Stage: Final Version: 1.0 Date: 17 February 2009

Related Publications: consultation on proposals to widen the Environmental Permitting Regime
see: www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/env-permitting/summary-responses.pdf

Available to view or download at:
www.defra.gov.uk/environment/policy/permits/index.htm

Contact for enquiries: Sara Spillett Telephone: 020 7238 4636

What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?

Existing environmental permitting regimes have been developed largely in isolation and have,
often for good reasons at the time, adopted a variety of approaches to controlling different
types of activity even where they are undertaken on the same site. This has led to a system of
regulatory control with elements of duplication, which is complex for industry, regulators and
others and may act as a barrier to entry for new businesses. Government intervention is
necessary to rationalise permitting regimes to reduce the administrative costs of
environmental regulation while continuing to achieve the intended outcomes.

What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?

The first phase of the Environmental Permitting Programme (EPP1) integrated Pollution
Prevention and Control and waste permits. The second phase of the Programme (EPP2)
aims in England and Wales, to absorb further existing regimes and new directives into EPP.
This should reduce the current administrative costs and facilitate more cost-effective
implementation of new directives.

What policy options have been considered? Please justify any preferred option.

This Impact Assessment (IA) considers the costs and benefits of including each of the
following pollution control regimes into EPP2: Discharge Consenting, Groundwater
Authorisations, Radioactive Substances Regulation (nuclear and non-nuclear), Mining Waste
Directive, Batteries Directive, Water Abstraction and Impoundment, and Waste Carriers and
Brokers (in part). The choice of policy options is constrained by decisions taken during the
first phase of EPP to establish a single integrated permitting system (see section 1.3).

When will the policy be reviewed to establish the actual costs and benefits and the achievement of the
desired effects?

Post implementation review of EPP2 in October 2011. From 2009, the costs of operating the
permitting system will be monitored to compare them with the costs post-EPP2. (There will be
a post implementation review of EPP1 in April 2010.)

Ministerial Sign-off For final Impact Assessments:

| have read the Impact Assessment and | am satisfied that, given the available
evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of
the leading options

Signed by the responsible Minister:

m Date: 16 December 2009




ANNUAL COSTS

affected groups’:
One-off (Transition) Yrs

£ 3.8 million (total) 3

Average Annual Cost
(excluding one-off)

Ongoing maintenance costs.
See evidence base.

Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main

Implementation costs for example training, IT, rewriting guidance.

£ 0.0003 million Total Cost (Pv) | £ 3.6 million
Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’:
None.

ANNUAL BENEFITS
One-off Yrs
£ 3.8 million 1

Average Annual Benefit
(excluding one-off)

affected groups’:

Table 3.

Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main

The benefits are mostly reduced admin costs for industry
(including householders) and the regulator the Environment
Agency. See evidence base. Net ten year NPV summary given in

£ 5.8 million

Total Benefit (Pv)

£ 48.4 million

Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’:

Increased clarity and certainty for everyone. Simplified system for transposing environmental

directives.

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities/Risks: Cost assumptions can be found in Annex C (eg professional hourly
rate £43.00 and non professional hourly rate £24.57). Key assumptions are that there are generally no
changes to who regulates, what is regulated or environmental outcomes. Key risks are around timing

and stakeholder engagement, that are monitored closely by the EPP Team.

Time Period
Years 10

Price Base
Year 2009/10

Net Benefit Range (NpPv)
£39.5 — £92.6m

NET BENEFIT (NPV Best estimate)
£44.8m

What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?

England and Wales

On what date will the policy be implemented?

2009 - 2012

Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?

Environment Agency

What is the total annual cost of enforcement for these organisations?

-£12m (over 10 years)

Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?

Yes

Will implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements? No

What is the value of the proposed offsetting measure per year? N/A

What is the value of changes in greenhouse gas emissions? £609/ year

Will the proposal have a significant impact on competition? No

Annual cost (£-£) per organisation Micro Small Medium Large

(excluding one-off)

Are any of these organisations exempt? No No No No

Impact on Admin Burdens Baseline (2005 Prices) (Increase - Decrease)

Increase of £ 3.2 million Decrease of £ 43.5 million Net Impact  -£40.3m (10yr figures)
Key: Annual costs and benefits: Constant Prices (Net) Present Value
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Introduction

1.2.

1.3.

This is the Impact Assessment (IA) for proposals from the Department for Environment,
Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC),
the Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) and the Environment Agency for creating a
wider risk-based and proportionate single system of environmental permitting and
compliance for England and Wales.

The Environmental Permitting Regulations (EP Regulations) will be extended in the
second phase of the Environmental Permitting Programme (EPP2). This will deliver a
wider risk-based and proportionate single system of environmental permitting and
compliance. It aims to cut unnecessary red tape, to continue to protect the environment
and human health, and to increase clarity and certainty for everyone on how the system
protects the environment.

The first phase of the EPP (EPP1) streamlined and simplified Waste Management
Licensing (WML) and Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) to establish a single
system that could be extended in the future. EPP2 builds on this and proposes that the
following regimes are integrated into the environmental permitting system:

o Water Discharge Activities (WDA) - the regulation of discharges into controlled
waters previously called ‘Discharge Consenting’ or ‘DC’. The proposed regulations for
this accompany this IA and, subject to the Parliamentary process, will go live in April
2010.

¢ Groundwater Activities and new Groundwater Daughter Directive (GW) — the
regulation of discharges of List 1 and List 2 substances to land and the new Daughter
Directive. The proposed regulations for this accompany this IA and, if supported,
would go live in April 2010.

¢ Radioactive Substances Regulation (RSR) including:
— Nuclear — regulation of the disposal of radioactive waste at nuclear sites; and

— Non-nuclear — regulation of the use and storage of radioactive material and the
storage and disposal of radioactive waste.

The proposed regulations for this accompany this IA and, if supported, would go live
in April 2010.

¢ Mining Waste Directive (MWD) — new requirements on the management of waste
from the extractive industries. This was transposed by amending the EP Regulations
in summer 2009 and is already live. It will be consolidated into the proposed single
set of EP regulations, if supported.

o Batteries Directive (BD) — permitting and compliance parts of the new Directive’s
requirements for the treatment of waste batteries and accumulators. This was
transposed by amending the EP Regulations in spring 2009 and is already live. It will
be consolidated into the proposed single set of EP regulations, if supported.

e Water Abstraction and Impoundment Licensing (WAI) — the regulation of Water
Abstraction and Impoundment. We will be seeking a suitable legislative vehicle in the
next Parliament to introduce a power to bring WAI into EPP2 via secondary
legislation. The regulations to enable this would be subject to public consultation and
the Parliamentary process.

e Carriers and Brokers (C&B) — the regulation of (some) carriers of controlled waste
where they have other environmental permits. This was consulted on in summer
3



2008; consultation responses will be considered with the intent of issuing amended
regulations for the C&B system shortly (the EP regulations will not need to be
amended).

1.4. EPP is taking a phased approach to incorporating candidate regimes. Following
consultation on the policy, draft regulations and IA (February — May 2009) the
Government confirmed its intention to extend the common systems to include DC, GW
and RSR. This IA accompanies the proposed single set of regulations which incorporate
three of the above regimes: WDA, GW and RSR and which consolidate the EPP1
regimes and MWD and BD. It also describes and, where possible, quantifies the benefits
of the ongoing policy development on WAI, the remaining EPP2 candidate regime. This
will be subject to separate consultations. The number of EP and candidate regime
permits and registered waste exemptions is shown in Figure 1 after EPP2.

Figure 1. Number of permits and registered exemptions in the EP and candidate regimes in
England and Wales after EPP2
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Document Structure
1.5. This document is structured as follows:
e Section 1: Introduction
e Section 2: Approach to assessing costs and benefits
e Section 3: Evidence supporting conclusions
e Section 4: Implementation, enforcement and sanctions
e Section 5. Conclusion
e Annex A: Operators involved in QA of baseline and benefits estimates
e Annex B: Specific impact checklist
e Annex C: Macro assumptions used for baselines and benefits
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2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

Approach to assessing costs and benefits

The Environmental Permitting Programme is currently in its second phase. In the first
phase, the Government consulted on a number of options to modernise environmental
permitting and sought views on the range of existing permitting systems that might be
brought within the scope of such an exercise. Subsequently, Government confirmed its
preference for a single integrated environmental permitting system. The immediate focus
was the integration of the systems for Waste Management Licensing and Pollution
Prevention and Control, but it was also made clear that the Government aspired to
extend the common system in due course to include additional permitting regimes,
subject to further consultation.

EPP2 extends environmental permitting (EP) by:

e Absorbing the existing regimes of: WDA, RSR, WAI and C&B. For these, the
baseline scenario assesses the current and likely future costs of operating each
regime without EPP2. This only covers those categories that are likely to change as a
result of EPP2 and not, for example, environmental assessment costs which will not
be affected. Estimates were developed using the standard cost model (see Box 1) by
reference to the PricewaterhouseCoopers 2005 data and in dialogue with
Environment Agency staff; they were cross-checked by 35 industry representatives,
some of whom answered questions on more than one regime, and some had several
hundred permits in a regime. 19 were small firms (see Annex A). To estimate the
implementation costs and cost savings of EPP2, assumptions were developed with
expert colleagues, building on the work done for EPP1, and again estimates were
cross-checked by industry representatives.

¢ Incorporating the requirements of new directives into EPP: GW, MWD and BD.
The baseline scenario assesses the impact of transposing without using EPP and the
EPP2 option assesses the cost savings relative to that baseline. The assessment
for the MWD assesses the cost of using EPP against the three other baseline
scenarios presented in that Directive’s |A (see section 3).

In general, EPP2 does not change the substantive requirements of permits, but it does
reduce the administration necessary to deliver those requirements. The benefits are
therefore generally expressed in terms of savings in administrative costs. The costs are
those that are incurred in implementing the new system. Where there are changes to the
substantive requirements of permitting, the ongoing costs and benefits of those changes
are also considered.



Box 1: Administrative costs and the standard cost model (SCM)

The SCM method is a way of breaking down the costs of regulation into manageable
components that can be measured. The model breaks down the costs of complying with
regulations into: 1) ‘substantive compliance costs’, which are the costs incurred in achieving
the intended results of the policy (for example, the costs of fitting a filter to comply with
environmental requirements), and 2) ‘administrative burden costs’, which are the
administrative activities that businesses are required to conduct in order to comply with the
information obligations of central government regulation (for example, the costs of documenting
and reporting that the filter has been fitted).

Administrative burdens are calculated using the formula N x W x T where N is the number of
businesses affected, W is the cost per hour taken to meet the obligation and T is the number of
hours taken per year.

For further details see ‘Measuring Administrative Cost: UK Standard Cost Model Manual’ Better
Regulation Executive, September 2005 (http://bre.berr.gov.uk/files/file44503.pdf).

2.4. Cost savings are quantified where they arise from:

i) Integration of regimes — this has been described by industry as the single most
important change in modernising environmental regulation. Where operators hold
multiple permits, EPP will allow for businesses and the Environment Agency to
administer all of a site’s permits in an integrated way, which will make single
applications/inspections possible’. Sites with multiple permits will be able to realise
further savings (see Table 1 for estimated numbers).

In order to more accurately estimate the benefits of the integration of regimes a set of
assumptions was developed to represent the likely distribution of permits among
sites, shown in Table 2. The methodology follows that, where there are 2, 3, 4, 5, and
6 permits on a site, if the permitting requirements were precisely replicated across the
regimes and these could be merged then there would be incremental savings of up to
50 per cent, 66 per cent, 75 per cent, 80 per cent or 83 per cent on the typical cost of
administering permits respectively. This percentage saving is then further moderated
by two additional factors:

a. The common ground between regimes for each task. These assumptions describe
the degree to which the administering of environmental permits is common in
terms of the information required and therefore time taken.

b. The probability that an operator would require tasks to be processed at the same
time for any site.

The savings due to these overlaps have then been multiplied by the relevant baseline
costs.

" Where integration leads to cost savings to holders of existing environmental permits, such as where a landfill site
also has a water discharge consent, these additional savings have been allocated to the EPP2 candidate regimes.
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Box 2: Integration of Permitting Regimes Cost Savings — Worked Example

Taking just one example of some of the savings that are achievable by bringing together
permitting regimes, Table 1 estimates that 5,938 of the total 22,856 WAI permits (26%) are for
sites that also hold other permits.

The model assumes that where a permit is held on a site with one other permit, then under a
common permitting approach (and assuming the requirements were identical for both permits)
the administrative burdens could be cut in half. In this case, effectively 50% of the associated
costs for each regime would be avoided. Similarly, where a site holds three permits, the
implication is a 67% overlap (the same tasks repeated under each regime). In the case of this
WAI example, since some sites have two permits and others have three or four etc., the
weighted average overlap is calculated to be 57%.

This overlap then has to be moderated by the degree of common ground between the different
permitting regimes. In terms of time spent transferring permits, the common ground between
regimes is estimated to be 60% of the full transfer process.

Furthermore, the probability that the individual regime permits would naturally be transferred at
the same time is, also in this case, estimated to be 60%.

Overall, these factors suggest that savings of 5% (26% % 57% x 60% x 60%) from the total
baseline permit transfer costs are possible under a common permitting approach. With baseline
annual industry transfer costs at £184,000, total annual industry savings for this activity within
this one regime (bearing in mind that similar savings will be accredited to the other regimes) are
just over £9,000 per annum. Additional savings will be achieved due to this avoidance of
replication at the Environment Agency.

i) Common inspections — this is where, because there is more than one regime, more
than one Environment Agency inspector visits the same site and there is an
opportunity for common inspections, saving time for both industry and regulator.
Estimates were made using a similar process as for integration of regimes. Savings
were further reduced to reflect the need for some inspections to be undertaken by
specialist regime-specific staff. As well as savings made through reduced
Environment Agency and industry staff time due to avoided inspections, there are
associated savings in Environment Agency vehicle costs and fuel CO2 emissions
(see Annex B).

iii) Multiple site applications — savings due to applications made by operators for
common activities on a number of their sites were estimated. This required an
assumed proportion of applications that would be made on this basis.

iv) Simplified guidance — re-written, simpler guidance should increase the efficiency of
the entire permitting process for operators, regulators and others. An overall savings
factor was estimated based on the potential for improvement. Transitional costs were
estimated for the Environment Agency developing new guidance and for operators
reading the guidance to inform themselves of the new system.

v) Standard rules permits (SPs) — these are suitable for low risk activities, and will be
easier and cheaper for operators to obtain than the existing bespoke permits. In
order to model the potential savings of introducing SPs, it was necessary to estimate
for each candidate regime the proportion of:

eextant and new permits that are suitable for SPs

2 . . . .
For further background on standard permits see the Environment Agency’s website: www.environment-agency.gov.uk/epr
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2.5.

e steady state savings of holding an SP as opposed to a bespoke permit for each
permitting task in turn

enew applicants and extant permit holders who would opt for SPs when given the
choice

vi) Exemption from the requirement for a permit — this could provide a more risk-

based approach for those lowest risk activities, such as small scale, largely domestic
sewerage discharges and some low risk groundwater activities. This would benefit
operators and regulators.

vii) Time savings for consultees — consultees should save time due to integrated

consultations and the introduction of a system of risk-based consultation.

viii) Environment Agency support and administration savings — it is envisaged that

EPP2 will reduce the support that staff require as EPP2 represents the simpler
regulatory system. A reduction in the administrative requirements is also likely,
particularly those associated with updating and maintaining the guidance.

Some benefits are less tangible and are not quantified. These include:

a simplified system to transpose future directives
improved environmental outcomes:
— a better risk-based regime which targets inspections etc. more consistently

— more integrated and holistic thinking by industry, which could lead to better
management of environmental risks

— regulations which are simpler to follow, resulting in better compliance by
businesses (particularly smaller organisations)

savings in the cost of compliance, due to more integrated thinking resulting in
innovative and therefore cheaper compliance

opportunities to tackle existing limitations and issues within each regime
potential savings on Environment Agency IT costs, as discussed in section 2.8
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2.6. Many of the assumptions used to develop the baselines were also used in the savings model

2.7.

2.8.

3.2.

(such as wage rates). General assumptions have been made to estimate the costs of industry
and Environment Agency staff time (see Annex C).

Implementation costs arise as a result of:
i) Activities the Environment Agency undertakes to prepare — these include:
e input into the regulatory process
¢ time taken to train staff and for them to familiarise themselves with the new system
e development and consultation on SPs and the transfer of existing permits to SPs
e some reduction of process efficiency in the first year
e amalgamating the public register
¢ the need to explain the new system to industry and respond to enquiries.

i) The need to upgrade the Environment Agency’s IT systems — this represents a
significant transitional cost for EPP2. However, the cost balances here are complex. The
Environment Agency has already initiated a programme of modernisation of its IT systems
which incorporates many of the capabilities required for EPP2. This work is well advanced.
Although further work will be necessary, the individual cost to each regime reduces
significantly as subsequent regimes move to an integrated IT system. Indeed, the costs
associated with the necessary redevelopment of individual IT systems in the absence of
EPP2 are anticipated to greatly exceed the costs of an integrated approach. As such,
significant forward savings on IT can be expected to be delivered by EPP2. These savings
have not, however, been accounted in the modelling due to both the difficulty in assessing
the levels of expenditure necessary with and without EPP2, and uncertainties concerning
the timings of required system upgrades.

iii) Operators understanding new systems and guidance
iv) Time taken for operators to consider whether to convert to SPs, and to apply
Other methodological points to note are:

e The SCM is intended to capture the administrative burden placed on all private sector
organisations. This IA includes the Environment Agency costs as they are recovered from
industry.

e The Treasury Green Book discount rate of 3.5 per cent is used. Discount rates are used to
reflect how society values the costs and benefits that arise in future time periods.

e The Regulatory Impact Assessment (RIA) for EPP1 assessed costs and benefits over a ten
year period. This length of time has been retained for this IA.

Evidence supporting conclusions

EPP2, along with EPP1, is an important part of achieving Defra’s 25 per cent target for
reducing net administrative burdens and is included in its simplification plan ‘Better Regulation,
Better Business™. This section summarises the estimates of costs and benefits of EPP2. The
impact of including all the regimes is derived by aggregating costs and benefits of the
individual regimes.

Headline cost benefit summary

The headline cost benefits of introducing EPP2 are anticipated to give a total discounted
saving of £44 .8million over ten years for England and Wales. The larger proportion of the
savings (67 per cent) are expected to be generated from reduced burdens to industry, with the

4
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3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

Environment Agency and consultees expected to achieve the remaining savings (31 per cent
and 1 per cent respectively).

Table 3 summarises the information in this IA, giving:

e permit numbers for the candidate regimes (see also Figure 1)
e the administrative burden baselines (for England and Wales, combined and separately)

e the benefits for each candidate regime discounted over ten years (for England and Wales,
combined and separately)

e the percentage of the baseline saved (and how this is split between industry, the
Environment Agency and consultees)

e a note on how the benefits were calculated

The greatest benefits are expected to be found in the Groundwater regime (a total of £14.9
million discounted over ten years); a significant proportion of this is due to efficiencies gained
in relation to the large number of small sewage treatment plants (SSTPs) that require
permitting. The next greatest benefits are for the Water Discharge Activities regime (a total of
£11.1 million over ten years); a large majority of these benefits are also predicted to result
from the efficiencies gained in relation to the large number of SSTPs that require permitting.
The RSR regime is expected to release the third greatest savings (a total of £8.2 million
discounted over ten years); the major contributor to this is streamlined nuclear variations —
reducing the level of prescription within EP permits, while maintaining the level of provision of
information to local authorities. The majority of the remaining benefits are from the MWD and
WAI regimes (respectively £4.4 million and £4.5 million discounted over ten years). The final
£1.7 million benefits (discounted over ten years) are divided between BD and C&B.

When examining all regimes together, a total benefit of £16.7 million is saved over ten years
by allowing licensed exemptions for SSTPs under the Groundwater and Water Discharge
Activities regimes; this is explained further in section 3.22. A further benefit of £9.6 million over
ten years is delivered through the integration of regimes due to harmonisation of permit
applications, permit modifications and site inspections. Standard permits deliver £2.2 million in
savings over ten years. Simplified guidance leads to savings of £0.6 million over ten years, net
of the development costs. Additional savings (such as those associated with reduced
consultations, single form applications for multiple sites, the integration of the Mining Waste
and Batteries Directives, and other streamlining measures) make up the balance of the overall
£44.8 million ten year NPV cost benefit figure. A high level summary of the costs and benefits
can be found in Figure 2.

Section 5 gives more details on the overall benefits.
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Figure 2.

3.7.

3.8.

High level Cost Benefit Summary Table®

10 year NPV costs (negative) & benefits (positive)

£35m
B |ntergration of regimes
£30m -
OStandard permit savings
£25m A ) .
OExemption savings
£20m - @ Streamlining measures
O Simplified guidance savings
£15m A piiec 9 9
O Other savings
£10m -
@ Total burdens
£5m 1
£0m A = =
-£5m
Industry EA Consultees

Sensitivity Analysis

We have focused the sensitivity analysis on modelling benefits to small sewage treatment
plants® (SSTPs) discharging 5m® or less per day to surface or 2m?® or less per day to
groundwater. This is because almost half of the total savings are associated with SSTP (£20.8
million NPV over ten years). Any small efficiency saving achieved for a permit application (for
instance) resulting from EPP2 is greatly amplified in the modelling due to the large number of
these discharges, thus changes in assumptions made will have the single biggest impact on
the results. We consider that other modelling sensitivities, for all regimes, can be considered to
be eclipsed by the range evaluated for SSTPs.

Key assumptions in our modelling for SSTPs include:

a. New SSTPs must still go through a permit application process but they may be entitled

to acquire an exemption. Although proper site investigation is still required to ensure
that the SSTP meets the conditions of the exemption, this process avoids the currently
required pre-application discussions with the EA and reduces form filling time from 4
hours to an assumed 30 minutes (this remains a conservative assumption — online form
filling time will be considerably less but additional time is allocated to allow for
accessing website, information gathering etc.).

As part of the EPP2 simplification process, existing SSTPs will automatically move to
exemptions if they meet the criteria in the regulations, without needing to go through
any further registration process. The baseline accounts for 40 minutes of industry time
for permit applications as conducted by a conveyancer during house sales. However,
significant sensitivity surrounds this assumption. It is possible that the application
process may match that for a simple standard permit, in this case four hours may be
expected (and consequently the EPP2 savings will be increased). Equally, the current
process could be accelerated by an alternative new online registration process, or

® Consultees are those consulted in the permitting process

6 In areas where no sewerage system is available, householders frequently have sewage treated via the use of septic
tanks or small sewage treatment plants and discharge to either surface waters or groundwater. The new Regulations will
allow many of those small volume discharges of sewage effluent to simply register an exemption, rather have to apply for
permits for SSTPs.
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3.9.

3.10.

3.11.

3.12.

3.13.

furthermore we may consider that the automatic move to exemptions may not be a
saving attributed to EPP2.

c. number of properties with unregistered SSTPs sold each year. In the central case we
assume 20,000 properties although a range of 5,000 to 40,000 may be conceivable.

d. time taken to process applications at the Environment Agency application receipt centre
under the current system. The central case assumes 20 minutes, though we may
consider a range here from 0 (where the move to exemptions is automated outside of
EPP2) to 40 minutes.

Individual sensitivity investigation on each of these factors (in bullets b. to d.) suggests that
additional savings of £19.9m, £5.3m and £1.3m respectively (as NPV over ten years) may be
possible. However, with each factor adjusted concurrently, the effects are compounded and a
net cost saving of £47.8m additional NPV over ten years may be achieved. Equally, using the
most conservative assumptions, the compounded loss in cost benefit is evaluated to be £5.3m
(less) NPV over ten years. These ranges are quoted on the summary table at the head of this
Impact Assessment.

The ranges suggested by this sensitivity analysis show that the cost benefit may either be
marginally less than or significantly more than the headline figures (i.e. from £39.5m to
£92.6m). The realistic stance, taken with respect to the central assumptions for the modelling,
is deliberately conservative in order to take account of any possible optimism bias.

Benefits for Wales

The total benefits to Wales for EPP2 are £6.2 million over ten years. Although this sum is
relatively modest it is proportionately greater than that for England. Each regime has higher
benefits than the costs of being included. Benefits are proportionally higher for regimes such
as Groundwater and WAI where there is a higher incidence of these activities in Wales than in
England.

We have not attempted to evaluate the cost to Wales which would ensue if EPP2 was taken
forward on an England only basis, but note that benefits would be greatly reduced and
potentially eliminated.

Regime specific cost benefits

In the remainder of this section, each candidate system is considered in turn, looking first at
baselines then benefits: Water Discharge Activities (WDA) and Groundwater Authorisations
(GW) from section 3.14, Radioactive Substances Regulation permitting (RSR) in section 3.31,
Mining Waste Directive (MWD) in section 3.39, Batteries Directive (BD) in section 3.41, Water
Abstraction and Impoundment (WAI) in section 3.44 and Waste Carriers and Brokers (C&B) in
section 3.51.
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3.14.

3.15.

3.16.

3.17.

3.18.

3.19.

3.20.

Water Discharge Activities and Groundwater baselines

The permit holders in the WDA and GW regime include a large number of householders,
farmers, and others not generally encompassed by the term ‘industry’. As the term ‘industry’
could in this regime be wrongly taken to mean only the ‘water and sewerage companies’, this
point is acknowledged each time ‘industry’ is mentioned in this section of the IA.

The WDA regime authorises effluent discharges to controlled waters (i.e. excluding discharges
to groundwater). Operators range from large water and sewerage companies to individual
householders. In areas where no sewerage system is available householders frequently have
sewage treated via the use of septic tanks or small sewage treatment plants (SSTPs) and
discharge to either controlled waters or groundwater (see below).

Currently, there are two broad permitting types that deliver the existing Groundwater Directive:

e The first type occurs where the requirements of the Directive are delivered through existing
arrangements (e.g. EP Regulations’ landfill permits, rather than through specific
groundwater authorisations);

e The second type is a specific permit that an operator must obtain. There are six broad
types of authorisation, of which three relate to disposal of farm effluents (pesticides, sheep
dip and a combination of the two), one to the burial of carcasses and ash resulting from the
foot and mouth epidemic, one to the discharge of mining wastes and the final one for
SSTPs (where it is estimated that 75% of discharges are to groundwater).

The Environment Agency has taken a proportionate approach to the need for permits for
SSTP where discharges of up to 5m? per day for surface water and 2m? per day for
groundwater are currently allowed without the requirement for a permit (with the exception of
discharges to groundwater within groundwater Source Protection Zone 1)

The Environment Agency has recently changed the way these permits are administered, from
local offices administering the regime to three national centres employing specialist staff to
undertake the work relating to applications, variations, transfers etc. The Environment Agency
is also simplifying its application forms for smaller consents (it estimates a reduction in time
taken from over 3 hours to 40 minutes). These changes have been accounted for in the
baseline costs to the Environment Agency and are not therefore shown as EPP2 benefits.
However, the EP single system does facilitate these efficiency savings and as such, we show
the total savings including the benefit associated with these SSTP consents within the
sensitivity analysis from Paragraph 3.7.

For the purposes of estimating the administrative burden on industry (including householders)
and the Environment Agency, permits have been divided into four broad categories based
upon risk:

e Exemptions (for the small scale, largely domestic sewage discharges)

e Standard permits (sewage treatment plants discharging 5-20m? per day, cooling water
discharges and for enzyme treated sheep dip discharges to ground. Further standard
permits may be developed in the future).

e Simple bespoke permits (which may be larger wastewater treatment plants etc.); and

e Complex bespoke permits (more complex examples of SSTPs, wastewater treatment
works etc.).

In addition, a number of the complex bespoke permits have moved more towards self
monitoring, with the Environment Agency acting as an auditor rather than undertaking large
numbers of samples directly. Again, these changes have been incorporated into the baseline
figures and are not therefore shown as EPP2 benefits.

The estimated baseline costs for the WDA regime and GW regimes are presented in Table 4
and Table 5 respectively.
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Table 4. Baseline Annual Costs of the WDA Regime in England and Wales
Description Permit type Quantity | Environment Industry (including
Agency householders and
others)8
Processing | Simple standard consent 6 £246 £6,180
application | New SSTPs 1,250 £51,211 £987,715
@ Exi§ting unreglisteredl SSTPs 2- 5,000 £57,258 £131,040
o 5m”/day permitted with house sales
E Simple Bespoke consent 129 £127,348 £461,468
_& Complex bespoke consent 30 £172,770 £562,636
< Advertising 1,203 - £25,002
Appeals Appeals withdrawn 168 £143,401 £288,655
Appeals reaching a full hearing 25 £117,948 £1,234,644
Applications | Simple standard consent 14 £1,564 £14,420
for variations | g4 sTW 0 £0 £0
@ Simple Bespoke consent 301 £297,146 £1,076,759
.g Complex bespoke consent 70 £403,131 £1,312,818
= Undertake Total reviews per year 4,600 £158,758
P Routine Consents needing amendment 920 £994,025 £159,495
Reviews
Major Only FTE info supplied - £857,599
Reviews
Transfers Non-SSTPs 1,125 £12,206 £61,675
SSTPs 0 £2,712 £13,705
Sampling | Simple standard consent 670 £7,094 £26,339
Small STW 0 £0 £0
Simple Bespoke consent 157,296 £1,665,548 £6,183,627
Complex bespoke consent (self 19,662 £208,194 £772,953
cS monitoring)
o Complex bespoke consent (non self 39,324 £416,387 £16,980,818
% monitoring)
g Inspections | Simple standard consent 0 £0 £0
& Small STW 0 £0 £0
Simple Bespoke consent 117,972 £11,742,637 £9,275,440
Complex bespoke consent (self 983 £241,376 £142,996
monitoring)
Complex bespoke consent (non self 19,662 £4,827,529 £2,859,927
monitoring)
Surrenders All Consents 495 £10,739 £54,263
Sub-Total £22,516,828 £42,632,575
IT costs £3,357,000
EA policy £1,000,000
5 EA process £515,000
g Support Direct services staff (finance, legal, admin) £772,000
services
Other (e.g. vehicle ops, labs, depreciation) £6,886,000
Total £35,046,828 £42,632,575

¥ ‘industry’ includes householders, farmers, industrial units and water and sewage companies.
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Table 5. Baseline Annual Costs of the GW Regime in England and Wales
Description Permit type Quantity | Environment Industry
Agency (including
householders
and others)
S application | Solid disposal 1 £4,195 £364
"§ New SSTPs 3,750 £153,633 £2,963,145
= Existing unregistered SSTPs 2- 15,000 £171,775 £393,120
g— 5m3/day permitted with house sales
Advertising 76 £O £70,919
* Applications | Excluding routine reviews 15 £792 £369
S for variations
® Undertake Liquid disposal 1,250 £65,990 £0
§ Routine Solid disposal 1 £323 £0
Reviews
Transfers Transfer existing registered SSTPs 750 £8,137 £41,116
Other permit transfers 75 £1,980 £6,265
3 Inspections | Liquid disposal 1,250 £247,461 £104,423
. and sampling
@
[
S Solid disposal 16 £5,809 £1,337
(7]
Surrenders All Consents 588 £46,562 £14,447
Sub-Total £728,206 £3,622,777
IT costs £97,000
< EA policy £45,000
g EA process £8,000
o Direct services staff £17,000
Other £73,000
Total £968,206 £3,622,777
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3.21.

3.22.

3.23.

3.24.

3.25.

Water Discharge Activities and Groundwater Benefits

The estimated costs and benefits for the WDA and GW regime are presented in Table 6 and
Table 7 respectively.

The majority of the savings for WDA and GW are associated with exemptions for SSTPs and
standard permits for low environmental risk permit applications. A total saving (accounting for
associated transitional costs) of £20.8 million NPV over ten years in England and Wales is
possible, of which over 90 per cent is from SSTP exemptions. This is based on the following
assumptions for SSTPs:

— 98 per cent of SSTPs, will be eligible for exemptions (i.e. those discharging 5m° or less
per day to surface or 2m® or less per day to groundwater, plus other criteria described in the EP
Regulations)

— The existing permitted 55,000 SSTPs will move administratively to become registered
exemptions, by means of notification on the Environment Agency’s website. This will
minimise the administrative burden on permit holders, who need do nothing and will
reduce the demand on the Environment Agency time compared to individually
converting each of these permits into a registered exemption (transitional costs are
estimated at £20,000). Since there are no monitoring or maintenance requirements for
these permits, benefits can only be realised at the point where the permit would have
needed to be transferred This would have previously required the application from the
transferor and the transferee, but can now can simply be an application from the
transferee.

The new Groundwater Directive will mean a change in the Environment Agency’s approach to
permitting discharges to groundwater in England and Wales. Currently small discharges to
groundwater are not regulated. Such discharges will need to be regulated after 31 December
2011 after which date it will become an offence to operate the SSTP without either having a
permit or being registered. It is estimated that around 250,000 SSTPs in England and Wales
will come under regulation, but it may be nearer 500,000. It is acknowledged that some 20,000
SSTP are sold by manufacturers each year in England and Wales, while at present only 3-
4,000 are permitted each year by the Environment Agency. The EP Regulations introduce an
exemption for these discharges if they are two cubic metres per day or less. There will be an
on-line registration system for these exemptions giving significant savings over the need to
permit them.

WDA Benefits

In the case of the WDA regime, a significant amount of the benefits (£4.9 million) are expected
to be associated with exemptions for SSTPs. 25 per cent of the total SSTPs are assumed to
currently fall within the WDA regime, the remainder discharging to groundwater and therefore
being regulated in the Groundwater regime.

The WDA benefits associated with the integration of regimes amount to total savings of £4.6
million NPV over ten years in England and Wales. £1.2 million of the £4.6 million is expected
to be savings attributed for new applicants, the rest being savings on administration of existing
permits. A more detailed illustration of integration of regimes cost savings, as shown in Table 6
is given here:

e Industry WDA savings resulting from the integration of regimes amount to an annual £3.1
million (NPV over ten years). The majority of these are attributed to new applications and
integrated inspections.

e Industry savings for new permit applications are £1.2 million (NPV over ten years).
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3.26.

3.27.

3.28.

3.29.

3.30.

e Integrated inspections lead to £1.0 million (NPV over ten years) of savings a year for
industry alone with largest proportion being accredited to the Water Abstraction regime
(£323,000 each year).

e Of the annual £1.5 million of Environment Agency integration of regimes savings, three
quarters of which is due to integrated inspections.

In the case of Water Discharge Activities, the savings delivered through simplification of
guidance (£0.5 million NPV over ten years for England and Wales, including the costs of
preparing and understanding the guidance) are significant due to the large number of new
applicants and variations each year.

Permit revocation for discharge consents is currently a two-stage process involving both
industry and the Environment Agency. Under EPP2, the proposal is that operators merely
return their permit, thereby cutting the industry time significantly (although Environment
Agency time will remain unaffected). This results in industry cost savings of £0.4 million NPV
over ten years.

Water Discharge Activities Summary

It is estimated that the NPV of using EPP2 is £11.1 million over ten years for England and
Wales (£9.0 million industry, £2.0 million to the Environment Agency and £0.2 million to
consultees). GW Benefits

Considering the Groundwater regime, similarly to the WDA regime the greatest benefits are
associated with the SSTPs. Of the total £14.9 million (NPV over ten years), £14.7 million (NPV
over ten years) are expected to be accrued from the use of exemptions for SSTPs. Of the total
savings associated with SSTPs, 87% are realised by Industry.

Examining areas of other expected savings, the benefits of standard permits deliver savings of
£0.1 million (NPV over ten years) to Industry and £0.3 million (NPV over ten years) to the
Environment Agency.

Groundwater Summary

For Groundwater, it is expected that the NPV of using EPP2 is £14.9 million over ten years for
England and Wales (£12.8 million industry and £2.1 million to the Environment Agency).
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Table 6. Costs and Benefits of the Water Discharge Activities Regime in England and Wales
EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix Preparation -> Transition > Ongoing savings
Water Discharge Activities 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
:% .3 Apply for SP £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
S 8 |Apply for Exemption -£6,775 -£6,775 -£6,775 £0 £0 £0 -£19,645
= Understand guidance -£3,931 -£3,931 -£3,931 £0 £0 £0 -£11,399
o o |Applications £0 £21,106 £21,106 £21,106 £21,106 £21,106 £160,566
é § Variations £0 £48,080 £48,080 £48,080 £48,080 £48,080 £365,777
_g 2 [Transfers £0 £1,233 £1,233 £1,233 £1,233 £1,233 £9,384
0 © [Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £1,085 £1,085 £1,085 £1,085 £1,085 £8,256
5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £164,011 £164,011 | £164,011 [ £164,011 | £164,011 | £1,247,745
_5 8 |Vvariations £0 £40,726 £40,726 £40,726 £40,726 £40,726 £309,828
® g, Transfers £0 £7,357 £7,357 £7,357 £7,357 £7,357 £55,968
E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £53,513 £53,513 £53,513 £53,513 £53,513 £407,114
§ = Integrated inspections £0 £135,528 | £135,528 | £135,528 | £135,528 | £135,528 | £1,031,058
g c:)':‘:::itt:’ Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £18,732 | £18,732 | £18,732 | £18732 | £18732 | £142,511
Standard Applications £0 £78,753 £78,753 £78,753 £78,753 £78,753 £599,126
oo Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Variations £0 £3,179 £3,179 £3,179 £3,179 £3,179 £24,186
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £548,731 £548,731 £548,731 | £548,731 | £548,731 | £4,174,570
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £13,705 £13,705 £13,705 £13,705 £13,705 £104,267
T New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £45,219 £45,219 £45,219 £45,219 £45,219 £344,011
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£10,706 £1,170,253 | £1,170,253 | £1,180,959 [£1,180,959| £1,180,959| £8,953,323
Input into regulatory process -£30,454 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£30,454
_5 Net IT costs -£200,000 £0 £0 £0 £200,000 £0 -£25,712
E % Staff training/reading guidance -£183,695 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£183,695
§. S |Dewelop SPs and consultations -£75,000 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£75,000
o Rewrite guidance -£60,908 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£60,908
Amalgamating public registers -£289,901 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£289,901
b c B Mowe to SPs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
& 2 8 [Mowe to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
F = © [Reduction in process efficiency £13,404 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £13,404
B S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £30,239 £30,239 £30,239 £30,239 £30,239 £230,052
E 5 & [Variations £0 £15,603 £15,603 £15,603 £15,603 £15,603 £118,700
2| B E [Tansfers £0 £2,110 £2110 | £2110 | £2110 | £2,110 | £16,053
IE g ® |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £6,517 £6,517 £6,517 £6,517 £6,517 £49,577
UEJ s Integrated inspections £0 £144,483 | £144,483 | £144,483 | £144,483 | £144,483 | £1,099,184
Z | OPeratorly ipie applications under 1 form -£106 -£106 £106 -£106 £106 | -£106 £911
& permits
; Standard Applications £0 £33,791 £33,791 £33,791 £33,791 £33,791 £257,071
] .. |Subsistence £0 £2,011 £2,011 £2,011 £2,011 £2,011 £15,299
permits s £0 £928 £928 £928 £928 £928 £7,061
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £81,352 £81,352 £81,352 £81,352 £81,352 £618,900
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £2,712 £2,712 £2,712 £2,712 £2,712 £20,635
Stream- New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Reduced number of consultations £0 £6,122 £6,122 £6,122 £6,122 £6,122 £46,571
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £13,790 £13,790 £13,790 £13,790 £13,790 £104,909
savings |Admin savings £0 £4,574 £4,574 £4,574 £4,574 £4,574 £34,798
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£853,467 £344,126 £344,126 | £344,126 | £544,126 | £344,126 | £1,938,827
@l costs Input into rewriting of guidance -£6,091 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£6,091
w SP consultations -£11,941 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£11,941
e Integrated consultations £0 £110 £110 £110 £110 £110 £835
8 Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £7,996 £7,996 £7,996 £7,996 £7,996 £60,834
% Reduced number of consultations £0 £18,814 £18,814 £18,814 £18,814 £18,814 £143,128
© |CONSULTEE TOTALS -£18,032 £26,920 £26,920 £26,920 £26,920 £26,920 £186,766
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £263 £263 £263 £263 £263 £2,002
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£882,205 £1,541,563 | £1,541,563 | £1,552,269 |£1,752,269 | £1,552,269| £11,080,918
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Table 7. Costs and Benefits of the Groundwater Regime in England and Wales
EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix Preparation -> Transition > Ongoing savings
Groundwater 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
:% .3 Apply for SP -£32,432 -£32,432 -£32,432 £0 £0 £0 -£94,044
£ 8 |Apply for Exemption -£20,324 -£20,324 -£20,324 £0 £0 £0 -£58,934
F Understand guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
o o |Applications £0 £792 £792 £792 £792 £792 £6,023
é § Variations £0 £7 £7 £7 £7 £7 £56
_g :g Transfers £0 £125 £125 £125 £125 £125 £953
0 © [Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £289 £289 £289 £289 £289 £2,198
5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £298 £298 £298 £298 £298 £2,263
& & |Variations £0 £2 £2 £2 £2 £2 £18
® -g, Transfers £0 £128 £128 £128 £128 £128 £972
E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £248 £248 £248 £248 £248 £1,888
E = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g |Operator]y, tinle applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= | permits
Standard Applications £0 £14,771 £14,771 £14,771 £14,771 £14,771 £112,376
oo Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Variations £0 £63 £63 £63 £63 £63 £481
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £1,646,192 | £1,646,192 [ £1,646,192 |£1,646,192| £1,646,192| £12,523,710
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £41,116 £41,116 £41,116 £41,116 £41,116 £312,801
T New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£52,757 £1,651,275 | £1,651,275 | £1,704,032 [£1,704,032| £1,704,032| £12,810,762
Input into regulatory process £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
5 Net IT costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E % Staff training/reading guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
§. S |Dewelop SPs and consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
o Rewrite guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Amalgamating public registers -£47,471 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£47,471
b c B Mowe to SPs -£11,233 -£11,233 -£11,233 £0 £0 £0 -£32,573
= 2 8 |Mowe to Exemptions £0 -£6,667 -£6,667 -£6,667 £0 £0 -£19,324
= = 9 [Reduction in process efficiency -£14,401 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£14,401
B S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Z| s ¢ [Varations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
2| B E [Tansfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
IE g ® |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
w| £ Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
; Operator . L
o its Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
& | permi
g Standard |2Pplications £0 £14,481 £14,481 £14,481 | £14,481 | £14,481 £110,168
] .. |Subsistence £0 £13,045 £13,045 £13,045 £13,045 £13,045 £99,245
permits N7arations £0 £11,501 | £11,521 | £11,521 | £11,521 | £11,521 | £87,651
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £244,056 | £244,056 | £244,056 | £244,056 | £244,056 | £1,856,701
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £8,137 £8,137 £8,137 £8,137 £8,137 £61,905
Stream- New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
savings |Admin savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£73,106 £273,341 £273,341 | £284,574 | £291,241 | £291,241 | £2,101,901
ﬂ Costs Input into rewriting of guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
w SP consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
e Integrated consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
a Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
O [CONSULTEE TOTALS £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£125,863 £1,924,616 | £1,924,616 | £1,988,606 |£1,995,273| £1,995,273 | £14,912,663
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Radioactive Substances Regulation baseline

3.31. The baseline costs, generated in consultation with the Environment Agency and validated with
the industry quality assurance, are shown in Table 8, Table 9 and Table 10.

3.32. RSR currently applies to certain radioactive material and wastes. It comprises nuclear and
non-nuclear regulation, which have been calculated separately in this IA:

e RSR regulates the use and storage of radioactive material, and the storage and disposal of
radioactive wastes. There are currently around 4,000 non-nuclear permits, operated
through a system of registration and authorisation. Controls apply to fixed radioactive
sources and mobile ones. A series of exemption orders render lower risk substances and
wastes exempt from the need for a permit®.

e There are currently 36 nuclear permits (sites permitted include power stations, research
and military establishments). The storage of radioactive substances and wastes is
regulated along with health and safety issues undertaken by the Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate (part of Health and Safety Executive), through a site licence issued under the
Nuclear Installations Act 1965. The Environment Agency regulates disposal of radioactive
wastes from those sites.

Table 8. Baseline annual costs of the non-nuclear regime in England and Wales
A . Environment
Process Description Quantity Agency Industry
Non-nuclear 50 £15,647 £122,850
Applications | a@uthorisations
Non-nuclear registrations 120 £18,776 £117,936
Non-nuclear 160 £63,798 £116,364
Variation authorisations
Non-nuclear registrations 380 £101,014 £134,812
Non-nuclear
; 395 £126,003 £87,346
Slub5|sttgnce authorisations
nspections
(Insp ) Non-nuclear registrations 1,293 £206,230 £285,921
Non-nuclear 70 £24,460 £68,796
Surrenders | authorisations
Non-nuclear registrations 380 £53,114 £149,386
Sub-Total £609,043 £1,083,411
IT costs £149,000
EA poli £216,000
Other POICY
EA process £201,000
Support services £23,000
Totals £1,198,043 £1,083,411

Notes: *Support services staff includes finance, legal, admin.

9

www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we do/uk supply/energy mix/nuclear/radioactivity/government/legislation/exemp
t review/exempt review.aspx
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Table 9. Baseline annual costs of the nuclear regime in England and Wales
s . Environment
Process Description Quantity Agency Industry
.. Nuclear
Variation authorisations 6 £1,800,000 £442,260
Transfers | huclear 7 £132,000 £113,514
authorisations
. Inspections 720 £1,008,000 £238,821
Subsistence
Samples 36 £432,000 £269,071
Sub-Totals £3,372,000 £1,063,666
IT costs £76,000
EA poli 1
Other po icy £180,000
Environment Agency process £381,000
Support services* £40,000
Totals £4,049,000 £1,063,666
Notes:

*Support services staff (finance, legal, admin) and other (vehicle ops, labs, depreciation)

It was reported that there have only been a couple of nuclear authorisations surrendered in the last decade. Baseline
costs for administering surrenders have not therefore been provided by the Environment Agency.

Table 10. Summary of baseline annual costs of the non-nuclear and nuclear regimes in England
and Wales
Description Industry Environment Agency Total
Non-nuclear £1,083,411 £1,198,043 £2,281,454
Nuclear £1,063,666 £4,049,000 £5,112,666
Total £2,147,077 £5,247,043 £7,394,120

3.33.

3.34.

3.35.

3.36.

3.37.

Radioactive Substances Regulation benefits

The estimated costs and benefits for the RSR regime are presented in Table 11, Table 12 and
Table 13.

Security considerations and the need for most inspections to be undertaken by specialist staff
mean that the benefits of EPP2 to the RSR regime are more limited than they would otherwise
be. There is a need to keep the application process separate and distinct from that of the other
regimes, hence cost savings for applications seen under the other regimes do not occur here.
Similarly, permitting applications and inspections will not be integrated with the other regimes.
However, similar design of guidance documents and application forms may deliver efficiency
improvements.

Some of the small users of radioactive materials may also be able to use standard rules,
rather than requiring a site-specific (bespoke) permit. With an assumed 50 per cent of non-
nuclear RSR permits able to operate under standard rules and 40 per cent of existing
qualifying permits transferring to standard rules, the ten year NPV cost saving amounts to £0.6
million (£0.4 million to industry and £0.2 million to the Environment Agency).

The ability to transfer permits between operators will also bring benefits amounting to £0.2
million as a ten year NPV.

The major contributor to the nuclear cost savings is streamlined nuclear and non-nuclear
variations. Currently, authorisations are framed in a manner that means that any changes to
the destination to which radioactive wastes are sent for off-site disposal (to separately
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3.38.

authorised facilities) requires a formal variation. The proposal under EPP2 is to streamline
these arrangements by reducing the level of prescription within environmental permits to allow
such changes to be made without formal variation, whilst maintaining the provision of
information to local authorities. To counter a possible loss of transparency, the appropriate
local authorities would be informed of the new transfer arrangement by the waste recipient.
The modelling assumes that four of the six nuclear variations per year can be streamlined, and
that 90 per cent of both the Environment Agency’s and industry’s 1,500 hours are saved. This
delivers £4.5 million of savings as an NPV over ten years. Further savings may be delivered to
non-nuclear permit holders. Assuming 25 per cent of non-nuclear variations can be avoided
and that a further 50 per cent are able to be streamlined (again with 90 per cent time savings),
the cost savings amount to £2.2 million over ten years. Furthermore, consultations will not be
required on avoided or streamlined non-nuclear variations, which leads to further savings of
£91,000 (NPV over ten years) to consultees and £0.1 million (NPV over ten years) to the
Environment Agency. These contribute to the “reduced number of consultations” savings in the
tables.

Radioactive Substances Regulation summary

As illustrated in the combined Table 13 for both nuclear and non-nuclear radioactive
substances, it is estimated that the NPV of using EP is £8.2 million over ten years for England
and Wales (£4.4 million to industry, £3.7 million to the Environment Agency and £0.1 million to
consultees.

24



Table 11

Costs and benefits of the non-nuclear Radioactive Substances Regulation regime in
England and Wales

EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix

Preparation

-> Transition >

Ongoing savings

Non-Nuclear RSR 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption -£16,380 -£16,380 -£16,380 £0 £0 £0 -£47,497
= ,g Apply for SP -£85,628 -£85,628 -£85,628 £0 £0 £0 -£248,296
S 8 |Apply for Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= Understand guidance -£16,380 -£16,380 -£16,380 £0 £0 £0 -£47,497
© o |Applications £0 £24,079 £24,079 £24,079 £24,079 £24,079 £183,183
é “:; Variations £0 £25,118 £25,118 £25,118 £25,118 £25,118 £191,086
EE |Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
» @ [Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £21,818 £21,818 £21,818 £21,818 £21,818 £165,986
%5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
_5 & |Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
s £ |Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

'g = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

2 Opera.tor Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

= | permits

Standard Applications £0 £48,157 £48,157 £48,157 £48,157 £48,157 £366,365
TS Supsi§tence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £5,645 £5,645 £5,645 £5,645 £5,645 £42,942
Variations £0 £37,982 £37,982 £37,982 £37,982 £37,982 £288,958
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Stream- New dispensations for transfers £0 £22,408 £22,408 £22,408 £22,408 £22,408 £170,472
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £175,823 | £175,823 | £175,823 | £175,823 | £175,823 | £1,337,603
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£118,388 £242,641 £242,641 | £361,029 [ £361,029 | £361,029 | £2,403,305
Input into regulatory process -£32,797 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£32,797
S Net IT costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
® ‘3 Staff training/reading guidance -£63,017 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£63,017
g 8 [Dewelop SPs and consultations -£75,000 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£75,000
o Rewrite guidance -£32,797 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£32,797
Amalgamating public registers -£26,890 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£26,890
b o Mowe to SPs -£38,950 -£38,950 -£38,950 £0 £0 £0 -£112,944
& 2 9 [Mowe to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= = © [Reduction in process efficiency -£12,181 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£12,181

B S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

E S & [Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

2 ‘§ %, Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

IE g © |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

w| £ Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

% Opera.tor Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

& permits

; Standard Applications £0 £10,757 £10,757 £10,757 £10,757 £10,757 £81,837

] .. |Subsistence £0 £15,072 £15,072 £15,072 £15,072 £15,072 £114,663

permits I anations £0 £24,003 | £04,923 | £24,923 | £24,923 | £24,923 | £189,604
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
e New dispensations for transfers £0 -£2,720 £2,378 £2,378 £2,378 £2,378 £13,168
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £115,369 | £115,369 | £115,369 | £115,369 | £115,369 £877,688
Reduced number of consultations £0 £13,132 £13,132 £13,132 £13,132 £13,132 £99,901
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £14,405 £14,405 £14,405 £14,405 £14,405 £109,590
savings |Admin savings £0 £3,201 £3,201 £3,201 £3,201 £3,201 £24,353
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£281,631 £155,188 | £160,287 | £199,237 | £199,237 | £199,237 | £1,155,180

»n Input into rewriting of guidance -£3,280 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£3,280

i Costs SP consultations -£12,860 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£12,860

ar Integrated consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

a Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £3,365 £3,365 £3,365 £3,365 £3,365 £25,603

g Reduced number of consultations £0 £11,932 £11,932 £11,932 £11,932 £11,932 £90,772

O |CONSULTEE TOTALS -£16,139 £15,297 £15,297 £15,297 £15,297 £15,297 £100,236

Monetised CO, Savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0

TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£416,159 £413,126 | £418,224 | £575,563 | £575,563 | £575,563 | £3,658,721
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Table 12.

England and Wales

Costs and benefits of the nuclear Radioactive Substances Regulation regime in

EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix Preparation -> Transition --> Ongoing savings
Nuclear 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= ‘3 Apply for SP £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
S 8 |Apply for Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= Understand guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
© o |Applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
£ £ |Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g2 [Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
» @ [Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
%5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
§ & |variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
s £ |Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
'g = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
2 Opera.tor Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= | permits
Standard Applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
.. |Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
permits | ations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Stream- New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streaml?ned permit rgvgcation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £2,018,747
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS £0 £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £265,356 | £2,018,747
Input into regulatory process -£32,797 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£32,797
S Net IT costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
® ‘3 Staff training/reading guidance -£63,017 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£63,017
g 8 [Dewelop SPs and consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
o Rewrite guidance -£65,593 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£65,593
Amalgamating public registers -£259 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £259
P Move to SPs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
5 2 8 |Move to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
~ = © [Reduction in process efficiency -£18,108 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£18,108
B S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E S $ [Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
2 ‘§ %, Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
IE g © |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% Opera.tor Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
& permits
S Applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Z [Standardfe ) istence £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
permits | anations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
e New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £327,059 | £327,059 | £327,059 | £327,059 | £327,059 | £2,488,165
Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £22,140 £22,140 £22,140 £22,140 £22,140 £168,431
savings |Admin savings £0 £4,920 £4,920 £4,920 £4,920 £4,920 £37,429
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£179,774 £354,119 | £354,119 | £354,119 | £354,119 | £354,119 | £2,514,250
| costs Input into rewriting of guidance -£6,559 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£6,559
i SP consultations -£12,860 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£12,860
ar Integrated consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
a Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
O |CONSULTEE TOTALS -£19,419 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£19,419
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£199,193 £619,475 | £619,475 | £619,475 | £619,475 | £619,475 | £4,513,579
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Table 13.

Regulation regime in England and Wales

Combined costs and benefits of the nuclear and non-nuclear Radioactive Substances

EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix

Preparation

--> Transition -->

Ongoing savings

Nuclear and Non-Nuclear Combined 2009/10 | 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption -£16,380 -£16,380 -£16,380 £0 £0 -£47,497
Z:% ‘3 Apply for SP -£85,628 -£85,628 -£85,628 £0 £0 -£248,296
§ S |Apply for Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= Understand guidance -£16,380 -£16,380 -£16,380 £0 £0 -£47,497
T Applications £0 £24,079 £24,079 £24,079 £24,079 £183,183
£ ¢ |Variations £0 £25,118 £25,118 £25,118 £25,118 £191,086
£2 |Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
2 Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £21,818 £21,818 £21,818 £21,818 £165,986
= Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
S Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
o § £ [Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E E g Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% Operator |Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
- et Applications £0 £48,157 £48,157 £48,157 £48,157 £366,365
permits Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £5,645 £5,645 £5,645 £5,645 £42,942
Variations £0 £37,982 £37,982 £37,982 £37,982 £288,958
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
i New dispensations for transfers £0 £22,408 £22,408 £22,408 £22,408 £170,472
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £441,179 | £441,179 | £441,179 | £441,179 | £3,356,351
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste [Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£118,388 | £507,997 | £507,997 | £626,385 | £626,385 | £4,422,052
] Input into regulatory process -£65,593 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£65,593
8 [Net T costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
.5 Staff training/reading guidance -£126,034 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£126,034
E Develop SPs and consultations -£75,000 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£75,000
GS;_ Rewrite guidance -£98,390 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£98,390
x Amalgamating public registers -£27,149 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£27,149
P Move to SPs -£38,950 -£38,950 -£38,950 £0 £0 -£112,944
g 2 8 [Move to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
F = © [Reduction in process efficiency £30,289 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£30,289
§ %5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g 59 Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
< § £ [Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E g 2 Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
; = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
(o) Operator |Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g Stk Applications £0 £10,757 £10,757 £10,757 £10,757 £81,837
w s Subsistence £0 £15,072 £15,072 £15,072 £15,072 £114,663
Variations £0 £24,923 £24,923 £24,923 £24,923 £189,604
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
i New dispensations for transfers £0 +£2,720 £2,378 £2,378 £2,378 £13,168
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £442,428 | £442,428 | £442,428 | £442,428 | £3,365,854
Reduced number of consultations £0 £13,132 £13,132 £13,132 £13,132 £99,901
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £36,545 £36,545 £36,545 £36,545 £278,021
savings |Admin savings £0 £8,121 £8,121 £8,121 £8,121 £61,782
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£461,406 | £509,307 | £514,405 | £553,356 | £553,356 | £3,669,431
n Costs Input into rewriting of guidance -£9,839 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£9,839
H SP consultations -£25,719 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£25,719
g Integrated consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £3,365 £3,365 £3,365 £3,365 £25,603
(o) Reduced number of consultations £0 £11,932 £11,932 £11,932 £11,932 £90,772
© CONSULTEE TOTALS -£35,558 £15,297 £15,297 £15,297 £15,297 £80,817
Other |Public Register Saving £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£615,352 | £1,032,601 | £1,037,699 | £1,195,038 | £1,195,038 | £8,172,300
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Mining Waste Directive

3.39. The Mining Waste Directive (Directive 2006/21/EC) is a new directive relating to the

3.40.

management of waste from the extractive industries. The Government has transposed the
Directive through amended EP Regulations'® with the Environment Agency as the principal
competent authority. The Government considered and consulted on several regulatory
options:

e Delivery through the existing town and country planning and environmental discharge
consent regimes

e Delivery through the EPP with the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority (MWPA) as the
competent authority or “regulator”

e Delivery through the EPP with the Environment Agency as the competent authority or
‘regulator” (save for some separate, ‘stand-alone’ provisions to deliver requirements
relating to major accident prevention and emergency planning)

e Delivery through the planning system and EPP (specifically, with the permit requirements
for waste facilities under Article 7 of the Directive delivered through the EPP)

Using information taken from the MWD IA"! we have calculated the cost avoidance of
transposing and implementing the MWD through EPP2 with the Environment Agency as
regulator compared with the other options identified in the impact assessment (see Table 14).
The headline benefits are estimated at £4.4 million NPV over ten years (for England and
Wales). Table 5.10a in Annex 1 of the MWD IA shows that the EP system can deliver the
requirements of the MWD at lowest cost. This, together with the relative cost savings between
operators and public sector in Table 5.9d, in the MWD IA, is used to calculate the ten year
NPV cost benefit used in this document.

Table 14. Estimated savings of implementing the Mining Waste Directive for England and Wales

Savings Comparison 10 year NPV (millions)
Option 1 (current planning regime) vs. Option 2a (use of MWPA) £4.3
Option 1 vs. Option 2b (EPP) £4.4
Option 1 vs. Option 3 (Hybrid) £0.3

3.41.

3.42.

3.43.

Batteries Directives

The Batteries Directive (2006/66/EC) is also a new directive. It seeks to improve
environmental performance at each stage in the life cycle of batteries and accumulators, e.g.
production, distribution and end use, and particularly, the treatment and recycling of waste
batteries and accumulators. The permitting parts of the BD have been transposed through the
amendment to the EP Regulations12. Other BD requirements have been transposed through a
producer responsibility scheme (not linked to the EP Regulations).

It is estimated that there will be few sites, currently only four sites across England and Wales,
subject to the permitting requirements of the BD. These sites will also be required to have a
Waste Framework Directive permit and possibly a Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment
Directive Permit, i.e. EP regime permits. First, we estimated the set-up and ongoing costs to
the anticipated regulator (the Environment Agency) of using a separate new system (i.e. the
baseline scenario) and secondly, the cost savings of implementing using EP. The costs
avoided are estimated at about £1.0 million NPV over ten years in England and Wales for the
Environment Agency (see Table 15).

We have not at this stage attempted to quantify the cost savings to industry because so few
sites are anticipated to have a BD permit. We do think that there are savings for industry in
being able to apply (in one step) for an EP permit rather than an EP waste permit and non-EP

19 hitp://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2009/uksi 20091799 en 1

" http://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/si2009/em/uksiem 20091799 en.pdf (Annex 1)

'2 hitp://www.opsi.gov.uk/si/sis21-04
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batteries permit. While such industry savings might be small in total, they may be significant at
an individual site level and could be investigated further as the policy develops.

Table 15. Savings of implementing the Batteries Directive using EPP for England and Wales

Environment Agency Setup Costs

Without EPP
Function Description % @lyear | Cost
Project Manager 1/2 G6 50% £60,908 | £30,454
Project Board 8 * Senior Mahagers 40% £92,000 | £36,800
1/20 of portfolio
Legal 1/3 G6 33% £60,908 | £20,303
Finance 1/2 G5 50% £47,764 | £23,882
Communications 1/2 G4 50% £37,758 | £18,879
Policy 1/2 G6 50% £60,908 | £30,454
Process 1/2 G5 50% £47,764 | £23,882
Total without EPP costs £184,654
With EPP
Function Description % @lyear | Cost
Policy 1/3 G6 33% £60,908 | £20,303
Process 1/3 G5 33% £47,764 | £15,921
Total with EPP costs £36,224

EPP Savings on setup £148,430

Environment Agency Ongoing Cost

Without EPP With EPP
Function % Cost % Cost
Process G5 100% £47,764 25% £11,941
Policy G6 100% £60,908 25% £15,227
Total per year £108,672 £27,168
Total ongoing saving/year | £81,504
10 Year NPV of EPP £701,563
Total EPP savings £0.85

(Em 10 Years NPV)

Water Abstraction and Impoundment baseline
3.44. The baseline costs are shown in Table 16.

3.45. WAI has been through a modernisation initiative under the Water Act 2003 (Water Act) that will
continue to be delivered into 2008. As a consequence the Environment Agency is pursuing a
productivity project called Streamlining Abstraction Processes (SAP). We have developed our
baseline building onto the SAP changes. The Water Act deregulated smaller abstraction
permits which led to a significant drop in the number of extant permits (from about 46,000 to
23,000).

3.46. The Water Act changes achieved a stand-alone functional modernisation in line with the
decisions in ‘Taking Water Responsibly’™®. It was never intended to achieve a one-site one-
permit approach for operators holding abstraction licences and other environmental permits,
which is something that respondents to the first and second EPP consultations suggested.

3.47. Licences are split into three categories: temporary (<28 days), transfer, and full licences. Full
licences have protected rights. All new licences are time limited but can be renewed. Of the
current 22,856 licences, only 3,925 have an expiry date/time. The EP Regulations would not

13 http://www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/policy/requlat/better/simplify.htm

' Available from the EPP team by emailing eppadministrator@defra.gsi.gov.uk
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change the policy position for protected rights and continue to allow for the time-limitation of

permits.
Table 16. Baseline annual costs of the Water Abstraction and Impoundment regime in England
and Wales
Process Description Quantity Enxigrc;:::nyent Industry
New full licences 169 £327,810 £285,681
Temporary abstraction licences 30 £76,162 £44.816
Applications | New transfer licences 43 £109,165 £72,688
Time limit renewals 425 £442,495 £478,952
Advertising 479 £27,327
Downward variations 73 £3,436 £11,479
et Minor amendments 618 £29,087 £97,179
transfers & Transfers 1,000 £47,066 £167,076
surrenders Apportionments (division/transfer) 100 £4,707 £16,708
Revoked/lapsed/expired 1,599 £75,259 £251,440
Variations Appeal for compensation 0 £0 £0
i(Eiﬁated) Upward variations 291 £564,454 £491,912
Monitoring & compliance 1,900 £325,072 £298,771
Subsistence | Inspections 12,067 £1,018,868 £711,568
Licence administration 22,856 £271,188
Subtotal £3,322,097 £2,928,269
IT costs £5,277,000
EA policy £1,110,000
Other
EA process £579,000
Direct services & other £14,049,000
TOTALS £24,337,097 £2,928,269
Notes:

- Includes Impoundment licences.
- ‘Direct services & other’ includes finance, legal, admin, vehicle ops, labs, depreciation.

Water Abstraction and Impoundment benefits
3.48. The estimated costs and benefits for the WAI regime are presented in Table 17.

3.49. Due to WAI licences commonly going hand in hand with discharge consents (as well as
potentially other permit types), the benefits for this regime primarily arise through savings
associated with permitting integration. An estimated £2.1 million NPV of savings are realised
over ten years for England and Wales through integrated permit applications alone, and further
savings are observed for the other licensing-related and site inspection activities.

Water Abstraction and Impoundment summary

3.50. Itis estimated that the total NPV of using EP for Water Abstraction and Impoundment is £4.5
million over ten years for England and Wales (£2.9 million to industry, £1.3 million to the
Environment Agency and £0.3 million to consultees).
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Table 17.

Costs and benefits of the Water Abstraction and Impoundment regime in England and

Wales
EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix Preparation --> Transition --> Ongoing savings
Water Abstraction 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption -£17,502 -£17,502 -£17,502 £0 £0 £0 -£50,750
= .3 Apply for SP -£83,861 -£83,861 -£83,861 £0 £0 £0 -£243,173
S 8 |Apply for Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= Understand guidance -£170,929 -£170,929 | -£170,929 £0 £0 £0 -£495,641
o o |Applications £0 £17,643 £17,643 £17,643 £17,643 £17,643 £134,220
é % Variations £0 £10,068 £10,068 £10,068 £10,068 £10,068 £76,593
_g’ 2 [Transfers £0 £3,676 £3,676 £3,676 £3,676 £3,676 £27,963
o @ |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £6,972 £6,972 £6,972 £6,972 £6,972 £53,044
% Applications (inc consultations) £0 £225,260 | £225,260 | £225,260 | £225,260 | £225,260 | £1,713,705
§ & |variations £0 £23,353 £23,353 £23,353 £23,353 £23,353 £177,664
© -E, Transfers £0 £14,574 £14,574 £14,574 £14,574 £14,574 £110,878
E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £86,604 £86,604 £86,604 £86,604 £86,604 £658,858
'é = Integrated inspections £0 £41,462 £41,462 £41,462 £41,462 £41,462 £315,429
2 %Zi::it:: Multiple applications under 1 form £0 £3,968 £3968 | £3968 | £3968 | £3968 | £30,184
Standard Applications £0 £31,757 £31,757 £31,757 £31,757 £31,757 £241,596
T Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £2,027 £2,027 £2,027 £2,027 £2,027 £15,421
Variations £0 £14,340 £14,340 £14,340 £14,340 £14,340 £109,098
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Steam: New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£272,292 £209,412 | £209,412 | £481,704 | £481,704 | £481,704 | £2,875,091
Input into regulatory process -£60,908 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£60,908
S Net IT costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
© *3 Staff training/reading guidance -£208,188 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£208,188
§ 8 [Dewelop SPs and consultations -£75,000 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£75,000
a Rewrite guidance -£60,908 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£60,908
Amalgamating public registers -£133,885 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£133,885
bc® Movwe to SPs -£71,623 -£71,623 -£71,623 £0 £0 £0 -£207,684
& 2 9 [Mowe to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= = © [Reduction in process efficiency -£59,940 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£59,940
5 ‘S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £44,238 £44,238 £44,238 £44,238 £44,238 £336,548
E 5 9 [Variations £0 £15,497 £15,497 £15,497 £15,497 £15,497 £117,895
2 ‘E a Transfers £0 £4,221 £4,221 £4,221 £4,221 £4,221 £32,110
IE g ® |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £13,992 £13,992 £13,992 £13,992 £13,992 £106,448
w| £ Integrated inspections £0 £67,733 £67,733 £67,733 £67,733 £67,733 £515,290
% Operator|y, iinle applications under 1 form £212 £212 £212 -£212 -£212 £212 £1,823
& permits
S Applications £0 £55,291 £55,291 £55,291 £55,291 £55,291 £420,640
Z [Standardig | istence £0 £11,025 | £11,025 | £11,025 | £11,025 | £11,025 | £83,876
permits arations £0 £16,178 | £16,178 | £16,178 | £16,178 | £16,178 | £123,076
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
e New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
[l Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Reduced number of consultations £0 £11,162 £11,162 £11,162 £11,162 £11,162 £84,920
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £11,916 £11,916 £11,916 £11,916 £11,916 £90,653
savings |Admin savings £0 £22,223 £22,223 £22,223 £22,223 £22,223 £169,069
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£670,664 £201,642 | £201,642 | £273,265 | £273,265 | £273,265 | £1,272,189
%) Input into rewriting of guidance -£6,091 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£6,091
w | Costs I S ultations £11,941 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £11,941
i Integrated consultations £0 £953 £953 £953 £953 £953 £7,252
3 Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £10,105 £10,105 £10,105 £10,105 £10,105 £76,874
cz) Reduced number of consultations £0 £32,470 £32,470 £32,470 £32,470 £32,470 £247,022
O |CONSULTEE TOTALS -£18,032 £43,528 £43,528 £43,528 £43,528 £43,528 £313,116
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £166 £166 £166 £166 £166 £1,259
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£960,988 £454,748 | £454,748 | £798,663 | £798,663 | £798,663 | £4,461,656
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3.51.

3.52.

3.53.

Waste Carriers and Brokers baseline

It is proposed in the second consultation on the ‘Controls on the handling, transfer and
transport of waste’ (June 2008) that any person who applies for a permit under the EP
Regulations will not need to complete a separate application form if they want to register as a
waste carrier and/or broker. Those not requiring an environmental permit will continue to
register using the existing waste carrier and broker application process.

When an environmental permit is applied for there will be an option to declare if operators wish
to carry and/or broker waste. It is thought that those operators holding other environmental
permits are of lower risk in terms of waste crime and will already have an understanding of the
EP Regulations. There are no consultees for C&B registrations and they are therefore not
included in the baseline.

In establishing our baseline (see Table 18), we have assumed the other simplification changes
proposed in the June 2008 consultation are taken forward (i.e. beyond being able to apply for
an EP permit) and we have not included them in this IA. Overall the administrative burden of
the regime is extremely small, with the registration form being simple to complete and simple
to process.

Table 18. Baseline annual costs of the Waste Carriers & Brokers regime in England and Wales

Process Description Permit type | Quantity Enxgz:;nyent Industry
Paper 5,445 £86,483 £135,135
_§ Registration Electronic 5,445 £57,655 £67,568
.S Convictions 110 £6.406
- check
<°' Paper 6,800 £72,003 £167,076
Renewal )
Electronic 6,800 £36,001 £83,538
Variation | LOUY hange of 3,600 £12,706 £44,226
Sub-Totals £271,254 £497,543
Compliance (roadside checks) £1,975,000 £6,143
IT costs £83,000
EA policy £197,000
Other EA process £55,000
Direct services staff (finance, legal, admin) £30,000
Other (e.g. vehicle ops, labs, depreciation) £28,000
Totals £2,639,254 £503,686
Notes:
* Direct services staff (finance, legal, admin)

3.54.
3.55.

Carriers and Brokers benefits
The estimated costs and benefits for the C&B regime are presented in Table 19.

Benefits to C&B are more marginal than for other regimes, primarily because licensing
requirements are already straightforward and of limited encumbrance to either industry or the
Environment Agency (as regulator). However, where a company is involved with any other
type of permit, under the proposed EPP2 system a simple check box within the generic
application form can be used to register a carrier. In this instance, only limited additional form
filling and no further discussions with the Environment Agency will need to be undertaken and
the majority of the administrative burden associated with the current carriers and brokers
system during applications or licence variations can be avoided. This is evident in Table 19 —
the significant annual cost savings being £320,000 per year for industry and £250,000 for the
Environment agency through reduced specific Carriers and Brokers applications.
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Carriers and Brokers summary

3.56. Itis estimated that there is a potential benefit to those who also hold other environmental
permits of £0.9 million NPV over ten years for England and Wales (£0.5 million to industry and
£0.4 million to the Environment Agency.

Table 19. Costs and benéefits of the Carriers and Brokers regime in England and Wales

EPP2 Costs & Benefits Matrix Preparation -> Transition > Ongoing savings
Carriers & Brokers 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 |10 Year NPV
5 Consider move to SP/Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
:% .3 Apply for SP £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
S 8 |Apply for Exemption £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
F Understand guidance -£1,157 -£1,157 -£1,157 £0 £0 £0 £3,354
o o |Applications £0 £3,303 £3,303 £3,303 £3,303 £3,303 £25,127
é § Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
_g :g Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
» @ [Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
5 Applications (inc consultations) £0 £42,119 £42,119 £42,119 £42,119 £42,119 £320,425
& & |Variations £0 £22,440 £22,440 £22,440 £22,440 £22,440 £170,717
© g, Transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E g 2 |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E = Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
g |Operator]y, inle applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= | permits
Standard Applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
oo Subsistence (>flexibility, <inspections) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions |Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
I New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined permit revocation (DCs) £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Mining |Savings on application - existing sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
waste |Savings on application - new sites £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
INDUSTRY TOTALS -£1,157 £66,705 £66,705 £67,862 £67,862 £67,862 £512,915
Input into regulatory process -£15,227 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£15,227
5 Net IT costs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
E % Staff training/reading guidance -£10,497 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£10,497
§. S |Dewelop SPs and consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
a Rewrite guidance -£6,091 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 -£6,091
Amalgamating public registers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
b e Mowe to SPs £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
& 2 8 [Mowe to Exemptions £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
= © [Reduction in process efficiency £5,425 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £5,425
B S Applications (inc consultations) £0 £32,749 £32,749 £32,749 £32,749 £32,749 £249,146
E 5 & [Variations £0 £25,048 £25,048 £25,048 £25,048 £25,048 £190,557
2| B E [Tansfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
IE g ® |Surrenders/lapses and revocations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
w| £ Integrated inspections £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
; Operator Multi L
8 e ultiple applications under 1 form £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
S Applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
2 [Standardie  stence £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
permits |7 ations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Exemp- |Annual savings on new applications £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
tions [Annual savings on transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Stream- New dispensations for transfers £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
lining Streamlined RSR variations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Other |Policy and process savings £0 £3,961 £3,961 £3,961 £3,961 £3,961 £30,137
savings |Admin savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY TOTALS -£37,240 £61,759 £61,759 £61,759 £61,759 £61,759 £432,601
ﬂ Costs Input into rewriting of guidance £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
w SP consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
e Integrated consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
a Savings |Standard Permitting £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
% Reduced number of consultations £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
O [CONSULTEE TOTALS £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
Monetised CO, Savings £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0 £0
TOTALS: INDUSTRY, EA, CONSULTEES & CO, -£38,397 £128,463 | £128,463 | £129,620 | £129,620 | £129,620 £945,516
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4.2.

4.3.

Implementation, enforcement and sanctions

The Environment Agency is the regulator for each of the EPP2 regimes. It is part of the joint
team developing EPP2, and implementation issues have been considered throughout the
policy development process. The proposals do not change the role of the Environment Agency
as regulator for the EPP2 candidate regimes15. Neither is it anticipated that there would be
alterations in the compliance assessment undertaken by the regulator beyond those changes
already underway as part of the Environment Agency’s modernisation programme.

The Hampton principles (see Box 3) have been considered with regard to EPP2 enforcement
options. EPP2 covers neither novel criminal sanctions nor civil penalties. Defra’s Fairer and
Better Environmental Enforcement Project is developing possible proposals for a new
framework for environmental enforcement and sanctions. This will include proposals for
introducin%civil administrative sanctions as part of a more graduated set of enforcement
measures .

The Environment Agency is developing its Operational Risk Appraisal (Opra) tool, extending
its risk-based approach where appropriate to the candidate EPP2 (and other) regimes. These
developments are linked to the Environment Agency’s Unified Charging Framework'” tiers.
The full Opra methodology only applies to activities with bespoke permits, with a simplified
approach being taken for the rest.

Box 3: Enforcement: the Hampton Principles

Regulators, and the regulatory sys-tem as a whole, should use comprehensive risk assessment
to concentrate resources on the areas that need them most.

Regulators should be accountable for the efficiency and effectiveness of their activities, while
remaining independent in the decisions they take.

All regulations should be written so that they are easily understood, easily implemented, and
easily enforced, and all interested parties should be consulted when they are being drafted.

No inspection should take place without a reason.

Business should not have to give unnecessary information, nor give the same piece of
information twice.

The few businesses that persistently break regulations should be identified quickly, and face
proportionate meaningful sanctions.

Regulators should provide authoritative, accessible advice easily and cheaply.

When new policies are being developed, explicit consideration should be given to how they can
be enforced using existing regimes and data to minimise the administrative burden imposed.

Regulators should be of the right size and scope, and no new regulator should be created where
an existing one can do the work; regulators should recognise that a key element of their activity
will be to allow, or even encourage, economic progress and only to intervene when there is a
clear case for protection.

" The Mining Waste and Batteries Directives, as new directives, have no existing regulator and the Environment Agency
is the proposed regulator for the EPP2 parts of these directives.
'® www.defra.gov.uk/environment/policy/enforcement/project/index.htm

7 www.environment-agency.gov.uk/business/requlation/38837.aspx
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5.2.

5.3.

5.4.

5.5.

Conclusion

This IA forecasts the costs and benefits associated with the second phase of the EPP. The
headline costs and benefits are anticipated to give a total discounted saving of £44.8 million
over ten years for England and Wales. The larger proportion of the savings (67%) are
expected to be generated from reduced burdens to industry, with the Environment Agency and
consultees (involved in the permitting process) expected to achieve the remaining savings
(31% and 1% respectively).

In assessing the potential impacts of the proposals, the Government has considered the views
of a wide range of stakeholders, including industry, local authorities, environmental groups and
other interested parties. A draft of this IA was publicly consulted from February — May 2009,
with a stakeholder event being held on 31 March.

The proposals do not change the substantive requirements of permitting, but do reduce the
administration necessary to deliver the requirements. Therefore the benefits are generally
expressed in terms of savings in administrative costs. The costs are those that are incurred in
implementing the new system. Where there are changes to the substantive requirements of
permitting, the ongoing costs and benefits of those changes are also considered.

Cost savings are quantified where they arise from the integration of regimes, common
inspections, multiple site applications, standard permits, simplified guidance and exemptions
from the need to have a permit (SSTPs), see figure 3.

Figure 3. Pie chart of benefits in percentage terms’®

1% 5% B simplified
guidance
N standard
35% permit
B other

BSSTP
exemptions

regime
Integration

Some benefits are less tangible and it has not been possible to quantify them. These include:
improved environmental outcomes, a simplified system to transpose future directives, savings
in the cost of compliance and opportunities to tackle limitations and issues within each regime.

Benefits by regime

5.6.

5.7.

This IA considers each regime separately, so that the costs and benefits can more accurately
be forecast. Figure 4 shows the relative contribution of each candidate regime to the total.

As might be expected there is a positive correlation between the size of the benefit and the
permitted population. In addition, there is wide variety in the numbers of affected operators

'® Other includes reduced consultations, single form applications for multiple sites, the integration of the Mining Waste
and Batteries Directives etc.
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5.8.

within regimes, from the BD with less than ten sites to WDA/ and GW with more than 100,000
sites now and an estimated 350,000 sites in the future.

Figure 4. Pie chart of savings in percentage terms
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Regime benefits:

o

GA and WDA are expected to result in headline benefits of £14.9 million and £11.1
million NPV over ten years for England and Wales respectively. The key EPP2 benefit
is due to the efficiencies gained in relation to the large number of SSTPs that would
otherwise require permitting.

The RSR regime is expected to result in the third greatest saving total, £8.2 million NPV
over ten years for England and Wales. The major contributor to this is the streaming of
nuclear variations while maintaining the level of information to local authorities (the
other non-quantified benefit for RSR is modernisation by incorporation into the common
system).

WAI benefits account for £4.5 million NPV over ten years for England and Wales. The
key EPP2 benefit is regime integration, as these permits are often associated with
discharge consents.

MWD benefits are forecast as £4.4 million NPV over ten years for England and Wales.
This is the cost avoided by transposing through the EP Regulations rather than other
options.

C&B benefits are forecast as £0.9 million NPV over ten years for England and Wales.
These small benefits will accrue only to those who also hold other EP Regulations
permits.

BD benefits are forecast as £0.8m NPV over ten years for England and Wales. This is
the cost avoided by transposing through the EP Regulations rather than setting up a
separate system.
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Use the table below to demonstrate how broadly you have considered the potential impacts of your policy

options.

Ensure that the results of any tests that impact on the cost-benefit analysis are contained within the

main evidence base; other results may be annexed.

Type of testing undertaken Results in Results
Evidence Base? | annexed?

Competition Assessment No Yes
Small Firms Impact Test No Yes
Legal Aid No No
Sustainable Development No No
Carbon Assessment No Yes
Other Environment No No
Health Impact Assessment No No
Race Equality No No
Disability Equality No No
Gender Equality No No
Human Rights No No
Rural Proofing No Yes
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A1l

A2.

A3.

Annex A
Types of operators involved in the QA of the baseline and benefits assessment

Table A1 shows the number and type of operators interviewed as part of the research into the
costs and benefits of the proposed changes. In total, over 300 operators were contacted
directly. 35 operators were interviewed, some of whom answered questions on more than one
regime and some had several hundred permits within a regime.

The anonymous interviews focused on obtaining the costs to each operator of administering
the current regime, from pre-licence application through to surrender. From this, the cost
implications of the proposed changes were estimated.

For many operators it was not possible to gather all the information required, since not all
operators had transferred, modified or surrendered permits. In addition, some permits were
granted before the relevant person was employed by the company.

Table A1. The number and type of operators interviewed as part of research into the costs and
benefits of the proposed changes to the Environmental Permitting Programme.

Type of operators interviewed (and number when more than one)
Agricultural research Material scientist (2)
Chemistry & analysis Motor vehicle salvage (2)
Concrete production Nature reserve
Construction/geotechnical engineer (2) Other

Consulting engineer Paper manufacturer

Farm (3) Pharmaceutical production
Fish farm Power generation (2)
Garage Radioactive source supplier
Golf club Radiographer

Hospital School

Householder Scrap metal recycler (2)
Housing association Waste management
Housing developer Water company (3)
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B1.

B2.

B3.

B4.

BS.
B6.

B7.

Annex B

Specific impact checklist

Each of the tests in the Specific Impact Checklist has been considered for EPP2 (see
Checklist above). The anticipated effect of the proposed Regulations on competition, small
firms, carbon assessment and rural proofing are included below. While quality assuring
estimates with industry, care was taken to examine these potential issues. None of the other
impacts from the Checklist are considered relevant.

Competition Assessment

Considering the four questions posed in the competition assessment laid out by the Office of
Fair Trading19, the Regulations are not expected to either directly or indirectly limit the number
or range of suppliers. The Regulations are not expected to limit the ability of the suppliers to
compete or to reduce suppliers' incentives to compete vigorously.

For the purpose of this competition assessment, charges relating to new environmental
permits, where a licensing system already exists, are likely to be less or equal when compared
with previous permits or licences. The Environment Agency will be conducting its own public
consultation (with an IA) on charging for EPP2.

Small Firm Impact Assessment

The proposal is not anticipated to negatively affect small businesses, their customers or
competitors. Indeed any proposal which reduces administrative burden should help small firms
as they will spend a lower proportion of their time on administrative tasks. The EPP enables a
risk-based approach to regulation, set within the Government's obligation to transpose EU
directives. It is not therefore possible to simply exclude all small firms from regulation. EPP’s
focus on reducing administrative burdens, and its risk-based approach allow us to minimise
burdens to all regulated businesses, but its benefits will be greatest for small businesses who
have less time to spend on administration.

Of those operators interviewed to quality assure (QA) the data in this IA, 19 were small firms.

The QA suggested that the main cause of variance in the time taken for permitting
requirements was the nature of the permit itself. In many cases the larger companies tend to
be the ones with the more complex, and more involved, permits. However, it may not be
surprising that the QA revealed that for certain types of permit, smaller companies take slightly
increased amounts of time compared with their larger company counterparts on
administration. This would suggest the value of the savings of a more streamlined permitting
system may be greater for small firms.

Carbon Assessment

It is not considered there will be significant effects on emissions of greenhouse gases as a
result of the implementation of this policy. Therefore, a full carbon assessment is not
appropriate. However, incorporation of the candidate regimes into the single system may
reduce the number of sites visits as a result of a single, combined inspection. Analysis carried
out predicts a saving in fuel usage resulting in the saving of 23 tonnes of carbon dioxide per
year. Using the Defra shadow rate for carbon of £26.48, this generates a saving of £609 per
year.

' Office of Fair Trading (August 2007) Completing competition assessments in Impact Assessments: Guideline for policy
makers. OFT876
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B8.

Rural Proofing
No consequences are expected to arise from the additional changes being considered under

the proposal. Rural communities often have a higher proportion of smaller businesses and so
this proposal may reduce barriers to entry for smaller, more dispersed rural markets, leading to
increased competition and decreased centralisation of services.
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Annex C

Macro assumptions used for baselines and benefits estimates

Industry baselines
C1.  Assumptions within industry sectors are shown in Table C1. Specific assumptions were made
for the Carriers & Brokers and RSR regimes.

Table C1.  Industry wage rates including on-costs for England and Wales
Carriers and RSR Other
Brokers
) Annual £40,000 £90,000 £70,000
Professional |\, £24.57 £55.28 £43.00
Non- Annual £25,000 £40,000 £40,000
professional | Hourly £15.36 £24.57 £24.57

Notes:

Source: Based on EPP1 RIA figures with adjustments for RSR and Carriers and Brokers regimes

1. Assumed industry productivity assumptions are for 220 productive days a year of 7.4 hours in length.

2. Professional staff include: company owner, directors, senior managers, other managers, internal professionals (e.g.
lawyers, accountants) and technicians/officers (e.g. building inspectors, estate agents, vets).

3. Non-professional staff include: clerical staff and skilled/unskilled trades.

4. Includes on-costs (e.g. employer's National Insurance contributions, employer's pension contributions) but not cost
of support staff activities.

C2. The assumed mix of staff required to achieve different tasks is shown in Table C2.

Table C2.  Assumed allocation of resources by industry for permitting tasks

Applications,
Variations & Appeals Transfer & Surrenders
Subsistence

Senior Managers . 10% 10% 5%

Internal Professionals Eg;zssmnal 10% 50% 0%

Technicians/Officers 60% 30% 60%

- . Non-
Administrative and .
Clerical Staff Eg?;esssmnal 20% 10% 35%

Environment Agency baselines

Cs.

The Environment Agency has a streamlined pay structure across all of the candidate regimes

(see Table C3). The exception is the RSR regime which, due to specialist knowledge, typically
commands greater rates of pay. This was reflected by assuming a 10 per cent higher on-cost
for this regime (see Table C4).
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Table C3.

Environment Agency direct staff costs

Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Senior Manager
Annual £24,447 £30,471 £37,758 £47,764 £60,908 £76,440 £92,000
Hourly £21.18 £26.40 £32.71 £41.38 £52.76 £66.22 £79.70

Notes:

Source: Environment Agency Finance Department 2008

1. Environment Agency productivity time assumptions are for 156 productive days per year of 7.4 hours length.
2. 2008/9 wage rates used, including cost of line management support.

3. Includes on-costs (e.g. employer's National Insurance contributions and employer's pension contributions) but not
cost of support staff activities.

Table C4.  Environment Agency direct staff costs (nuclear and non-nuclear RSR)
Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 | Grade 6 Grade 7 Senior Manager
Annual | £26,328 £32,815 £40,663 £51,438 £65,593 £82,320 £99,077
Hourly | £22.81 £28.43 £35.22 £44 .56 £56.82 £71.31 £85.83
Notes:

1. On-costs have assumed to be 10 per cent greater in these regimes to reflect the higher salaries of those working
within the regime.

2. Environment Agency productivity time assumptions are for 156 productive days per year of 7.4 hours length.

w

2008/9 wage rates used including cost of line management support.

4. Includes on-costs (e.g. employer's National Insurance contributions, employer's pension contributions) but not cost
of support staff activities.

C4.

Detailed assumptions were developed by Environment Agency representatives about the

average mix of different grades of Environment Agency staff deployed for each type of
permitting process. These are incorporated in the modelling done to support this IA.
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