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Background

 This presentation presents the results of the exercise carried out between 2021 and 2023 in the project
entitled “Framework for monetary environmental accounts and pilot accounts on environmental subsidies and
transfers”. The project was funded by Eurostat Grant.

* Our aim was to develop the monetary environmental accounts to be more connected to each other and
improve coherence of the framework.

We decided to explore the integration between the environmental goods and services sector (EGSS) and the
environmental protection expenditure accounts (EPEA) in the frame of a supplyand use table.

The supply and use table of environmental protection services and products (EP-SUT) gave us a tool to
investigate data gaps and inconsistencies between these accounts. We also applied these results to a Sankey
diagram which illustrates the flows of environmental protection activities in the whole economy.
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The mtegration

* The integration was investigated in the form of a supplyand use table. The transactions in the supply and use
table were classified with the CEPA

* Resource management activities (CReMA) were left out since the EPEAnot cover those.

* The EPEAand the EGSS are theoretically counterparts to each other which means that same actions should
be found from both accounts although under different transactions. In theory the EGSS covers supply and the
EPEAuse.

* The supply and use table of environmental protection services and products gave us a tool to study data gaps
and inconsistencies between monetary environmental accounts.
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EGSS and EPEA in Finland

EGGS

e Data from 2012 onwards

* Compilation:

- 4

NA, SUT (CPA<classes): output, gross value added,
employment, exports

Business register, Industrial output statistics,
International trade in goods and services, Foreign
trade of goods (Customs): output, exports, (gross
value added, employment)

Energy statistics, Finnish Energy Authority, Energy
certification registry, Agricultural statistics (Natural
Resources Institute), Environmental Insurance
Centre: data used in estimating the proportion of the
environmental activities

Data based on the expert views of the stakeholders:
used in estimating the proportion of the
environmental activities
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EPEA

 Data from 2014 onwards

* Compilation:

- Survey: Coverage: NACE Rev.2 classes 05 — 36
(Corporations)
SUT (NACE Rev.2 classes 37 — 39)
Government budget data

Trade in Services statistics

Household Budget Survey

Both under: EUregulation

on environmental economic
accounts -




Model of supply and use table from
previous studies
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Environmental
protection supply

* The biggest supplyis in
wastewater management
followed by waste
management.

* Building sewerage systems are
reason behind large supply in
construction industry (NACE F).

* Most of the output is captured
in the table, but there is some
shortage in the scientific and
technical activities. Mainly
because these corporations do
other business as well.

Supply table for EP goods and services 2018 (million €)

million € Output at basic (current) price
Taxes
Total Ie_ss. Trade Total
NACE G- | NACEJ- |NACEO-| NACER- | output subsidies| 0d | supply
NACEA | NACEB | NACEC | NACED | NACEE | NACEF " | imports | on
N Q U basic . transport|purchasers
prices environ margins | ' prices
mental
products
CEPA1 73 40 190 0 303 111 17 26 456
CEPA2 153 763 1984 187 3087]  110[ 22 44 3467
CEPA 3 60 1305 663 2028) 699 o1l 37 3194
CEPA4 142 60 202 38 3 34 276
CEPAS 11 0 11 30 10 8 59
CEPA6 2 2 0 0 0 2
CEPA7 6 320 9% a0 168 16 89 692
CEPA 889 20 243 299 13 575 12 3 0 590
Total 142 ol 303 ol 2508] 1984 of 1283 395 13]  e628] 1168] 365 577 8737
\:lbased mostly on EGSS :lbased mostly on EPEA \:|based mostly on SUT

The supplytable for environmental  Price components and imports are

protection goods and service was estimated based on national

mainly produced with the EGSS accounts supplyand use tables in

figures industry (division) level. Leaves big

uncertainties. e
(]
-
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Environmental
protection use

The official EPEA figures
explained only 28% of the total
use.

After inserting EPEA figures, the
table was enriched with the
data from the SUT. (Mainly
CEPA2, 3 and 4)

Lastly, the EGSS output was
studied more detailed to find
some supplythat should have
obvious use counterpart that
was not included in the use
table already. The most
significant item identified was
building sewerage systems and
management of nuclear waste.
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Use table for EP goods and services 2018 ( million €)

million € Consumption Capital formation
Total use
Total Gross at
Governme consump| fixed |Changesin Gross Total use h
R R ) ) . .| purchasers
NACEA | NACEB | NACEC | NACED | NAcEE | Nacer |NACEG-|NACEI-INACEO-INACER-1 o Householl =y ™ capital |inventorie | P! | exports | 2 [Balancing ™, o
| Q U ds . . formatio purchase| item ) )
NPISH expendit [ formatio s L including
n rs’ prices
ure n balancing
item
CEPA 1 0 1 103 40 0 0| 3 0| 0| 0 0 0 148 106 2 108 122 377 79 456
CEPA 2 0| 15 199 4 39 125 59 77 63 10 0| 429 1019 1984 2 1986 156 3160 307 3467
CEPA3 0 26| 307, 84 329 53 147 327 106 30 0 461 1871 182 6 189 365 2425 770 3194
CEPA 4 0 10 9 7 26 18 0| 51 28 1 0| 0 150 84 -1 82 20 252 24 276
CEPAS 0| 0| 1 0 0 0 3 0 0 0| 0| 0| 5| 2 0| 2| 11 18 41 59
CEPA 6 0 1] 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 10 0 10| 0 14 -11 2
CEPA 7 0 0 0 320 0| 0| 0| 0| 0 0 38 0 358 1 2 4 53 415 277 692
CEPA 8&9| [0) 6| 19 31 0 0 0 0| 0| 0| 274 0| 331 20 3 23| 51 405 185 590
Total 0 59 638| 488 394 196 212 455 197| 41 314 891 3885 2389 14 2403 778| 7066 1671 8737
|:|based mostly on EGSS |:|based mostly on EPEA |:| based mostly on SUT
o 0 . . .
Estimated total use was about 80% The balancing item tells how big
of the total supply data gaps we have in each CEPA
category.
-
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Alternative
1llustration

* To understand flows

between supply and use

better, the Sankey diagram

was proceeded from the EP-

SUT

* Supply is linked to use via

environmental protection

activitie s

* Same services/ products

shown only once!
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Purchasers price margings: 2,109M€

Statistics Finland | antti.horkko(@stat.fi

The Sankey diagram of Environmental Protection Supplyand Use 2018

SUPPLY EP ACTIVITY USE

NACE A: 142M€
NACE B-D: 1,185M€
NACE B-D: 303M€
NACE E: 394M€
NACE F: 196M€

NACE E: 2,508M€ NACE G-U: 905M€

Government & NPISH: 314M€

Households: 890M€
NACE F: 1,984M€

NACE G-U: 1,691M€

Purchaser price margins:

* Taxes less subsidies on environmental products
e Trade and transport margins

*  Imports




Data gaps and areas of development

* In the project, the categories were analysed one by one to find out reasons for unbalanced supply and use.
Overall, same problems occurred in all the categories.

* All CEPAcategories have unbalanced supply and use. The biggest data gaps were in CEPA2 (wastewater
management) and CEPA3 (waste management). CEPA6 only with larger use than supply.

* On the use side, we did not have much knowledge about industries outside the EPEAquestionnaire and all
environmental protection products were not included in the EPEA

* From the output perspective, it was difficult to recognize corporations working with these topics i scientific
and technical activities since most of these corporations do other business as well

* Import and export of the EP-SUT were estimated from the total figures of the certain industries, and we found
that this might not match well with environmental protection products and services which leaves uncertainty
to our figures. Same with purchaser’s price margins .
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Conclusions

1. Despite some shortcomings and differences in frameworks of the EPEAand the EGGS, these
accounts are suitable for supplyand use table type of presentation.

2. We believe that working with this type of table structure would ensure better integration between
the accounts.

3. Mainlypositive feedback from the Sankey diagram

4. In order to account for all environmental protection expenditures, it should be objective for the
EPEAto add the missing products. Extending the EPEA framework to resource management would
make the whole environmental monetary accounts framework more coherent.
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Discussion topics for the London Group

1. Do you agree that monetary environmental accounts should be developed to be more integrated than
individual statistics (similar with NA)?

2. Which one is bigger issue from integration perspective? Missing products in the EPEA or missing resource
management activities in the EPEA.

3. What you think about usefulness of supply-use table and Sankey diagram for environmental monetary
accounts?

All other questions/ comments are very welcome!

& ] 12 September, 2023  Statistics Finland | antti.horkko@stat.fi



Statistics Finland



	Integration of EGSS and EPEA in the form of a supply and use table
	Background
	The integration
	EGSS and EPEA in Finland
	Model of supply and use table from previous studies
	Environmental protection supply
	Environmental protection use
	Alternative illustration�
	Data gaps and areas of development �
	Conclusions
	Discussion topics for the London Group
	Thank you

