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Title: Guidelines on assessing the environmental added value of an environmental technology in a life-cycle 

perspective at the proposal stage 

Abstract 

Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) is a new tool enabling the verification of the performance claims put 

forward by developers of innovative environmental technologies. The EU-ETV programme, launched in 2011 by 

DG-ENV, is supported by Technical Working Groups (TWGs), one for each technology area active under the Pilot 

programme. These TWGs are chaired by the JRC and composed by Commission Invited Experts and by Experts 

representing the Verification Bodies (VBs) with the overall aim to harmonise and exchange good practices. 

 

The present document provides guidance to help Verification Bodies assessing whether the proposed technology 

fits within the definition provided in the GVP for "innovative environmental technologies".  

 

This document, adopted on the on the 26/01/2016 by the TWGs, is a guidance document, with the meaning given 

in the General Verification Protocol of the EU ETV pilot programme (version 1.2), Section A.II.4.3. It has been 

produced by the EU ETV Technical Working Groups, chaired by the JRC, under the auspices of DG Environment.  

This document is part of deliverable 2.1.5 under the Administrative Arrangement 070307/2011/630755/F4 

between DG ENV and JRC (ref JRC No. 32937), “Scientific and technical support for the implementation of the EU 

Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) pilot programme” (second amendment). 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. The EU ETV Pilot Programme 

Environmental Technology Verification (ETV) is a new tool to help innovative environmental 
technologies reach the market. It consists of the validation of the performance claims put 
forward by technology manufacturers, on a voluntary basis, by qualified third parties. This should 
help manufacturers prove the reliability of their claims, and help technology purchasers identify 
innovations that suit their needs. As a result, technological lock-in is overcome while more 
effective and cheaper environmental protection measures can emerge. 

The EU ETV pilot programme, run by the European Commission on an experimental basis, is 
implemented by Verification Bodies (VBs) specifically accredited for ETV. The technical reference 
defining ETV procedures and requirements is the General Verification Protocol (GVP). It ensures 
that all verifications made in Europe follow the same process and have the same value. VBs are 
coordinated by thematic Technical Working Groups, at European level, providing guidance on the 
implementation of ETV and ensuring the adequate harmonisation of practices. 

1.2. Purpose and scope of guidelines on assessing the suitability of an 

environmental technology in a life-cycle perspective at the proposal 

stage 

1.2.1. Purpose 

These guidelines aim at proposing a simple tool to harmonise the criteria used for defining if the 
proposed technology fits within the definitions provided in the GVP for innovative environmental 
technologies.  

The first stage in the ETV programme is an eligibility check with the purpose of determining 
whether a technology fits the characteristics defined in the programme. In addition, this also 
helps the proposer to understand whether it would benefit from undergoing an ETV. The 
characteristics of this technology and how they should be assessed are detailed in the GVP and 
have also been further clarified in the TWG Guidance Document 003/2013-10-15 on eligibility 
criteria. 

Since the ETV Programme concerns environmental technologies, one of the eligibility criteria 
ensures that the technologies undergoing ETV provide an environmental added-value as set out 
in the GVP (section A.I.1): 

"It [the technology] corresponds to the definition of an innovative environmental technology 
provided under Appendix 1 'Glossary of terms and definitions' with the potential to contribute to 
efficient use of natural resources and a high level of environmental protection; 

Where, "Environmental technologies are all technologies which provide an environmental 
added value compared to relevant alternatives." 
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And where, "Innovative environmental technologies are environmental technologies 
presenting a novelty in terms of design, raw materials and energy involved, production process, 
use, recyclability or final disposal, when compared with relevant alternatives." 

This criterion is only approached lightly at the eligibility stage (i.e., Quick Scan), since the 
information shared at that stage may not be sufficient for the VB to understand if it is fulfilled. 
Therefore, it is necessary to revisit this criterion in the proposal stage, where the proposer and 
the Verification Body start sharing all necessary technical elements to allow for the verification. 
Hence, at this stage, the brief evaluation obtained at the eligibility stage (Quick Scan) is revisited 
and confirmed with the further elements provided by the proposer.  

The tool presented in these guidelines enables the identification of the environmental 
advantages of the technology, as well as an early-stage screening of potential serious risks or 
environmental issues that could harm the reputation of ETV. It will also provide indications on 
aspects that may need to be addressed in more detail during the verification process.  

The final outcome of this assessment is to help the VB confirm its decision on: 

 Does the technology clearly fit within the scope of ETV (in terms of providing an 
environmental added-value)? In this case, confirm the recommendation given in the quick scan 
to proceed with an ETV; 

 Have negative issues been identified that potentially reduce the environmental added-value of 
the technology? If this situation was not detected earlier (i.e., quick scan), the VB informs the 
proposer. The proposer is made aware that it is needed to inform transparently the users 
about their existence. This could be done by: 

 Incorporating these aspects as parameters that will be measured during verification. This is 
the preferred solution, as it provides a quantified picture of the overall technical and 
environmental performance of the technology. It is particularly important when it could be 
expected that these negative aspects may put in question the environmental added value of 
the technology. 

 When quantification is not possible, mentioning the existence of these aspects in the 
'additional information' section of the verification. This can be done in a neutral manner, 
without necessarily using the term "negative" e.g. "Besides the reduction of pollutants abc that 
have been quantified above, the following parameters have not been quantified: emissions of 
pollutant xyz to air and energy consumption"), or in the technology description (e.g "during the 
process, pollutants x and y are also emitted but this emission has not been quantified in the 
context of this verification". 

  If the VB judges that the environmental added value of the technology is compromised, it 
does not recommend continuing with the verification but the decision is given to the proposer 
with the full awareness that the negative aspects that have not been verified during the 
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process will have to be mentioned transparently in the verification statement2. This can be 
done in a neutral manner as explained above (e.g. “emissions of X have not been verified nor 
quantified”). Have severe environmental impacts been identified that would disqualify the 
technology from being an ‘environmental technology’ and/or harm the reputation of ETV? 
Since this was not detected before (i.e., quick scan), most likely due to absence of relevant 
information, the VB shall refuse continuing with the verification and exclude the technology. 

1.2.2. Scope 

According to the definition of innovative environmental technologies, this tool has to allow a 
comparative assessment with a 'relevant alternative' so that the key environmental aspects can 
be identified in a simple and qualitative way. The assessment will therefore focus on the 
differences with the relevant alternative that can lead to a differentiated (higher or lower) 
environmental added value. 

The guidelines below will provide a "life-cycle perspective" approach, meaning that the 
assessment should focus as much as possible on a holistic view of the environmental pressures 
of a technology during its entire life-cycle. If results from life-cycle inventories (LCI) or 
assessments (LCA) are available, then they can be used but the life-cycle perspective approach 
used for ETV does not require any life-cycle assessments or calculations on the impact of the 
technology. The "life-cycle perspective" should help at least to qualitatively determine if a 
technology provides an environmental added-value at the cost of much higher use of 
consumables, energy or water, or at the cost of higher pollution in other aspects of its life-cycle, 
when compared to a relevant alternative.  

2. DEFINING THE RELEVANT ALTERNATIVE 

In order to determine the environmental advantages and disadvantages of each new technology 
according to the definitions provided in the GVP, the Proposer needs to designate the ‘relevant 
alternative(s)’ against which a qualitative comparison (quantitative if data is available) can be 
made. The Verification Body can then accept the proposed relevant alternative or suggest a 
different one, based on its experience and on any guidance produced by the TWGs. If no 
appropriate relevant alternatives are found, the VB can take into account the EU/country legal 
requirements and the available recommendations of the TWGs. Over time, the Technical Working 
Groups will compile a list of relevant alternatives together with the results of these assessments 
in the Quick Scan, which will be made available to ensure that the assessments are as much as 
possible harmonised. 

It is not always an easy process to determine what the relevant alternative should be, but in 
principle it should be the answer to the following question: 

If the proposer's technology would not be available, what would be the alternative(s)? 

                                                        

2 The proposer could take this opportunity to correct these aspects and improve its technology on this base; the 
consequences have to be discussed with the VB, in particular regarding the validity of the information and test 
results provided so far. 
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Below are a set of criteria that can be used by the proposer or the VB to choose the best relevant 
alternative.  

 The relevant alternative should perform an identical or similar function and achieve a similar 
end-result than the technology under verification. The technology and the relevant alternative 
could be: 

  Very similar technologies, e.g., a pump and a more efficient pump 

 Very different technologies, e.g., a UV water disinfection system and a sand filter 

 An association of technologies working in sequence to produce a similar ultimate function, e.g. 
a sorting procedure including dismantlement can be an alternative to a crusher.  

The VB will confirm whether this alternative is appropriate, or whether a more suitable 
technology should be used based on existing operational technologies for the targeted 
market. 

 The relevant alternative should refer to a technology that is both current and commercially 
available. It should be legal and accepted by the end-users on the specific targeted market. In 
some very dynamic fields, the relevant alternative could also be defined as the state of the 
art in that particular topic or application. However, it should be noted that if the state of the 
art for that field yields already a significantly high level of environmental added-value, then a 
comparison should be weighed with care as a lower performance could be equally acceptable 
and still overall positive. For example, in the case of an advanced wastewater treatment 
process, such as a granular activated sludge process, the choice would be between a 
conventional wastewater treatment process such as activated sludge, which would be the 
standard process, or for example choosing another system of granular sludge that would be 
the current state of the art.  

 If the technology is a similar or improved version of something already on the market, then 
the relevant alternative should be the already existing version of this technology on the 
market unless this technology is not sufficiently widespread or accepted. For example, in the 
case of a new versatile LED lamp, the relevant alternative could be another type of LED 
lighting or fluorescent lighting (which is maybe the more widespread solution) depending on 
the particular application.  

 If the proposer's technology is a completely new solution for a certain problem, then the 
relevant alternative is not using this technology at all. For example, in the case of an entirely 
new process for recycling a certain waste that was never previously recycled, the relevant 
alternative could be the disposal without recycling, such as landfill, incineration etc. The 
relevant alternative must also be aligned with the EU or each country's legal requirements for 
that particular situation. 

 Preferably, the relevant alternative should be recognised as having the highest possible 
general level of environmental protection but also a fair market acceptance. This is to avoid 
making comparisons with technologies that are so innovative and so advantageous in 
providing an environmental added-value that the assessment does not truly reflect the 
advantages in comparison to what is commonly used in the market. In the case where all 
alternatives provide a poor level of environmental protection, then one should choose the one 
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with the least harmful pressures. For example, if the market offers technologies that are 
either non-energy efficient or energy-efficient and if both are current, then the relevant 
alternative should be energy-efficient.  

3. SYSTEM BOUNDARIES 

The tool used in these guidelines simplifies the life-cycle of the technology into 4 stages (see 
also Figure 1): 

 Extraction, refining, processing, transformation and transport of natural resources (raw 
materials, energy) 

Every aspect of all activities involved before the manufacture of the technology's equipment or 
products; this is likely to include the extraction, treatment, transformation and processing of 
natural resources (raw materials, energy) together, where appropriate, with the production of any 
remote components. By definition, this also includes all of the raw materials, the energy and 
water used and all waste or emissions released to the environment during these activities. 

 Manufacturing of parts, components, machinery and of products 

Every aspect of all activities involved in the production of the technology. In general, it is 
expected that this will include the production of most if not all sub-assemblies. This also includes 
all of the water, energy and consumables used, together with all of the emissions and all of the 
products and wastes. This will generally occur on production sites operated by sub-contractors or 
under control of the proposer  

 Use and maintenance stage of a product, a process or a service  

Every aspect of the use of and maintenance of an equipment and/or a product by the client/end-
user, including consumables and where applicable their life-cycle , and all raw materials, energy 
and water used for its functioning, as well as all the emissions, products and waste streams.  

 End of life of an equipment or of a product  

Every aspect of all activities involved in the ‘End of Life’ of a product or an equipment, when it is 
discarded by the client/end-user, including its recycling, dismantling, reusability and/or disposal of 
all components. As above, this also includes all of the water, energy and consumables used, 
together with all types of emissions, all of the products and wastes. 
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Figure 1: Life-cycle stages of a product or a process. The elements in black picture a simple product that 

does not require consumables for its operation and does not generate waste. The elements in red 

picture a more complex situation where the product (or process) requires consumables for its operation 

(e.g., filters, oil) and generate waste (e.g., wasted filters, waste oil). These elements may have to be 

taken into consideration in a life-cycle perspective of the technology3 

 

The proposer, helped or not by the VB, will then need to provide the following in the proposal 
template: 

Identify the life-cycle stages that could result in different environmental impacts than 
the relevant alternative. Life-cycle stages that result in identical environmental impacts do 
not need to be considered. 

                                                        

3 ETV often addresses technologies that are traded from business to business. In this case, the final product could be 
in fact an "intermediate product" with different possible final uses (e.g. paper rolls that could be used for packaging 
or for printing books etc). In this case, the term "use phase" differs from what is understood generally as use phase 
in LCA (= interaction with final consumer and product user), and the most relevant intended use(s) of this final 
product is to be considered in the use phase.  
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 Define the key life-cycle stages for this technology: for each stages identified in 
point 1, the proposer will identify if this stage is likely to present significant differences from 
an environmental perspective in comparison to the relevant alternative.  

In other words, this exercise consists of identifying the environmental hotspots in which 
the particular technology differs from the alternative. "Environmental hotspots" refer to 
those specific life-cycle stages, processes, or individual material/energy inputs/outputs 
that cause concern. If hotspots have already been identified for similar technologies or for 
the relevant alternative, this information can be used here. For further information 
regarding the identification of hotspots it is recommended to consult the EC 
Communication on Building the Single Market of Green Products COM (2013) 196 4 and 
the respective Commission Recommendation 2013/179/EU5. 

For each key life-cycle stages identified in step 2, provide qualitative or quantitative 
information for the various environmental criteria described in section 4. In some instances 
the proposer may be unable to provide information for one or more of the stages. This is the 
case when he can justify or provide convincing evidence that: 

 the technology will lead to environmental pressures/impacts that are not significantly 
different than those of the relevant alternative 

 those environmental pressures/impacts are negligible compared to those of the other 
stages  

 the information is not available6 or not relevant for the considered technology 

Information should be available for at least the manufacturing and use stages. It 
is expected that for the manufacturing and use stages the proposer will normally possess 
relevant information, as designer and manufacturer of the technology. 

The following considerations could be useful when filling the necessary information: 

 Lack of information, especially concerning raw materials, sub-assemblies and 

components. It is understood that the proposer may not have access to full details of all 
of the activities described in the four life-cycle stages above, especially where materials 
or sub-assemblies are produced by others in the supply chain, and for activities involved 
in the ‘end of life’ stage (perhaps in other countries). In these cases, if specific 
information is not available, consideration should be given to the materials, ‘substances’ 
and processes involved in these stages - based on generic information that is reasonably 
available. For example, if it is known that a sub-assembly requires specific raw materials, 
unless particular information is available it could be assumed that these will be sourced 

                                                        
4  EC Communication on Single Market of Green Products COM (2013) 196  available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52013DC0196&from=EN 
5 Commission Recommendation of 9 April 2013 on the use of common methods to measure and communicate the 
life cycle environmental performance of products and organisations (2013/179/EU), see in particular section 7.3 
6 LCA databases could be used to look for this information. 
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from the country which is the major producer of those materials, using the methods and 
processes which are prevalent in that country.  

 Important environmental parameters should be included in the verification. If 
some environmental parameters are considered important, they should be considered for 
inclusion in the verification. If after verification there is still uncertainty about potentially 
important environmental factors, this should appear in the verification statement.  

The focus on the life-cycle stages could be different whether a product, a process or a service is 
being verified and depending on the innovative characteristics of the technology. E.g., if a 
technology is innovative because it uses biodegradable materials instead of conventional 
materials, then, apart from the information on the manufacture and use phases, the proposer 
shall provide information for the "extraction, refining, processing and transport of natural 
resources" stage and for the "end of life” of this technology. On the other hand, if the technology 
proposed will use a manufacturing process different from the relevant alternatives so as to 
increase its efficiency during the use phase, but the natural resources used are similar to the 
relevant alternatives, the key life cycle stages would then be the manufacturing and the use 
phase. For both these phases the proposer shall indicate the differences with the relevant 
alternative but may indicate that for the natural resources extraction the technology would be 
similar to the relevant alternative although specifying that he has no precise information to 
confirm this. 

 

4. LIST OF ENVIRONMENTAL PARAMETERS 

For each of the relevant life cycle stages, identified in the previous section, information should be 
provided by the proposer pertaining to a series of environmental parameters: at least qualitative 
information and when possible quantitative information on the environmental parameters listed 
below as long as relevant7 for the technology in question (to be determined in cooperation with 
VB). These parameters might be part of the selling arguments (better environmental 
performance without major side-effects) 

To facilitate the qualitative process, the information may be provided in relation to standard 
knowledge available for the relevant alternative or it may be provided in absolute terms and the 
VB could use its expertise or guidance from the TWGs to assess how this information compares 
to the relevant alternative. 

 Emission of pollutants to air 

Identify or quantify additional, increased, reduced or removed air pollutants including green-
house gas emissions vs. the relevant alternative. 

                                                        

7 The environmental "hotspots" as referred before  can be used to determine what is relevant. Environmental 
hotspots are the outcomes of a contribution analysis of LCA results. 



 

 

EU Environmental Technology Verification pilot programme                  TWG Guidance document 004/20XX-XX-XX                           

 

Page 14/22 

 

 Emission of pollutants to water 

Identify or quantify additional, increased, reduced or removed water pollutants vs. the relevant 
alternative. 

 Emission of pollutants to soil 

Identify or quantify additional, increased, reduced or removed soil pollutants vs. the relevant 
alternative. 

 Consumption of natural resources 

Identify differences in consumption of rare raw material required for the process vs. the relevant 
alternative. 

 Energy consumption 

Identify differences in energy consumption and in energy sources (indicate differences in use of 
non-renewable or renewable energy) vs. the relevant alternative. 

 Water consumption and related processes 

Identify differences in the consumption or the use of water vs.  the relevant alternative but also 
the quality of the water used and the necessary treatment before and after use.. This section 
includes process water, but also water used in bulk such as cooling water. 

 Production of non-hazardous waste 

Identify or quantify any additional, increased, reduced or removed non- hazardous waste vs. the 
relevant alternative. 

 Production of hazardous waste 

Identify or quantify any additional, increased, reduced or removed hazardous waste vs. the 
relevant alternative. The type of hazardous waste should also be specified where possible using 
the list provided in Commission Decision 2014/955/EU8 at the level of two digit code. 

If relevant, additional information on the productivity of the technology should also be provided, 
namely: 

 Production efficiency – productivity 

                                                        

8 The list of types of hazardous waste is fond on Page 47 in Commission Decision (EU) No 2014/955/EU of 18 
December 2014 amending Decision 2000/532/EC on the list of waste pursuant to Directive 2008/98/EC of the 
European Parliament and of the Council Text with EEA relevance (OJ L 370, 30.12.2014, p. 44–86 ) available at: 
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32014D0955&from=EN  
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Indicate any significant differences in productivity of the technology vs. the relevant alternative. 
The proposed technology could have a higher performance but at the expense of a lower 
productivity or vice-versa (e.g.: for recycling, ratio of substance recycled vs. quantity of substance 
contained in the waste; for an ion-exchange resin, the treated flow rate). 

 Production efficiency – final quality 

Indicate the differences in the quality of the final product vs. the relevant alternative. The 
technology could be more environmentally beneficial but resulting in a product that is of lower 
quality that the relevant alternative (e.g. for recycling: the level of purity of the recovered 
substance; or for a particular material such as a plastic: a material that costs less energy to 
make but that resulted in lower quality characteristics). 

For any relevant item, the Proposer should provide enough information in order to allow the VB 
to understand the nature and magnitude of potential environmental pressure/impacts. However it 
is acceptable under certain items for the Proposer to demonstrate or provide supporting 
information, that a particular item is not relevant or that it has no significant impact on the 
environment.  

The Proposer may also provide extra information that might be useful for the assessment 
relating to economic, social and safety aspects – if they are not already included in the "potential 
to meet user needs" section – so as to justify or complement the information provided for 
environmental criteria. For example, a technology might be proposed that has little or no 
environmental benefits in comparison to the already commercially available alternatives but that 
provides greater social, economic or safety benefits and therefore could be equally 
recommended for ETV since it could improve the availability or acceptance of environmental 
technologies. 

The proposer should, as far as possible, provide relevant documentation to support the 
information provided in the tables, especially when this information is crucial for the evaluation. 
The VBs are expected to scrutinise the reliability of the information provided and request 
supporting information when needed. 

Based on experience, the TWGs will progressively determine which aspects have to be 
investigated for different kind of technologies, in order to simplify the work of the proposers and 
the VBs. 

If the VB or the proposer has the means to go further into the assessment of the environmental 
added value, the parameters above can be grouped by environmental impact categories. The 
quantification of these impacts per category is then recommended. Categories to be considered 
are: Climate change; ozone depletion; human toxicity - cancer effects; human toxicity - non-
cancer effects; particulate matter/respiratory inorganics; ionising radiation; photochemical ozone 
formation; acidification; eutrophication -  terrestrial; eutrophication - aquatic; ecotoxicity;  
freshwater aquatic; land use; resource depletion  water; resource depletion - mineral and fossil 
fuel. It is also recommended where possible to use the impact assessment , models and 
indicators as defined in Commission Recommendation of 9 April 2013 on the use of common 
methods to measure and communicate the life cycle environmental performance of products and 
organisations (2013/179/EU). 
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5. ASSESSMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADDED-VALUE 

It is the responsibility of the proposer to provide sufficient and relevant information about the 
technology. Based on the information provided, the VB will assess the environmental added-
value of the technology. This assessment will serve as an aid so as to confirm the decision at the 
eligibility stage of:  

i) recommending a verification; ii) not recommending a verification since the environmental 
added value does not seem to justify the need for an ETV; iii) refusing the verification due to 
serious environmental issues that may harm the reputation of ETV.  

Each item of information will be ‘scored’ on the following basis: 

 Major negative differences in comparison to the relevant alternative (--) 

 Significant negative differences in comparison to the relevant alternative (-) 

 No significant differences in comparison to the relevant alternative (0) 

 Significant positive differences in comparison to the relevant alternative (+) 

 Major positive differences in comparison to the relevant alternative (++) 

 Not relevant (NR) 

 Not available (NA) 
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The results can be compiled in the following table: 

 
Raw materials 

extraction stage 
Manufacturing 

stage 
Use stage 

End of life 
stage 

Emission of green-house gas 

Emission of pollutants to air 

Emission of pollutants to water 

Emission of pollutants to soil 

Raw materials consumption 

Energy consumption 

Water consumption 

Production of non-hazardous waste 

Production of hazardous waste 

Production efficiency – productivity 

Production efficiency – final quality 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

The scoring will then be evaluated in the following way: 

1. Has the proposer provided sufficient information to draft a conclusion? Does the VB 

judge that the key points related to this technology have been addressed? 

Yes: Proceed to point 2. 

No: Can this be improved using the VB's expertise and/or in further discussions with the 
proposer? 

Yes: Review proposal. 

No: Is there a good justification for the absence of all the necessary information, e.g., if a 
technology has not yet been tested in full-scale or even at prototype level, but lab-scale research 
data indicates promising environmental benefits? 

Yes: Proceed to point 2. 

No: Defer the application and recommend that the proposer returns when adequate information 
is available. 
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2. Are there severe negative aspects identified (--)? 

No: Proceed to point 3. 

Yes: Are there more than 2 severe negative aspects (--)? 

Yes: Are there sufficient environmental benefits (++) or any special circumstances that can 
justify the poor environmental performance in some criteria? 

Yes: Not recommend pursuing an ETV but leave the decision up to the proposer as long as he is 
aware of the risks and the implications of continuing with the verification, and that he is 
informed that the negative aspects identified should be mentioned in the verification9 

No: Refuse the technology for ETV 

No: Are there sufficient positive aspects that balance the negative environmental 
pressures (should have at least the same number of important environmental 
benefits (++) than major negative aspects or an overall significantly better 
performance than the relevant alternative for all other criteria (+))? 

Yes: Recommend pursuing an ETV as long as the proposer is informed that the 
negative aspects identified should be mentioned in the verification 

No: Are any of these important negative aspects sufficiently severe to risk the 
reputation of ETV and to outweigh any positive environmental benefit? 

No: Not recommend pursuing an ETV but should leave the decision up to the 
proposer as long as he is aware of the risks and the implications of continuing with 
the verification and that he is informed that the negative aspects identified should 
be mentioned in the verification 

Yes: Refuse the technology for ETV 

 

 

                                                        
9 As mentioned in section 2 above, these aspects do not necessarily have to be mentioned as "negative"; the purpose 
is to inform transparently about their existence. This could be done by incorporating them as verification parameters 
or mentioning them in the 'additional information' section of the verification (e.g. "Besides the reduction of pollutants 
abc that have been quantified above, the following parameters have not been quantified: emission of pollutant xyz 
to air and energy consumption"), or in the technology description.  
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3. Does the technology proposed present any environmental added value in 

comparison to its relevant alternative (+)? 

No: Are there any other reasons, for instance related to social, economic or safety, that strongly 
support the suitability of verifying this technology, in particular if the relevant alternative chosen 
is already proving a high level of environmental protection? 

Yes, there are several other reasons such as relevance to the market, lower costs, 
higher safety level or higher social acceptance: Recommend pursuing an ETV as long 
as the proposer is informed that the negative aspects identified should be mentioned 
in the verification9 

No: Are there any negative aspects in comparison with the relevant alternative? 

Yes: Not recommend pursuing an ETV but should leave the decision up to the 
proposer as long as he is aware of the risks and the implications of continuing with 
the verification and that he is informed that the negative aspects identified should 
be mentioned in the verification 

No: Recommend pursuing an ETV, in particular in situations where the relevant 
alternative is already providing a high level of environmental protection 

Yes: Are there any negative aspects in comparison with the relevant alternative? 

No: Recommend pursuing an ETV  

Yes: Do the negative aspects qualitatively outweigh the positive environmental 
aspects? 

No, the environmental added value seems to be far greater than any negative aspect 
identified, especially in situations where the relevant alternative already provides a 
high degree of environmental protection: as long as he is aware of the risks and the 
implications of continuing with the verification such as that  and that he is informed 
that the negative aspects identified should be mentioned in the verification 

Yes, the quantity and significance of the negative aspects identified partly or greatly 
overweighs the only/few environmental benefits: Not recommend pursuing an ETV 
but should leave the decision up to the proposer as long as he is aware of the risks 
and the implications of continuing with the verification and that he is informed that 
the negative aspects identified should be mentioned in the verification 

This scoring is proposed as a guide to decision and should not be substituted to the VB's 
knowledge and judgement of the specific technology at hand. 

6. REFERENCES 

1) General Verification Protocol v.1.2 (24/06/2016) - 
http://iet.jrc.ec.europa.eu/etv/sites/etv/files/documents/gvp_en.pdf 

http://iet.jrc.ec.europa.eu/etv/sites/etv/files/documents/gvp_en.pdf
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How to obtain EU publications 

 

Our publications are available from EU Bookshop (http://bookshop.europa.eu), 

where you can place an order with the sales agent of your choice. 

 

The Publications Office has a worldwide network of sales agents. 

You can obtain their contact details by sending a fax to (352) 29 29-42758. 

 
 
 
 

Europe Direct is a service to help you find answers to your questions about the European Union 

Free phone number (*): 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 

(*) Certain mobile telephone operators do not allow access to 00 800 numbers or these calls may be billed. 

 

A great deal of additional information on the European Union is available on the Internet. 

It can be accessed through the Europa server http://europa.eu 
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