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The policy case for EMAS

Why public bodies should
promote voluntary environmental
measures in companies
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* If a public body promotes EMAS, is it effectively pursuing
environmental improvement?
— EMAS and environmental performance
— The real effectiveness of EMAS
— EMAS and legal compliance

 What are the different roles for a public body?
— Public bodies exerting « pressures » on companies

— Public bodies and regulatory relief
— The pivotal role of public bodies in supporting companies
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perceive: a recent survey

* Nearly all surveyed and interviewed organisations reported
performance improvement, although that improvement was often
confined to a few core indicators.

* Ourresults are in line with previous research.

 Research indicates that EMS in general and EMAS in particular can lead
to performance improvements, with most showing a somewhat more
positive trend for EMAS than for ISO 14001.

* Results did not show duration as a core decisive variable/factor for the
variation in performance. One explanation is that the quality of EMS
implementation (i.e.: the “internalisation”) is more important.

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi 4
- and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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according to the interviewees: S MANAGEMENT
Deteriorated a Deteriorated No change Improved Improved
lot somewhat g somewhat signficantly
Energy efficiency 0.23% 2.72% 11.79% 41.50% 43.76%
Efficiency in the use
£ terial 0.47% 0.94% 22.82% 48.47% 27.29%
of materials
Water consumption 0.46% 3.45% 24.14% 42.30% 29.66%
Waste production 0.46% 2.29% 20.59% 44.85% 31.81%
Biodiversity 1.35% 1.35% 64.96% 20.49% 11.86%
alit antity of
Quality falEhtity 0.77% 1.29% 48.45% 28.61% 20.88%
wastewater effluents
alit antity of air
Qu S;/n(iilssionsy 0.49% 1.73% 37.04% 38.02% 22.72%
Noise emissions 0.25% 2.02% 54.55% 29.55% 13.64%
Protecti f soil and
ro egc londo stOI an 0.77% 0.77% 49.23% 30.51% 18.72%
roundwater
Odours 0.83% 1.67% 67.22% 19.72% 10.56%
Prevention of risks
v 0.48% 0.72% 22.54% 45.56% 30.70%

and accidents
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Deteriorated a Deteriorated
No change
lot somewhat
Energy efficiency 0.23% 2.72% 11.79%
Efficiency in the use
£ yt al 0.47% 0.94% 22.82% 48.47% 27.29%
of materials
Water consumption 0.46% 3.45% 24.14% 42.30% 29.66%
Waste production 0.46% 2.29% 20.59% 44.85% 31.81%
1.35% 1.35% 64.96%
ualit uantity of
Qaste 5;/t :r B Znts 0.77% 1.29% 48.45% 28.61% 20.88%
w W u
ualit uantity of air
Q s;i':ilissionsy 0.49% 1.73% 37.04% 38.02% 22.72%
Noise emissions 0.25% 2.02% 54.55% 29.55% 13.64%
Protection of soil and
2 dwat 0.77% 0.77% 49.23% 30.51% 18.72%
roundwater
Odours 0.83% 1.67% 67.22% 19.72% 10.56%
: Prevention of risks > <
. 0.48% 0.72% 22.54% 45.56% 30.70%
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the EMAS Statements:

The environmental statement analysis presented the most extensive
investigation to date into EMAS's influence on multiple aspects of
organisations' environmental performance.

e Data was collected from the most recent environmental statements of
122 EMAS registered organisations.

* Six energy-intensive sectors were analysed: e.g. waste collection,
various manufacturing sectors

* Focus: performance over a time period of two years (n-2; e.g. 2012-
2014).

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi 7
- and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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EMAS

analysis: the results

Environmental area Improvement?

Energy use

Air emissions
CO,

Water consumption

Waste

Material efficiency

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi
- and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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EMAS
Variable Mean Std.Dev. | Minimum | Maximum | NumCases
CO, emissions 2007-
2 3.89 1.29 1 7 104

2010
EMAS Adoption (2007) 0.24 0.43 0 i 229
I1SO 14001 Adoption

0.43 0.49 0 1 229
(2007)
EMAS maturity 1.12 2.36 0 13 229
I1SO 14001 maturity 2.38 3.34 0 17 229
N of employees (log) 6.77 2.45 0 11.22 175
Trend of operation

2.78 29.30 -0.77 397.30 187
revenues (2007-2010)

EMAS
=|S0 14001

Cleaner

Testa F., Rizzi F, Daddi, T,
Gusmerotti NM., Iraldo, F., Frey,
M., 2014. EMAS and ISO 14001:

. the differences in effectively
& improving environmental

performance. Journal of Cleaner
Production 68 165-173
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How would you rate the following
factors in terms of their importance

for achieving environmental

improvement?

Standard
deviation

Technical progress

Environmental management system used

to fulfil EMAS requirements

Environmental regulation/public policy

intervention
Environmental reporting

Cost (savings) of production inputs

3.98 0.82
3.89 0.80
3.85 0.90
3.78 0.90
3.65 1.00

1-5 Likert scale, "1 = option is not effective at all" to "5
= option is very effective"

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphiy
and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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How would you rate the following Standard
factors in terms of their importance deviation
for achieving environmental

improvement?

Technical proare : 0.82

Environmental management system used
to fulfil EMAS requirements

Environmental regulation/public policy 3.85 0.90
intervention
Environmental reporting 3.78 0.90
Cost (savings) of production inputs 3.65 1.00
1-5 Likert scale, "1 = option is not effective at all" to "5 Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi1 1

cpion isvedQRERiiG - and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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EMAS benefits for registered organisations Value

Improved legislative compliance 3.83
Reduced risk of incurring environmental sanctions through improved compliance 3.54
Better identification of overall corporate responsibilities (e.g. clear identification of roles and 351
responsibilities for managing environmental requirements) '
Fewer environmental accidents 3.29
Cost savings through reuse, recycling, or decrease in resource or energy use 3.25
Improved relations with public stakeholders and the local community 3.15
Increased employees involvement and satisfaction 3.09
Consistent environmental management practices (incl. legal compliance check; reporting) worldwide 3.07
through EMAS Global '
Added value from having a uniform environmental management standard that is recognized across the EU

. . . . . 3.01
(i.e. more visible than national or local standards, meets environmental requirements across EU)

Meeting environmental reporting obligations (based on national/EU legislation) through EMAS 2.96
Increased customer satisfaction 291
Improved relations with private stakeholders (suppliers, competitors, trade associations, markets, etc.) 2.82
Increased marketing opportunities 2,77
Improvement of the quality of products/services offered on the market 2.73
Improved competitive advantage on the domestic market 2.62
Obtaining administrative simplifications and regulatory relief (e.g. longer duration of permits, less frequent 058
environmental inspections by authorities) )

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi
s and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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EMAS benefits for registered organisations
Improved legislative compliance

Reduced risk of incurring environmental sanctions through improved compliance

Better identification of overall corporate responsibilities (e.g. clear identification of roles and
responsibilities for managing environmental requirements)

Fewer environmental accidents

Cost savings through reuse, recycling, or decrease in resource or energy use

Improved relations with public stakeholders and the local community

Increased employees involvement and satisfaction 3.09
Consistent environmental management practices (incl. legal compliance check; reporting) worldwide 307
through EMAS Global '
Added value from having a uniform environmental management standard that is recognized across the EU

. . . . . 3.01
(i.e. more visible than national or local standards, meets environmental requirements across EU)

Meeting environmental reporting obligations (based on national/EU legislation) through EMAS 2.96
Increased customer satisfaction 291
Improved relations with private stakeholders (suppliers, competitors, trade associations, markets, etc.) 2.82
Increased marketing opportunities 2,77
Improvement of the quality of products/services offered on the market 2.73

Improved competitive advantage on the domestic market

Obtaining administrative simplifications and regulatory relief (e.g. longer duration of permits, less
frequent environmental inspections by authorities)

Source: EMAS Evaluation Study, 2015, adelphi

s and Sant’Anna School, submitted to DG Env.
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First: exerting their influence. P MARRGEMERT

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on
planning training and employee involvement |operational activities

Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error

0.043 0.088 -0.024 0.082 0.092
authorities

-0.231** 0.099 -0.005 0.080
customers

0.090 0.130 0.224%* 0.108 0.189** 0.128
0.037 0.078 0.159%* 0.081 0.180%** 0.082
shareholders

0.194** 0.103 0.168** 0.109 0.118** 0.104

Influence of industrial -0.052* 0.108 -0.110%* 0.105 -0.078* 0.105
associations

Influence of 0.083 0.101 -0.039 0.099 -0.046 0.104
community groups

umalof Testa F., Boiral O., Iraldo F., Internalisation of
B environmental practices and institutional complexity:
can stakeholders pressures encourage greenwashing?
I R&R, Journal of Business Ethics, Springer.

0.104

Dy
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First: exerting their influence. P MARRGEMERT

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on
planning training and employee involvement |operational activities

Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error

0.043 0.088 -0.024 0.082 0.208** 0.092
authorities

-0.231** 0.099 -0.005 0.080 0.104
customers

0.090 0.130 0.224%* 0.108
0.037 0.078 0.159%* 0.081 0.180%** 0.082
shareholders

0.194** 0.103 0.168** 0.109 0.118** 0.104

Influence of industrial -0.052* 0.108 -0.110%* 0.105 -0.078* 0.105
associations

Influence of 0.083 0.101 -0.039 0.099 -0.046 0.104
community groups

umalof Testa F., Boiral O., Iraldo F., Internalisation of
B environmental practices and institutional complexity:
can stakeholders pressures encourage greenwashing?
I R&R, Journal of Business Ethics, Springer.

0.128

Dy
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First: exerting their influence. P MARRGEMERT

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on |Internalization of requirements on
planning training and employee involvement |operational activities

Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error Coefficient Standard Error

0.043 0.088 -0.024 0.082 0.208** 0.092
authorities

-0.231** 0.099 -0.005 0.080 -0.293*** 0.104
customers

0.090 0.130 0.224%* 0.108 0.189** 0.128
0.037 0.078 0.159%* 0.081 0.180%** 0.082
shareholders

0.194** 0.103 0.168** 0.109 0.118** 0.104

Influence of industrial -0.052* 0.108 -0.110%* 0.105 -0.078* 0.105
associations

Influence of 0.083 0.101 -0.039 0.099 -0.046 0.104
community groups

umalof Testa F., Boiral O., Iraldo F., Internalisation of
B environmental practices and institutional complexity:
can stakeholders pressures encourage greenwashing?
I R&R, Journal of Business Ethics, Springer.
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. sze | Geographicaldistribution

Small Medium Large Southern Western/ Eastern Northern
Europe Central Europe Europe Europe

EMAS Population 53% 28% 19% 54% 42% 2% 2%
NN s0% 27%  23% 68% 24% 4% 4%

| Number of respondents | 244
Testa F., Heras I., Daddi T., Boiral O., Size (number of employees)

Iraldo F., Public Regulatory Relief and CIARE 2 L

the Adoption of Environmental Small_<30 36%
Medium >50 and <250 27%

Management Systems: the European Large >250 239%

Survey BRAVE, Journal of Not answered 2%

Environmental Planning and Sector of activity

Management, R&R, Taylor and Francis. Manufacturing 48%

Agro-food 7%
Environmental and energy

services 24%
Other services 21%
Not answered 1%




European
Commission

[CAED %% Years of

' i i > & PREMIUM
Are relief measures and incentives m S
effective? (% of «users» =5 MANAGEMENT

Germany 40% 60% 0.400
Italy 50% 50% 0.503
Austria 54% 46% 0.545
Spain 30% 70% 0.296
Follower countries 16% 84% 0.161
Micro 1-10 41% 59% 0.413
Small <50 40% 60% 0.402
E/'ZZ‘?)'“m >50.and 42% 58% 0.424
Large >250 38% 62% 0.385
Manufacturing 42% 58% 0.422
Agro-food 18% 82% 0.176

Environmental and
energy services

Other services 28% 72% 0.280

P Total 40% 60% 0.400

52% 48% 0.525

18
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Are relief measures and incentives m S
effective? (% of «users») &= MANAGEMENT

Germany 0.400
Italy 0.503
Austria 0.545
Spain 0.296
Follower countries @===""16%  84% = 0.161
Micro 1-10 41% 59% 0.413
Small <50 40% 60% 0.402
E/'ZZ‘?)'“m >50.and 42% 58% 0.424
Large >250 38% 62% 0.385
Manufacturing 42% 58% 0.422
Agro-food 18% 82% 0.176
Environmental and
energy services 52% 48% 0.525
Other services 28% 72% 0.280
_ Total 40% 60% 0.400

19
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Extension of permit duration

Reduction of financial guarantee required for
carrying our some activities

Tax reduction
Reduction of inspection frequency

Self declaration for renewing a permit

Reduced technical reports for obtaining an
environmental permit

Reduced reporting and monitoring
requirements

Advantagesin public tenders

Self declaration for obtaing an environmental
permit permit

Fasttrack permit

Other

I

A 31%
A 26%

| |
—
(W%}
=
=)

19%

18%

20% 40%

60%

25**2, Years of

PREMIUM

e ENVIRONMENTAL
= MANAGEMENT

Which are the
most «used»
measures?

20
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Simplificarion measure Reference Scope
il;;zger duration of authorization of companies within the Art. 29 Decree 152/06 _i ggﬁii{ml
i?ii?&;:itﬁi -]oei; authorization for treatment plants for Art. 6 Decree 2000/2003 | X g‘gﬁiﬁol
1];;[1%&1' lasting authorization for landfills that are not within Art. 10 Decree 36/2003 :__§___: E}I.’;r:I}AiiDDl
Faster issuing time for authorization El}ﬁliﬁ Romagna Regional law n.21 r'E{i EMAS

= ot 2004 ISO 14001
ii?_i:ﬁi E: ;El;orlzatlon for waste management plants via Art. 209 Decree 152/06 _i ggﬁii{ml
Use of EMS documents for obtaining authorization Art. 29 Decree 152/06 -i g\gﬁiiﬂ 01
Ecodesign of energy using products Art. 11 Decree 201/2007 S E::I)Aii{) 01

REMOVING AND SIMPLIFYING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS
AND BURDENS FOR EMAS AND ISO 14001 CERTIFIED
ORGANIZATIONS: EVIDENCES FROM ITALY

Tiberio Daddil', Francesco Testal, Fabio Iralde™?, Marco Fre_v]

X !Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies - Institute of Management, 33 Piazza Martiri della Liberta, 56127 Pisa, Italy
“IEFE — Institute for Environmental and Energy Policy and Economics, Bocconi University, 1 via Guglielmo Roentgen,
20136 Milan, Italy

o 4+ 4 wsis wwm v w  Environmental Engineering and Management Journal March 2014, Vol.13, No. 3, 689-698
http#omicron.ch.tutasi.ro/EEMJY/ 2 1
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THRESHOLDS ON SIZE
INCREASED TO APPLY
EIA IN LOMBARDY (L.R.
14/2014)

Scope of

application >
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Inspections and

controls
\4
Legal requirements (e.g.: to obtain a Maintain legal compliance over time
permit, emission limits...) >| (e.g.: to renew a permit, monitoring of
emissions, etc.)

Periodical reporting Costs

and comminication to connected with

competent authorities compliance
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REDUCTION OF IRAP (FISCAL =z MANAGEMENT
MEASURE) FOR EMAS

COMPANIES IN TUSCANY Inspections and
L.R. 79/2013
controls
\4
Scope of Legal requirements (e.g.: to obtain a Maintain legal compliance over time
application ——>| permit, emission limits...) >| (e.g.: to renew a permit, monitoring of
emissions, etc.)
Periodical reporting Costs
and comminication to connected with

competent authorities compliance
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AUTHORISATIONS IN

TUSCANY L.R. (PdL _
356/2014) Inspections and
controls
\\4
Scope of Legal requirements (e.g.: to obtain a Maintain legal compliance over time
application ——>| permit, emission limits...) >| (e.g.: to renew a permit, monitoring of
emissions, etc.)
Periodical reporting Costs
and comminication to connected with
competent authorities compliance
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Few practical examples: ==

Scope of
application

EMAS COMPANIES SUBJECT
TO CONTROLS AND
INSPECTION WITH A LOWER
FREQUENCY IN LOMBARDY

L.R. 19/2014

25*% Years of
& PREMIUM
m ENVIRONMENTAL

e MANAGEMENT

Inspections and

_ controls

V

Legal requirements (e.g.: to obtain a

Maintain legal compliance over time

permit, emission limits...) >| (e.g.: to renew a permit, monitoring of
emissions, etc.)
Periodical reporting Costs
and comminication to connected with

competent authorities compliance
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Inspections and

controls
\\4
Scope of Legal requirements (e.g.: to obtain a Maintain legal compliance over time
application ——>| permit, emission limits...) >| (e.g.: to renew a permit, monitoring of
emissions, etc.)

SUBSTITUTE FRELREQLIESTED and comminication to connected with

DOCUMENTATION IN LOMBARDY L.R. o )

19/2014 competent authorities compliance
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Third: institutional «in-field» emas ENVIRONMENTAL
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support: does it work?

: Local priorities, LCA, .
: Environmental indicators "

Lucca cluster performance (2003-2010)

Environmental Performance
aspect indicator

Packaging paper

_ Principles and abjecm esto "."
% " beadopted :

2003 2010
E|eCtrICIty kWh/t 486 6 383 3 _21 2 Co].lectivetargetsaudacrion;:::v
consumption ) ' '
Air emissions kg NOx/t 0.74 0.16 -78.4 EP———
- activities for EMS

kg BOD/t 0.39 0.09 -76.9
Waste water ¢ Stilled audit team. .

kg COD/t 2.83 0.74 73.9 mdls

¢ Data on environmental stale "."
¢ and pressures :

Environmental Performance CEPI (2004-2010)

aspect indicator

2004 2010 %
Electricity
consumption jifuhit 2l LY B TR Tiberio Daddi®” & Fabio Iraldo.
. S - Smgr\l’sg:‘edl)eegglwmnl
Air emissions kg NOy/t 0.81 0.85 4,9 = The effectiveness of cluster approach to improve environmental corporate
: performance in an industrial district of SMEs: a case study.
kg BOD/t 1,2 0.89 , ,
International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology
Waste water
kg COD/t 6.8 6.26 DOI: 10.1080/13504509.2015.1106938
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Third: institutional «in-field» e ENVIRONMENTAL
== MANAGEMENT

support: does it work?

Local priorities, LCA, .
: Environmental indicators "

Lucca cluster performance (2003-2010)

Environmental Performance Packaging paper

aspect indicator %
2003 2010
Electricity kwh/t 486.6 3833
consumption
Air emissions kg NOx/t 0.74 0.16 S ———r]
goves forEMS
kg BOD/t 0.39 0.09 i
Waste water ¢ Stiled it resm, shared
kg COD/t 2.83 0.74 andittools e

Environmental Performance CEP1 (2004-2010)

aspect indicator

: and pressures

Electricity
consumption jifuhit 2l LY TR Tiberio Daddi®” & Fabio Iraldo.
AIr emissions kg NOy/t 0.81 0.85 4,9 The effectiveness of cluster approach to improve environmental corporate
: performance in an industrial district of SMEs: a case study.
kg BOD/t 1,2 0.89 ) )
astettatr International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology
kg COD/t 6.8 6.26 DOI: 10.1080/13504509.2015.1106938
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Third: institutional «in-field»
support: does it work?

Lucca cluster performance (2003-2010)

Environmental Performance

aspect HeTASMmN Packaging paper

%
2003 2010
Electricity kwh/t 486.6 383.3
consumption
Air emissions kg NOx/t 0.74 0.16
kg BOD/t 0.39 0.09
Waste water
kg COD/t 2.83 0.74 .

Environmental Performance CEPI (2004-2010)

%% Years of

‘s & PREMIUM
W\ VIRONMENTAL

2 MANAGEMENT

PROMOTION COMMITEE OF SINGLE ORGANIZATIONS
THE CLUSTER OPERATING IN THE CLUSTER

aspect indicator
Electrlcgy kit 990 1,050 4
consumption ‘
Sustainable Develo
Air emissions kg NOx/t 0.81 0.85 & World Ecoloay
kg BOD/t 1,2 0.89
Waste water
kg COD/t 6.8 6.26

|l);ll’lelll

Local priorities, LCA, .
: Environmental indicators "

© Common resources and
- activities for EMS

_ Skilled audit team, shared .".'
audit tools

: and pressures

Tiberio Daddi®” & Fabio Iraldo.

The effectiveness of cluster approach to improve environmental corporate
performance in an industrial district of SMEs: a case study.

International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology

DOI: 10.1080/13504509.2015.1106988
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Third: institutional «in-field» e ENVIRONMENTAL
== MANAGEMENT

support: does it work?

Local priorities, LCA, .
: Environmental indicators "

Lucca cluster performance (2003-2010)

Environmental Performance

aspect HeTASMmN Packaging paper

%
2003 2010
Electricity kwh/t 486.6 3833 21.2
consumption
Air emissions kg NOx/t 0.74 0.16 S ———r]
goves forEMS

kg BOD/t 0.39 0.09 E
Waste water ¢ Stiled it resm, shared

kg COD/t 2.83 0.74 fadittnols e

Environmental Performance CEP1 (2004-2010)

aspect indicator

: and pressures

Electricity

consumption jifuhit 2l LY o TR Tiberio Daddi®” & Fabio Iraldo.
Air emissions kg NOy/t 0.81 0.85 4 o The effectiveness of cluster approach to improve environmental corporate
: performance in an industrial district of SMEs: a case study.
kg BOD/t 1,2 0.89 , ,
International Journal of Sustainable Development & World Ecology
Waste water
kg COD/t 6.8 6.26 DOI: 10.1080/13504509.2015.1106938
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Third: institutional «in-field» e ENVIRONMENTAL
== MANAGEMENT

support: does it work?

Local priorities, LCA, .
: Environmental indicators "

Lucca cluster performance (2003-2010)

Environmental Performance

aspect HeTASMmN Packaging paper

%
2003 2010
Electricity kwh/t 486.6 3833 21.2
consumption
Air emissions kg NO/t 0.74 0.16 -78.4 o
- activities for EMS

kg BOD/t 0.39 0.09 -76.9 £
Waste water ¢ Stiled it resm, shared

kg COD/t 2.83 0.74 mditedls
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