuwinst de vraag is. (NL heeft offshore +/- 150 platforms en onshore ook +/- 150 locaties.) Het OSPAR-verdrag is immers ook van kracht, waarin ook emissie-eisen voor lozingen naar water zijn gesteld. Onderstaand geef ik in elk geval een overzicht van de wet- en regelgeving zoals die op dit moment al van kracht is óf op dit moment ingevoerd wordt, zowel op internationaal niveau als op nationaal niveau. Of dit het volledige overzicht is, weet ik niet. 

443a red line, scrutiny reservation The Netherlands wants cattle in the directive because cattle causes absolute and relatively the highest emissions on ammonia and methane.   Scrutiny reservation is needed for seeking out the consequences from the new LSU's.European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register; deze wordt op dit moment herzien en gaat over in de Industrial Emissions Portal Regulation, ook hierin wordt ook de O&G-sector opgenomen.

444 against The Netherlands are against the proposal from the EP for deleting whole annex II (Annex Ia livestock) as this is necessary information to execute this directive and it includes cattle. Offshore safety directive (EU/2013/30); ook hierin moeten over (o.a. methaan)emissies gerapporteerd worden.

445 against The Netherlands are against the proposal from the EP for deleting whole annex II (Annex Ia livestock) as this is necessary information to execute this directive and it includes cattleRichtlijn 94/22/EG: Richtlijn betreffende de voorwaarden voor het verlenen en gebruik maken voor het verlenen van vergunningen voor de prospectie, de exploratie en de productie van koolwaterstoffen.

446 against The Netherlands are against the proposal from the EP for deleting whole annex II (Annex Ia livestock) as this is necessary information to execute this directive and it includes cattle2015/2193: Richtlijn beperkingen van emissies van bepaalde verontreinigende stoffen in de lucht door middelgrote stookinstallaties.

447 1, para 3 and art 70a against The Netherlands are not  in favour of the definitions from the European Parlement and the Council for extensive farming. We think the 2 LSU is to high, only ground for grazing should be part of the definition as the ground for foddler can be used for other purposes and has no effect on the emissions.  Having said that. We think that the amendment of the EP is more clear about what the minimum days livestock has to be outside.                     However, in the definition we would like to replace livestock with pigs, poultry and dairy cows below 8,000 kg milk/year and other cattle . 23ca) ‘extensive farming’ refers to a type of animal rearing characterised by low levels of input per unit area of land, based on extensive practices, with livestock unit density equal to or less than 2.0 LSU per hectare (LSU/ha density) used for grazing, or based on farming practices certified in accordance with Regulation 2018/848 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 May 2018 on organic production and labelling of organic products, with livestock unit density equal to or less than 2.0 LSU per hectare (LSU/ha density) used for grazing or foraging, or rearing practices where livestock pigs, poultry and dairy cows below 8,000 kg milk/year and other cattle, is subject to transhumance practices at least 180 days per year or as long as climatic conditions allow, in particular in alpine regions.
448 against The Netherlands are against the proposal from the EP for deleting whole annex II (Annex Ia livestock) as this is necessary information to execute this directive and it includes cattleOSPAR Convention:

474a in favour Ook hierin worden emissies naar water geregeld en eisen daaraan gesteld. Ook het gebruik van chemicaliën wordt daarin geregeld en de vergroening daarvan.

474b in favour

474b Annex III, point 2 in favour Nationaal:

474c Annex III, point 5 neutral vraag me af waarom het nodig is om 'digital tools toe te voegen. Het deel over 'and changes in scientific knowledge and understanding;' staat al in de huidige rieMijnbouwwet

474e Annex III, point 11 against The NL is against the proposal to add the text 'and the workers', because protection of the workers falls not within the scope of the IED. Wet milieubeheer; per 1 januari 2024 Omgevingswet en onderliggende AMvB’s en regeling

474k Annex V, Part 3, paragraph 8 third subparagraphin favour Activiteitenbesluit; per 1 januari 2024 Besluit activiteiten leefomgeving (Bal) e.a. besluiten onder Ow

474l Annex V, Part 3, paragraph 10, second subparagraphin favour In NL wetgeving ook afspraken gemaakt over emissies voor NOx. Deze zijn vastgelegd incl. salderen voor NOx-emissies.

474m Annex VI, Part 6, point 1.2 against Adding the text 'the latter' can be read that only reference methods to calibrate shall be performed according to CEN-standards. 

474n Annex VI, Part 8, point 1.2 against NL disagrees with this proposal because the distinction between procedures for dioxins and other pollutants is not clear.



ITALY

Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised 

Directive)

Position (towards EP 

AM)
Comments (justification)

position 

legenda

54a + 54b title against

"and agricultural" is incongruous since IED 

doesn't treat in general all agricultural practices. 

At most it can be used "agro-industrial", or " 

intensive farming"

in 

favour

red line

56 art. 1 (1) against

The word "continuosly" is inapprorpiate, since 

the goal is not to keep the prescriptions 

unchanged. Perhaps it was meant "with a 

process of continuous improvement" or 

"progressively" 

in favour

56b art. 1 (2.bis) against

Unnecessary and badly worded paragraph. The 

operator has not to improve "resource 

efficiency", but "process efficiency to reduce 

resource use "

neutral

56c + 56d art. 1 (1bis) against

Misleading, could be interpreted in the sense of 

allowing less ambitious environmental 

requirements for operators pursuing meritorious 

social goals. 

against

59d Art. 3 (2bis) neutral

The concept is acceptable, but the clarification 

"living in the proximity" is unnecessary and 

inprecise, as the odour could damage in distant 

fallout nearby areas or by people who do not 

live nearby, but for example work there.

against

red line

61d art. 3 (5bis) against

in Italy, limits are by definition binding. Here, as 

in recital 16, we are talking about non-binding 

limits, an expression that is an oxymoron in our 

legal system.

61e + 61f Art. 3 (9) against

The concept of "duration of the permit" is 

misleading. The IED authorization is not 

intended to expire (like the EIA), but to be 

renewed while remaining valid. If intention is to 

refer to changes that extend the time for 

achieving performance targets, the text "or an 

extension or an extention of the duration of the 

permit" should be reworded as "or an 

enhancement of an installation or a 

postponement of the time set in the 

authorization for the achievement of specific 

environmental performances" 

61c art. 3 (10.c)
against 

red line

While "environment as a whole" and "climate" 

are elements for which it can be assessed in 

general when the technique reaches usyally a 

high level of protection, speaking about "human 

health" this assessment is highly dependent on 

the recipient, and on other factors not related to 

the techniques (e.g. worker training, external 

emergency plans, ...) and governed by other EU 

rules. 

65 art. 3 (13bis) against

The word "binding" is not consistent (a range is 

not binding, at most its upper end of the range 

is) and it is still incongruous to talk about it in the 

definitions (it will be binding to the extent that it 

will be specified in the IED provisions)

65a + 65c art. 3 (13 bisbis e bister) neutral
 Note: a treatment plant could be subject to both 

directives if it receives civil wastewater and 

industrial wastewater separately.

67 art. 3 (17) neutral
Commission, EU Parliament and Council seem to 

agree with this definition. In the spirit of 

compromise Italy can accept it.

77 art. 3 (50) neutral
EU Parliament and Council seem to agree with 

this definition. In the spirit of compromise Italy 

can accept it.

78 art. 3 (51) neutral Italy prefers the EU Parliament definition, but 

the Council version is as well acceptable

81 art. 3 (53a) against

 In this way, levels of consumption of raw 

materials are excluded without reason. It should 

also be noted that recital 9 introduces a 

prevalence of the energy efficiency criterion 

over all other IED assessments, and this is 

unacceptable.

86d + 86e art. 3bis against

The proposal will have serious procedural 

effects. In case of dispute, the CA should keep 

the information away from the public and 

decide whether to suspend the procedure (with 

obvious delays, which could also conflict with EU 

obligations) or grant the permit without giving 

the public the opportunity to see the 

documentation in question, then undermining 

the validity of the permit in case such 

documentation is then recognized as to be 

published.  Furthermore, there is no possibility 

of appeal by the public

88b art. 5 (2) against  Unjustified increase in administrative burden 

and disposition incoherent with the paragraph

91 art. 5(4) neutral

Parliament, see also recital 6, takes up the 

Commission's idea of requesting a summary of 

the permit. This is an administratively 

burdensome task, but it could guarantee 

optimal results in terms of exchange of 

information and uniform application of the 

standard.

96a art. 5(4bis) neutral

 It is noted that the Parliament considers that 

the EU Commission's impact assessment need 

some improvement. The question arises as to 

what measures can be taken if the result of that 

ex-post  valutation is that the provisions have 

been too ambitious.

96b art. 5 (4ter) against
It concern not only the IED authorisation, but it 

would be an unic authorisation (including EIA) 

which goes beyond the scope of this Directive

96e art. 6 neutral the EU Parliament specification on GBR seems 

unnecessary, but it is acceptable

100+101+102 art. 7 (1.a) neutral Italy prefers the Council version, but the EU 

Parliament version is also acceptable

103 art. 7 (1.b) in favour

red line

the Commission's version and Parliament's 

version are manageable, the Council's is not. 

The sanitary protection of the population must 

be taken care of by the health authorities, which 

must be properly alerted, not by the IED 

authority. For example, the CA cannot handle 

any problems related to pandemic infection.

103a + 104 art. 7 (1a) neutral Italy prefers the Council version, but the EU 

Parliament version is still acceptable

106 + 107 + 108 + 109 + 110 + 111 + 

112 + 113 + 113a
art. 8 (1 , 2 , 2a) against

Italy prefers the Council's version. It seems 

improper to talk about "compliance", as well as 

limit the attention to violations of the directive 

(the permit can contain much more), and give 

so much emphasis to the problems on drinking 

water. But a compromise position is possible

114 Art. 8 (3) against 

red line

Disproportionate.  Literally a violation that lasts 

two days, regardless of its severity, determines 

the obligation to stop the installation

113b art. 8 (3bis) against
 The judge is deprived of the possibility of 

expressing itself with provisional decisions 

(precautionary suspensions)

116c art. 11 (1.c) against

 incongruous addition. The change to the 

definition of pollution already makes it clear that 

it also includes odour emissions. Talking it here 

in these terms strongly compromises the 

integrated approach of the IED (there is no a 

priori  themes prevailing over the others)

385d art. 11 (1.f) against

In principle, it is not the responsibility of the IED 

to guide industrial choices. The CA can not be 

less ambitious in terms of installation 

performance because (compared to another) 

the operator guarantees  that it supplies energy 

from renewable sources insted of fossil fuels

385c art. 11 (1.g) against 

red line

 Italy believes that IED can not guarantee 

measures to protect human health in a broad 

sense, e.g. also for safety at work, anti-covid 

prophylaxis, external safety plans ..

123 art. 13(1) neutral

Superfluous, but acceptable. Consideration of 

health aspects is already a practice in the Seville 

process, and the involvement of the EEA is 

reasonable
125 art. 13(2) neutral Superfluous, but acceptable.

125f art. 13(5) neutral

 It is not clear what happens if the Commission 

fails to meet the timetable. We lose the work 

done in Seville and we have to start again with a 

new updated data collection?

140b + 142 art. 14 (1 c1bis) neutral

Italy believes that here, as in Recital 12, it is 

more reasonable to "involve the other bodies in 

the procedure", instead of asking that they 

should be "consulted" (a term that could lead to 

an administrative block in cases of non-

response). We suggest to use "involve" insted 

of "consult" 

163+164 art. 15(1) against

Italy considers that paragraph 1 should be 

redrafted, maintaining its rationale, to take 

account of operational problems in the 

application. In this respect, Parliament's 

wording is even less manageable than that of 

the Council

171 + 174 + 174a art. 15(3) neutral
the wording of the paragraph is not optimal in 

any version, but both that of the Council and 

that of the Parliament seem acceptable

178 art. 15(4.b) in favour

red line

 This change is inconsistent with the 

considerations added in the recital 15a, since it 

refers only to disposal plans, and not also to 

improvement plans. Italy asks that the article is 

made consistent with the recital adding 

improvement-transformation plans.

181 + 182 art. 15(4) neutral

The provision limiting the duration of the 

derogation is ineffective (as the derogation may 

be repeated), and conceptually incorrect if the 

derogation is motivated by geographical or 

environmental needs, as it is not likely to expect 

these needs to cease in 5 years.

183b art. 15(5) against Italy supports the Council in the introduction of 

this new paragraph 

187 + 188 + 189 + 190 art. 15a against
Italy considers the reference inappropriate, as 

the permit can define different measurement 

systems

190b art. 16 (2) against 

red line

 Further reducing these frequencies is not 

acceptable. Perhaps Parliament has large plants 

in mind, but the directive applies to more than 

50,000 plants, mostly small and medium-sized, 

for which it is already complicated (if not 

prohibitive) to guarantee the current 

frequencies (5 and 10 years) and for which it has 

often already been ascertained (with the 

exention of the obligation of Baseline Report) 

that such monitoring is basically useless. 

However, these are minimum frequencies, 

which are suitably refined where they are really 

needed.

192 art. 16 (3) against 

red line

This is a paragraph that has been deeply 

discussed in the Council, to consider that IED 

competences must be coordinated with those in 

the field of environmental quality. Although the 

Council's version is not yet optimal (the 

operator's monitoring should be on the effects 

caused, and not on the state of the 

environment) it is certainly better than that of 

the parliament, which does not consider this 

problem at all.

192a art 17 neutral superfluos but acceptable
196 art 18 in favour maybe superfluos, but oportune

197 art. 18 against 

red line

This is a paragraph that has been deeply 

discussed in the Council, to consider that IED 

competences must be coordinated with those in 

the field of environmental quality. Although the 

Council's version is not yet optimal (the 

operator's monitoring should be on the effects 

caused, and not on the state of the 

environment) it is certainly better than that of 

the parliament, which does not consider this 

problem at all.

197d Art. 20(1) against

the provision makes it impossible to apply in a 

short time (before 6 months) technological 

developments of low or no impact, and 

therefore would determine an unjustified 

penalization of the EU industry. In Italy, two 

months are enough.

197f art. 21(1) against
good idea, but eight years are too few, for Italy 

this would entail a procedural burden of the 

order of 20%

197j art. 21(3a)
in favour

red line

The provision is valid, but it only covers cases of 

transition plans expiring in 2035, while the 

directive will also apply later. It seems 

necessary to reformulate the provision to allow 

it to return to a general criterion of derogation, 

and therefore also to transformation plans 

subsequently defined with other 

environmentally sound objectives, rather than 

to a one-off derogation to be granted for the 

first transition plan.

199 art. 21(5c) neutral

Commission, EU Parliament and Council seem to 

agree with this paragraph. Italy can accept it. 

However Italy notes  the lack of an obbligation 

to revise permit in case of new evidences of 

sanitary problems .

199b + 199d art 22 neutral Italy prefers the original formulation
199f + 199h art 23 neutral Italy prefers the original formulation

208b art. 24 (2) neutral

Parliament, see also recital 6, takes up the 

Commission's idea of requesting a summary of 

the permit. This is an administratively 

burdensome task, but it could guarantee 

optimal results in terms of exchange of 

information and uniform application of the 

standard.

214 art. 24(3b) against  large administrative burden for residual benefit 

215b + 217 + 218b art. 25 neutral Italy prefers the council proposal
220 + 221 + 221b art 26 neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

227 art 27 neutral Italy prefers the council proposal
233 + 239a + 241 art 27a neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

247 art 27b neutral Italy prefers the Parliament proposal
250 art 27c neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

253 + 254 + 254a + 254b + 256 + 257 art 27d neutral Italy prefers the Parliament proposal
255 + 258 + 258a art 27d neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

254b art 34a neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

262d art 50 against

The provision presents insurmountable technical 

difficulties. In principle, it is reasonable to 

require emissions to be quantified also in 

OTNOC periods, but to provide for their 

measurement at such stages (in particular for 

micropollutants) is impracticable.

262f art 55 neutral Italy prefers the council proposal
262h art 58(1) neutral Italy prefers the council proposal
262j art 63(2) neutral Italy prefers the council proposal
262l art 64(2) neutral Italy prefers the council proposal

262n art 70(3) neutral
It would seem appropriate to clarify a potential 

ambiguity of the provision as to what it means 

that a CEN method is not available.

269 art. 70a(1) in favour

red line

Cattle exclusion and threshold at 750 for new 

entries respond to Italian reservations about the  

compromise text voted by Council

269a art 70a (1a) neutral

Import limits are envisaged which, on the one 

hand, seem difficult to manage, and on the 

other, it seems incongruous not to provide for 

the other production sectors subject to IED.

272 art. 70b against the EU Council text is clearer

275 + 285a art. 70c neutral

It is noted that the parliament considers the EU 

Commission's impact assessment not sufficient. 

The question arises as to what measures can be 

taken if the result of the ex-post assesment is 

that the provisions have been too ambitious

333c art. 72 (5) against

It seems to be an issue that should be dealt with 

in the Regulation and not in the Directive. It also 

introduces obligations on the internal 

organisation of data that are not foreseen 

elsewhere. 

347a art. 74 (2bis) against
Here, as in recital 3, Italy does not welcome the 

possibility of giving the EU Commission the 

power to extend the scope of a directive

360a art 76(2a) against

Identifying the top 200 polluters is misleading in 

the IED. It can be an interesting exercise for the 

EU Registry portal, but not for the IED. For IED 

purposes it doesn't matter how much the 

installation pollutes, but how efficiently it does 

it. With the same production, a large, very 

efficient installation (district heating plant) is 

better, for the environment as a whole, than 

hundreds of small, inefficient plans 

(autonomous heating boilers).

368 369 + 370 + 371 + 372 + 373 + 

374 +374a + 374b + 374c + 374d + 

374f

art. 79
against 

red line

The EU Council text is much better. Recital 31 is 

also misleading. It does not necessarily mean 

that there is damage, nor that it only affects 

neighbouring populations. If we can decide how 

to use the proceeds of sanctions, we would 

rather use them to strengthen controls.

378 + 379 + 381 + 381a + 382 + 382a 

+ 382b
art. 79a

against 

red line

Here too, the EU Council's text is much better. 

There is still an attempt (see also Recital 33) to 

draw a parallel with the discipline of 

occupational safety, without taking into account 

that we are not talking about situations in which 

one can assume complete control (and 

therefore complete responsibility) of the 

operator over all risk factors (as in the case of 

occupational safety), including the health of the 

recipient and pressures from other sources. At 

the same time, the administration cannot be 

blamed for the problem (see paragraph 32), 

because the polluter is still responsible.

  

402a + 402b AnnexI - 1.2bis - ter against

Extending the scope to prospecting and 

cultivation of hydrocarbon extraction on land 

and offshore does not seem to be an issue that 

can be introduced at the last minute, in 

particular for prospecting (which is not made of 

permanent units and therefore maybe does not 

fit with the definition of installation)

410 + 411 + 413 AnnexI - 2.3 aa ab ba in favour the elimination of those controversal points is 

appropriate
443 Annex Ia neutral Italy can accept the proposal

456 Annex II
against 

red line

In line with the integrated cross-media 

approach, Italy recognises the need to consider 

the environmental costs of achieving 

benchmark performance, not just the benefits.

460 + 461 Annex II
against 

red line

The assessment of the discounted cost of the 

investment presupposes the guarantee of a 

time horizon for reaching the break-even point, 

which is not, however, provided for in the 

proposed text.

474e Annex III - 11 against

The proposed text would give the IED 

responsibility for safety at work (contrary to the 

relevant regulations), while seeming to exclude 

verification that accidents do not cause health 

problems for the population.

474f Annex III - 12b neutral Italy can accept the proposal
474g + 474j Allegato IV neutral Italy can accept the proposal



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

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 Art. 3 (12) against Council position is clearer vs benchmarks

64a Art. 3 (12a) in favour Council position

65

65a

65b

65c

65d

65e

66

67 Art. 3 (17) neutral

67a

67b

68

69

70

71

72

73

73a

73b

74

75

76

77 Art. 3 (50) in favour

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

79

80

81

82

83

86a

86b

86c

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

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) in favour Council position

134b 14 (1) subpara. 2 ab) in favour 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

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) in favour

166 15 (1) subpara. 2 c) in favour

167 15 (1) subpara. 2 d) in favour

168 15 (1) subpara. 3 in favour

169 15 (1) subpara. 4 in favour

170 15 (2)

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

172 15 (3) subpara. 1 a) in favour

173 15 (3) subpara. 1 b) in favour

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) in favour

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

452 Annex II

453

454

455

456 Annex II 1.1 neutral

457 Annex II 1.2 in favour

458 Annex II 1.3 in favour

459 Annex II 1.3. a) in favour

460 Annex II 1.3. b) in favour

461 Annex II 1.3. c) in favour

462 Annex II 1.4 in favour

463 Annex II 1.5 neutral

464 Annex II 2.

465 Annex II 2.1

466 Annex II 2.2 in favour

467 Annex II 2.3 in favour

468 Annex II 2.4 in favour

469 Annex II 2.5 in favour

470 Annex II 3. in favour

471 Annex II 3.1

472 Annex II 3.2

473 Annex II 3.2. a)

474 Annex II 3.2. b)

474a

474b

474c

474d

474e

474f

474g Annex IV (1) introductory part neutral

474h Annex IV (3) neutral

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

474j Annex IV (5a) new neutral

474k



 

POLAND 

Following the WPE meeting held on 1st September 2023 please find attached in excel file 
Polish written reaction on chosen amendments to the directive 2010/75/UE on Industrial 
Emissions (IED) indicated in Presidency note  WK 10695/2023 INIT of 29th August 2023. 

We would like to additionally highlight the following issues that are important for Poland: 

Art. 5(4) 

Poland is in favour to delete permit summary as it was agreed in General approach. Poland 
is convinced that permit summary would be a relevant administrative burden increasing 
already significant workload imposed on the Competent Authorities. It should be stressed 
that it’s just one of many additional elements which according to the proposal shall be 
included in the permit. 

Since the entire permit including any changes of thereof is already available online for each 
IED installation there will be limited added value associated with publication of the 
summary. 

Moreover we would like to stress that IED installations are often very complex what is also 
reflected in the permit’s format. Therefore it may be not feasible to elaborate on this basis 
a short and comprehensive summary. Also permits conditions for different IED activities 
types may vary significantly in terms of requirements considered relevant eg. there are 
totally different priorities for landfill, LCP or car coating, what in practise would mean totally 
different formats of the summary. 

Art. 79  

We fully support agreements in General approach to delete references to the annual 
turnover and income from the paragraph 2. We 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, we should keep in mind that companies with relatively low annual turnover could 
cause substantial damage in the environment. 

Art. 79a 

We strongly support General approach which deleted the text indicating the responsibility 
of the authorities. Detailed rules related to liability for damages should remain within the 
competence of the Member States. 

Annex I, point 1.2 

Poland is against EP amendment, that is adding this new activities to the scope of IED. 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. 

Annex I, point 2.3 

PL can accept EP amendment.  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. 

Annex I, point 3.6 



 

PL can accept 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.  

 



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

70

Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(e) - 

(23b) against

Latvia does not support EP 

proposed changes

Latvia supports Council's 

mandate and keep the 

definition

447-448 Annex II, amending provisions against

Latvia does not support EP 

proposed changes

Latvia supports Council's 

mandate

197f

Article 1, first paragraph, point (15c), 

amending provision, Article 21, first 

paragraph against

Latvia does not support EP 

proposed amendments

369-374f Article 79 against

Latvia does not support EP 

proposed amendments

378-382b Article 79a against

Latvia does not support EP 

proposed amendments

Written comments on behalf of Latvia 

Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2010/75/EU on industrial emissions
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WRITTEN COMMENTS – SK – WPE Sept 1, 2023 

Line (of the four column 
document) 

Article (of the revised 
Directive) 

Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification) 

96 Article 1, first 
paragraph, point (5), 
amending provision, 
numbered paragraph 
(4), second 
subparagraph 

SK suggests to delete this provision or 
to extend the deadline by which MS 
shall submit to the Commission an 
assessment on the measures needed 
due to the changes of this Directive. 

The reason why SK is proposing a change lies in the fact 
that measures to make the permitting process more 
efficient may include the integration of other directives. 
For this reason, SK is of the opinion that it is difficult to set 
a fixed deadline for submitting to the Commission an 
assessment on the measures needed due to the changes of 
this Directive. SK is also of the opinion that in the event 
that the Commission considers that this article constitutes 
a large administrative burden, SK proposes to remove this 
article. 

113a Article 1, first 
paragraph, point (6), 
amending provision, 
Article 8, paragraph 2a 
(new) 

SK thinks that this should be 
investigated further. 

 

59d Article 1, first 
paragraph, point (3)(-b), 
amending provision, 
Article 3, paragraph 1, 
point (2a new) 

SK proposes to delete this provision. Provision concerning definition of olfactory pollution is 
according to SK too general and there is need to clarify in 
more detail how to establish if the sickness is caused by 
the installation and not by for example local heating.   

 



SWEDEN

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

Cluster 1 (Art. 1-15 a  IED)

53-56d Art. 1 Neutra l  

86e Art. 3 a Against

SE finds  the fi rs t point superfluous , as  i t i s  only a  

reference to the Directive 2003/4/EC. Points  2 to 4 

apply regardless  of who publ ishes  the 

information and require that operators  are given 

the opportunity to request confidentia l  treatment 

before publ ication and that the competent 

authori ty assesses  the request within one month. 

Points  2 to 4 are not in accordance to the Swedish 

consti tution. 

88a-88b Art. 5 (2) Neutra l

91 Art. 5 (4)(1 a) In favour

SE i s  in favour of the requirement for the summary 

and the proposals  in genera l .  The requirement to 

make permits  and summaries  ava i lable should, 

however, be regulated col lectively in Article 24 (2). 

96 Art. 5 (4)(2) In favour

96a Art. 5 (4 a) Against

Proposal  gives  ri se to increased costs  with 

doubtful  benefi ts .

96b Art. 5 (4 b) Against

SE would prefer a  goal  to faci l i tate efficient and 

predictable permit processes  for a l l  insta l lations , 

instead of having a  fast track for certa in activi ties , 

which would inevi tably mean delayed permit 

processes  for other activi ties . 

96c Art. 5 (4 c) Against Ibid

96d-96e Art. 6 (2) In favour

SE i s  in favour of clari fying under which conditions  

GBR can be used. 

103a Art. 7 (1 a) Neutra l

104 Art. 7 (2) Neutra l

108 Art. 8 (1)(2) In favour

109 Art. 8 (2)(1) intro Neutra l

113 Art. 8 (2)(2) Neutra l

113a Art. 8 (2 a) Neutra l

SE prefers  that the operator has  the respons ibi l i ty 

of informing drinking water and wastewater 

operators  of any breach of compl iance affecting 

drinking water resources .

113b Art. 8 (3 a) Neutra l

114 Art. 8 (3) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

115a Art. 8 (3 b) Neutra l

116 Art. 9 (2) Against

Against deleting Art 9.2 and in favour of EU 

Counci l 's  proposal , which gives  flexibi l i ty on 

impos ing requirements  relating to energy 

efficiency. 

116b-116c Art. 11 (1 c) Against

Ol factory pol lution i s  a l ready included in the 

defini tion of pol lution, thus  no need to regulate i t 

aga in.

385c-385d Art. 11 (1 f) In favour

In favour of addition of requirements  to promote 

use and production of renewable energy to the 

principles  governing the bas ic obl igations  of the 

operator. However, SE prefers  that "renewable" i s  

replaced by "foss i l -free" energy.

118 Art. 11 (1 fa) In favour

In favour of addition of requirement of recycl ing to 

the principles  governing the bas ic obl igations  of 

the operator.

119 Art. 11 (1 fb) Against

Against deletion of requirement of taking into 

account l i fe-cycle performance of the supply chain. 

This  perspective i s  important in order to achive CE.

385b-885c Art. 11 (1 g) In favour

In favour of addition of human health to the 

principles  governing the bas ic obl igations  of the 

operator. 

120b Art. 12 (1 b) Neutra l

120c Art. 12 (1 c) Neutra l

120d Art. 12 (1 f) Against

Against requirement that the appl ication for the 

permit shal l  include quanti ties  as  concentrations  

for ol factory

emiss ions . Ol factory emiss ions  are not a  nuisance 

in i tsel f. If none is  dis turbed by ol factory 

emiss ions  from a  speci fic plant, there should be 

no need to measure the emiss ion. 

123 Art. 13 (1) Neutra l

123a-123b Art. 13 (1 a) Neutra l

125 Art. 13 (2)(2) Neutra l

125a Art. 13 (3)(1) Netura l

125b Art. 13 (3)(2 d) Neutra l

125e-125f Art. 13 (5) In favour

Time l imits  make the process  more predictable 

and are a  good complement to the trans i tional  

provis ions  cons idering when new BAT-conclus ions  

are publ ished.

125g-125h Art. 13 (6) Neutra l

129a-129b Art. 14 (ia ) Neutra l  

130-131 Art. 14 (1) (a) In favour

In genera l  in favour of a l igning with pol lutants  

according to Annex II  IEPR though not in favour of 

addition of odour emiss ions .

133-134 Art. 14 (1) (aa) In favour

In favour of reference to Art. 3(5a) which s tipulates  

indicative environmental  performance va lue 

within

the binding range.

135-136 Art. 14 (1) (b) Neutra l  

137-138 Art. 14 (1) (ba) Neutra l  

140a-140b Art. 14 (1)(c) (i ia ) Neutra l  

142a-142b Art. 14 (1 e) Neutra l  

144a-144b Art. 14 (2 a) Neutra l  

148 Art. 14 a  (1)(1) Against/Neutra l

It i s  unclear what i s  meant by wording "genera l  

nature". According to Art 14. 1 (bb) permit 

conditions  should include appropriate 

requirements  for an environmental  management 

system as  la id down in Art. 14 a .

149 Art. 14 a  (1)(2) Against

It should not be required that environmental  

veri fier i s  certi fied according to EMAS s ince EMAS 

is  not the only EMS which can be implemented 

according to IED. EMAS is  used in BAT conclus ions  

as  an example of an EMS cons is tent with BAT but 

other EMS can be used as  long as  they meet BAT-

requirements . 

150 Art. 14 a  (2) Neutra l  

151-155 Art. 14 a  (2)(b) Against

SE i s  aga inst omitting the l i fe cycle environmental  

performance of the supply change.  

157 Art. 14 a  (2)(d) Neutra l  

159-159c Art. 14 a  (2) Neutra l  

160 -

163 Art. 15 (1) In favour

In favour of taking into account effects  on 

treatment plants  when determining the emiss ion 

l imit va lues

of the insta l lation.

164 Art. 15 (1)(a) Neutra l  

171 Art. 15 (3) intro Neutra l  

174a Art. 15 (3) Neutra l  

175 Art. 15 (3a) In favour/against

In favour of the indicative environmental  

performance va lues  within the range of BAT-AEPL. 

However, the EP's  proposal  i s  not cons is tent, s ince 

according to other EP proposals  i t i s  not quite 

clear whether the intention is  that the upper l imit 

va lue i s  binding (see art 3 (5a) (AM44) 14 (1) (aa) 

(AM101). SE i s  in favour of trans i tional  provis ions  

according to art 2a(1) in Counci l ’s  proposal . 

178 Art. 15 (4)(b) Neutra l  

181 Art. 15 (4)(4) In favour

SE i s  in favour of time-l imited derogation s ince 

the requirement imply that s tricter ELV wi l l  apply 

sooner.

182 Art. 15 (4)(5) Neutra l  

183c Art. 15 (4a)(1-2) In favour

More flexibi l i ty (see Articles  3(5a), 14 (1)aa, 

15(3a)).

183d Art. 15 (4a)(3) In favour Same as  Counci l 's  proposal .

183e Art. 15 (4a)(4) In favour

In genera l , same as  Counci l 's  proposal . Flexible 

concerning EQS.

183f Art. 15 (4a)(5) In favour SE i s  in favour of re-assess ing every 5 years .

183g Art. 15 (4a)(6) In favour Same as  Counci l 's  proposal .

183h Art. 15 (4b) Neutra l

187 Art. 15 a  (1) Neutra l

188 Art. 15 a  (2)(1) Neutra l

189 Art. 15 a  (2)(2) Neutra l

Cluster 2 (Art. 16-70i  IED)

190a-190b Art. 16 (2) Neutra l

190c-190d Art. 16 (2a) Neutra l

192a Art. 17 (1) Neutra l

196 Art. 18 (1) Neutra l

197 Art. 18 (2) Neutra l

197a-197b Art. 19 Neutra l

197c-197d Art. 20 (1) Neutra l

197e-197f Art. 21 (1) Against

SE cannot accept a  mandatory recons ideration of 

permits  every 8 years , due to the adminis trative 

burden this  would enta i l  for both relevant 

authori ties  and operators .

197g-197h Art. 21 (3a) Neutra l/against

SE opposes  the trans i tional  provis ions  in art. 

15(3a). Neutra l  in other aspects . 

197i -197j Art. 21 (3) Neutra l

199a-199b Art. 22 (2) Neutra l

199c-199d Art. 22 (3) Neutra l

199e-199f Art. 23 (4)(2) Neutra l

199g-199h Art 23 (4)(5) Neutra l

201a-201b Art. 24 (1b) Neutra l

208 Art. 24 (2) Neutra l

208a-208b Art. 24 (2a) Neutra l

210b-210c Art. 24 (2e) Neutra l

212 Art. 24 (3) Neutra l

214 Art. 24 (3b) Neutra l

215a-215b Art. 25 Neutra l

217 Art. 25 (1) Neutra l

218a-218b Art. 25 (3) Neutra l

220 Art. 26 (1) Neutra l

221a-221b Art. 26 (4a) Neutra l

228 Art. 27 (1) Neutra l

233 Art. 27 a  (2) Neutra l

239a Art. 27 a  (3 e a) Neutra l

241 Art. 27 a  (g) Neutra l

247 Art. 27 b  (1) In favour

SE i s  in favour of prolonging the time for testing of 

emerging techniques  from 24 months  to 26 months  

as  wel l  as  the clari fication of what happens  after 

that period. 

250 Art. 27 c In favour/neutra l

SE finds  i t important to avoid loopholes  that give 

operators  additional  time to achieve BAT without 

any rea l  investments  in emerging tecniques . 

253 Art. 27 d (1)(1) Neutra l/against

Neutra l  overa l l , aga inst that the transformation 

plans  wi l l  not be on insta l lation level  as  that i s  

what i s  regulated through the Directive.

254 Art. 27 d (1)(2) Against/neutra l

SE i s  aga inst delegated acts . Neutra l  in terms  of 

time l imit and addition of a  susta inable, clean, 

ci rcular, and cl imate-neutra l  economy by 2050. 

254a Art. 27 d (1) Neutra l

254b Art. 27 d (1 a) Neutra l

255 Art. 27 d (2)(1) Neutra l

256 Art. 27 d (2)(2) Neutra l/against

SE i s  neutra l  to clari fication on the plans  

indicative nature. Against change from 

implementing act to delegated act.

257 Art. 27 d (3) Against/neutra l

SE i s  aga inst changing "operator" to "company", as  

i t i s  the insta l lation/operator and not the 

companies  as  such that fa l l  under the scope of the 

Directive. Neutra l  to amendment on updates .

258 Art. 27 d (4) Neutra l/against

Neutra l  to the date being postponed with s ix 

months  and that the Commiss ion wi l l  review the 

content and format by 2035. Against change from 

implementing act to delegated act.

258a Art. 27 d (4a) Neutra l

258c-258d Art. 30 (5) Neutra l

258e-258f Art. 30 (6) Neutra l

258g-258h Art. 30 (9) Neutra l

258i -258j Art. 34 a In favour

261 Art. 42 (1 a) Neutra l

262a-262b Art. 42 (2 a) Neutra l

263c-262d Art. 50 (2 a) Neutra l

262e-262f Art. 55 (2) Neutra l

262g-262h Art. 58 (1) In favour

SE i s  in favour of adding substances  that are 

class i fied as  pers is tent, bio accumulative and 

toxic or endoctrine dis truping under Regulation 

(EC) No 1272/2008.

262i -262j Art. 63 (2) In favour

SE i s  in favour of treating parts  of exis ting 

insta l lations  that undergo a  substantia l  change or 

fa l l s  within the scope of the IED as  a  new 

insta l lation.

262k-262l Art. 64 (2)(da) Neutra l

262m-262n Art. 70 (3) Neutra l

269 Art. 70 a(1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

269a Art. 70 a(1a) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal   

272 Art. 70 b(1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

274 Art. 70 c ti tle SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

275 Art. 70 c(1)

SE needs  more time to analyse 

proposal  

278 Art. 70 c(2) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

280 Art. 70 c(2 b) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

283 Art. 70 c (2 e) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

283a Art. 70 c (2 ea) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

285 Art. 70 c(4) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

285a Art. 70 c(4a) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

288 Art. 70 d (1)(1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

289 Art. 70 d (1)(2) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

290 Art. 70 d(2) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

291 Art. 70 d(3) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

294 Art. 70 e (1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

296 Art. 70 e (3) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

299 Art. 70 f (1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

308a? Art. 70 g (1 ca) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

310 Art. 70 g (2 a) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

319 Art. 70 h (1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

324-330 Art. 70 i  (1) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

331a Art. 70 i  (1 a) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

332 Art. 70 i  (2) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

333 Art. 70 i  (3) SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

Cluster 3 (Art. 71-79 + annexes  to IED) 

333c Art. 72 (5) In favour

SE i s  pos i tive to the connection between IED and 

the Industria l  Emissons  Porta l .

335 Art. 73 (1)(1) Neutra l

336 Art. 73 (1)(2) Neutra l

338a Art. 73 (ba) Neutra l

343-347 Art. 74 (2) In favour

SE i s  in favour of removing the option of a l tering 

the annexes  through delegated acts . 

347a Art. 74 (2 a)

Against emiss ion l imit va lues , in 

favour to other amendments

347b Art. 74 (2 b) Against

SE i s  aga inst the poss ibi l i ty of adding minera ls  

through delegated acts . SE i s  negative to the 

poss ibi l i ty to add any minera ls .

360a Art. 76 (2 a) In favour

SE i s  in favour of the Commiss ion establ ishing a  

l i s t of the 200 most pol luting insta l lations .

370 Art. 79 (2) Against

SE i s  aga inst having any percentage of the 

operator's  annual  turnover as  a  bas is  for 

ca lculating the fines . 

374 Art. 79 (3 c) Against

374a Art. 79 (3 c a) Neutra l

374e Art. 79 (3 a) Against SE i s  aga inst earmarking revenue from penalties .

374f Art. 79 (3 b) Against

SE i s  aga inst the Commiss ion monitoring 

implementation of penalty regimes , as  this  

should be adjusted to national  systems and not 

through guidel ines  from the Commiss ion. 

378 Art. 79 a  (1) Against

SE i s  aga inst including the competent authori ty in 

the ci rcle of l iable enti ties  from which individuals  

have the right to cla im and obta in compensation 

for damage to human health.

381 Art. 79 a  (4) Against

SE i s  aga inst including any rules  on the burden of 

proof.

381a Art. 79 a  (4 a) Against

SE i s  aga inst including procedual  rules  that fa l l  

within the competence of Member States .

882a Art. 79 a  (5 a) Against

SE i s  aga inst the obl igation of creating a  system to 

col lect and publ icise clear and consti tent 

scienti fic data. 

882b Art. 79 a  (5 a) Against

SE i s  aga inst an obl igation on submitting relevant 

scienti fic data  on the causal i ty l inks  between 

certa in types  of pol lution and certa in health 

conditions  to the European Environmental  Agency.

Annex I

402a Point 1.2 a In favour

SE i s  in favour of adding the exploration, 

production, gathering and process ing of onshore 

oi l  and foss i l  gas  to the scope of the Directive.

402b Point 1.2 b In favour Ibid in terms  of offshore oi l  and foss i l  gas .

410 Point 2.3 aa Neutra l

411 Point 2.3 ab Neutra l

412 Point 2.3 b In favour

SE i s  in favour of the higher l imit va lue proposed 

by the Parl iament. 

413 Point 2.3 ba Against

SE i s  aga inst removing opertation of smitheries  

with forging presses  the force of which exceeds  10 

mega-newton per press .

416 Point 2.7 Against

SE i s  aga inst that only l i thium-iod batteries  are 

included and that the l imit va lue should be 

419 Point 3.5 a In favour SE i s  in favour of adding and .

422 Point 3.6 In favour/neutra l

SE i s  in favour or neutra l  that industria l  minera ls  

has  been excluded and that there i s  a  poss ibi l i ty 

by way of Art. 74 (2a) to make additions . Against 

not having a  l imit of on s i te and industria l  sca le. 

423 Point 3.6 a In favour/neutra l

SE i s  in favour or flexible that industria l  minera ls  

has  been excluded and that there i s  a  poss ibi l i ty 

by way of delegated act accordning to article 74 

(2a) and (2b) to make additions .

424 Point 3.6 b Neutra l

424a Point 4.2 a Neutra l/against

SE prefers  that the emiss ion l imit va lues  be 

expressed in tonnes  instead of MW when i t comes  

to hydrogen.

424c Point 5.2 Neutra l

427 Point 5.3 a  i Neutra l

- Annex Ia -

443a SE needs  more time to analyse proposal  

- Annex II -

463 Point 1.5 Neutra l

- Annex II I -

474b Point 2 In favour

SE i s  in favour that and other substances  of high 

concern has  been added. 

474c Point 5 Neutra l

474d Point 9 In favour

SE i s  in favour that recycl ing has  been added to 

the cri terias  and that decarbonisation has  been 

474e Point 11 Neutra l

474f Point 12 b In favour

SE i s  in favour that negative impact for biodivers i ty 

has  been added to the cri terias . 

- Annex IV -

474g Paragraph 1 Neutra l

474h Paragraph 3 In favour

SE i s  in favour that i t has  been added that the 

publ ic have a  right to comment in time before a  

decis ion i s  made.

474i Paragraph 5 Against

SE i s  aga inst that i t has  been removed that the 

deta i l s  on how the publ ic should be informed is  

decided by the member s tates .

474j Paragraph 5a Neutra l

- Annex V -

474k Part 3, paragraph 8 (3) In favour

SE i s  in favour that i t has  been added that the 

operator should inform the competent authori ty 

within three months  and that the time l imits  are 

clear. 

474l Part 3, paragraph 10 (2) In favour Ibid in terms  of time l imits .

- Annex VI -

474m Part 6, point 1.2 Neutra l

474n Part 8, point 1.2 Neutra l
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Line (of the four column document) Article (of the revised Directive) Position (towards EP AM) Comments (justification)

59b 5 (2) against No added value to the change of the definition to include odour. against

59d 3 (2a) against No added value to have specific definition of olfactory pollution.

61d 3 (5a) against The current EP text on relevant environmental performance levels is very unclear and confusing. Hovewer, CZ could agree with the idea of binding lower (less stringent) levels with possibility of derogation and indicative higher (more stringent) levels.neutral

65 3 (13a) against The current EP text on relevant environmental performance levels is very unclear and confusing. Hovewer, CZ could agree with the idea of binding lower (less stringent) levels with possibility of derogation and indicative higher (more stringent) levels.

73b 3 (23ca) against No added value to the definition. It is not used in subsequent text.

78 3 (51) against The current EP text on relevant environmental performance levels is very unclear and confusing. Hovewer, CZ could agree with the idea of binding lower (less stringent) levels with possibility of derogation and indicative higher (more stringent) levels.red line

96a 5 (4a) against No added value. Administrative burden.

96b 5 (4b) against No added value. Administrative burden. It is a parallel authorisation model that would be used very rarely.

114 8 (3) red line Critical infrastructure (district heating plants, etc.) could be closed down by such a strict formulation.

116c 11 (c) against No added value to have specific link to olfactory pollution.

131 14 (1) (a) against No added value to cover odour in this provision. 

175 15 (3a) against The current EP text on relevant environmental performance levels is very unclear and confusing. Hovewer, CZ could agree with the idea of binding lower (less stringent) levels with possibility of derogation and indicative higher (more stringent) levels.

183a 15 (4a) against The current EP text on relevant environmental performance levels is very unclear and confusing. Hovewer, CZ could agree with the idea of binding lower (less stringent) levels with possibility of derogation and indicative higher (more stringent) levels.

258d 30 (5) against Generally against opening up new technical parts of the IED for discussion.

262a – 262n 42 / 58 /63 / 64 / 70 against Generally against opening up new technical parts of the IED for discussion.

269a 70a against The EP provision is related to the regulation of the market and not to the protection of the environment.

275 70c red line The EP provision would prevent the registration procedure from being applied to farms already covered by the IED. Therefore, the potential to reduce administrative burden would not be realised. 

332 70i (2) red line Against the adoption of operating rules as a delegated act.

347a 74 (2a) red line Against the extension of Annex I via delegated act.

347b 74 (2b) red line Against the extension of Annex I via delegated act.

370 79 (2) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity.

374e 79 (3a) against Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity.

379 79a (2) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity.

381 79a (4) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity.

381a 79a (4a) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity.

382a 79a (5a) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity. Administrative burden.

382b 79a (5b) red line Strong support of GA. EP text goes against principle of subsidiarity. Administrative burden.

402a Annex I (1.2a) against In general, the IED is not an optimal regulatory tool for such a specific activity as gas exploration.

402b Annex I (1.2b) against In general, the IED is not an optimal regulatory tool for such a specific activity as gas exploration.

474g - 474n Annex IV - Annex VI against Generally against opening up new technical parts of the IED for discussion.



BELGIUM

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

against

54b Article 1, first paragraph, point (-1), amending provision, first paragraph against With the proposed thresholds in Annex Ia of the EP the change is not acceptable - thresholds are similar to the current IED. If thresholds in Annex Ia move towards the COM/Council proposal it might be acceptable. neutral

56 Article 1, first paragraph, point (1), amending provision, first paragraph neutral a combination of EP and Council proposal is the way forward red line

56d Article 1, first paragraph, point (1b), amending provision, Article 1, paragraph 2b (new) against this proposal is not relevant for the IED. The IED is the main instrument for permitting and (environmental) permits are not suited for regulating social and fair transition. 

59b Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(-a), amending provision, Article 3, paragraph 1, point (2) neutral the EP proposal is acceptable

59d
Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(-b), amending provision, Article 3, paragraph 1, point (2a new)

against if oudour is picked up in 59b there is no need for a broad definition here. Odour is taken up in BREF's and BAT-conclusions

61d Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(aa), amending provision, first paragraph neutral our understanding is that the EP proposal states that the BAT-AEPL range is binding, but the EPLV are indiciative within the range (see also line 65). This has to be clarified. In general BE favors binding BAT-AEPL

61g, h, i Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(ac), amending provision, first and second paragraph in favour EP proposal is acceptable

65 Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(c), amending provision, first paragraph neutral definition of EPLV of EP is clear but might be limitative. The Council proposal is broader and preferable.

65a Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(c), amending provision, first paragraph a against Do we need a defintion of IWWTP? Sometimes a UWTTP is also (partly) used for treating industrial waste water (indirect emissions)

65c Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(c), amending provision, third paragraph against no need to define UWWTP in this directive

70 Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(e), amending provision, second paragraph against unacceptable to leave cattle out of the IED, therefore a defintion of cattle is essential

71
Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(e), amending provision, third paragraph, first subparagraph

against the EP defintion of LSU is unacceptable. Cattle has to be included

73b
Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(ea), amending provision, Article 3, paragraph 1, point 23 ( ca new)

against we favor a proposal where the LSU/ha is used for livestock generally fed with low animal feed (generally when forage is used). The 180 days is an extra criterium which is usefull for transhumance livestock farming. However all depends on the Annex Ia thresholds, if thresholds will be higher than the general approach of the Council there is no need to define extensive livestock in our view

78 Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(f), amending provision, numbered paragraph (51) against the EP proposal states that ET-AEPL are to be indicative. This is in our opinion up to the TWG of the BREF to decide. ET-AEPL also might be non-indicative if data allows them to be.

80 against benchmark defintion of Council is preferable above the EP proposal (see line 65b)

81, 82 and 83
Article 1, first paragraph, point (3)(f), amending provision, numbered paragraph (53), point (a) (b) and (c) 

neutral linked with line 65b for BAT-AEPL

86e Article 1, first paragraph, point (3a), amending provision, article against BE favors a clear use of what is CBI and how to deal with it. CBI is already generally used in IED and PRTR practices. In our view the EP proposal is not a defintion but a procedure (see also line 125)

88b Article 1, first paragraph, point (4a), amending provision, first paragraph in favour BE favors this article as digitalising the permitting system reduces the administrative burden for both the operator and the competent authority. Any digitalisation should be smart in order to facilitate reporting obligations of both the IED and the IEPR (including permit summary). Smart digitalisation allows the data to be inserted only once in order to be used throughout digital systems on a national and international level. BE wants to emphasize the importance of digitalisation in order to lower the administrative burden of reporting obligations further down this table and the IED/IEPR EP proposals.

90
Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph

in favour BE favors the EP proposal, BE always was in favor for a permit summary (altough preferably in article 24, not in article 5). In our view the admin burden is low if local permitting systems are digitalised - see also our prvious comment. It surely is less of a burden than the consolidated permit described in the Council general approach.

91

Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, point 

(a) in favour BE favors the EP proposal - follows from digitalisation

92

Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, point 

(b) in favour BE favors the EP proposal - follows from digitalisation

93

Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, point 

(c) neutral BE is of the opinion that this information is not needed in the permit summary as it is already integrated in the EU registry

94

Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, point 

(d) neutral BE is of the opinion that this information is not needed in the permit summary as it is already integrated in the EU registry

95

Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, point 

(e) neutral BE is of the opinion that this is not part of the permit summary, but integrated in local permitting procedures

96
Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), second subparagraph

in favour BE favors the EP proposal 

96a Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, Article 5, paragraph 4 a (new) neutral BE does not see why this is relevant, it is administrative burden for the government

96b Article 1, first paragraph, point (5), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4b) against BE favors a smooth permitting proces, but having different types of procedures does not accelerate permitting. As it might not be clear when a so-called fast track permitting procedure has to be followed in complex installations. BE favors a more general sufficiently efficient permitting system.

96e Article 1, first paragraph, point (5a), amending provision, first paragraph neutral Common practice in BE

103a Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, Article 7, paragraph (1a) new against it is unclear when pollution is effectively affecting downstream activities, as pollution may come from more than 1 installation (even non IPPC installations).

113
Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), second subparagraph

in favour BE thinks this article is more relevant than the one in line 103a (see above)

113a Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, Article 8, paragraph  2a (new) in favour BE thinks this article is more relevant than the one in line 103a (see above)

113b Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, Article 8, paragraph 3a (new) neutral When operations are suspended it is relevant 

114
Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), first subparagraph

against BE thinks that it is up to the competent authority to decide if operations are to be suspended, therefore the word 'may' is better than 'shall'. 

115a Article 1, first paragraph, point (6), amending provision, Article 8, paragraph 3b (new) in favour BE can support the EP amendment, communications between member states when relevant permit conditions are breached

116 Article 1, first paragraph, point (7) in favour BE thinks energy efficiency is very relevant, specifically in ETS installations. Therefor BE is not supportive of deleting the article.

116c Article 1, first paragraph, point (7a), amending provision, Article 11(1), point c against although olfactory pollution is relevant, this proposal puts too much emphasis on olfactory pollution - which is not necessary

120b Article 1, first paragraph, point (8b), amending provision, Article 12 (1), point (b) in favour BE is  in favor of the EP proposals

120c Article 1, first paragraph, point (8b), amending provision, Article 12 (1), point (c) against We don't see the need for focussing on olfactory emissions

120d Article 1, first paragraph, point (8b), amending provision, Article 12 (1) , point (f) neutral BE sees some good things in this article, but the focus on olfactory emissions is not necessary

123 Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(a), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1) in favour BE is in favor of adding healt specialists and the EEA to the TWG

123b

Article 1, first paragraph, point (8c), first subparagraph, point (aa), amending provision, Article 13, 

paragaph 1a (new) in favour This would ensure suffiecient staff is available at the EIPPCB

125 Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(b), amending provision, first paragraph neutral defining CBI is essential, but as stated above we do not need a definition (see line 86e)

125b Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(ba), amending provision, first paragraph neutral BE sees the advantage of a more 'balanced' forum, but sufficient industrial experts are needed to ensure high quality BREF's

125d Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(bb), amending provision, first paragraph in favour BE is in favor of an update of the BREF-Guidance and the EP porposal touches on relevant parts for the update

125f Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(bc), amending provision, first paragraph in favour BE supports the EP article, an analysis if an update of a BREF is relevant each 8 years is very useful

125h Article 1, first paragraph, point (9)(bd), amending provision, first paragraph neutral publication on the EIPPCB website is acceptable, the portal is in our view more relevant for information on installations (including emission data)

129b Article 1, first paragraph, point (10)(a)(ia), amending provision, first paragraph neutral if deemed relevant by the competent authority the opinion can be already asked

131 Article 1, first paragraph, point (10)(a)(ii), amending provision, first paragraph, first subparagraph in favour BE supports the clarifications provided by the EP. It is clear that competent authorities need to set relevant ELV in the permit. However BE is of the opinon that the operator of the installations knows the potential emissions best and therefor the competent authority should be properly informed of any relevant emissions when applying for a permit. BE thinks the mandatory assesment in article 15.3 is best to ensure the competent authority is well informed on what ELV are to be permitted for all parameters descirbed in this article. This would also ensure the competent authority has the means to draft sound permits as described in the EP amendment for article 24.2 as described in line 210c  

134b Article 1, first paragraph a, point (10)(a)(iiia), second subparagraph red line for BE this is a very relevant amendment and is to be kept 

140b Article 1, first paragraph, point (10)(a)(via), amending provision, first paragraph in favour The EP amendment promotes a broad European leveled playing field for monitoring, BE supports the EP proposal 

142b Article 1, first paragraph, point (10)(a)(viia), amending provision, first paragraph neutral BE understands the EP proposal, but wants to point out that these are already included in general BAT in BAT-conclusions

148 Article 1, first paragraph, point (11), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1), first subparagraph against The EP proposal is to detailed, the EMS base is sufficiently clear. BAT-conclusion information is relevant additional information to be considered.

157
Article 1, first paragraph, point (11), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), point (d)

red line BE does not agree with the EP proposal to add 'relevant', this will result in different implementation within member states. In the original proposal from the COM and the Council amendments it is clear that all dangerous substances (even those within the installation, that not necesarily are directly emitted - intermediates) are to be included. For BE it is essential that the Council proposal is kept.

159a Article 1, first paragraph, point (11), amending provision, numbered paragraph 2, second subparagraph against BE thinks BAT-conclusions are more relevant to tweak EMS requirements 

160 Article 1, first paragraph, point (11), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3) neutral BE favors the EMS to be public

163
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1), second subparagraph

in favour BE favors the clarification proposals of the EP. What is still missing in our opinion is that only effective pollutant reduction (loads) are relevant and dilution should be restricted

171
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), first subparagraph

red line this is a crucial article and both proposals are more or less aligned. Therefor a good mix of both proposals can improve the article even more. To support competent authorities, that have to draft sound ELV in the permit (see line 131) a referall to article 14.1 might be relevant, to ensure these parameters are included in the assessment of the operator.

174
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), second subparagraph

neutral the referal to GBR is not essential, but can be relevant

174a
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), second subparagraph a

neutral link it with previous line

178

Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), first subparagraph, 

point (b) against if an installations closes within the 4 year implementation period, there is no derogation needed. Therefor this proposal is irrelevant

181
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), fourth subparagraph

against a derogation of max 4 years as proposed by the Council, is more in line with the EP proposal to review every BREF within 8 years (4 years implementation + max. 4 years derogation)

182
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4), fifth subparagraph

against a derogation of max 4 years as proposed by the Council, is more in line with the EP proposal to review every BREF within 8 years (4 years implementation + max. 4 years derogation)

183c
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, Article 15, paragraph 4a (new), subparagraph 2

in favour BE favors the EP proposal

183f
Article 1, first paragraph, point (12), amending provision, Article 15, paragraph 4a (new), subparagraph 5

against see also line 181 and 182

187 Article 1, first paragraph, point (13), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1) against the reference report on monitoring is not binding, we favor the Councl proposal

190b Article 1, first paragraph, point (13a), amending provision, first paragraph in favour Be can be supportive for relevant monitoring obligations

190d Article 1, first paragraph, point (13b), amending provision, first paragraph in favour this improves the EU LPF

192 Article 1, first paragraph, point (14), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3) in favour BE supports the COM and EP proposal more than the Council tekst. BE generally supports immission monitoring obligations under these conditions

196 Article 1, first paragraph, point (15), amending provision, third paragraph in favour BE supports the EP proposal to include load limits in the permit under these conditions

197 Article 1, first paragraph, point (15), amending provision, fourth paragraph in favour BE cvan support the EP tekst 

197d Article 1, first paragraph, point (15b), amending provision, Article 20, first paragraph against relevant changes will result in a permit update to be initiated by the operator, not the competent authority

197f Article 1, first paragraph, point (15c), amending provision,Article 21, first paragraph against BE thinks it is more relevant to evaluate/update BREF's every 8 years (as described in line 125f). Eventually this would result in permit updates, therefore we think a mandatory update every 8 years is not relevant

197j Article 1, first paragraph, point (15d), amending provision,  Article 21(3a) new in favour BE thinks that for 'deep transformations' specific permit conditions might be usefull for 'end-of-live' installations - not fgor all installations. BE favors an article which takes this properly into account and therefor can be supportive of an article that ensures the 'old' installations will be replaced by a new installation with very good performance. This can be relevant until 2050, not necessarily until 2035 in our view

199b Article 1, first paragraph, point (16a), amending provision, first paragraph neutral BE thinks the term relevant is not correct, see also our comment in line 157. All hazardous substances (intermediates) must be taken into account, we propose aligning this article with line 157. Linking it with the baseline report can be supported

201b Article 1, first paragraph, point (17)(a)(-i), amending provision, first paragraph neutral BE understands the EP proposal

208 Article 1, first paragraph, point (17)(b)(i), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2) in favour prefera bly through the Portal

208b Article 1, first paragraph, point (17)(b)(ib), amending provision, Article 24(2), point aa new in favour BE supports the EP proposal for the permit summary

209a Article 1, first paragraph a, point (17)(b)(ii), amending provision, first paragraph -a against BE favors the EP proposal in line 208b

210c Article 1, first paragraph, point (17)(b)(iia), amending provision, Article 24(2), point e in favour BE supports this EP proposal, but thinks it makes sense that article 15.3 refers to article 14.1 (see above line 131) to ensure the competant authority can be supported to include this information n the permit.

214
Article 1, first paragraph, point (17)(c), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), point (b)

in favour BE supports this, but thinks the Portal must be made fit for purpose. This way all (from all member states) information is in the same platform.

221b Article 1, first paragraph, point (19a), amending provision, Article 26, 4a new in favour BE favors sufficient transboundery communication on relevant environmental issues

233 Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2) neutral BE wants to emphasize that the Council proposal is very relevant to ensure INCITE is usefull

247 Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, ninth paragraph in favour 36 months is acceptable

250 Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, twelfth paragraph in favour notifying INCITE is relevant

253 Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1), first subparagraph neutral TP's are linked to the EMS and therefore 'by definition'  indicative. TP's on company level are acceptable if relevant installation information can be derived to ensure TP relevancy

254a Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, Article 27d (1), subparagraph 2 a (new) neutral As TP's are to be (partly) public, the refered information must be public too

258 Article 1, first paragraph, point (22), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4) neutral 200 most polluting installations is rather complex and not necessarily relevant. Potentially it is more relevant when drafting BREF's to include this information, the EEA being part of the article 13 forum and the TWG for BREF's can be a way forward (see line 123).

262b Article 1, first paragraph, point (23a), amending provision, first paragraph neutral similar to WI plants, might be interesting

262d Article 1, first paragraph, point (23b), amending provision, first paragraph neutral costly and might be not always relevant/possible

262f Article 1, first paragraph, point (23c), amending provision, first paragraph neutral more information on these installations might be usefull

262j Article 1, first paragraph, point (23e), amending provision, first paragraph neutral BE understands this EP amendment, but sometimes an installations is more copmlex. It is the competent authority that has to decide and motivate if an updated installation is to be considered as a new installation

269 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, third paragraph red line BE can not agree with the EP proposal to exclude cattle from the IED

269a Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, Article 70a, paragraph 1a (new) against BE can not agree with the EP proposal. How can this be implemented as imports come from different types of installations and not necessarily IPPC installations. 

274 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, eighth paragraph neutral BE is of the opinion that 'registrations' are only necessary when cattle is in scope. But when cattle is in scope it is essential

275 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, sixth paragraph against BE is supportive to have cattle included, this article should be drafted this way. As stated above registrations are necessary when cattle is in scope

280
Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), point (b)

against Livestock density is not relevant for the proposed thresholds

283
Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), point (e)

against operating rules would only apply to normal operating conditions

283a Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), point (ea) against only relevant when thresholds are sufficiently low

285a Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4a) against only relevant if Annex Ia thresholds are not too high

291 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3) in favour manure management is a relevant addition

299 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1) neutral BE is not against a delegated act for the uniform conditions

324 Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1), first subparagraph neutral align with EP proposal (see following line)

331a Article 1, first paragraph, point (25), amending provision, Article 70i, paragraph 1a (new) neutral align with Councl proposal (see line above)

333c Article 1, first paragraph, point (25a), amending provision, first paragraph in favour BE is in favor of the EP proposal and thinks the Portal is best placed for publishing the information

347a Article 1, first paragraph, point (27), amending provision, Article 74, paragraph 2a (new) neutral acceptable to analyse the relevancy, but Council proposal 500 tonnes/day is also acceptable

360a Article 1, first paragraph, point (29), amending provision, Article 76, paragraph 2a (new) in favour as described above a report might be relevant, when it is taken into account in BREF work. EEA information might be relevant for the frontloading work of BREF's - see also line 258

370 Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2) in favour BE thinks the EP proposal aligns perfectly with the environmental crime directive (4% and what turnover is to be considered), but keeps 'health' (which is nog taken up in the ECD) relevant for penalties

374
Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), point (c)

in favour BE thinks this is relevant for determining the penalty

374a Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), point (ca) against BE supports the Council wording over the EP wording (next line)

374b
Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3), point (d)

in favour BE supports the Council wording over the EP wording (previous line)

374e Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3a) neutral BE understands the EP amendment, although can not support the complete EP proposal. The ending of economic activities is not to be compensated by the government from penalties.

374f Article 1, first paragraph, point (31), amending provision, numbered paragraph (3b) in favour BE is supportive of this amendment

378 Article 1, first paragraph, point (32), amending provision, numbered paragraph (1) against BE prefers a different wording, in our view the operator of the installation is to be the relevant entity for compensations, even if the operator is an authority. Therefor we think a mix between the COM and EP proposal might be the way forward

381 Article 1, first paragraph, point (32), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4) in favour The EP proposal has more potential than the COM proposal. The EP proposal is based on sound scientific data and ensures that any decision on compensation is to be determined on sound scientific data. BE has a scrutiny reservation on this article, but sees the potential

381a Article 1, first paragraph, point (32), amending provision, numbered paragraph (4a) neutral BE understands the EP proposal and sees potential in it, BE has a scrutiny reservation on this article, but sees the potential

382a Article 1, first paragraph, point (32), amending provision, Article 79a, paragraph 5 a (new) against BE is of the opinion that the IED is not the place to ensure a database on scientific data that is used in court. We can not support the EP proposal

382b Article 1, first paragraph, point (32), amending provision, Article 79a, paragraph 5b (new) against BE thinks one way or the other, the information can be useful for the EEA and EEA studies, but does not see why the Portal is to be used for publication

402a Annex I, first paragraph, point (-a) neutral BE does not have these types of installations

402b Annex I, first paragraph, point (-b) neutral BE does not have these types of installations

410
Annex I, first paragraph, point (b), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2.3), point (aa)

against BE favors the Council proposal as it aligns with the BREF

411
Annex I, first paragraph, point (b), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2.3), point (ab)

against BE favors the Council proposal as it aligns with the BREF

413
Annex I, first paragraph, point (b), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2.3), point (ba)

against BE favors the Council proposal as it aligns with the BREF

416 Annex I, first paragraph, point (c), amending provision, numbered paragraph (2.7) against BE favors the Council proposal

424a Annex I, first paragraph, point (ea) against BE is in favor of adding this to activity 6

424c Annex I, first paragraph, point (eb) against this is already the case

443 Annex I, first paragraph, point (j) in favour this is better for hydrogen production through hydrolysis, although the EP threshold is better

443a Annex Ia red line not acceptable, cattle has to be included and threshold must be lower

447a Annex II, amending provision, numbered paragraph (1) red line see above

448 Annex II, amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), first subparagraph red line see above

449 Annex II, amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), second subparagraph red line Council table is most relevant, including cattle

450 Annex II, amending provision, numbered paragraph (2), third subparagraph red line see above

474b Annex IIIa, amending provision, Annex III, point 2 in favour BE supports the focus on hazardous substances

474d Annex IIIa, amending provision, Annex III, point 9 in favour relevant proposal

474e Annex IIIa, amending provision, Annex III, point 11 against Not relevant for the IED, more relevant for OHS legsilation
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