
 

TOR Reference No.: 2018-01 Author(s): Horst Buether / Guenter Dussing / 
Florin Homorean 

Version: 1.0 Date: 22 October 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

1. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Mutual joint visits of industry inspectors and regulators to achieve a level playing field 
implementation of the IED and workshop on the use of BAT-conclusions in the cement production 
industry 2018 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Supporting IED Implementation and BAT-conclusions 2018 
 

 



2. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Industrial Emissions Directive (IED) 
BAT Reference Documents and BAT Conclusions 
BAT Conclusions: production of cement, lime and magnesium oxide (BAT-C CLM) 
Air Quality Directive 
Seveso III Directive 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

1. Assist members to implement new legislation 

2. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

3. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (Background, motivations, aims, etc.) 

Industrial production processes account for a considerable share of the overall pollution in Europe 
due to their emissions of air pollutants, discharges of waste water and the generation of waste. The 
Industrial Emissions Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and the Council (IED) is the 
main EU instrument regulating emissions from industrial installations. The IED aims to achieve a 
high level of protection of human health and the environment taken as a whole by reducing harmful 
industrial emissions across the EU, in particular through better application of Best Available 
Techniques (BAT). Around 50,000 installations undertaking industrial activities listed in Annex I of 
the IED are required to operate in accordance with a permit (granted by the authorities in the 
Member States). This permit should contain conditions set in accordance with the principles and 
provisions of the IED. The 2014/2015 Implementation Challenge project of IMPEL, the Industry and 
Air Expert Team, and consultations with the European Commission identified a lot of unresolved 
problems in the implementation of industrial regulation. 

COMMISSION IMPLEMENTING DECISION of 26 March 2013 establishing the best available 
techniques (BAT) conclusions under Directive 2010/75/EU of the European Parliament and of the 
Council on industrial emissions for the production of cement, lime and magnesium oxide. These 
conclusions shall be used as an example for the implementation of new BAT and discussed in a 
workshop. Goal of workshop: experiences & best practice examples (procedures, preparation) for 
updating permits, new trends in cement & clinker manufacturing, emission trends, use of waste (as 
a substitute for conventional fuels and as secondary raw material). 

The European Committee of the Regions (CoR) – in the draft opinion on Environmental 
Implementation Reviews (EIR): 
19.       … stresses the need to incorporate the implementation of the Industrial Emissions Directive 
into the next round of the Review. In this respect, the IMPEL network should have a more 
prominent role in the process in order to support the collection of good practices for 2019. 

2018 is the fourth year in a row of the IMPEL IED Implementation project. It has become a very 
successful IMPEL activity attracting a lot of environmental officers from numerous European 
countries. In the last years, IMPEL has had to raise the budget of the project in order to 
accommodate this increased interest. This is a clear indicator that there is need for exchange on IED 
topics between the European competent authorities with responsibility for IED implementation. 
The IED Implementation project has established itself meanwhile as one of the main long running 
activities of the IMPEL network. 

One of the highlights of the last years activities are the joint inspections under the IED 



Implementation project. Meanwhile there were joint inspections of installations falling under: steel 
production, refining of crude oil, waste processing, energy production, aluminium production, 
rearing of pigs, animal feed production and chemical industry. During these inspections inspectors 
from the host country are joined by inspectors from IMPEL member countries to exchange expert 
views and learn from each other. The results are compiled and used to improve the inspections. 
There is always more interest from inspectors to join than places for participation. So, at the last 
meeting of the project in 2017 in Portugal there were 3 joint inspections in parallel.  

In the last three years, the project team has developed a lot of good practice examples that were 
put into a specially designed guidance book. This book not only contains guidance from the running 
project but also from previous and related IMPEL projects dealing with issues of industrial 
regulation. The IED project itself developed in sub-groups good practice examples for the following 
topics:  

 Translation of BAT Associated Emission Levels (AELs) into Emission Limit Values 

 Levels of non-compliance; publication of inspection reports 

 Bankruptcy and temporary or definitive cessation of activity in IED installations 

 Self-monitoring and reporting obligations of the operators 

 Tools for regulating IED installations 

 Joint inspections 

 Definitions [in legislation] 

 Horizontal aspects of permitting 

 Minimum content of IED inspections 

 Feedback from the inspector in the BREF-cycle 

 How to check industrial waste water BAT 

 Going beyond BAT (application of Article 18).  

There are also a lot of other issues that shall be developed to good practice during the 2018 project 
and in the future (see 2.4). 

In 2017 the IED Implementation project had a common project meeting and a common workshop 
with the IMPEL project “Doing the right things (DTRT) in the permitting process”. During these 
meetings it was decided to join the forces and develop common guidance based on the permitting 
cycle and the inspection cycle of DTRT. The IED Implementation project will deliver fact sheets for 
the different steps of the regulatory cycles. As a result, internet based guidance for industrial 
permitting and inspection will be created that shall be used as basic concept for the IRI’s and as 
training material for competent authorities. Both projects already started with the preparation. 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 

A general goal of the project is to establish the project team as a core group of the Industry and Air 
Expert Team and a sustainable cooperation of European enforcement authorities. This includes: 
improvement of the IED implementation in Europe; raising the percentage of BAT application 
through common understanding and expert exchange, fast exchange of solutions concerning 
implementation problems; facilitating implementation; joint inspections; web applications and 
tools; invited speakers of related projects and activities outside IMPEL; feedback to the COM on 
implementation of the IED; new ways of identifying implementation gaps. 

A lot of these general goals have already been achieved, e. g. a vivid exchange of problems and 
solutions via Basecamp, discussions with stakeholders of related projects, of the Seveso Expert 
Group, of the Joint Research Centre (BAT), and the Commission.  In the last three years the common 
understanding of problems and solutions within the project group has grown intensely. Now is the 



time to spread the word and start preparing training material for competent authorities. A first 
training session will already start in 2018 and shall be organised like the IRAM trainings which had 
been carried out several times per year since 2012 in IMPEL member countries.  

A lot of good practice has already been developed by the projects in the last years and put into the 
guidance book on IED implementation. There are still a lot of issues identified by the 
Implementation Challenge project, IMPEL member countries, the European Commission, and the 
project and workshop participants. The identified topics for further developing good practice are:  

 Emission limit values (ELVs) – ambient air quality 

 Implementation of new BREFs 

 Application of BAT within 4 years after publication of BAT conclusions (timetable) 

 Making changes to permits – what is a significant change 

 Streamlining IED and EIA permits 

 Integrated permits (one stop shop) 
How to deal with other than normal operating conditions  

 Concentration vs. mass emission limits  

 Control of installations dealing with VOC and falling under the IED 

 Non-routine inspections 

 Charging regimes 

 Public participation. 
 

At every project meeting and during the workshop the IED implementation of the host 
country/authority is presented and discussed by the project members. This gives a fast and good 
overview on the approaches in different European countries and is a good addition to the IMPEL 
IRIs.  

A special highlight of the 2018 workshop will be the implementation of the use of BAT-conclusions 
in the cement production industry with exchange of experience in the following fields: 

- Definition of installation (boundaries of an installation) in cement production; 

- Permitting of existing Installations / Reconsideration and updating of permit conditions; 

- Permitting of new Installations; 

- Use of BAT; 

- IED Baseline Report; 

- Environmental Inspections; 

- Use of BAT in permitting and inspection. 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 

Projects dealing with the IED in a broader sense but also the IRIs and the DTRT and easyTools 
projects are linked to this activity. The results and good practices of former projects dealing with 
industrial issues are already included in the IED Implementation Guidance Book. The project 
managers of related projects were invited to meetings of the IED Implementation project to give a 
presentation and discuss how their results could be included into the guidance.  
These projects are: 

 Derogations from BAT in IED permits 

 IED baseline report on soil and ground water contamination  



 IED and Habitat Directive 

 Doing the right things in (IED) the permitting process 

 IPPC and Water Framework Directive 

 Air quality and industrial emissions 

 The transition to IED permits and how to deal with substantial change at a permitted facility 

 Implementation and use of BREFs 

 INSPECT-CEM – Environmental Inspection Guidelines for the Cement Clinker Industry 

 Environmental inspections of industrial installations in accordance with the Industrial 
Emissions Directive (IED) 

In addition, a representative of the Technical Working Group on Inspections of the Seveso Expert 
Group was also invited to exchange the experiences of these related approaches.     

 

3. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 

In 2018 there will be three project meetings, one workshop and three joint inspections with site 
visits of one or more installations each. One of the project meetings will be used to prepare the 
workshop with special emphasis on BAT implementation in the cement industry. During the project 
meetings and the workshop, the host countries will give a presentation of the IED implementation in 
their countries. Guidance and best practice examples that have already been developed in the first 
years of the project and from other projects will be put into a form that is useful for the guidance 
book. Based on this fact sheets will be developed for the internet guidance and the training material 
together with the DTRT project.  

Priority topics from the issues described in 2.4 will be chosen by the project group for the 
development of solutions and guidance by sub-groups of the project. These topics will also be 
discussed and developed further during the workshop of the project together with BAT conclusions 
for the cement industry. Coming from that further guidance will be prepared as described above.  

A package of training material will be compiled and put on the internet for direct use of competent 
authorities. A first face to face training will also already start in 2018. The joint inspections shall be 
developed further to put them on a more formal basis like the “Exchange of Inspectors Programme 
in the areas of REACH and CLP” of the European Commission.  

Project managers of related projects will also be invited to the workshop to present and discuss the 
results of their projects. In addition, members of the Commission will also be invited to discuss the 
results of the projects and priority topics of further investigations.   

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 

Outputs:  

 Technical advice for problems related to the IED implementation and good practice examples 

 Guidance for (joint) inspections of industrial installations 

 Training material for Competent Authorities based on guidance on the internet  

 IMPEL member examples for IED implementation 

 Inclusion of the results of related projects 

 Inspection tools 

 Results from a technical workshop on implementation of IED and BAT  



 Examples for BAT implementation by IMPEL members 

Outcome:  

 Laid foundations to start with trainings of Competent Authorities in the IED implementation 

 Well organised joint industrial inspections on a formal basis 

 Reduction of the IED implementation gap and achievement of a level playing field within IMPEL 
member countries (see also 2.4) 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

 Development of the work program 2018 together with DTRT: January/February 2018 

 Work of the sub-groups on not yet finished topics of the 2017 project: Jan/Feb 2018 

 January/February 2018: sub-project team meeting to develop a questionnaire on BAT 
implementation in the cement industry 

 Finalising the work program at the project group meeting: March 2018 

 Decision on the development of the internet guidance and training material: March 2018 

 Joint inspection: back to back with the project group meetings and the workshop 

 Development of a formal joint inspection program: starting in March 2018 

 Work of the sub-groups on new topics of the 2018 project: April/May 2018 

 New project groups on further topics at the second project group meeting: June 2018 

 Preparation of the workshop at the second project group meeting: June 2018 

 Workshop: country approach / good practices / cement industry: September 2018 

 Development of guidance and good practice examples: until October 2018 

 First training session on IED implementation: October 2018 

 Autumn 2018: presentation of the results of the WS and the report at the ET meeting  

 November/December 2018: adoption of the final report by the General Assembly 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 

The first risk is that only a few countries collaborate within this activity. The new IMPEL strategic 
approach for actively encourage and support passive members was used to mitigate this risk. The big 
interest in the project in the last years shows that this is no real risk. 

The second risk is that outputs of the project are only recognized by a small group of active project 
members. The new approach to develop internet guidance and training material together with the 
DTRT project and the intention to start with trainings in 2018 will help to make the project a success. 
In addition the new strategic IMPEL approach on communication of IMPEL results shall also be used 
to mitigate this risk (see item 8).  

 



4. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Horst Büther, Regional Government Cologne, Germany,  
Florin Homorean, National Environmental Guard, Romania, 
Cement-BAT: Guenter Dussing/Robert Gross, Land Salzburg, Austria 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Austria  Robert Gross, robert.gross@salzburg.gv.at 
Belgium  Martine Blondeel, martine.blondeel@lne.vlaanderen.be  (Flanders) 
  Annelies Baert, annelies.baert@lne.vlaanderen.be (Flanders) 
  Olivier Dekyvere, olivier.dekyvere@spw.wallonie.be  (Wallonie) 
Croatia   Dubravka Pajkin Tuckar, Dubravka.Pajkin.Tuckar@mzoip.hr  
Cyprus  Chrystalla Stylianou, cstylianou@environment.moa.gov.cy 
Czech Republic Tomáš Augustin, augustin@bn.cizp.cz  
Denmark Rikke Cochran, rc@horsens.dk 
Estonia  Silva Prihodko, Silva.Prihodko@kki.ee 
Finland  Jaakko Vesivalo, jaakko.vesivalo@ely-keskus.fi   
Germany Horst Büther, horst.buether@bezreg-koeln.nrw.de  (Project lead) 
  Hartmut Teutsch, hartmut.teutsch@gewerbeaufsicht.bremen.de 
  Wulf Böckenhaupt, wulf.boeckenhaupt@brk.nrw.de  
Iceland  nn  
Italy   Romano Ruggeri, rruggeri@arpa.sardegna.it  (ARPA Sardegna) 
  Fabio Colonna, f.colonna@arpalombardia.it  (ARPA Lombardia) 
  Roberto Borghesi, robertoborghesig@gmail.com (ISPRA) 
  Francesco Andreotti, mailto:francesco.andreotti@isprambiente.it 
(ISPRA) 
Malta  Ruth Ciarlo, ruth.ciarlo@era.org.mt  
Netherlands Pieter Roos (Ministerie I&M), pieter.roos@minienm.nl  
  Marinus Jordaan (DCMR), marinus.jordaan@dcmr.nl  
Poland   Malgorzata Budzynska, m.budzynska@gios.gov.pl  
Portugal Antonio Quintas, aquintas@igamaot.gov.pt  
  Elizabete Ramos, elisabete.ramos@apambiente.pt  
Romania  Florin Homorean, homorean@yahoo.com  
Slovakia Cyril Burda, cyril.burda@sizp.sk  
Slovenia  Vladimir Kaiser, vladimir.kaiser@gov.si  
Spain   María Jesús Mallada, mmallada@larioja.org  
  Manuel Salgado Blanco manuel.salgado.blanco@xunta.es 
Sweden  Maria Enroth, maria.enroth@naturvardsverket.semailto:Eva.Dalenstam@Naturvardsverket.se 
Turkey  Şenay Aslan, senay.aslan@csb.gov.tr  
UK   Jamie McGeachy, jamie.mcgeachy@sepa.org.uk  
NN   to be proposed by the National Coordinators 
 
BAT-Conclusion in the cement industry: 
Guenter Dussing, guenter.dussing@salzburg.gv.at / Robert Gross, robert.gross@salzburg.gv.at   
Tbc, Land Salzburg (waste department)  
Gerhard Ederer,  gerhard.ederer@noel.gv.at 
Hubert Grech, hubert.grech@bmlfuw.gv.at 
Jaana Leppänen,  jaana.leppanen@ely-keskus.fi 
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María Valero Gil maria.valero.gil@xunta.gal 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Further environmental officers of different national competent IED authorities to participate in 
the technical workshop and the conference, especially members of the Industry Expert Team and 
regulators dealing with cement industry. Invited speaker of related projects at the workshop.  

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Close contact with desk officers of the EU Commission dealing with industrial environmental law 

 

5. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

62,880 
 € 

ditto ditto ditto 

How much money is to be co-
financed 

15,000 € ditto ditto ditto 

Total budget 77,880 € ditto ditto ditto 

 

  

mailto:maria.valero.gil@xunta.gal


6. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 1,000 € 
(5 travelling 
participants, 
thereof 2 not 
from Austria) 

900 € 
(5 travelling 
participants, 
thereof 2 not 
from Austria) 

400 € 
 

2,300 € 

<Sub-project group meeting> 

<January/February 2018>  

<tbd> 

<8> 

<…>  

Event 2 9,000 € 
(25 travelling 
participants) 

4,500 € 
(for 25 
participants) 

1,300 € 
(for 26 
participants) 

14,800 € 

<Project group meeting> 

<March 2018>  

<tbd> 

<25> 

<2/2>  

Event 3 9,000 € 
(25 travelling 
participants) 

4,500 € 
(for 25 
participants) 

1,300 € 
(for 26 
participants) 

14,800 € 
 < Project group meeting > 

<June 2018>  

<tbd> 

<25> 

<2/2>  

Event 4 13,680 € 
(38 travelling 
participants 
including 
invited 
speakers) 

10,260 € 
(for 38 
participants) 

2,925 € 
(for 39 
participants) 

26,865 € 

< Conference/workshop > 

<September 2018>  

<tbd> 

<38> 

<3/3>  

Event 5 0 € 
(back to back 
with events 1, 
2 and 3) 
 

1,080€ 
(for 4 
participants 
each time) 

525 € 
(for 7 
participants 
each time) 
 

1,605 € 

<Joint inspections>  

<March, June, September 
2017>  

<tbd-> 

<4 each> 

<1/1>  

Event 5  1,080 € 
(3 travelling 
trainers) 
 

540 € 
(for 3 trainers) 

150 € 
(for 3 trainers) 
 

1,770 € 

<IED Training session>  

<October 2017>  

<tbd-> 

<3> 

<2/2>  

Total costs for all events 
 

33,760 € 21,780 € 6,600 € 62,140 € 



 

7. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

IED: 15,000 €  
BAT: to be decided 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

IED: Germany (if budget will be confirmed) 
BAT: Austria 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

Organising the meetings, supporting the working groups, 
transformation of the project outputs into a format that can be 
used by all competent IED authorities and preparation of material 
that can be used for IMPEL communication purposes.  

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs?  

Namely: Transport of inspectors, web based tools 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

1. Transport of inspectors to industry sites during the joint 
inspections 
2. Development of web based tools for inspections 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

1. IMPEL: 740 € 
2. Done by DTRT 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
 

  

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



8. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): PPP for 

project presentation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

October 2017 

June 2018 

October 2018 

March/June/Sept. 2018 

Workshop 

June 2018 

After 1st meeting 

After 3rd meeting 

October 2018 

After 1st meeting 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Questionnaire in March 2018 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

Project abstract / IMPEL at a glance: languages of the participating 
countries of the technical workshop 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

This will be done by the DTRT project 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

The main target group consists of competent authorities for IED 
implementation and Industry and Air Experts. They will be targeted 
by the means under 8.1 and by discussion at other IMPEL events. 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

CCA TG 2 meetings, IRIs, meetings with COM, TFS technical 
workshops, national IMPEL meetings, international conferences, 
TAIEX workshops, Twinning projects 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

Yes No



9. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 
 

 

TOR Reference No.: Author: Jane Durling 

Version: Draft v.3 
 

Date:  15/11/17 
 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

10. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Sharing regulatory best practice in regulating the exploration and production of the onshore oil and 
gas industry, including unconventional fossil fuels and high-volume hydraulic fracturing  
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Onshore oil and gas regulation 
 

 



11. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
The OOG industry, including the emerging UFFs industry, is regulated under a number of different 
legislative instruments, including where relevant (but not exclusively) –  
 Water Framework Directive 

 Groundwater Directive  
 Management of Waste from Extractive Industries Directive (the Extractive Waste Directive) 
 Waste Framework Directive 
 Industrial Emissions Directive   
 Environmental Impact Assessment Directive  
 REACH Regulation 
 Environmental Liability Directive  
 Control of Major Accidents and Hazards Directive (Seveso III)  

 

In addition, in January 2014 the European Commission published a Recommendation on minimum 
principles for the exploration and production of hydrocarbons (such as shale gas) using high-volume 
hydraulic fracturing.  The effectiveness of the Recommendation was reviewed by the Commission in 
December 20161. 
 
Finally, a review of the Best Available Techniques reference document2 (Bref) on the management 
of waste from extractive industries is under way (including waste resulting from the oil and gas  
sector), as is work on a hydrocarbons BAT guidance document3.  
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

4. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

5. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 
The intense public debate on the use of unconventional techniques, such as high-volume hydraulic fracturing, 
to explore for and produce hydrocarbons from sources such as shale deposits has shone a spotlight on the 
whole onshore oil and gas industry, how it is regulated and what is considered best practice for the industry in 
protecting the environment and human health.  
 
This public interest has been reflected at the EU level by the Commission’s activities, including in particular its 
2014 Recommendation on high-volume hydraulic fracturing, the effectiveness of the application of which was 
reviewed in December 2016; the review of the extractive waste Bref; and development of a hydrocarbons BAT 
guidance document. 
 
The public debate about onshore oil and gas will contribute to the best outcomes only if it is founded upon 
reliable information as to the environmental risks and their mitigation.  These are issues which the regulatory 
and scientific communities are actively seeking to address.   
 

                                                           
1
 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/energy/pdf/Report_com_2016_794.pdf 

2
 http://susproc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/activities/waste/index.html 

3
 http://ec.europa.eu/environment/integration/energy/hydrocarbons_extraction_en.htm 



During 2015 -2017,  the predecessor to this IMPEL project brought representatives of a number of countries 
together to consider best practice for regulating the onshore oil and gas industry as a whole.  Many of the key 
issues apply equally to conventional and unconventional fossil fuels. 
 
This project is drawing on the following broad conclusions: 

 The European conventional onshore oil and gas industry is well-established and regulators have 
considerable experience in regulating it to protect the environment and human health.  

 Participants nevertheless agree that there is a need for regulators to exchange information on specific 
technical and regulatory issues, to identify and share best practice, and also to identify issues which need 
to be investigated and/or addressed further, and especially in relation to unconventional fossil fuels. 

 This exchange can be helpful in informing policy-makers and Bref authors, and the project team is keen to 
support such work. 

 
The aim of this project is therefore to build upon the work of 2015, 2016 and 2017 and to review in much 
greater detail participants’ approaches on a number of critical issues, with a view, wherever possible, to 
defining, sharing and promoting best practice.  The project aims to help regulators to feel more confident in 
delivering consistent and reliable information to the public, industry and policy-makers.  It may also avoid 
duplication of effort, and promote consistent and proportionate regulation across and beyond the IMPEL 
network.  Finally, it could inform and support dialogue with regulators in non-IMPEL countries which have 
developed, or are developing their industry. 

 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
 
1. A more coherent understanding of the onshore oil and gas industry’s environmental record 
2. A fuller picture of what regulators consider to be best practice on key issues  
3. Consistency in implementation and enforcement of regulation across IMPEL members 
4. Capacity-building for regulators 
5. Greater public trust in regulators and their decisions 
6. Useful and reliable information for policy-makers and Bref authors 

 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
The 2015, 2016 and 2017 IMPEL projects on best practice in regulating the onshore oil and gas 
industry (including shale gas). 
 

 

12. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 
1. Establish project team and hold initial telephone conference(s) to agree project plan and possibly to 

establish theme sub-groups 
2. Telephone and face-to-face interviews with participants  
3. Sub-group telephone conferences as appropriate 
4. LiveMeeting/telephone conferences as appropriate, to update participants and discuss key issues 
5. One workshop with site visit, to discuss key issues in more detail. This is likely to focus on well closure, 

decommissioning and liabilities. 
6. One meeting with site visit to finalise report and agree next steps 
7. Final report.  



 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
A full report on the project and its findings, including any identified need for further collaborative work. 

 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 
1. Planning activities, including defining the work and finalising project team members – January 2018  
2. Survey on Well Closure, Decommissioning and Liabilities – February – March 2018 
3. Interviews if needed and/or telecon – April 2018 
4. Workshop on Well Closure, Decommissioning and Liabilities and site visit – April/May 2018 
5. Draft final report – July/August 2018 
6. Meeting and site visit to discuss and agree report and outcomes– September 2018 
7. Finalise and submit report – September/October 2018. 

 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
Risk 1: That the project team will not be able to gather adequate information. 
Mitigation 1: The proposed approach requires continued active participation by project team 
members as in the 2017 project, which has progressed by means of workshop and surveys regarding 
the topics.  The aim is, through more continuous engagement, with active management of the 
project, to ensure a good flow of information and identify any problems at an early stage. 
 
Risk 2: That the project as initially framed is too broad in scope to be practically realised. 
Mitigation 2: This very real risk has been addressed in the following way.  The issues have been 
narrowed down to make the topics more manageable.  One key but quite broad theme has been 
selected. The one workshop proposed will then address one or two themes at a time, rather than 
trying to cover all the issues on two separate occasions.  Nonetheless, as previously, work on each 
theme can continue outside and beyond the workshop dedicated to its discussion. 
 
Risk 3: Project team members unable to complete the questionnaire or attend the workshop. 
Mitigation 3: For the 2017 project, we built on the information received and relationships 
established during 2015 and 2016. There was a very good attendance (22 people from 6 countries 
and the EC) at the workshop in 2017 and all countries who attended responded to the survey. Earlier 
planning of the surveys, communications and workshops will aim to facilitate this.  
 

 

13. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
 
Project Manager: Jane Durling, Environment Agency, England 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 



The project team is currently: 
Denmark: Jean-Pierre Posselt (to be confirmed), Energy Agency 
England: Jane Durling, Environment Agency 
European Commission: Florence Limet, Directorate-General Environment 
Flanders: Helga Ferket (to be confirmed), Department of Environment, Nature and Energy  
France: Olivier Astier, Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy 
Hungary: Peter Trombitas, Szilvia Banyacski, Mining and Geological Survey of Hungary 
Netherlands:  To be confirmed, State Supervision of Mines, Ministry of Economic Affairs 
Northern Ireland: Neil McAllister, Northern Ireland Environment Agency 
Poland: Aleksandra Skąpska, Chief Inspectorate of Environmental Protection 
Romania: Matei Liviu, National Environmental Guard 
Scotland: Emma Taylor, Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
Turkey: Hasan Ayaz, Ministry of Environment and Urbanisation 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Guests may be invited to workshops from participating countries depending on the workshop topic. 

 

14. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(2015) 
 

Year 2 
(2016) 

Year 3 
(2017) 

Year 4 
(2018) 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

27600 
(budget) 

23400 
(budget) 
 

20040 
(budget) 

20040 
 

How much money is to be co-
financed 

0 0 0 0 

Total budget 27600  23400 20040   

 

15. Detailed event costs of the work for year 4 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1  360 x 15 = 
5400 

90 x 2 x 15 = 
2700 

25 x 2 x 15 = 
750 
 
Plus venue 
hire and 
incidental 
costs = 1170 
 

10020 

Workshop and site visit 

May/June 2018 
 

14+1 contingency 

2 days, 2 nights  



 

Event 2  360 x 15 = 
5400 

90 x 2 x 15 = 
2700 

25 x 2 x15 = 
750 
 
Plus venue 
hire and 
incidental 
costs = 1170 
 

10020 

Meeting and site visit 

September/October 2018 

TBC 

14+1 contingency 

2 days, 2 nights 

Total costs for all events 
 

10800 5400 3840 20040 

 

16. Detailed other costs of the work for year 4 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

n/a 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

n/a 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

n/a 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

n/a 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

n/a 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

 

 



 

 

 

 

17. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report*  

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

January 2018 (final) 
 
 
 
December 2018 
Spring, Summer and 
Autumn 2018 
 
After workshop 
July 2018 
 
 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

See 3.3 above. 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

All documents to be written in English.  No translation required. 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

n/a 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

n/a 



 

18. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

This is the proposal for Year 4 of this project. 

 
 
 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/03 Author(s): Huib van Westen 

Version:  Date:  3 November 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

19. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-c utting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

IMPEL-TFS NCP Best Practice meeting 2018 and participation in the Asian Network meeting and 
Regional Enforcement Network (REN) meeting  
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

 



 

 

20. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
- European Waste Shipment Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 

- Commission Regulation (EC) 1418/2007 concerning the export of certain wastes for recovery to    
NON-OECD countries 
The enforcement activities are based on the EC Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 on the supervision 
and control of shipments of waste within, into and out of the European Community. This is directly 
applicable in all Member States of the EU. Article 50 requires Member States to enforce the 
regulation and to check shipments and to cooperate bilaterally or multilaterally with one another 
in order to facilitate the prevention and detection of illegal shipments. 

According to the Regulation (EU)660/2014 from 16 May 2014 amending WSR 1013/2006, 
member states shall cooperate bilaterally and multilaterally in one another to facilitate the 
prevention and detection of illegal shipments. 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

6. Assist members to implement new legislation 

7. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

8. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation indentified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 
 International cooperation and alignment is very important when it comes to the enforcement 

of the European Waste Shipment Regulation (WSR) (EC) No 1013/2006;  
 Previous and running IMPEL-TFS projects showed that it is very much needed to work 

together as competent authorities. The enforcement deficit of the EU waste shipment 

regulation remains serious. 
 To improve the collaboration and alignment of enforcement, frequent contact between the 

European enforcement authorities is necessary. Therefore, it would be very helpful if enforcers 
have structural, personal and frequent contact moments where they can strengthen their 
network, exchange experiences and best practices, discuss ongoing cases and align their WSR 
enforcement activities together. 

 This project focuses solely on the exchange of information and experience by workshops, 
where the running IMPEL-TFS Enforcement Actions III Project intents to stimulate practical 

enforcement by joint actions, inspectors exchange-programmes and other activities. The 
target group overlaps partly. 

 More involvement in new project proposals for IMPEL activities. The expertise from the NCP’s 

and the experiences in their countries is crucial for this. 
 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
- exchange information, working methods, case studies and experiences 
- inform participants on new developments 

- strengthen the network of NCP’s involved in the enforcement of the WSR 1013/2006 
- a more common understanding and involvement in new IMPEL project proposals 
 
To improve enforcement activities of the Waste Shipment Regulation and stimulate consistent 
application of its provisions 
 
 



2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
There is a difference with the IMPEL-TFS Enforcement Actions III project which mainly focuses on 
the joint WSR enforcement activities and the enforcers itself. The IMPEL TFS NCP’s are a mixture 
between enforcement officers and permitting officers dealing also with repatriation issues.     
 
 

 

21. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 
The activities will be organising a 2-day workshop and participating in the Asian network meeting 
and the Regional Enforcement Network (REN) meeting.  

 
The following (and other) topics can be in the programme of the workshop. 
- experiences with enforcement of the Waste Shipment Regulation 1013/2006 
- experiences with repatriations between member states or with third countries. 
- a better view on the waste shipment industry 
- export of waste outside the EU (in relation to Basel Convention, (EC) No1418/2007) and (EU) 

674/2012) 

- generating input for the IMPEL-TFS Steering Committee/ expert group by discussing new 
project proposals 

- enforcement case studies 

- Field trip 
 
During the Asian network meeting and the REN meeting the participants will share the best 

practises from an EU perspective, gather the specifics from the Asian region, e.g. such as the 
impact and consequences of the Chinese import ban on certain types of waste and building 
capacity on TFS related topics. 
 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
1. A two days workshop in October 2018 

2. Report 
3. Attending the Asian Network meeting 
4. Attending the Regional Enforcement network meeting 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 

1. Project plan March 2018 
2. Workshop September 2018 
3. Final Report December 2018 
4. Mission reports of the participation in the Asia Network and REN meetings  

 

Project planning 



Phase 1  Adoption of this ToR IMPEL GA  

Phase 2  Project plan March 2018 

Phase 3  Workshop: September 2018  

Phase 4 Mission reports from participation in the Asia Network and REN meetings 

Phase 5  Final Report: December 2018 

Phase 6  Project report presentation: 2019 (IMPEL General Assembly)   
 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
 
 
 

 

22. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Mr Huib van Westen, Human Environment and Transport Inspectorate (ILT), The Netherlands 
 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
IMPEL Secretariat 
Hosting country (to be decided) 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
National Contact Points (NCP’s) of IMPEL TFS (or their representatives) 
 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
 
 

 

23. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

15,000    

How much money is to be co-     



financed 

Total budget 15,000    

 

24. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 7,200 3,600 1.000 11.800 

Workshop NCP’s 

September 2018  

To be decided 

20 

2 nights  

Event 2  1,600    

Asia Network meeting 

Fourth quarter 2018  

Asia, to be decided 

1 

4 nights  

Event 3  1,600    

REN meeting 

Fourth quarter 2018 

Asia, to be decided 

1 

4 nights  

Event 4      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

    

 

25. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 



7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: Venue and transport Field trip €1000,- 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

IMPEL TFS 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

26. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Workshop in September 2018 
Asia Network meeting 4th quarter of 2018 
REN meeting 4th quarter 2018 



8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

27. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/04 Author(s): Katie Olley 

Version: 1 Date: 1 November 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

28. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 



Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 
x 

 
 
 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

x 

 
X (best practice meeting) 
x 

 
 
 

 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

IMPEL TFS Enforcement Actions on waste shipments (including Waste and TFS conference) 
 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Enforcement Actions  
 

 

29. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Regulation 1013/2006/EC on shipments of waste 
Article 50(2) – ‘2. Member States shall, by way of measures for the enforcement of this Regulation, 

provide, inter alia, for inspections of establishments, undertakings, brokers and dealers in 

accordance with Article 34 of Directive 2008/98/EC, and for inspections of shipments of waste and 

of the related recovery or disposal.’ 

Article 50(2a) also requires Member States to list their ‘arrangements for cooperation between 

authorities involved in  inspections’ 

Article 50(5) – ‘Member States shall cooperate, bilaterally or multilaterally, with one another in 
order to facilitate the prevention and detection of illegal shipments’ 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

9. Assist members to implement new legislation 

10. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

x 

 



11. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

x 

2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
The Enforcement Actions project was set up for the following reasons: 

- Competent authorities expressed the need for a formalised project framework in order to 
integrate enforcement inspections in their own countries; 

- International cooperation is essential to tackle international environmental problems; and  
- The network of enforcers in the field needs to be maintained and extended to cover all Member 

States to ensure an effective inspection regime. 
 
These reasons are still valid for continuing the Enforcement Actions project.  Enforcements Actions 

projects have allowed participants to gain valuable experience on inspection methods, enforcement 

structures, planning inspections and exchange of staff and information.   

Participants of the Enforcement Actions project have given resounding support for the project and 

revealed how continued co-ordinated effort amongst competent authorities could further enhance 

the effectiveness of waste shipment inspections, and overcome the ‘problem’ areas for regulatory 

authorities that have been identified during the project.    

The Enforcement Actions projects have formed the bedrock of practical activity of the IMPEL-TFS 
cluster for some time.  The outcomes and data provided by the project are seen as very important 
by the European Commission and were used in its recent impact assessment for the revision of the 
Waste Shipment Regulation (660/2014). UNEP has also used its data and guidance to inform its 
work and produce reports. Interpol has also leant on the project to implement its activities.  
 
The objectives of this project are: 
1. To work towards an adequate level of inspections in all Member States and a consistent level of 

enforcement at all exit points of the EU 
2. Promote site inspections at points of loading and encourage a cradle-to-grave approach to 

inspection to minimise illegal shipments 
3. To verify waste destination and the treatment at their destination within or outside Europe; 
4. To provide an easily accessible European enforcement project for all co-operate with each 

other, and also with other regulatory authorities, e.g. Police and Customs 
5. To detect illegal shipments and deter future ones through effective communication and 

guidance 
6. To facilitate take-back procedures after an illegal shipment has taken place and 
7. Demonstrate that the Member States take the enforcement of the WSR seriously 
 
The IMPEL Waste and TFS conference has not been held for two years. Combining the travel for the 
Enforcement Actions best practice meeting and the conference should enable cost savings.  

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
The network will primarily seek to maintain and improve the network of front line waste shipment 
inspectors, inspection methods, exchange of information and inspectors’ knowledge on the Waste 
Shipment Regime. Co-operation with other regulatory authorities continues to develop within the 
project with Police and Customs officers frequently taking part in joint activity.  
 



The project has recently focussed on the importance of bilateral and regional co-operation and joint 
inspections and officer exchanges will foster this. This aspect is of particular importance as new 
countries join or re-enter the project, and new officers come through the system. The project is 
looking to continue using ‘smarter exchanges’ focussing on certain waste streams and operators 
that act across national borders.  
 
The snapshot data derived from the project inspections are particularly important in highlighting 
the areas of weakness in inspection regimes and focussing future inspections. Different inspection 
locations, e.g. railheads will also be targeted by participants.  
 
The best practice meeting in April 2018 would discuss the revisions to inspection working 
procedures and how best to modernise reporting arrangements. Combining the travel of the 
participants so that they may attend the conference would foster the established network and 
minimise travel. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
Yes, follow on project from the Seaport I & II projects, the Verification I & II projects and the 
Enforcement Actions I, II and III projects. These projects showed the need for cross-border 
collaboration at an operational level in order to implement and enforce the WSR effectively. 
Participation has been increasing since the first Seaport project and needs to be maintained through 
the formalised structure that this project offers. 
 
Exchanges would also be open to participants of other IMPEL-TFS projects.   

 

30. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
The main activities can be summarised as follows (in addition to the daily exchange of information): 

- Co-ordinated inspections during three months in 2018 (three days per inspection month) to 
provide a ‘snapshot’ of inspection data revealing the problem shipment routes, waste types and 
destinations. 

- Undertaking an adequate level of inspections with other competent authorities (such as Police 
and customs) on waste shipments (harbours, trains, companies and road traffic)  

- Chain approach: competent authorities to check sites of loading and storage, verify transport 
arrangements and the final recovery facility in order to ensure that a shipment accords with the 
principle of ‘environmentally sound management’. Also verification with non-OECD countries 
which have interrelation with IMPEL- TFS Asia project. 

- Communication about this project and the different inspections via bi-monthly online meetings  
- Collation and analysis of the results of the inspections using an online visualisation tool 
- Organisation of an ‘annual best practice’ meeting 
- 16 exchanges of front-line inspectors during inspections periods each year.  The focus will be on 

bringing new countries in to the project and inspecting waste streams and illegal routes of 
mutual concern between countries. 

- Neighbouring countries will be asked to arrange border inspections in an effort to increase 
participation. 

- Attendance at National Contact Point meeting 2018 to reflect upon project and discuss 



requirements and proposals for next phase. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
- A report that contains the following information (due in 2018): 

 The results of the exchanges and the lessons learned by inspectors;  
 An evaluation of existing enforcement gaps, based on the results of inspections and 

verifications, Member State Annex IX reporting, Enforcement Actions outcomes and co-
ordinated analysis by competent authorities; 

 Recommendations for future activities. 

- A network of contacts in countries needed for the collaboration on enforcement of the 
Regulation, e.g. the Police and Customs.  

- Updates to participants 

- Webex presentations for exchange of best practice 

- ‘Snapshot’ inspection data to assist Member States and the Commission in planning 

- Contributions to the IMPEL photo library 

- Press releases on the findings of participants 

- Maintenance of a network of operational contacts, extending to all Member States (if 
possible); incorporating the principles of Article 50 of the EU Waste Shipment Regulation 

 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
March 2018 – Inspection and exchange period 
April 2018 – publication of 2016-2017 inspection findings 
April 2018 – Best Practice meeting and meeting of Project Group & Waste and TFS Conference 
June 2018 – Inspection and exchange period 
October 2018 – Inspection and exchange period 
October 2018 – Update to NCP meeting 
November 2018 – Collation on 2016 results and Update to General Assembly  
 
In addition – quarterly accounts reporting to IMPEL Secretariat 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
There is a risk that some competent authorities will be unable to participate for part or the entire 
project due to staff cut backs and re-organisations in their respective organisations. Support will be 
offered to those countries, and neighbouring countries will be asked to assist in taking on the 
responsibility for arranging joint border inspections where possible.  

 

31. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Katie Olley, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, UK 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Alfred Sharples, MEPA, Malta 
Arno Vink, ILT, Netherlands 



Jonas Lundin, County Administrative Board of Norbotten, Sweden 
TBC, NIEA, Northern Ireland  
Katharina Aiblinger-Madersbacher , Regierung von Niederbayern, Germany 
Naomi Ross, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, UK 
Pádraig O’Shea, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, UK 
 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Austria - Walter Pirstinger 
Belgium - Bart Palmans 
Bulgaria - Lina Patarchanova 
Croatia - Jelena Manenica 
Cyprus - Demetris Demetriou 
Czech Republic - Martin Zemek 
Denmark - Dorte Skjøtt Jakobsen, Maria Lauesen 
Estonia - Rene Rajasalu 
Finland - Emma Nurmi 
France – Amelie Frey 
Germany - Bettina Voigt, Jürgen Braun, Maria Polixa,  
Greece – Alexandos Mouzakis 
Hungary – Andrea Szabo 
Ireland - Vivienne Ahern 
Italy – Barbara Villani 
Latvia - Evita Muizniece 
Lithuania - TBC 
Luxembourg - TBC 
Macedonia – Darko Blinkov 
Netherlands – Arno Vink  
Norway – Beate Langset 
Poland - Edyta Kozlowska, Justyna Mordon  
Portugal - Marco Candeias 
Romania – Huber Razvan 
Serbia - Branislav Galesev 
Slovenia –  Bojan Pockar 
Spain – Francisco Rico 
Sweden - Agnes Andersson, Andreas Wikstrom, Helge Ziolkowski,  
Jonas Lundin 
Switzerland - Simonne Rufener 
United Kingdom - Laith Yasseen and Mark Rhodes 
 
(Due to pressure on resource the individuals listed could change and other participants may be 
added due to the dynamic nature of the project). 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
National Police, National Customs, Port authorities, EU Commission, local authorities, national 
coastguard and prosecutors 
 

 



32. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 2018 2019 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

39000 570   

How much money is to be co-
financed 

staff time Staff time   

Total budget 39000 590   

 

33. Detailed event costs of the work for 2018 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 40 X 360 = 
 
14400 
 
40 x 3x 90= 
 
10800 
 
Totaal 
25.200 Euro 
 

 3.800 for 
catering and 
venue 

29000 

Type of event: Best Practice 
Meeting & Waste and TFS 
Conference 

Date: April 2018 

Location: Vienna 

No. participants: 40 

No. days/ nights: 3 

Event 2  16 X 360 
 
= 5760 
 
16x 3x90 = 
 
4320 
 

 
 

 10000 (to be 
reallocated if 
SWEAP bid is 
successful) 

Type of event: Exchange of 
inspectors 

Date: March, June and 
October 2018 

Location: Various locations 

<No. of participants>16 

<No. of days/nights> 3 

Location - TBC 

Total costs for all events 
 

   39000 

 

34. Detailed other costs of the work for 2018 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

x  

7.2 What are the total costs  

No



for the consultant? 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

 
Staff time  

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

SEPA staff for project management, data collation, analysis, 
updates and editing (+ any additional hosting costs arising for best 
practice meeting) 
 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

SEPA 
 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

 No  

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 
€2000 for printing guidance material (revised Waste (S)watch) and 
project material. Not included in this ToR but to be considered if 
SWEAP is successful. 

  

35. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): Template 

presentation on Enforcement 

Actions work 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

September 2017 
December 2018 
February 2018 (for 2016-
2017 inspections) 
 
May 2018 (+updates to 
Steering Committee) 
May 2018 
May 2018 (or as requested) 
Complete 
 
 
 

Yes

Yes



8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Spring 2018 – Publication of final report for 2016-2017 inspections 
and activity 
April 2018 – Annual Best practice meeting 
 
(Most of the webinars are for IMPEL members only but there may be 
an opportunity to host one for externals too on a specific subject) 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

The Waste (S)Watch continues to be translated in to other languages 
(at participating authorities’ cost) 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

Yes but hosting not required by IMPEL 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

European Commission, through contact with desk officers (offer of 
help to assist with reaching additional countries and speaking at 
meetings) 
 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

IMPEL-TFS update to EU Correspondents meeting 
 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

36. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/05 Author(s): Romano Ruggeri 

Version: Rev.3 Date: 31/10/2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

37. Work type and title 

Yes



1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Waste management  based on the “circular economy” principles and the "waste hierarchy": create 
a level playing field and common understanding in permitting and inspection processes. 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Landfilling and Circular Economy   

 

38. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
- Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European 

economic and social Committee and the Committee of the regions - Closing the loop - An EU 
action plan for the Circular Economy 

- Circular economy package 
- Waste framework directive 
- Landfill Directive 
- Industrial Emission Directive 
- European Court of Justice of 15 October 2014 in case C-323/13 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

12. Assist members to implement new legislation 

13. Build capacity in member organizations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

14. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed?(background, motivations, aims,etc.) 

The circular economy package, adopted by the Commission on 2 December 2015, approved by the 

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/waste/framework/


Environment Commission on 24 January 2017, has created an important momentum to support the 
transition towards a more circular economy in the EU; the Action Plan on the Circular Economy 
complements this proposal by setting out measures to "close the loop" of the circular economy. It is 
part of the strategy of the Commission to: 

 clarify rules on by-products in the revised proposal on waste in order to facilitate industrial 
symbiosis and create a level-playing field across the EU;  

 enable recycled materials to be reclassified as non-waste whenever they meet a set of general 
conditions, which are the same across the whole EU (end of waste). 

In cases where EoW criteria have not been set at EU level (Article 6(4) WFD), Member States may 
decide at national level whether certain waste has ceased to be waste, either relating to classes of 
materials recovered from waste or to single-case decisions. 

As a result of the Brussels meeting (October 2017) with European Commission DG ENV Unit B.3,  it 
was suggested to IMPEL to investigate how end of waste and by-products criteria (art. 5 and 6 of 
the Waste Directive) have been developed and implemented in the EU Member States; EU 
Commission pointed out the crucial role of the verification/inspection systems that are in place in 
MS, to check compliance with the criteria of the Directive and therefore pushed IMPEL to deal with 
this topic.  

Particular attention will be paid to the production process residues, focusing on the relevant BREFs.  
The connection between the EoW status and eco-innovations (“Make It Work” project), which 
involve the production of new secondary materials/products from waste through new 
treatment/production processes, will be explored as well as the relationship between the 
application of ‘end-of-waste’ criteria and REACH and TFS legislations. 

Looking at the bottom of the “waste hierarchy” pyramid, the requirement to pre-treat waste 
before landfilling are sometimes disregarded in MS, as pointed out by the results of the Landfill 
project in 2017. It could be important to define common criteria to evaluate  the need of a 
pretreatment , especially for industrial waste, in order to comply with the overall environmental 
objectives of Landfill Directive-LFD (permitting step). A treatment option for waste destined for 
landfill, must comply with the definition of treatment. At the inspection step this involves a ‘three-
point test’ against which it must be assessed the effectiveness of the proposed treatment option; 
this is both true for domestic and industrial waste.  

As far as industrial waste treatment is concerned, it is necessary to pay close attention to the 
Mixing operation, that is a common used treatment, especially in order to respect the “not dilution 
rule” of article 5 of LFD. The project aims at giving examples of good practice for permit writers to 
implement EU regulations in environmental permits. 

Furthermore, sharing experience and knowledge in practical landfill joint inspections has been 
positively greeted by Member States. The need of qualified training is a continuous request, hence 
a Training Program on a medium term will be developed along the project. 

To sum up, the project intends to develop, along a three years period, the following branches of 
study: 

- Development of a Training program on environmental inspections in landfill and waste 
treatment plants by means of “real joint inspections”, sampling activities and presentation of 
case studies (2018-2020) – ongoing project 2017; 

- Pretreatment of waste (municipal and industrial) before landfilling: create a common level 
playing field and collect best practice for inspectors and permit writers in agreement with BREF 
contents (2018-2020) – ongoing project 2017; 

- End of Waste: examine the state of the art in order to create a common level playing field and 
collect best practice developed in MS (2018-2020); 



- By-products: examine the state of the art in order to create a common level playing field and 
collect best practice developed in MS (2019-2020). 

The topic of by-products will start to be dealt with from 2019. 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 

 Development of a Training program on environmental inspections in landfill and waste 
treatment plants by means of “real joint inspections”, sampling activities and presentation of 
case studies; use of the checklist and Guidance (produced in previous years) to drive joint 
inspection. 

 Pretreatment of waste (municipal and industrial) before landfilling: create a common level 
playing field and collect best practice for inspectors and permit writers; refine the Final Report 
2017 to include good practices of pre-treatment of the waste before landfilling and crucial 
points to be considered in permitting and inspection activities. To support the EU Commission 
to a possible implementation of LFD in order to define criteria and need of a pretratment.  

 End of Waste: examine the application, across MS, of art. 6 of Directive 2008/98 both from a 
permitting and inspection point of view, above all in the “single case” decisions. Explore the 
connection with Eco-innovations and REACH and TFS legislations. Identify significant streams of 
waste mentioned in BREFs of different process production, that can undertake a recovery 
process according to MS legislations. 

  By-products: examine the state of the art in order to create a common level playing field and 
collect best practice developed in MS; identify, significant streams of residual material 
mentioned in BREFs of different process production, that are considered as by-products 
according to MS legislations. Examine the application, across MS, of art. 5 of Directive 2008/98 
both from a permitting and inspection point of view and discuss about MS guidelines or 
procedures to assess when a by-product comply with Waste Framework Directive definition.   

 Cooperation (and helping each other) between IMPEL Member Countries to work towards a 
consistent regulatory and enforcement regime. 

 Feedback to policy makers on the (effectiveness of) the various approaches and practices in the 
field of permitting and inspection in IMPEL Member countries in the topics tackled by the 
project.  

 Spread the achieved results of inspections and guidelines/checklist in the Member States by the 
National Coordinators and ask for feedback. 

 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 

Impel Landfill project 2017. Results of inspections and discussion with inspectors of Member States. 

 

39. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 
1st meeting (three days – 8 people): 

The first day will be dedicated to the real joint inspection in a landfill and/or pre-treatment plant 
(Training program on landfill inspections). Three inspectors will attend the inspection; their 



commitment is to prepare the inspection in advance with the local inspectors and to report the 
results of the inspection at the end of the meeting (strengths and weaknesses). The second day will 
be dedicated to the discussion about the different topics of the project for 2018: 

1) Training program, 2) Pretreatment, 3) End of Waste.  

Presentations on the same topics will be given by some of the participants. A case study about an 
inspection in a landfill/pretreatment plant will be presented. 

During the third day, subgroups will be created to start working separately. A referent will be 
appointed to each of the three subgroups. 

Three people will attend the meeting in the 1st day; eight people will attend the meeting in the 2nd 
and 3rd day.  

 

2nd meeting (three days – 8 people): 

The first day will be dedicated to the training program (real joint inspection in a landfill and/or pre-
treatment plant or other activities included in the training program). Four inspectors will attend the 
inspection; their commitment is to prepare the inspection in advance with the local inspectors and 
to report the results of the inspection at the end of the meeting (strengths and weaknesses).  

The second day will be dedicated to the presentations of the first results of the subgroups on the 
following topics: 1)Training program, 2) Pretreatment, 3) End of Waste. 

More presentations on the same topics will be given by some of the participants. A case study about 
an inspection in a landfill/pretreatment plant will be presented. 

During the third day, the subgroups will continue working separately and a plenary session is 
foreseen. 

Three people will attend the meeting in the 1st day; eight people will attend the meeting in the 2nd 
and 3rd day.  

 
3rd meeting (three days – 7 people): 

The first day will be dedicated to the training program (real joint inspection in a landfill and/or pre-
treatment plant or other activities included in the training program). Three inspectors will attend the 
inspection; their commitment is to prepare the inspection in advance with the local inspectors and 
to report the results of the inspection at the end of the meeting (strengths and weaknesses).  

The second day will be dedicated to the presentations of the first results of the subgroups on the 
following topics: 1)Training program, 2) Pretreatment, 3) End of Waste. 

More presentations on the same topics will be given by some of the participants. A case study about 
an inspection in a landfill/pretreatment plant will be presented. 

The third day will be dedicated to finalize the final outcome and set goals to tailor-made the 
outcomes the following year.  

Three people will attend the meeting in the 1st day; seven people will attend the meeting in the 2nd 
and 3rd day.  

 

 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 

- 3  joint inspections on landfills and/ or pre-treatment plants, using the Guidance and checklist 
developed in the project. Experience with preparation, execution, reporting steps of the 
inspection. Inspection reports. 



- Waste management handbook containing: 

 Guideline and checklist for pretreatment and landfill inspections (revision of the “Guidance 
on landfill inspection”); 

 (Proposal of a) guideline to evaluate the need of a pretreatment of waste before landfilling 
for permitting writers and policy advisors; 

 Analysis of the framework of pre-treatment of waste before landfilling in MS;  

 End-of-waste: build a verification systems; analysis of the framework in MS; 

 By-products: build a verification systems; analysis of the framework in MS (from 2019); 

 Inspection Case studies collection; 

 Results of training program. 

- Meeting reports. 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

1. January 2018: Project team web conference meeting, preparation of the first meeting. 

2. January –April 2018: Work of the sub-groups to finalize the 2017 report. 

3. April 2018: 1st meeting: amending the final report on pre treatment of waste; first draft of 
Training Programme. 

4. June 2018: 2nd meeting: first draft of subgroups report; first draft of EoW report. 

5. October 2018: 3rd meeting: Guidance on Landfill inspection amendment; structure of the 
Handbook on waste management.  

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
- Unavailability of English translated documents (permit and self monitoring report) of the plant to 

be inspected 
- A significant part of the work should be done “at home”, therefore the involvement of 

participants is crucial. 

 

40. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 

Romano Ruggeri, Sardinian Regional Environmental Protection Agency - ARPAS (Italy) 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Austria: Franz Waldner (The Federal Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Environment and Water 
Management – BMLFUW) 
Belgium: Freddy Noels (Vlaanderen, Departement Omgeving) 
Croatia: Ivan Pušić (Ministry of Environment and Energy) 
Italy: Luca Paradisi (Veneto Regional Environmental Protection Agency – ARPAV) 
Latvia: Kalvis Avotins (The State Environmental Service of the Republic of Latvia) 
Malta: Alvin Spliteri De Bono (Environment and Resources Authority - ERA) 
Netherlands: Stuart Gunput, Wilfred Pieters (Environmental Service North Sea Channel Area) 
Norway: Sigrid Lund Drage (County Governor – Fylkesmannen) 
Portugal: Cristiana Gomes (APA - Portuguese Environment Agency) 
Poland: Anna Popławska (Inspectorate of Environmental Protection) 



Spain: Maria Jesús Mallada (El Gobierno de La Rioja) 
Spain: Maria Diegues Gomez (Xunta de Galicia) 
Slovenia: Jana Miklavcic, Nevenka Žvokelj (Ministry of the Environment and Spatial Planning) 
Slovak Republic: Monika Medovičová (Slovak Inspectorate  of Environment) 
Sweden: Nina Hansson  
United Kingdom (Scotland): Paul Corrigan (Environmental Protection Agency of Scotland – SEPA) 
United Kingdom (Northern Ireland): Claire O'Neill (Department of Agriculture, Environment and 
Rural Affairs) 
Turkey: Senaj Aslan (T. C. Environment and urban ministry) 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

Further environmental officers with experience on REACH and TFS regulations will be invited to 
participate in the meetings. 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

Close contact with European Commission DG Environment, Unit B3: Madalina Caprusu, Silvija Aile 

Close contact with the IED Implementation IMPEL project – subgroup “Eco-innovations” and with the  “Make it 

work” Project (http://minisites.ieep.eu/work-areas/environmental-governance/better-regulation/make-it-

work/): Jan Teekens 

 

41. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 (exact) Year 2 Year 3 

How much money do you require 
from IMPEL? 

15.460 18.000 18.000 

How much money is to be co-financed    

Total budget 15.460 18.000 18.000 

http://minisites.ieep.eu/work-areas/environmental-governance/better-regulation/make-it-work/
http://minisites.ieep.eu/work-areas/environmental-governance/better-regulation/make-it-work/


42. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per return 

journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) Total costs € 

Event 1 

8 x 360 = 2.880 
(8 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 90) + (5 
x 2 x 90) = 

1.710  
(8 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 25) + (8 
x 3 x 25) = 825 

(8 travelling 
participants) 

5.415 
1st meeting April 2018 

8 participants travelling (3 of 
them staying 3 night to take 
part in the inspection) 

Event 2 

8 x 360 = 2.880 
(8 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 90) + (5 
x 2 x 90) = 

1.710  
(8 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 25) + (8 
x 3 x 25) = 825 

(8 travelling 
participants) 

5.415 
2nd meeting June 2018 

8 participants travelling (3 of 
them staying 3 night to take 
part in the inspection) 

Event 3 

7 x 360 = 2.520 
(7 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 90) + (4 
x 2 x 90) = 

1.530 
(7 travelling 
participants) 

(3 x 3 x 25) + (7 
x 3 x 25) = 750 

(7 travelling 
participants) 

4.630 

3rd meeting October 2018 

7 participants travelling (3 of 
them staying 3 night to take 
part in the inspection) 

Total costs for all events    15.460 

 

 

43. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

0 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely:  

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the  



additional costs? 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

44. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s) 

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

-Guide document (revised) 

-examples of good practise 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

April 2018: 1st meeting: amending the final report on pre 
treatment of waste. 

June 2018: 2nd meeting: first draft of subgroups report; first draft 
of EoW report. 

October 2018: 3rd meeting: Guidance on Landfill inspection 
amendment; structure of the Handbook on waste management.  

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

Project abstract will be translated in the languages of the 
participating MS. Whenever possible, permits of the landfills to be 
inspected will be translated in English before the visit. 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

Survey monkey 
Infographics 



8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

Environmental Inspectors are the target for the Training 
Programme. Both inspectors and regulators are considered as 
beneficiaries of the outcomes on pretreatment, end of waste and 
by products. 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

IRIs, meetings with COM, Make it Work project, waste 
management technical workshops, national IMPEL meetings, 
international conferences, TAIEX workshops, Twinning projects. 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

45. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Termsof Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/06 Author(s):  Marina de Gier/Walter Pirstinger 

Version: 1 Date: 2 november 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

46. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 



Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 

Sharing best practises and giving feed back to the 

Commission regarding implementation and 

enforcement difficulties 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Improving the implementation and enforcement of the WEEE-Directive. The focus of this project 
will be on: 

 Annex VI of the WEEE Directive, developing an uniform enforcement strategy; 

 To share knowledge on how to deal with the hazardous substances (BFRs)  in WEEE in 
relation to recycling  with a focus on the role and possibilities for enforcement authorities; 

 Classification of E-Waste, making an overview how WEEE is classified and developing an 
uniform guideline on classification. 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

WEEE implementation and enforcement  
 

 

47. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 

European Waste Shipment Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 
 

 The enforcement activities are based on the EC Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 on the 
supervision and control of shipments of waste within, into and out of the European 
Community. This is directly applicable in all Member States of the EU. Article 50 requires 
Member States to enforce the regulation and to check shipments and to cooperate 
bilaterally or multilaterally with one another in order to facilitate the prevention and 
detection of illegal shipments. The “revised burden of proof” has been laid down. 

 
 According to the Regulation (EU)660/2014  from 16 May 2014 amending WSR 1013/2006 

member states shall cooperate bilaterally and multilaterally in one another to facilitate the 
prevention and detection of illegal shipments. 

 
Directive 2002/95/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 27 January 2003 on the 
restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in electrical and electronic equipment (RoHS) 
 

 The available evidence indicates that measures on the collection, treatment, recycling and 



disposal of waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) as set out in Directive 
2002/96/EC of 27 January 2003 of the European Parliament and of the Council on waste 
electrical and electronic equipment (6) are necessary to reduce the waste management 
problems linked to the heavy metals concerned and the flame retardants concerned. In spite 
of those measures, however, significant parts of WEEE will continue to be found in the 
current disposal routes. Even if WEEE were collected separately and submitted to recycling 
processes, its content of mercury, cadmium, lead, chromium VI, PBB and PBDE would be 
likely to pose risks to health or the environment. 

 

DIRECTIVE 2011/65/EU OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 8 June 2011 on 
the restriction of the use of certain hazardous substances in electrical and electronic equipment 
(RoHS recast) 

 Restricted substances referred to in Article 4(1) and maximum concentration values 
tolerated by weight in homogeneous materials (ANNEX II) 

 Polybrominated biphenyls (PBB) (0,1%) 
   Polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDE) (0,1%) 

 
Remark: According to European Waste Shipment Regulation (EC) No 1013/2006 and Basel 
Convention respectively wastes, substances and articles containing, consisting of or contaminated 
with polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), polychlorinated terphenyl (PCT), polychlorinated naphthalene 
(PCN) or polybrominated biphenyl (PBB), or any other polybrominated analogues of these 
compounds, at a concentration level of 50 mg/kg or more are classified as hazardous wastes 
(subject to the procedure of prior written notification and consent, export prohibition to NON-OECD 
countries). 
 
DIRECTIVE 2012/19/EU OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL of 4 July 2012 on 
waste electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) 
 

 Annex VI: Minimum requirements for shipments 
 plastic containing brominated flame retardants have to be removed from any separately 

collected WEEE 
 These substances, mixtures and components shall be disposed of or recovered in compliance 

with Directive 2008/98/EC 
 

COMMISSION REGULATION (EU) No 1342/2014 of 17 December 2014 amending Regulation (EC) No 
850/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council on persistent organic pollutants as regards 
Annexes IV and V (POP) 

 
 Annex IV: Hexabromobipheny – low pop limit: 50 mg/kg, sum of tetrabromodiphenyl 

ether, pentabromodiphenyl ether, hexabromodiphenyl ether and heptabromodiphenyl 
ether – low POP limit: 1000 mg/kg 

Art 7 (2): waste consisting of, containing or contaminated by any substance listed in Annex IV shall 
be disposed of or recovered, without undue delay and in accordance 

 with Annex V, part 1 in such a way as to ensure that the persistent organic pollutant 
content is destroyed or irreversibly transformed so that the remaining waste and releases 
do not exhibit the characteristics of persistent organic pollutants. 
 



Remark: Up to now decabromodiphenyl ether is no POP yet, but is already mentioned on a 
candidate list for ”new” POPs under the Stockholm Convention. 
 
CENELEC - CLC/TS 50625-3-1 
COLLECTION, LOGISTICS & TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR WEEE - PART 3-1: SPECIFICATION FOR 
DE-POLLUTION - GENERAL 
 
For the plastics fractions the substances to be investigated and the limits are one of the following 
according to the treatments performed on plastics: 

 plastics fractions declared as without BFR: 2000 ppm of Bromine (Annexes C and D); 
 BFRs in plastic fractions without restricted BFRs: 1000 ppm of restricted BFRs (Annexes C 

and D); 
It is assumed that plastics from WEEE containing less than 2000 ppm of Bromine do not contain 
POP-PBDEs. Nevertheless they may contain Deca-BDE, which is no POP yet. 
 
COMMISSION DECISION 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 
Wastes containing polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans (PCDD/PCDF), DDT (1,1,1-
trichloro-2,2- bis (4-chlorophenyl)ethane), chlordane, hexachlorocyclohexanes (including lindane), 
dieldrin, endrin, heptachlor, hexaclorobenzene, chlordecone, aldrine, pentachlorobenzene, mirex, 
toxaphene, hexabromobiphenyl and/or PCB exceeding the concentration limits indicated in Annex 
IV to Regulation (EC) No 850/2004 of the European Parliament and of the Council (1) shall be 
classified as hazardous. 
 
Note: There is no reference to the low POP limit value for PBDEs (and some other newly listed 
POPs), except as regards hexabromobiphenyl, for the classification as hazardous waste. Member 
States shall specify limit values for classification as hazardous waste at national level. In case of 
PBDEs some EU Member States either refer to the low POP-limit values, others to the chemical 
characteristics of the specific POP, triggering a hazardous property in the meaning of Regulation 
No. 1357/2014. 
 
The Basel Convention and in particular: The draft technical guidelines on transboundary movements 

of electrical and electronic waste and used electrical and electronic equipment, in particular 

regarding the distinction between waste and non-waste under the Basel Convention 

 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

15. Assist members to implement new legislation 

16. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

17. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation indentified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 

Background 

1. Waste of electrical and electronic equipment (WEEE) is one of the fastest growing waste 
streams in the EU, with some 9 million tonnes generated in 2005, and expected to grow to 
more than 12 million tonnes by 2020.  



2. WEEE contains a complex mixture of materials and components, which are also partly 
hazardous. Not properly managed WEEE  can cause major environmental and health 
problems.  Also, the production of electronics requires the use of scarce and expensive 
resources. Regarding hazardous substances in WEEE: 

 WEEE contains a whole range of hazardous substances such as heavy metals and POPs 
(BFRs) in significant quantities. The uncontrolled release of those substances during disposal 
and recycling may cause risks to human health and environmental problems. 

 In the mid-1990s, about 150.000 tons of BFRs were produced annually. By the end of the 
1990s the produced amount had almost doubled. 

 In order to limit the impact of hazardous substances to next generations of WEEE, 
legislative measures were taken within EU. RoHS (2002/95/EC) defines threshold values and 
also stipulates the substitution for the use of some heavy metals and PBDEs and PBBs in 
new EEE produced for the EU market after July, 1st 2006. 

 Maximum tolerable mass fractions for PBDEs and PBBs in (waste) plastics are 0.1 wt% (PBB 
<50mg/kg). 

 “Monitoring of WEEE plastics in regards to brominated flame retardants using handheld 
XRF” (Aldrian, Ledersteiger, Pomberger; Waste Management 36 (2015) 297-304)According 
to this study 3.000 pieces of black (TV) and 1.600 pieces of grey (PC) plastic waste were 
analysed with handheld XRF technique.The high percentage of pieces exceeding the legal 
limit values for PBDEs (15% for TV and 47% for PC waste plastics) emphasises the 
importance of constant monitoring of this waste stream to ensure compliance with legal 
provisions.The limit value for PBB (50 ppm) was never reached due the fact that these flame 
retardants were not used for years. 

 Due to the extensive usage of BFRs in the recent decades the monitoring of waste plastics in 
WEEE or separated from WEEE (which are destined for recovery within EU/OECD and in 
NON-OECD countries) is obligatory. 

3. The new Directive introduces a collection target of 45% of electronic equipment sold that 
will apply from 2016 and, as a second step from 2019, a target of 65% of equipment sold, or 
85% of WEEE generated. The new collection targets agreed will ensure that around 10 
million tons, or roughly 20kg per capita, will be separately collected from 2019 onwards. 
Article 11 (in combination with with annex V) sets the recycling targets for the different 
product categories. 

4. The improvement of collection, treatment and recycling and avoiding illegal export (to 
countries with poor treatment facilities) of electronics at the end of their life is essential to 
contribute to a circular economy. 

This project has three main aims/parts: 

1.  Improving the enforcement of illegal shipments of WEEE to countries with poor treatment 
facilities (African countries) by creating a guideline for a more uniform interpretation and 
enforcement of Annex VI of the WEEE Directive. 

Annex VI of the WEEE Directive gives Member States tools to fight illegal export of waste 
more effectively. Annex VI requires exporters to test and provide documents on the nature 
of their shipments when the shipments run the risk of being waste. Although Annex VI gives 
more tools, there are still elements which Member States can interpret (e.g. when is testing 
done properly, classification) and enforce differently. Different interpretation and 



enforcement will cause effects like port hopping and discussions on return shipments. 

2. To carry out a desk study on the implementation of the WEEE Directive in national 
legislation concerning treatment of waste plastic containing brominated flame retardants 
(BFR).  Furthermore improving the monitoring of waste plastics of WEEE containing BFR, 
stimulate enforcement actions in this field by exchanging information, working methods, 
case studies. The main aim is to prevent next generation of hazardous wastes by using 
waste plastics contaminated with PBDEs and PBBs for new plastic products (see 
requirements of the POP-Regulation and ROHS. 

Because the WEEE Directive is a Directive, the implementation in national regulation can differs 
among Member States.  The Commission itself is already taking action to work on a more uniform 
way of reporting. In this part of the project we will share experience, best practices and the 
possibilities and impossibilities on how enforcement can benefit a more accurate reporting but also 
a positive contribution to more and better collection and recycling of WEEE. In this part of the 
project we will also discuss the classification problems of WEEE and work on a more uniform 
interpretation. Also knowledge will be shared on how to deal with the hazardous substances in 
WEEE. 

 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / done 
differently as a result of this project?) 

1. To work towards an adequate level of inspections in all Member States and a consistent 
level of enforcement regarding Annex VI of the WEEE Directive; 

2. To work towards an adequate level of inspections in all Member States and a consistent 
level of enforcement regarding hazardous substances (BFR)in WEEE ; 

3. Providing feedback to the Commission on the difficulties regarding implementation and 
enforcement difficulties; 

4. More uniform system of classification. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects and 
how they are related) 

 
No (indirect to NCP Days and  Enforcement Actions and the WEEE project 4 years ago ) 
 

 

48. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 

 
The scope of this project is quite broad.  This project will take 2 or 3 years.  
In 2017 the focus was on Annex VI and BFR in WEEE plastic. The project in 2017 resulted in the next 
recommendations for the ToR 2018: 

 to develop a guideline on the testing of second hand electronic; 

 to develop a inspection plan regarding BFR in WEEE plastic and how WEEE is treated in the 
recovery facilities in different MS (WEEELABEX, CENELEC); 

 the classification of which electronic devices should be classified as hazardous or non 
hazardous (and the codes which have to be used eg GC 010, GC 020 or A1180). 



 
Activities 2018: 

 developing a guideline on Annex VI (testing requirements); 

 developing a first draft inspection plan on BFR in WEEE plastic:  to be able to draft an 
inspection plan we first need a common understanding on the threshold for BFRs, detections 
methods for BFRs, responsible persons for removing/treating BFRs plastics etc; 

 developing a guideline on the classification of WEEE. 
 

 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of output / 
outcome?) 

 

 Guideline Annex VI 

 Draft inspection plan on  BFR in WEEE waste plastic 

 Guideline classification of WEEE 

 Report 
 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to complete 
the work on time?) 

 
See under 3.2 the products. 
 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place to 
mitigate these?) 

The subject is quite broad, the implementation of the WEEE Directive differs among MS, also a lack 
of experience on how WEEE is treated in recover facilities in MS.  
To mitigate this risks the discussed topics will be focussed on specific issues. 

 
 
 

 

49. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed prior 
to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 

 
Co-lead By Austria and The Netherlands (Walter Pirstinger and Marina de Gier) 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  

Austria: Walter Pirstinger 
Belgium: An van Steenbergen 
Croatia: Branimur Fuk 
Czeck Republic: Martin Zemek 
Estonia: Rene Rajasalu 
Finand: Hannele Nikander 
Germany: Katherina Aiblinger-Madersbacher 
Iceland: Hólmfríður Þorsteinsdóttir 



Latvia: Inga Senavska  
Malta: Daniella Sammut 
Netherlands: Marina de Gier 
Norway: Beate Langset 
Poland: Gabriela Palian 
Portugal: Marta Ramos 
Romania: Stefan Koksis Ludovic 
Slovenia: Ema Starbek Gregoric 
Spain: Manuel Salgado 
United Kingdom: Chris Garvie and Chris Grove 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

 

 

50. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, identify future 

requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 (exact) Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

13.460    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

1.000 
(venue/lunch) 

   

Total budget     

 

51. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 
per return 
journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per 
night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per 
day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 1800 (5x360) 900(5x2x90)  2700 

Projectteam (5 persons) 

March 

tbd 

6 

2  

Event 2  20 x 360 
7200 

20x2x90 
3600 

 10760 

workshop 

Oktober  

tbd 

20 

2 

Event 3      

<Type of event> 



<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Event 4      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

   13460 

 

52. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a consultant? Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs for 
the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the related 
costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

53. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 



 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will be 
developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website diary) 

 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL image 
bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials will 
be translated and into which 
languages 

 

8.5 Indicate if web-based tools 
will be developed and if hosting 
by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

European Commission and Member States 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by other 
organisations, where the project 
can be promoted 
 

 

) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

54. Remarks 

Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 
 
 

 



 

TOR Reference No.:  Author(s): Anabela Rebelo and Genève Farabegoli 

Version:  Date: 2017-07-17 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

55. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-c utting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Sharing good practices in urban and industrial water management through the reuse of treated 
wastewaters as an alternative water source 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Integrated Water Approach and Urban Water Reuse 

 

56. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 

 Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC) 

 Groundwater Directive (2006/118/EC) 

 Circular Economy Action Plan 

 Industrial Emissions Directive (2010/75/EU) 



2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

18. Assist members to implement new legislation 

19. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

20. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 

More than 15 years after the emanation of several major Directives, including the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD), Directives on Nitrates, Urban Wastewater Treatment Directive, as well 
as the Integrated Pollution Prevention and Control Directive (IPPC) now replaced by the Industrial 
Emissions Directive, their objectives remain to be fully achieved in many Member States. 

The reuse of treated wastewater can be an important tool to contribute as a local solution to 
achieving the objectives of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and to contribute to a more 
resource efficient economy as well as to adapt to climate change, namely in cases where water 
scarcity is identified as a significant pressure. 

The reuse of treated wastewater has been highlighted within EU water policy as one possible 
alternative water source in water-scarce regions which may be appropriate to consider within 
water-scarcity planning. It was also identified as a priority in the 2012 Water Blueprint and it is also 
a supplementary measure which Member States can adopt as part of the Programme of Measures 
required under Article 11(4) of the WFD. Reuse of treated wastewater is further emphasised in EU 
policy on resource efficiency, most notably in the 2015 Communication on the Circular Economy 
which states “in addition to water efficiency measures, the reuse of treated wastewater in safe and 
cost-effective conditions is a valuable but under-used means of increasing water supply and 
alleviating pressure on over-exploited water resources in the EU”. 

The European Commission is working on the development of a legislative proposal for water reuse 
namely, considering that there is a lack of harmonization in the regulatory framework at EU level. 

The exchange of information regarding best practices, safe uses and the permitting process 
contributes to better compliance of water related regulations and to the increase of confidence of 
water reuse. 

This project is the follow-up of the previous project “Integrated Water Approach” of 2017, extended 

to the sector of Urban Wastewaters Reuse. 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 

The aim of this project is, on the one hand, to enhance the guidelines on industrial water 
management best practices for three industrial sectors (Refinery, Pulp&Paper, Textile) developed in 
the previous project and test one sector in practice with a selected industrial operator and, on the 
other hand, to exchange current best practices with respect to water reuse of treated urban 
wastewaters. 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 

The project aims to build on the experience of other water-related IMPEL projects (e.g. SWETE, 
Good practice for tackling nitrate pollution) for sharing best practices to implement the Water 
Framework Directive. 



 

57. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 

The project will be carried out by two working groups, related with the urban treated wastewaters 
reuse and the industrial water management, respectively. 

Under the first working group (WG1), we plan to hold a field study visit: one in Portugal to improve 
knowledge of how and where to reuse water and the correspondent permitting process. 

Visit WG1: Portugal 2 days – Water Reuse best practices. Opportunity to learn how water can be 
used for different purposes (e.g. irrigation and ecosystem support) with the complementary 
reduction of the direct discharge loads to water resources. Workshop on water reuse permitting 
process. 

Under the second working group (WG2), we also plan to hold a field visit. 

Visit WG2: Italy 2 days. Field visit in a selected industrial installation to test the guidelines on a 
specific sector. 

Will be developed a report of the two visits aiming the use of water reuse as a tool to achieve the 
objectives of the Water Framework Directive (WFD) in certain areas and enhancing water 
management best practices at industrial level. Project team review meeting in Autumn 2018 (2 days) 
to discuss the findings and development of the report on industrial and urban water reuse best 
practices and permitting process. 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 

The product will be a report on industrial and urban water reuse best practices and permitting 
process, promoted and disseminated by IMPEL. An immediate outcome will be the transfer of 
knowledge on current best practice with respect to integrated water use at industrial and urban 
level.  

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

Two field visits prior to Summer 2018. 

Completed report, containing some elements of guidance on best practices on industrial and urban 
water reuse and the related permitting process, in Autumn 2018. 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 

No substantial risks involved. 

 

58. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Anabela Rebelo, Portuguese Environment Agency, Portugal and Genève Farabegoli (Italian National 



Institute for Environmental Protection and Research, ISPRA – Italy) 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  

- tbd - (possibly experts from Spain, Malta, Romania, Turkey, others) 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

-tbd- 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

-tbd- 

 

59. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

17700 €    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

0    

Total budget 17700 €    

 

60. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 3600 € 1800 € 500 € 5900 € 

Field Visit 1 + workshop 

Apr 2018  

(Faro) Algarve, Portugal 

10 

2  

Event 2  3600 € 1800 € 500 € 5900 € 

Field Visit 2 

Jun 2018  

tbd 

10 

2  

Event 3  3600 € 1800 € 500 € 5900 € 

Project team review meeting     

Sep 2018     

tbd     

10     



2      

Total costs for all events 
 

10800 € 5400 € 1500 € 17700 € 

 

 

61. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

 

  



62. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Sep 2017 

Jun 2018 (workshop report) 

Nov 2018 

(if + when necessary) 

Sept./Oct. 2018 (if + 

when necessary) (if + 

when necessary) 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

tbd 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

tbd 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

tbd 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

Water agencies across Europe, industrial operators, EU Competent 
Authorities and industrial associations 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

tbd 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

 

 



63. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/8 Author(s):  Thomas Ormond 

Version:  2 Date:  27 October 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

64. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Promoting good status of surface waters by river development planning at regional and local level 
and effective implementation of such plans, considering point and diffuse sources of pollution, 
changes of surface water structure and activities in the water catchment area; second year (2018) 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 



River development planning (RDP) 2 
 

 

65. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) 

 Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive (91/271/EEC) 

 Nitrates Directive (91/676/EEC) 

 Floods Directive (2007/60/EC) 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

21. Assist members to implement new legislation 

22. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

23. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission. 

 

 

 

2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 

Many rivers, lakes and streams in the EU are far away from the good water status that they should 
have reached by December 2015 or should reach at the latest by 2027, according to the EU Water 
Framework Directive. In Germany, for instance, only 10 % of rivers and streams have a good 
ecological and chemical status, due to pollution by wastewater, agricultural fertilizers and 
pesticides, heavy canalization, obstruction by hydro dam barriers, as well as urban sprawl and 
ground sealing in the catchment areas. Especially the diffuse pollution by agriculture constitutes a 
challenge to water quality that is difficult to tackle. In order to reduce and reverse these impacts on 
water status, it is necessary to assess them in an integrated way and carefully prioritise the 
necessary measures. 
 
A river development plan (more specific and action-oriented at the catchment scale than the 
general River Basin Management Plan) is the suitable instrument to organize knowledge-based 
binding and voluntary measures for the improvement of the situation. It is, however, rarely used in 
practice, as agencies fear additional cost and effort. On the other hand, a carefully laid-out plan 
combined with an effective mix of implementation measures - including permit conditions, 
inspections and sanctions but also systematic involvement of stakeholders and the public - can 
create many positive effects and prevent higher costs in the longer term. 
 
The project and the envisaged guideline will put a special emphasis on implementation and, as 
concerns the drafting of development plans, the recommendations for planning should be such that 
they facilitate implementation and the effective involvement of relevant stakeholders. 
  
The term “river development” should be understood in a broad sense as including the whole 
catchment area of a river, in order to enable an integrated and sustainable development. 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 

The project should collect information about best practices and provide guidance how to draft and 
implement river development plans in a cost-effective way, so that regulators in the Member States 



are encouraged to use this instrument for the remediation of surface waters in their jurisdiction. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 

The project aims to build on the experience of other water-related IMPEL projects (e.g. SWETE, 
Integrated Water Approach, Good practice for tackling nitrate pollution) for sharing best practices 
to implement the Water Framework Directive. 
 

 

  



66. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 

2018 will be the second year of the project. 
In 2017 a survey (with questionnaires) was conducted about the current practice of river 
development planning among water authorities in the EU.  An expert workshop was held in 
Frankfurt in September 2017 to discuss scientific standards and best practices, in combination with a 
field visit.  
Next year should  be used to continue the discussion, to learn more about the situation in other 
countries, by way of a project team meeting and field visit to England in spring 2018, and to draft an 
IMPEL guideline on river development planning. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 

 Survey with questionnaires and summary (to be completed in 2017) 

 Expert workshop with workshop report (to be completed in 2017) 

 Field visits with information documents for participants 

 Guidance document (Guideline on River Development Planning) 

 Final project report. 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

Activities in the first year: 

 March/April 2017   Kick-off meeting, distribution of questionnaires 

 June-Sept. 2017      Assessment of replies 

 27-28 Sept. 2017    Expert workshop and field visit in Germany 

 Nov. 2017                Meeting report and report on the survey 

Activities in the second year (current ToR) 

 Jan./Feb. 2018         First draft of guidance document  

 March/April 2018    Further meeting + field visit (in the UK) 

 May-Sept. 2018       Revision and further discussion of guideline 

 Oct. 2018                  Final project meeting, finalization of guideline 

 Nov./Dec. 2018       Finalisation of project report, adoption of report and guidance document 
                                   by IMPEL General Assembly. 

 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
No substantial risks involved. 
 

 

67. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 

Thomas Ormond, RP Darmstadt (Regional Authority of South Hessen), Germany 



 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  

- Wibke Christel (Ministry of Environment and Food, Denmark) 
- Damian Crilly (Environment Agency of England, UK) 
- Christiane Ehnes and Katrin Franke (RP Darmstadt, DE) 
- Gerd Hofmann (RP Darmstadt, DE) 
- Nada Kogovšek or colleague (Environmental Inspection Service, Slovenia) 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

Experts from Italy, the Czech Republic, Poland, Romania and possibly Belgium. 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 

- Elisabeth Geselle (RP Darmstadt, DE) and other members of her unit “surface waters” 
 - Ulrike Schulte-Oehlmann (University of Frankfurt, DE) 

 

68. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(2017) 

Year 2 
(2018) 

Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

12,500 € 8,000 €   

How much money is to be co-
financed 

1,000 € 500 €   

Total budget 13,500 € 8,300 €   

 

69. Detailed event costs of the work for year 2 (2018) 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 2,800 1,300 400 4,500 

Project meeting + field visit 

March/April 2018  

England 

8 funded participants 

2 nights  

Event 2  2,400 800 600 3,800 

Final project meeting 

Oct. 2018  

Frankfurt am Main 

8 funded participants 



1-2 nights (depending on 
flight connections) 

Total costs for all events 
 

5,200 2,100 1,000 8,300 

 

70. Detailed other costs of the work for year 2 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? X 

 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? X 

 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

X 
 

 

  

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



71. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR (year 2)* 

Interim report* 

 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Oct. 2017 
 
 

Nov. 2018 
(if + when necessary) 
 
(after meetings) 
(if + when necessary) 
(if + when necessary) 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

tbd (after dates of meetings in spring + Oct. 2018 have been fixed) 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

tbd 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

No 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

Water agencies across Europe (by e-mail, at conferences + by 
internal communication) 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

IMPEL Water Conference 2018;  
in Germany federal programme of river development projects 
(“ReWaM”) with regular meetings until spring 2018; local project 
“NiddaMan” in the state of Hessen 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

  

Yes No



 

72. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.:  2018/ 09 Author(s): Anette Dodensig Pedersen, Paolo 
Giandon, Rob Hayes, Paul Hickey, Barrie Howe   
 

Version: 02 Date:  12th November 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

73. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) – scoping IRI only 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): technical workshops 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Safeguarding the Water Environment Throughout Europe 4  
 



1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

SWETE 4 
 

 

  



74. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
Water Framework Directive, Nitrates Directive, Industrial Emissions Directive, Urban Waste Water 
Treatment Directive, Habitats and Birds Directives, Marine Strategy Framework Directive. Floods 
Directive 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

24. Assist members to implement legislation 

25. Build capacity in member organisations to help WFD implementation and 

improve aquatic environments and land quality 

26. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL, the European 

Commission and water management practitioners to share and/or develop 

good practice to help with these problem areas. 

 

 

 

2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
IMPEL was asked by the European Commission to expand and apply its regulatory capability into the 
water environment arena (and specifically on the implementation of the WFD) having previously 
focused on industrial emissions and associated processes under IPPC and IED Directives.  
 
Good management of the water environment requires member states to be aware of emerging 
issues, be prepared to meet the challenges that they present, and improve current practices where 
needed.  These objectives are facilitated by IMPEL members working in collaboration.   
 
SWETE seeks to build a common understanding of our regulatory approaches, build networks of 
experts and develop shared resources to enhance technical resilience. The scope of this phase of 
the project has been shaped by the 2017 IMPEL implementation challenges report – specifically to 
focus on agricultural practices impact and soil protection issues. 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
 
Previous phases of SWETE produced a summary of current regulatory practice on water quality 
regulation and, through a workshop at the IMPEL Water Conference 2016, identified some initial 
priority areas for more in depth collaboration. These were; 
 

 a guidance tool for determining appropriate manure storage capacity; 

 sharing experiences on wastewater discharge permitting and; 

 sharing experiences on soil management-water quality relationship. 
 
Under SWETE3, technical workshops in these areas were held in September 2017.  Reports and 
practical support material will be produced and disseminated via the Land and Water expert team 
knowledge sharing portal on Basecamp   
 
SWETE 4 will take forward three further priority areas for technical collaboration, with the aim of 
collating best practice and producing accessible training resources.  In doing so this work will 
nurture networks of regulatory experts in these areas to help build technical resilience.   



 
The IMPEL Water Conference 2017 discussed the Implementation Challenges report as well as 
further feedback to IMPEL from the Commission.  This agreed the following priority areas and leads; 
 

1. Soil management and protection – work area lead Paolo Giandon (Arpa Veneto, Italy) 
2. Agricultural impacts on the water environment – work area lead Anette Dodensig Pedersen 

(Danish Ministry of Environment and Food) 
3. Wastewater discharge regulation (completing actions/follow up on previous phase) – work 

area lead Barrie Howe (Environment Agency, UK) 
 
Each lead will develop more specific scopes of work for 2018/19 and the nature of 
support/technical experience required to progress them.  
 
In addition SWETE 4 will undertake a forward look exercise to develop proposals for future projects. 
Again this was discussed at the October 2017 Land and Water expert team meeting.   Drawing on 
the Implementation Challenges report and perspectives from representatives of the IMPEL 
leadership team, specific areas to consider are; 
 

 A “blue IRI” 

 Compliance actions 

 Mining waste (a specific area of interest from the Commission – further details being 
sought) 

 Pesticides 

 Groundwater quality monitoring  
 
Paul Hickey (Environment Agency, UK) will be responsible for this area of work. 
 
Finally SWETE 4 will consider how the knowledge sharing portal on basecamp might be expanded 
(or whether a different vehicle is needed) to meet the aspirations set out in the “IMPEL – the next 
generation” document.  Again Paul Hickey will be responsible for this area of work. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
SWETE (2015), SWETE 2 (2016) and SWETE 3 (2017) 

 

  



75. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 

 
Establish technical working groups on three priority areas to develop best practice.  
 

Technical Working Groups 
 Soil management and protection 
 Agriculture and its impacts on the water environment 
 Wastewater discharge regulation 
 
Proposed activities: workshops and possible a site visit to produce practical support for front line 
regulatory teams 
 
Soil management and protection: collection from IMPEL members participating to Water & Land 
Expert Team of which initiatives are going on related to the effects of soil management on water 
quality and which limitation exists in different countries to soil management practices for 
farmers in order to achieve an improvement in water bodies quality status, also in the 
framework of CAP cross compliance and rural development plans. Which are the expected 
results and who is in charge to control them. A brief report will be set up as conclusion of the 
review. 
 
Agriculture: Explore the possibilities of sharing experiences via video. 
1 – 3 videos of inspections will be produced, covering this: 

 Slurry tank (manure storage) construction 

 General inspection of a farm under the Industrial Emissions Directive 

 General inspection of cross compliance 
These videos will in 2018 be produced in Denmark. The aim is to then have other IMPEL 
members follow with similar video presentations. 
 
Wastewater discharge regulation:  Focused follow up work on water quality modelling to set 
permit limits and control of emerging pollutants.  The output will be accessible resources for 
practitioners on technical approaches and potential areas for further collaboration. 
 
Enabling activities for the Land and Water Expert team 

 Preparatory work to develop a forward look of areas of interest aligned with the 
Implementation Challenges feedback and pipeline of potential projects for future 
consideration. 

 Development of knowledge sharing strategy aligned with the aspirations of “IMPEL – the 
next generation” 

 
Proposed activities: information gathering, targeted engagement and possible workshop 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 

 Best practice resources for priority technical areas. 

 Creation of a community of practitioners in these areas.  



 Building and further developing the IMPEL Land and Water network. 

 Web based framework to host learning material for the W+L community 

 Forward look of priority work areas and pipeline of projects 

 Alignment of focus of L+W expert team to Implementation Challenges feedback and 
direction of travel set out in “IMPEL – the next generation”. 

 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 
Milestones to include: 
 

 Technical workshops (to be programmed) 

 Best practice resource sharing in priority areas November 2018 

 Forward look and knowledge sharing strategy for consideration at 2018 L+W conference 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
Risk: Failure to identify/gain support from technical leads in IMPEL members.   
 
Mitigation: We have developed the scope and focus of SWETE3 in collaboration with the members 
of the Water and Land Expert team.  In doing so we have tried to learn from experiences from others 
in the IMPEL network (specifically the Cross Cutting Team).  We have targeted work areas where 
there is a consensus for action and a good baseline of expert contacts to build from.  We will test this 
proposition at the Project Management Team event in October. 
 

 

76. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Anette Dodensig Pedersen 
Paolo Giandon 
Rob Hayes 
Paul Hickey  
Barrie Howe   

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
TBC 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
TBC 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
N/A 

 

  



77. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

€ 13,830    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget     

78. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Soil management/protection 

2160 1080 300 3540 

Workshop/visit 

Summer 2018 

Location TBC 

6 participants 

2 nights 

Agriculture and water  

2160 1080 300 3540 

Workshop/visit 

Summer 2018 

Location TBC 

6 participants 

2 nights 

Wastewater discharge 
regulation 

2160 1080 300 3540 

Workshop/web based 
information exchange 

Spring 2018  

Location TBC 

6 participants 

2 nights  

Forward planning and 
knowledge sharing strategy  

2000 1000 210 3210 

Visits and targeted meetings 

Spring/Summer 2018  

Location TBC 

TBC 

TBC 

Total costs for all events 
    13,830 



79. Detailed other costs of the work for year 3 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

Web development 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



80. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): resource 

lto share regulatory approaches 

and good practice examples 

from across Member States 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

09/10/2017 
- 
Date TBC 
Dates TBC  
 
Ahead of conference 
TBC 
Quarterly 
March and October 
- 
TBC 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

TBC 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

 



81. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/10 Author(s): Giuseppe Sgorbati 

Version: D2 Date: 14/11/2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

82. Work type and title    

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

IMPEL Water & Land 2017 Conference 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

IWLC 2017 
 



 

83. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
- Soil Thematic Stategy COM(2006) 231 
 
- Water Framework Directive (WFD) 2000/60/EC and daughter Directives 
- Common Agricultural Policy 
- Industrial Emission Directive (IED) 2010/75/UE 
- Copernicus EU Earth Programme (Regulation (EU) N° 377/2014) 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

27. Assist members to implement new legislation 

28. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

29. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
IMPEL has been asked by the European Commission to expand and apply its capability in inspection, 
control and planning  into the Water &Land Environment Area. Effective water and land resource 
management (both quality and quantity) relies on good forward planning and delivery based on 
data, information and professional judgement. It is essential that economic growth in each Member 
State supports planned sustainable water & Land resource protection and utilization. 
Activities carried on, and experiences built in water and land field need to be shared among IMPEL 
members and the annual Water and Land Conference is an instrument for a wide contact and 
discussion. 
Futhermore, Environent Compliance Assurance Initiative, promoted by the European Commission 
pose new challenges that need to be investigated, discussed, to find out proposals to fulfill the 
ambitious IMPEL’s further evolution perspective.  
The 2018 W&L Conference can be, consequently, an useful initiative to discuss and present solution 
to cope with new IMPEL’s Ambitions. 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
Growth and strengthening of networking among IMPEL’s members to develop and promulgate good 
and best  practices in activities regarding land, soil, water protection; also contacts with other 
organization at international level is one of the  Contribution to the debate on activities on 
relationship between agriculture and environment at international level. 
Focalization of activities of interest for IMPEL, and activation of interest in IMPEL members. 
Exchange of experience to foster development of IMPEL activities in land and water monitoring, 
control and inspection of pollution sources 
Also a synthesis of debate among W&L members about new IMPEL ambitions in ECA view is one of 
the desired outcome of the confence. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
IMPEL Soil Conference, IMPEL Water Conference 
 

Kommentar [SGG1]: Done 



 

84. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 
The activities will bring to the definition and realization of a Conference. 
The envisaged activities are: 
1) Definition of an IMPEL project team, meeting of the team 
2) Liaising with EU Authorities and other Authorities working on these topics. 
3)           definition of the conceptual framework and aims of the conference, on the basis of the 

survey made 
3) Production of a First Draft of the Conference Program; call for abstracts 
4) Execution of the Conference: 1,5 – 2 days 
6) Preparation of a report/publication as legacy of the conference 
7) If possible, in the framework of the conference, a back to back meeting of IMPEL Water 

and Land Expert Team will be held. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
1) Output: 
- Conference  
- Proceedings of the conference 
- Back to back Expert Team meeting 
2) Outcomes 
- Strengthening of IMPEL identity in Water and Soil area, with a focus on drone monitoring 
- Development of relationships with other Authorities acting in water and soils and related areas 
- Growing of interest inside and outside IMPEL on water and soil issues 
- discussion and gathering of hypothesis about W&L contribute to new IMPEL Ambitions 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
Milestones are likely to include: 
- definition of an IMPEL project team, meeting of the team (within March 2017) 
- first Draft of the Conference Program; call for papers at IMPEL members (within June 2017) 
- IMPEL Water & Land Conference (within November 2017) 
- Conference report/publications (within December 2017) 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in 
place to mitigate these?) 
Low attendance: to be tackled with contacts within IMPEL 
 

 

85. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Water and Land ET Leader + co leader 



 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Members from W&L ET, from IMPEL Board, from IMPEL Segretariat 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Attending at the conference: 
Participants from all IMPEL organizations and free attendance of interested aaudience 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Participants from other Authorities and organiztion from EU, COM, participants from UN 

 

86. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

25135    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

0    

Total budget 25135 
 

   

 

87. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 3240 (7x1) 1650 (7 x 2) 125 (7 X 2) 5310 

<preliminary meeting 1> 

<April 2018>  

<Location:TBD> 

< No. of participants: 7> 

<No. of days/nights: 2>  

Event 2  10800 (30x1) 5400 (30x2) 1500(25x2) 17700 

<Conference> 

<September – October 2018>  

<Location: TBD> 

<No. of participants: 30> 

<No. of days/nights: 3>  

Event 3 0 1800 (20 x 1) 500 (20 X 1) 2300 

<Back to Back ET meeting > 

<December 2016>  

<Location:TBD> 



< No. of participants: 5> 

<No. of days/nights: 1>  

Total costs for all events 
 

10400 8820 2450 25310 

 

88. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: Com, Sponsors 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

89. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 



8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): Final 

report and Proceedings of the 

Conference 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

90. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 



 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/11 Author(s): Lorenzo Segato; Giuseppe Sgorbati 

Version: 2 Date: September, 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

91. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches 

  

 

x 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 

 

  

  

X 

X 

 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Survey on Water Crimes, Water Relatet Crimes, response and resilience capacity of freshwater in 
Europe, first document and proposal for folloup 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Water Security in Europe (WES) 

 

92. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Council Conclusions on countering environmental crime - Council conclusions (8 December 2016) 



Dir 80/778/EEC 
Dir 91/676/EEC 
Dir 98/83/EC 
Dir 2000/60/EC 
Dir 2008/99/EC 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 
30. Assist members to implement new legislation 

31. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

32. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

X 

2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
The environment provides the very foundation of sustainable development, health, food security 

and economies. Ecosystems provide clean water supply, clean air and secure food and ultimately 

both physical and mental wellbeing. Natural resources also provide livelihoods, jobs and revenues 

to governments that can be used for education, health care, development and sustainable business 

models (UNEP/INTERPOL, 2016).  

Particularly, water, the "blue gold" (BARLOW, 2001) – called for the first time in this way by the 

National Post in 1999 - is a basic essential of life and a strategic resource for the future of everyone, 

especially the poorest. Not only is it a vital need for human survival, groundwater has many roles in 

regulating the structure and functioning of healthy freshwater ecosystems (YOUNGER, 2007) and to 

flora and fauna. It constitutes the lifeblood of many industries, from tourism to mining, from 

agriculture to aquaculture. 

Although more than 70 % of the Earth is covered in water, 97 % is held in the oceans. Of the 

remaining "not salty" water (3 %), only the 2 % is freshwater locked in snow and ice (e.g. glaciers), 

leaving less than 1 % accessible for human requirements (US Geological Survey, 2015). Moreover, 

freshwater is not evenly distributed: only 9 countries share 60 % of the total amount of freshwater, 

and Amazonia has 15 % of the total resources but only 0.3 % of the world’s population (TOMINI, 

2008). While 873 million people lack access to safe drinking water (UN, 2012), some predict that by 

the year 2025, 1.8 billion people will live in places and under conditions in which water is scarce" 

(see e.g. JOHNS, 2010; ARSENAULT, 2012; CIAMPI, 2013). Fresh water is renewable only by rainfall, 

at the rate of 40,000 to 50,000 km3 per year and global consumption of water is doubling every 20 

years, more than twice the rate of human population growth: it means that the assumption 

concerning an infinite supply of water for the planet is false.  

Moreover, within the next three decades, demand for water from agriculture could increase by 50 

percent, and for urban uses by between 50 % and 70 %; by 2035, the energy sector is projected to 

consume 85 % more water (WORLD BANK, 2014). These increased strains will create unprecedented 

conflicts between different water uses, and inter-connected risks between them (WORLD BANK, 

2016). 

Activities and events threatening the quantity and quality of freshwater will have major 



consequences for health, business success and security; the harms and risks to water supply are 

associated with multiple causes that include industrial pollution and water theft through to global 

warming. So, the reduced availability of freshwater, the tensions in trans-boundary basins, the 

human pressure on limited water resources, state-corporate level overconsumption and unequal 

distribution are among the causes that have made water a hot product exposed to criminals 

(CLARKE, 1999), highly exposed to illicit interests of individuals, companies, terrorists and organized 

crime.  

Nevertheless, only recently there has been a criminological interest in water crime issues  (WHITE, 

2003, BRICKNELL, 2010; JOHNSON et al., 2015; BRISMAN et al., 2016). But, crimes against water 

remain difficult to assess, detect and prosecute, especially because water often crosses nation-state 

boundaries, cooperation is difficult, and data at national level are recorded under different 

categories of offences, and legislations and policies on freshwater vary from Country to Country. 

Furthermore, both physical and logical water management infrastructures are exposed to cyber and 

traditional terrorist threat (EUROPOL, 2014; ENISA, 2014), but intelligence and research are still 

scarce in this field. 

The Council Conclusions on countering environmental crime - Council conclusions (8 December 

2016) has recognised the role of IMPEL in countering environmental Crimes, but a common 

definition of "water crimes" is a challenging task. Furthermore, water-related crimes are often 

recoded under other offences – like fraud, corruption, trafficking, falsification of documents, 

terrorism – for the absence of a systematic analytical approach. The nature and extent of these 

kinds of activities is still relatively unknown.  

Based on this background, this proposal aims at increasing knowledge on water crimes, engaging 

IMPEL Community in a project aimed at collecting and sharing information about the topic, its 

presence, its perception and management at competent authorities 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
 
IMPEL members will get a deeper understanding and awareness of the relevance of criminal 

offences on freshwater, and their impact on water stress and water security in Europe. 

A survey between IMPEL members will provide innovative information on water crimes/water 

related crimes (knowledge/perception/victimisation), their risks, and the outlook in the next future 

This information has never been collected systematically. 

The survey will contribute to the development of an EU Water Crimes Threat Assessment, and to 

members' capacity to design a Water Security Strategy in Europe. The survey might be replied 

annually, including new set of information every year 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
2017 Networks Conference: IMPEL / ENPE / EUFJE / ENVI CrimeNet 



 
Building on the momentum generated by the very successful 2016 Networks Conference that took 
place in Utrecht 12-13 May, the Networks Conference show a practical way to develop a 
partnership with the networks of Judges (EU FJE), Prosecutors (ENPE) and Police (ENVI CrimeNet). 
 
In this case, it is crucial to establish a real collaboration along the supply chain  
 

 

93. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 

1. Survey to IMPEL members through a questionnaire (in English) 
2. Presentation of preliminary results at IMPEL meeting 
3. Design of EU Water Crimes Threat Assessment 
4. Preparation of the final document 
5. Presentation of final documents at IMPEL meeting 

 
This programme can be replied 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 

A. Water Crimes Threat Assessment document (in English) 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 

1. Questionnaire ready for circulation – month 3 
2. End of survey – month 6 
3. Circulation of First draft – month 9 
4. Circulation of final draft – month 11 

 
The milestone can be replied (milestone 1 includes the update of the survey) 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
Low risk project.  
It is to be considered, anyway, the scarce experience of IMPEL Members  
 

 

94. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Claudia Carpino, - Ministero dell’Ambiente e della Tutela del Territorio e del Mare – Italy  



4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
TBD (approx. 3 members from Organizations belonging to IMPEL) 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
TBD 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
The activity will be supported by Research Centre on Security and Crime, RiSSC – Italy,  through a 
consultancy contract 

 

95. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year project, 

identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

16860 €    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

0    

Total budget 16860 €    

 

96. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 

1460 (4x1) 720 (4x2) 200 (4x2) 2360 

Project Meeting (two half 
days) 

May 2018  

Venezia  

4 partecipants  

2 night accommodation 

Event 2 

7200 (20x1)  1800 (20x1) 500 (25x1) 9500 

Final Workshop  

End of 2018  

Roma  

20 

1 night accommodation  
 

 
 

Total costs for all events    11860 



 
 

97. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

 X Yes     No  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

5000 € 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes  No 
Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

 

  

98. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when (dates can be 
updated according to 
project start date) 

Yes No

Yes No



8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

X 

X 

X 

 

 

X 

X 

X 

01/01/18 

30/06/18 

30/11/18 

 

 

30/11/18 

30/11/18 

30/11/18 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Questionnaire out – month 3 
Project meeting – month 3 
Questionnaire in – month 6 
Final Workshop – month 11 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

           YES                     X NO 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

Project abstract (dependent on project team members) 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

All IMPEL members via questionnaire 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

99. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 



 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/ 12 Author(s): John Visbeen  

Version:  Date: October 31th 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

100. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-c utting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 
x 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 
x 
x 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

-Research and recommendation of the best way to exchange  Information, including intelligence, 
about Illegal Killing and Catching Birds (project IKB) and infringements  according to EU Timber 
regulation between authorities and NGO’s.  
- Implementation of this best choose in order to improve information exchange between authorities 
IMPEL members and NGO’s in these cross- border crimes.   
 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Project  IKB exchange of intelligence between authorities and NGO’s   
 

 

101. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 



2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
- Bird directive 2007/149/EC  
- Habitat directive 92/43/EEC 
- National Flora and  Fauna legislation in each MS 
- EU Timber regulation  
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

33. Assist members to implement new legislation 

34. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

35. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation indentified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 
X 

2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
IKB crimes are, in many cases,  a Cross border problem and Enforcement is scattered (even in MS) 
Information and Intelligence are drivers for a good Enforcement. There is a need to gather and 
exchange information and Intelligence. In the field of combatting Illegal Killing of Birds NGO’s also 
provide information. It is important that there is a platform were this information can be shared 
between authorities and NGO’s. This Platform can also be used for sharing information about 
infringements according to Timber regulation.    
  
The aim is to improve the way (method) to exchange and share information with other EU MS 
Enforcement teams and NGO’s working in the field of IKB and EU Timber regulation.  
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
 
In 2016 we established  a controlled mailing list based on protocols and appointments with 
authorities and umbrella organisation (f.i. Birdlife Europe) for the exchange of information on 
criminal activities, seizures, etc.  according illegal killing of birds and EU timber regulation, 
In 2016 we developed protocols and appointments, develop and launch of mailing list, 
communication strategy. It is based on the success of existing tools,  such as EU TWIX mailing list.  
 
In 2016 we also build the website www.IMPEL-ESIX.eu    
 
In 2017 we continued to develop the website and fill it with relevant content. We also continue to 
establish a medium to share and exchange Information and Intelligence on IKB an EU Timber 
regulation. We extended the number of participants to 200. During a meeting of Commission , 
during CMS/MIKT meeting in Malta and at four network conference  in Oxford we were able to ask 
more attention for IMPEL-ESIX.  
 
In 2016 and 2017 information about infringements was presented at the website and there were 
already cases were the moderator was able to bring information about crime cases that was 
received from NGO’s to authorities/enforcement bodies in other countries.   
 
A better exchange of the information and Intelligence will certainly improve Enforcement in this 
field. For 2018 is the challenge to establish IMPEL-ESIX by the growth in participants as well from 
NGO’s as authorities. Also structural funding of IMPEL-ESIX by other financial means than IMPEL 
project budget will be explored in 2018.  
 

http://www.impel-esix.eu/


 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
-IMPEL Management team on Nature Protection  
-Project IKB 
 

 

102. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 

1. Manage the controlled mailing list based on protocols and appointments with authorities 
and umbrella organisation (f.i. Birdlife Europe) for the exchange of information on criminal 
activities, seizures, etc.  according illegal killing of birds and EU timber regulation, 

2. Manage the website with information according to wildlife crime with a focus on illegal 
killing of birds,  

3. Work with consultant for supercharge (“aanjagen”)  to control the access-list,  fill the 
website with relevant content and further administration,  

4. Follow-up; explore funding possibilities; decision making; establish this tool within 
IMPEL/MS/other authorities,  

 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
Tool to improve Information Exchange on IKB and possibility to create a way to exchange 
Intelligence between authorities and NGO’s within the possibilities of the Law 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 

1. Contract consultant 
2. Communication to extend number of participants of the mailing list,  
3. Supercharge (“aanjagen”) participants,    

 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
Potential risk is to create something that already exists. The research will first point out to already 
existing systems and the possibilities to uses these  
 

 

  



 

103. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
 
John Visbeen; Manager experteam on Nature Conservation 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
This is the advisory board, 
-partcipant 1-Romania 
-particpant 2-Netherlands 
-partcipant 3-Slovenia 
-participant 1- Birdlife  
-participant 2- FACE 
-participant 3- NGO    
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
All members of the Expert team on nature protection are involved in development of this project.  
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
-EU TWIX/Traffic (t.b.c.)  
-Representative of Birdlife and/or FACE 
 

 

104. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

30350 20000 (max) 20000 (max) 20000 (max) 

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget 30350 20000 (max) 20000 (max) 20000 (max) 

 

  



 

105. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 2160 540 150 2160+540+ 
150=2850 Coreteam meeting 1- 

consultation EU TWIX 

March  2018  

Brussels 

<6 participants > 

<1 nights>  

Event 2      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Event 3      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

2160 540 150 2850 

 

106. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

40 weeks X 2 days X 5 hrs X 50 euro=20.000 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

IMPEL 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

The outcome of the project is a controlled mailing list based on 
protocols and appointments with authorities and umbrella 
organisation (f.i. Birdlife Europe) for the exchange of information 
on criminal activities, seizures, etc.  according illegal killing of 
birds, timber regulation.  
 



The consultant will prepare the approval of protocols and 
appointments, take care of technical acces to the mailinglist, 
communcition, administration of participants, and  
supercharge("aanjagen").   
 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

7.500 euro 
 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

Technical cost and cost to improve the mailing list and website 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

IMPEL  

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes 
 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes, PM for promotion of IMPEL-ESIX 

  

107. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

-proposal 

x 

 

 
x 

 

 

 

 

 

 
x 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Workshop in february 2017 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL No 



image bank 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

- 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

Yes, will be investigated 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

-Yes, will be investigated 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

-Yes, will be investigated 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

108. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.:  2018/ 13 Author(s):  John Visbeen 

Version:  Date: 31-10-2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

109. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 



Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-c utting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
-exchange of information, 
-meeting of experts,  

 v 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Examination/analyses of results of questionnaire send out to Members States (authority, Birdlife 
partners, FACE partners) and one joint inspections in the field of hunting tourism, Internet 
search/survey.   
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Huntingtourism  
 

 

110. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
Birds Directive, Habitats Directive (Natura 2000),  
 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

36. Assist members to implement new legislation 

37. Build capacity in member organizations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

38. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
During the workshop in Romania in 2015 the working group identified the issue of ‘hunting tourism’ 
as an opportunity to work together to identify the scope of this activity and to identify legal and 



illegal aspects.  This was based on a presentation from a prosecutor in Romania. This case had deep 
impact on nature protection status and it was told that illegal activities still continue.   
 
In 2015 we examined good example of ‘closed’ regulatory system according to hunting regulation in 
Slovenia by soft and hard control measures. This was also presented during the expert team 
meeting in Croatia in 2016 and this information was useful for several Member States. Therefore a 
study inspection was organized in Slovenia in 2017 to see more of the system working in practice.   
 
In 2015 we also developed an survey for internet search for companies who offer hunting tourism 
trips. The outcomes were receive very positive during expert team meeting in Croatia in 2016 and 
there was a demand for a follow up and more widespread search. This will be discussed during 
expert team meeting in 2017.  
 
During joint inspection in Slovenia we also discussed the importance of developing a questionnaire 
to get more information about the scope of the problem. The choice was made to send out the 
questionnaire  in each Member State but to three different organizations: a representative of an 
authority, of a Birdlife partner and a FACE partner. We hope to receive all the results of the 
questionnaire during 2017, so the results can be analyzed in 2018.  
 
The way we progress with the internet search and the questionnaire together with the serious 
information that there are still illegal activities according to hunting tourism this information must 
lead to joint inspections with enforcement officers  and probably custom officers involved. During 
expert team meeting there will be decision between which countries a joint inspection can be 
executed. 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
-Report-analysis of the scope of the problem according to hunting tourism based on three different 
point of views )Authorities-Birdlife partners-FACE partner  
-Exchange of (enforcement) information the lead to a joint inspection in the field of hunting tourism 
and to investigate illegalities,   
-Extend the network of inspectors working together, 
  
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
Green IRI Romania 2014, Green IRI Italy 2016 
Core team meeting hunting tourism 2016 
Workshop/expert team meeting Sibiu 2015, Croatia 2016 and Netherlands/Flevoland 2017  
Joint inspection Slovenia 2017 

 

111. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
Hunting tourism follow up internet survey:  
-Preparing internet survey, 
-Executing internet survey,   
-Core team meeting to discuss about results,   



-Dissemination report. 
 
Hunting tourism follow up questionnaire:  
-Analyses received questionnaire form authorities, Birdlife partners, FACE partners, 
-Drafting and dissemination report, 
-Core team meeting to discuss about results,   
-Dissemination report. 
 
Joint inspection  
Preparation of the joint inspection will take place after core team meeting were the results of the 
internet survey and the questionnaire will be discussed. During expert team meeting in 2017 we will 
make inventory of Member States that want to host second joint inspection.  
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
Internet Survey and report, 
Draft Tors to adopt during the green expert team meeting,  
Report of results of the internet survey  
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

January-February; analyzing results questionnaire 
February- March: Drafting report 
April; core team meeting- discussing results of report and discussion next steps &  preparation of 
joint inspection hunting tourism  
September executing joint inspection hunting tourism 
    
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
 

 

112. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Lead & co lead: Netherlands and Slovenia.   
 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Latvia 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Malta (t.b.c.) 
France (t.b.c.)  
 



 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
-Face 
-Birdlife 
 

 

113. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

10980 10980 10980 10980 

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget 10980 10980 10980 10980 

 

  



 

114. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 7X360=2520 2X90X7=1260 
 

2X25X7= 350 2520+1260+3
350 = 4130 Core team meeting & 

preparation of joint 
inspection  

April  

t.b.c. (location)  

7 (person)  

2 nights 

Event 2 4X360=1440 3X90X4=1080 
 

2X25X4= 200 1440+1080+ 
200= 2720 Execution of inspection  

Between June-Sept  

t.b.c. (location)  

4 (person)  

3 nights 

Event 3 7X360=2520 2X90X7=1260 
 

2X25X7= 350 2520+1260+3
350 = 4130 Core team meeting/report  

September   

t.b.c. (location)  

7 (person)  

2 nights 

Total costs for all events 
 

   4130+2720+ 
4130 = 10980 

 

115. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

PM euro 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

IMPEL 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

Analyzing  results of the questionnaire that we will receive from all 
Member States (and within the Member State from Authority, 
Birdlife Partner, FACE partner)  



7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

No 
 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely:  

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

 

116. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

- 

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

- 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

117. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.:  Author(s): Gisela Holzgraefe and project team  

Version:  1.0 Date: 10.2017, Project 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

118. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 



Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Inspection of nature protected sites - Development of an easy and flexible tool as a part of the 
planning of  inspections of Natura 2000 sites linked to European environmental law and the RMCEI 
(including the option of using the IRAM-Tool) 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Development of a planning tool for inspections of nature protected sites with focus on Natura 2000 
sites 

 

119. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
Habitats Directive, Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 
Birds Directive, Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 
November 2009 
Action Plan for nature, people and the economy COM(2017)198 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

39. Assist members to implement new legislation 

40. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

41. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 

A. Motivations 
 

Decline in EU biodiversity 
The alarming decline in Europe’s biodiversity has driven the adoption, by the European Union (EU) 
of two key pieces of legislation – the Habitats and Birds Directives – to conserve Europe’s most 
valuable species and habitats across their entire natural range within the EU.  
The Birds and Habitats Directives are central to achieving the EU 2020 target of halting and 
reversing the loss of biodiversity endorsed by Heads of State and Government. The Commission has 
adopted an ambitious strategy to achieve this objective, comprised of six targets. Target 1 of this 
Strategy is focused on “Full implementation of EU nature legislation to protect” biodiversity and 
requires a significant improvement in conservation status. The implementation of EU nature 



legislation also contributes significantly to other targets of the biodiversity strategy, including in 
relation to green infrastructure and restoration under Target 2.  
 
The Action Plan for nature, people and the economy COM(2017)198 points out that key factors 
behind the shortcomings in the implementation of the Nature Directives are i.a. “limited resources, 
weak enforcement, poor integration of nature objectives into other policy areas, insufficient 
knowledge and access to data.” The development of an IT tool as a part of the planning of 
inspections of nature protected sites will provide a systematic approach which would maximize 
resources into key areas of concern. 
 
Development of an easy and flexible tool as a part of the planning of inspections of Natura 2000 
sites linked to European environmental law and the RMCEI  
(including the option of using the IRAM-Tool) 
During the Green Expert Team Meeting in Trogir (Croatia) 19 – 21 September 2016 the need for a 
planning tool for inspections of nature protected sites was identified. The discussion showed that it 
is a complex item. Therefore the roadmap for its development became part 2 of the IMPEL project 
2017/18. The development of the tool itself is planned for 2018. 

Background and input from other IMPEL projects:  
So far, European nature conservation legislation does not regulate inspection activities concerning 
nature protected sites. In 2001, recognising that there was a wide disparity between inspection 
systems in the Member States, the European Parliament and the Council adopted Recommendation 
2001/331/EC providing for minimum criteria for environmental inspections in the Member States 
(RMCEI). The RMCEI contains non-binding criteria for the planning, carrying out, following up and 
reporting on environmental inspections. The RMCEI says that inspection activities should be 
planned in advance and recommends a systematic approach (inspection plan and program). In 
section 2.1 the RMCEI highlights that it does not include criteria for the inspection of Natura 2000 
sites and it encourages IMPEL to develop such criteria. This IMPEL project intendeds to provide such 
criteria and an IT tool as part of the planning of inspections of nature protected sites in the member 
states. One option might be to adjust the already existing IRAM-Tool to the needs in this field.  

IRAM (Integrated Risk Assessment Methodology) tool is a method for assessing the frequency of 
regulatory/compliance visits to industry. The project intends to evaluate different methods and find 
out whether the IRAM tool could be expanded out of its current remit to include a risk based 
approach to the frequency of visits to nature protected sites, including Natura 2000 sites.  
 
 
IMPEL’s Strategic Work Programme 2016-2020 presents background information and the key 
priorities, in line on the 7th EU Action Programme to 2020 “Living well within the limits of our 
planet” (Decision No 1386/2013/EU). According to both documents a key element for the 
improvement of shortcomings in the implementation of environmental requirements is an effective 
system of inspections and surveillance. The development of an IT planning tool for inspections is in 
line with both programmes. Benefits will be: 
a) relief for the daily work of authorities 
b) transparency 
c) simplified approaches to maximize resources.  
 
 
 

http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32001H0331
http://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:32001H0331


B. Background  
 

From 2013 on IMPEL has worked on a projects in the field of “Nature protection in permitting and 
inspection”. 2014, 2015 and 2016 the main focus was on “Nature protection in permitting and 
inspection of industrial installations - implementation of Art. 6(3) of the Habitats Directive”  
In 2017 the IMPEL project concentrated on the development of a guidance document for 
environmental and nature protection inspections of quarries and open cast mining in or near Natura 
2000 sites. 
 
During the Green Expert Team Meeting in Trogir (Croatia) 19 – 21 September 2016 the need for a 
planning tool for inspections was identified. Planning of inspections is one of the key factors to 
make inspection more transparent, systematic and effective. Criteria how often Natura 2000 sites 
should be inspected to ensure sufficient inspection and to contribute to the maintenance of the 
favourable status of the site are various and differ from country to country. The project team 
agreed on a two-step approach:  
a) setting up a roadmap for the development of a planning tool for inspections of nature protected  
    sites in 2017 and  
b) development of the tool itself from 2018 on. 
 

C. Aim 

 
The main objective of this project is to contribute to the continuing development of capacity within 
IMPEL, to the gather forces and to share experience between MS to assure proper implementation 
and enforcement of the Nature directives and to promote nature conservation.  

 

To achieve such objective the project team proposes an IMPEL follow-up project in 2018. Its aim is 

to define criteria and to build a tool to manage frequency of nature protected site visits (including 

Natura 2000 sites). If possible, the tool will also store data collated through inspections over the 

long term in order to be used by inspection authorities for the purposes of evidence and long term 

trends in nature protected sites change. The option of using the IMPEL IRAM-Tool is included. If it 

turns out that the IRAM tool is not the right tool for the purpose, the aim can only be achieved by 

using a multi-annual approach. The timeline would be the following: 

 Project 2018 will: 
o Map out detailed ‘asks’ of the tool  
o Definition of a fixed set of criteria 
o Create clear, detailed schematic of the tool and what is required. 
o Identify source and level of funding available for development. 
o Shortlist suitable specialists for IT development phase. 
o Identify successful developer and have initial conversation about the tool and what is 

required. 
o Identify any challenges or pitfalls in development as well as identify developer 

timescales. 

 Project 2019 will: 
o Start of phase 1 of tool being developed 
o Trial of phase 1 tool by project group and feedback to developer for changes 
o Start of phase 2 of tool being developed 
o Trial of phase 2 tool by project group and key member states 
o Feedback to developer for final changes and go ahead for phase 3 (final) development 

stage. 



 Project 2020 will 
o Agree final format of the tool based on changes in phase 3. 
o Develop user manual to accompany the tool. 
o Roll out tool across member states. 
o Raise profile of the tool roll out through IMPEL communication channels. 

 Project 2021 will:  
o Gather feedback from users and identify needs for improvement and further 

recommendations for the tool. 
Interim reports of progress, key successes and failures will be provided at the end of each project 
year and a final report at the end of tool development highlighting successes, failures, feedback and 
lessons learned. 

 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
In project phase 2018: 

Exchange of experience concerning the frequency of inspections of nature protected sites (including 

Natura 2000 sites), the planning and definition of a set of criteria. 

Identification of source and level of funding as well as finding an IT developer, 

Identify challenges and pitfalls in development and definition of the timeline for the developer. 

 
 
For the development of a common understanding and sharing as well as spreading knowledge an 
interim report will be produced. The results will be available for all interested parties. 
 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
2013: “Nature protection in permitting and inspection” 
2014: “Nature protection in permitting and inspection of industrial installations Implementation  
            of Art. 6(3) of the Habitats Directive” – general overview 
2015: “Nature protection in permitting and inspection of industrial installations Implementation  
            of Art. 6(3) of the Habitats Directive” – evaluation of the Guidance Document “Wind energy  
            developments and Natura 2000” and development of a Sector specific guidance document  
            on Article 6(3) HD in permitting of farm projects (pigs and poultry). 
2016:  Nature protection in permitting and inspection of extractive industry (quarries and open cast  
            mining) – Implementation of Art. 6(3) of the Habitats Directive 
2017: Nature protection in permitting and inspection: Implementation of Art. 6(3) of the HD –  
(1) inspection of non-energy extractive industry (quarries and open cast mining), and  
(2) Roadmap for a planning tool concerning  inspection of Natura 2000 sites (including the option of  
     using the IRAM-Tool) 
 

 

120. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going, to do and how?) 
Working with a core team for the preparation of the project activities,  



Invitation of experts concerning inspection of nature protected sites (including Natura 2000 sites) to 
a workshop for 

- Identification of a set of criteria that can be used for the IT tool and definition of frequencies 
- The check whether the IMPEL IRAM tool might be an option. 

Identification of an IT developer for the adjustment of the IRAM tool or development of a new tool. 
Preparation of the documents / outputs of the project phase 2018. 
 
  

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
Defined frequencies for inspection of nature protected sites,  
A set of criteria that can be used for the IT tool,  
Decision on kind of IT tool (IRAM or not), 
Amount of resources needed for the development of the tool, 
Timeline for the IT developer,  
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
January 2018:                identification of core team members 
February to May 2018:   identification of contributors to the project 
March 2018:                     first core team meeting 
April 2018:                        invitation for the workshop to MS 
End of June 2018:           workshop with experts      
August 2018:                   second core team meeting 
September 2018:            draft final report for green expert team 
November 2018:            submission of the draft interim report to GA 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
 
 
 

 

121. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Overall responsibility: 
Project Manager: Gisela Holzgraefe,  Ministry for Energy Transition, Agriculture, Environment, Nature and 
Digitalisation of Land Schleswig-Holstein, Germany 
Project Co-Manager: t.b.d. 
 
 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 
8 countries:  



Germany, Portugal, Slovenia, Croatia, Latvia, Romania. Spain and England 
 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
t.b.d 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
t.b.d 
e.g. ENCA, Habitats Committee, ORNIS Committee, JASPERS, Working group for Appropriate 
Assessment procedure. Working group on EIA (Espoo Convention) and SEA (Kyiv Protocol), possibly 
others with experience in the use of different planning tools, e.g. IRAM  

 

122. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

 
17 270 € 

   

How much money is to be co-
financed 

 
-  

   

Total budget 17 270 €    

 

123. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1  
6 x 360 € =  
2 160 € 

 
540 € 

 
150 € 

 
2 850 € First core team meeting, 

March 2017, 

Location t.b.d. 

6 participants 

2 days, 1 night  

Event 2   
18 x 360 € =  
6 480 € 

 
3 240 € 

 
1 350 € 

 
11 070 € workshop 

June 2017  

Location t.b.d. 

18 (6 core team plus 12 
experts) 

3 days / 2 nights  

Event 3   
2 160 € 

 
540 € 

 
150 € 

 
2 850 € second core team meeting 



September 2017 

Location t.b.d.  
6 participants 

2 days, 1 night  

Event 4      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

10 800 € 4 320 € 1 650 € 16 770 € 

 

124. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

-  

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

- 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs?  

Namely: 630 € 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

participation in IMPEL green expert team meeting 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

IMPEL 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely:  

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

  
Namely: 

  

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



125. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

t.b.d. 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

First core team meeting 
Workshop 
Second core team meeting 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

t.b.d. 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

t.b.d. 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

COM, non-IMPEL participants, e.g. ENCA, Habitats Committee, 
ORNIS Committee, JASPERS, Working group for Appropriate 
Assessment procedure. Working group on EIA (Espoo Convention) 
and SEA (Kyiv Protocol) 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

126. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

Yes No



 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.:  Author(s):  John Visbeen 

Version:  Date: 15-10-2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

127. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-c utting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
-exchange of information, 
-meeting of experts,  

 v 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Green expert team meeting & network activities  
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Green expert team meeting & network activities 
 
 

 

128. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 



2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
Birds Directive, Habitats Directive (Natura 2000),  
 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

42. Assist members to implement new legislation 

43. Build capacity in member organizations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

44. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
In 2014 the first green IRI was executed in Romania, the second green IRI will be executed in May 
2016 in Italy. Best practices and opportunities for improvement were identified.  Romania pointed 
out a focus area where they want to exchange knowledge and expertise. This focusses on 
organization of environmental and nature protection agencies (separated or merged)  
 
During the expert team meetings  in Romania in 2015 and in Croatia in 2016 the working group 
identified the issue of ‘hunting tourism’ as an opportunity to work together to identify the scope of 
this activity and to identify legal and illegal aspects. This was based on a presentation from a 
prosecutor in Romania. This case had deep impact on nature protection status and it was told that 
illegal activities still continue.  A presentation from Slovenia showed that a ‘closed regulatory’ 
system is possible to provide infringements as much as possible. This is a system other Member 
States can learn from. During the workshop in 2016 in Croatia we discussed proposals for the 
projects next year the topics wild life forensics-DNA-closed foot rings- tracking systems were 
mentioned as use full and important projects. 
 
In the management plan for the expert team on nature protection the ‘backbone structure’ 
contains a cycle from an IRI activity, followed up with expert team meeting in the year after. 
During expert team meeting  Member States  present recent  developments in wild life crime (best 
practices, crime cases). We also discuss results of projects on nature protection, collaboration with 
other networks and NGO’s (participation in LIFE plus activities). It is important to define these 
network activities an split the task between the expert team members. Discussion on specific theme 
(f.i. invasive species) is also possible. Also TOR proposals for 2019 will be discussed. On going 
project ideas are wild life forensics-DNA-closed foot rings- tracking systems were mentioned as 
usefull and important projects.  
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
-Exchange of (enforcement) information, collegial help to improve organization  and execution of  
EU nature protection legislation requirements,   
-Extend the network of inspectors working together, 
  
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
Green IRI Romania 2014, 
Follow-up workshop 2015, 
Green IRI Italy 2016 



Workshop/expert team meeting in Sibiu-Romania 2015, Trogir-Croatia 2016, Flevoland-Netherlands 
2017   
 

 

129. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 
Preparatory meeting for the expert team meeting:  
Discuss about proposals and organization for projects on the topics:  wildlife forensics-DNA-closed 
foot rings- tracking systems; these projects were mentioned several times as usefull and important 
but there is more time needed to work this ideas out in good Terms of References but also to 
organize project management and participation on beforehand. The aim to adopt the TORs during 
the green expert team meeting.  
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
Programme and invitation,  
Draft Tors to adopt during the green expert team meeting,  
Report of results of expert team meeting,  
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 
September-October  - expert team meeting 
 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
 

 

130. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
 
John Visbeen, manager expert team on nature protection,  
Andreja Slapnik- co-manager  expert team on nature protection 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 
All members of the Expert team on nature protection are involved in development of this project.  
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 



 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
-representatives from NGO’s like Birdlife/Face/IFAW,  
 

 

131. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

10.270 10.270   

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget 10.270 10.270   

132. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 4  2X90X28= 
5040 
 

2X25X28= 
1400 
 

6440 

Workshop/expertmeeting 

September  

(place) 

28 

2 nights 

Total costs for all events 
 

   6440 

133. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

YES  
Estimation 10 meetings with representatives from expert team . 
(10 x 2 days = (10x360)+(2x90)+(2x25)= 3600+180+50=3830 euro) 

Yes No



 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

cost for network activities from members from the expert team 
(f.i. meetings in Brussels, other networks (EUFJE, ENPE, Envicrime, 
Europol. Interpol, CMS/MIKT etc. )   

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

IMPEL 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely:  

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

 

134. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

- 

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

- 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

 

135. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.:  Author(s): João Loureiro 

Version:  Date: August 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

136. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 



Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Analysis of good practices in the implementation of Council Regulation (EC) no 338/97 of 9 
december 1996, on the protection of species of wild fauna and flora by regulating trade therein and 
Commission Regulation (EC) no 865/2006, of 4 may 2006, laying down detailed rules concerning the 
implementation of Council Regulation (EC) no 338/97 on the protection of species of wild fauna and 
flora by regulating trade therein, and their relation with the EU Action Plan against Wildlife 
Trafficking, with possible participation of ENPE, EUFJE and EnvicrimeNet.    

 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Good practices in the implementation of the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
 

 

 

137. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Council Regulation (EC) no 338/97 of 9 december 1996 
Commission Regulation (EC) no 865/2006, of 4 may 2006 
CITES (the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora) 
EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking 
Member States legislation implementing CITES 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

45. Assist members to implement new legislation 

46. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

47. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
The scale of wildlife trafficking is such that it now poses a genuine threat to the survival of some of 
nature’s most emblematic species. As a result, tigers, rhinoceros, elephants, and even species of 
timber such as rosewood are severely at risk of extinction. 
Wildlife trafficking has become a billion-euro criminal industry dominated by organized criminal 
groups. It is all the more attractive as the risk of detection is low, penalties are often insignificant, 



whereas the profits are comparable to arms and human trafficking. 
Though the countries more affected are those with more biodiversity and generally outside the EU, 
Europe too is directly concerned and affected. Endangered birds and reptiles are offered for sale in 
the European Union, protected timber and ivory have been sneaked through harbours, and highly 
endangered glass eels from Europe are ending up for sale in Asia. 
So far, EU efforts to address the problem have focused on implementing the Convention on 
International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora and advocating for strict global 
rules, supporting large scale conservation efforts, and engaging in regional or multilateral initiatives 
to curb wildlife trafficking and poaching. 
The implementation of the EU Action Plan against Wildlife Trafficking will require broad support, 
not just from the EU institutions, but also the EU agencies – Europol and Eurojust –, the Member 
States and their relevant agencies, the EU Delegations and Member States Embassies in third 
countries. 
That EU Action Plan demonstrates that the EU is ready to live up to international expectations and 
commitments, and that it is raising the level of its ambition as regards action against the illegal 
trade in wildlife. The Action Plan is a major contribution towards the Sustainable Development 
Goals set under the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development agreed by heads of state at a UN 
summit in September 2015. Goal 15, which relates to biodiversity, sets the target of “tak[ing] urgent 
action to end poaching and trafficking of protected species of flora and fauna, and address[ing] both 
demand and supply of illegal wildlife products 
 
Nevertheless, the EU and its Member States need to address the problem together. EU-wide rules 
regulating the trade in wildlife have been in place in all Member States since 1983, implementing 
CITES, and the Commission issued a recommendation on enforcement in 2007. 
However, reports reveal significant differences in how the Member States implement and enforce 
these shared rules. This represents a major risk; criminals can easily exploit this state of affairs by 
diverting trade routes accordingly, as a number of cases in recent years have shown. It has also 
emerged, in various reports and during the stakeholder consultation, that lack of awareness and 
political engagement are also major obstacles to combating wildlife trafficking effectively. 
A joint commitment by the EU and its Member States, in the form of an Action Plan, to taking a 
series of measures, implementing shared international commitments and acknowledging at a 
political level the importance of tackling the problem, represents a way to ensure more even EU-
wide enforcement. It will help boost the EU’s credibility worldwide when it demands that its global 
partners take stronger action against wildlife trafficking. 
 
To achieve those goals it will be essential to work together closely between the Member States, 
with stakeholders, including civil society organizations and relevant business sectors, on many 
specific measures to make maximum use of the available expertise and knowledge and ensure 
maximum impact. 
 
And one important action will be to analyze the different good practices to implement the EU tools 
to tackled wildlife trafficking and to build an orientation guide that can be share and used by all 
Member States. 
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
A general goal of the project is to build a reference guide to a core group of implementing 
enforcement authorities of the EU Member States that enable them to successfully tackle the 
problem of the wildlife trafficking. 



That includes: 
-.exchange of solutions concerning implementation problems;  
-.facilitating implementation and interpretation of available tools; 
-.joint inspections;  
-.web applications; 
-.identifying implementation gaps; 
-. overview on the approaches in different European countries 
- cooperation between actors from the compliance chain, also on defining consistent solutions for 
implementation problems. 
The project team and participants of a workshop will work on these issues to come up with good 
practice examples for implementation. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
 
 
 

 

138. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
Priority topics from the issues described in 2.4 will be chosen by the project group for the 
development of solutions and guidance. These topics will also be discussed and developed further 
during a workshop of the project but will mainly come from Priority(ies) 2 (Implementing and 
enforcing existing rules and combating organized wildlife crime more effectively) and Objectives 2.2 
(Increase capacity to combat wildlife trafficking of all parts of the enforcement chain and the 
judiciary) and 2.3 (Fight organized wildlife crime more effectively) from EU Action Plan against 
Wildlife Trafficking.   
Guidance and best practice examples that have been already developed will be presented and 
discussed and will be put into a form that is useful for the guidance book. 
Guidance to best practices of implementation that lead to the constitution of solid cases to be 
presented to court, of administrative, civil and criminal offences” 
There will be conducted also back to back with the workshop and the project meetings joint 
inspections of a small sub-group of the project team to the main issues dealt within this project in 
the host country. 
The guidance will be a first approach on good practices for better implementation of the EU Action 
Plan against Wildlife Trafficking. Most probably this project will continue in the future to further 
develop the guidance, also addressing specific areas of Wildlife Trafficking.  
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
Outputs: 
• Guidance book with good practices for better implementation of the EU Action Plan against 
Wildlife Trafficking, taking into account:  

• Results from real joint inspections 
• IMPEL member examples 
• Inspection tools 



• Minimum extent and resources for inspections 
• Results from a technical workshop  
 

Outcome: 
Reduction of the implementation gaps and a level playing field within IMPEL member states.   
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
-.Development of the work program 2018: January/February 2018 
-.Finalising work program at the first project group meeting: March 2018 
-. Work on topics: April/May 2018 
-.Preparation of the workshop: June 2018 
-.Joint inspection: back to back with the project group meetings and the workshop 
-.Workshop: country approach / good practices / related projects: September 2018 
-.Development of guidance and good practice examples: until November 2018 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
The first risk is that only a few countries collaborate within this activity. The strategic approach for 
actively encourage and support passive members was used to mitigate this risk.  
The second risk is that only inspectors will be members of the project team. The results will invite 
more stakeholders to participate in the project 
The third risk is that outputs of the project are only recognized by a small group of active project 
members. Communication of results shall be used to mitigate this risk. 
 

 

139. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
 
Portugal, João Loureiro, Institute for Nature Conservation and Forests  
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 
Portugal and other 6 interested countries, to be confirmed, but possible partners could be Spain, 
United Kingdom, Germany, Czech Republic  
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
Potential connections, to be confirmed, with: ENPE, EUFJE, EnvicrimeNet, ICCWC, Interpol, Europol, 
CITES Secretariat 
 
 



 

140. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

13710 13710 13710  

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget 13710 13710 13710  

 

  



141. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 2160 1620 450 4230 

Corte team/joint inspection  
Meeting 1 

March 2018 

Lisbon, Portugal 

10 (6 international) 

4 days/3 nights 

Event 2  5400 2700 750 8850 

workshop/ /Meeting 2 

September  

Place of conference 

15  

2 days/2 nights 

Event 3      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Event 4      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

   13080 

 

142. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant? 

Yes No
 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant  



do? 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs? 

Yes No
 

Namely: Present the Project Outputs at ET meeting  

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

Present the Project Outputs at ET meeting: 360 euros + 3x90=630 
euros 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

IMPEL  

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources? 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

Yes No
 

Namely: 

  

143. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank 

Yes No
 

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 

 



which languages 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

144. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/ 17 Author(s): Tony Liebregts / Rob Kramers 

Version: 01 Date: September 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR DOING THE RIGHT THINGS 

 

145. Work type and title: 
Doing the right things (third year) 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 



1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): training 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

A project that compared the environmental permitting procedures for IED (1st year), developed a 
first draft guidance that describes the best practise in environmental permitting and inspections for 
IED (2nd year), and develop a second draft, build an online guidance and conduct a training needs 
assessment with the guidance as basis (3rd year).  
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Doing the Right Things for IED (note that the title has been changed) 
 

 

  



 

146. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Industrial Emission Directive (IED) and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

48. Assist members to implement new legislation 

49. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

50. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 
The Environmental Inspection Cycle is well known within IMPEL. It describes step by step how 
Environmental inspections should be planned and what to consider when executing the inspections. 
The Environmental Inspection Cycle is also used by IMPEL as a framework where other IMPEL 
inspection initiatives can hook up on to create a better cohesion between the tools that are 
developed.  
Although there is a lot of experience in Europe in environmental permitting (first IPPC and later 
IED), the permitting procedure has never been described in a step by step guidance. As a result, 
there is no level playing field for the procedures of environmental permitting, there is no guidance 
for new permitting officers and there is less cohesion between the IMPEL initiatives on permitting. 
 
The proposal of this 3-year project has been evolved during the 2nd year of the project.  

1) In the first year, we collected and compare the permitting procedures that are used within 
Europe at this moment and clarify the needs; 

2) In the second year, we teamed up with the IED Implementation project and developed a 
first full draft of the combined guidance not only for permitting but also for inspections.  

3) In this third year, we will develop a second draft, build an online version of the guidance 
book on the website of IMPEL, and conduct a training needs assessment with the 
guidance as basis. 

 
Doing the right things will look closely at the relation between permitting and inspection, identify 
interesting case studies and best practices in Europe and identify and describe the steps that could 
be used in permitting and inspection. 
 
This document is the Terms of Reference for the third year.  
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
The outcome of the work is a 2nd full draft of the guidance, an online step by step guidance for 
permitting and inspection for IED, a report on of training needs assessment and an identification of 
new IMPEL initiatives.  

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
This project links to the Doing the right things project for Environmental Inspections and the IED 
implementation project 



147. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
Third year   

 Drafting of the project plan, the structure of part I of the guidance (legislation), and a proposal 
on the subjects in part II, III and IV that need to be further improved; 

 1st  project team meeting to agree on the project plan, to discuss the structure of part I of the 
guidance, and to agree on the subjects that need to be improved and define the working groups 
that can assist in this improvement; 

 Conducting working group sessions for the improvement of part II, III and IV;  

 Development of the second full draft of the step-by-step guidance, development of sketches of 
the online version of the guidance book   

 2nd project team meeting to discuss the second full draft of the guidance, discuss the sketches of 
an online version first online version of the guidance book; 

 Development of the online version of the guidance book, prepare a proposal to conduct a 
training needs assessment; 

 3rd project team meeting to present and discuss the online guidance, and discuss how the 
training needs assessment needs to be conducted 

 Conducting the training needs assessment. 

 4th project team meeting to discuss the report of the training needs assessment. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
First year (2016): Comparison report on ENV permitting 
Second year (2017): Combined step by step guidance on IED for permitting and inspection 
Third year (2018): Online step by step guidance, report on a training needs assessment; and 
identification of new IMPEL initiatives on permitting and inspections 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 First project team meeting (month 2)  

 Working group sessions (month 4) 

 Second full draft of the guidance (month 5) 

 Second project team meeting (month 6) 

 Online version of the Step-by-step guidance (month 7) 

 Third project team meeting (month 9) 

 Training needs assessment (month 9)  

 Fourth project team meeting (month 10) 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
The step-by-step guidance will not reflect the permit procedure in the individual IMPEL Member 
countries and officials may feel uncomfortable using the guidance. To prevent this the guidance will 
be practical but also flexible enough to accommodate all IMPEL Member Countries. 

 

 



148. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Tony Liebregts, Human Environment and Transport Inspectorate (Netherlands) 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
Tony Liebregts (Team leader) 
Rob Kramers (InfoMil) 
5 other countries (possibly; Ireland, Scotland, Italy, Portugal, tbd) 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Various at working group sessions comparison workshop (15 to 20 persons) 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Non-applicable 

 

149. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(2016) 

Year 2 
(2017) 

Year 3 
(2018) 

Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

22.500 27.685 41.920 NA 

How much money is to be co-
financed 

10.000 10.000 10.000  

Total budget   41.920  

 

150. Detailed event costs of the work for year 3 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 2.160 (6*360) 1080 (6*2*90) 150 (6*25) 3.390 

Project team Meeting 

February 2018 

TBC 

7 

1,5 day/2 nights 
accommodation  

Event 2 7.200 
(20*360) 

3.600 
(20*2*90) 

500  
(20*25) 

11.300 

Working group sessions 

April  2018  

TBC 



20 

1,5 day/2 nights 
accommodation  

Event 3 2.160 (6*360) 1080 (6*2*90) 150 (6*25) 3.390 

Project team Meeting 

June 2018 

TBC 

7 

1,5 day/2 nights 
accommodation  

Event 4  2.520 (7*360) 1210 (6*2*90) 200 (6*25) 3.840 

Project team meeting 

September 2018 

TBC 

8 

1,5 day/2 nights 
accommodation  

Total costs for all events 
 

14.040 7.020 1.000 21.920 

 

151. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

 

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

30.000 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

IMPEL (20.000) NL Inspectorate (10.000) 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

Support in the organisation of the meetings and draft the reports 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs?  

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely: 

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

 

152. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

01/01/18 
- 
31/10/18 
 
- 
- 
31/10/18 
March 2018 & 31/10/18 
 
31/10/18 
31/10/18 
- 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Project Meeting 
Workshop 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

Project abstract (dependent on project team members) 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

No 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

All IMPEL members and members of NEEPA.  OECD, INECE, ALERT 
members 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 

 

Yes No

Yes No



 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

153. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2018/ 18 Author(s): Cláudia Morgado, Luís Marques e 
Susana Silva 

Version:  Date: 2017-09-14 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

154. Work type and title 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

Assess the use of Copernicus Satellite images in environmental and nature conservation inspections 
and their evidential value. 
 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

 
 

 

155. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
 
- REGULATION (EU) No 377/2014 OF THE EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT AND OF THE COUNCIL 
of 3 April 2014 establishing the Copernicus Programme and repealing Regulation (EU) No 911/2010 
 
- Directive 2007/2/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 14 March 2007 establishing 
an Infrastructure for Spatial Information in the European Community (INSPIRE). 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

51. Assist members to implement new legislation 

52. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

53. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 
Copernicus is a European Union Programme, coordinated and managed by the European 
Commission, aimed at developing European information services based on satellite Earth 
Observation and in-situ (non-space) data. The Earth observation satellites, which provide the data 
exploited by the Copernicus services, are divided into two groups of missions: The Sentinels, which 
are currently being developed for the specific needs of the Copernicus programme and the 
Contributing Missions, which are operated by National, European or International organisations and 
already provide a wealth of data for Copernicus services. This information is available without cost 
and can be applied to several domains.  
 
Environmental law enforcement may be supported by this highly updated and valuable geographic 
information, gathering, storing, managing and assisting the field activities. However it is still 
uncertain the methods, institutional use and the legal application of these tools for the 
environmental and land use analysis. Therefore, this project aims to identify the potential users of 
these remote sensing data, based on Copernicus services and understand how this information can 
support the environmental and nature conservation inspections inspection activities within the 
specificity of each IMPEL members involved and how it has already been applied and can be applied 
in the future, considering main procedures, methods, (open) access to such procedures and 
methods and legal constrains (concerning geo-spatial evidence appliance in different countries legal 
background).  
 



Associated with the pre geo-analysis (Copernicus-based), mostly space-based data, there is a 
complementary related information that can be acquired through Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV - 
Drone) for more detailed and specific (circumscribed) information on site. This information support 
the Copernicus images for specific, uncertain, miscellaneous (complex) areas, at high resolution and 
on demand. The awareness of this geo-spatial remote sense data, as tools for identify on field 
inspection activities offers solutions for a collaborative support system within the UE institutions, 
sharing experiences, main constraints and knowledge of geospatial technological application.   
 

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
 
- Exchange of information and current best practice concerning the use of Copernicus services and 
UAV as a tool for environmental and nature conservation inspections and the possible legal 
constraints regarding the use of the collected data; 
- Gather knowledge on the development of methodologies that assist IMPEL members who are 
currently using or planning to use these tools/technologies; 
- Increase the capability of using Copernicus services outputs to support and prioritize inspection 
programs; 
- Share methodologies and expertise of geographic information applied in environmental and 
nature conservation inspections; 
- Identify potential barriers to using geo-spatial technologies regarding their probative value. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
 
- Water Over-abstraction and Illegal Abstraction Detection and Assessment (WODA); 
- Drones and mobile technology. 
 
Not and IMPEL project but supported by IMPEL: 
- Using Satellite Earth Observation and GPS tracking to Combat Waste Crime and Ensure Waste 
Compliance. 
 

 

156. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
Three meetings will be held: one in Portugal and two in other Member States (TBD) 
 
1. Questionnaire: 
Before the first meeting, a questionnaire will be sent to all the members in the project team to 
assess their expertise in the use of Copernicus services and UAV in environmental and nature 
conservation inspections, specifically regarding existing methodologies (in use or in development) 
and the use of data collected from these tools as probative value. 
 
2. Kick-Off Meeting:  
General planning of the activities; defining the state of the art of techniques adopted in the use of 
satellite images and UAV; analysis and presentation of the results from the questionnaire. 
(Instrument: Questionnaire); presentation by team leader and other participants. Preparation of 



training sessions to be held in the following events. 
 
3. Intermediate Meeting: 
Presentations by team members demonstrating the methodologies developed in the use of these 
tools. Exchange examples and research regarding the use of satellite and UAV data as probative 
value. Training sessions/workshop. 
 
4. Final Meeting: 
Preparation of the final Report and Follow-Up. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
Transfer of knowledge on current practice with respect to the use of satellite images and UAV as 
evidence in environmental and nature conservation inspections. 
 
Written Report: 
- Conclusions on the methodologies used or developed by the participants and their dissemination 
to other IMPEL members. 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 
 
1. Kick-Off Meeting (Apr2018) 
2. Intermediate Meeting (Set 2018) 
3. Final Meeting (Nov 2018) 
4. Report 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
 
Potential risk of project team members accessing data, software, hardware and training background. 
The team leader can provide training and access within their installations, during the scheduled 
events. 
 

 

157. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
 
General Inspectorate for the Ministries of Environment, Spatial Planning, Agriculture and Sea 
(IGAMAOT), Portugal 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 
Tbd, 10 countries 
 



4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
tbd 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
 
- Direção-Geral do Território (DGT), Portugal 
- Portuguese Environment Agency (APA), Portugal 
- The Institute of Nature Conservation and Forests, I.P., hereinafter designated by ICNF; 
- The Regional Inspectorate for Environment from Azores, hereinafter designated by IRA Açores, - 
Representatives from the Earth Observation Group (GOT), Portugal 
 

 

158. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

20000 €    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

    

Total budget     

 

159. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 3000 1800 500  

Kick-Off Meeting 

Apr 2018 

Portugal 

10 

2 

Event 2  9000 4500 1200 
 

 

Intermediate Meeting 

Set 2018  

tbd 

25 

2 

Event 3  (*) (*) (*)  

Final Meeting 

Nov 2018 



tbd 

5 

2 

Event 4      

<Type of event> 

<Data of event>  

<Location> 

<No. of participants> 

<No. of days/nights>  

Total costs for all events 
 

12000 € 6300 € 1700 € 20000 € 

*No costs were considered for the final meeting since we propose to do it using videoconference. 

160. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs?  

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

  

161. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

tbd 
 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

tbd 
 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

tbd 
 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

tbd 
 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

tbd 
 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

 

162. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 
Portugal will have a national sub team that will involve several authorities, gathering expertise and 
competences in different areas, according to the scope of the project, but also with the advantage of 

Yes No



promoting and supporting collaboration between different work units. Only one of member of this sub 
team participates in each IMPEL event if it is abroad (with a “paid place” by IMPEL), although the team 
works together to contribute to the Project. The participant countries can also use a similar approach.   

 
 

 

 

TOR Reference No.: 2017/ 19 Author(s): Simon Bingham 

Version: 1 Date: September 2017 

TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR WORK UNDER THE AUSPICES OF IMPEL 

 

163. Work type and title: 
Ensuring adequate capability in European EPAs to respond effectively to environmental 

incidents and emergencies. 

1.1 Identify which Expert Team this needs to go to for initial consideration 

Industry 

Waste and TFS 

Water and land 

Nature protection 

Cross-cutting – tools and approaches -  

 

 

 

 

 

1.2 Type of work you need funding for 

Exchange visits 

Peer reviews (e.g. IRI) 

Conference 

Development of tools/guidance 

Comparison studies 

Assessing legislation (checklist) 

Other (please describe): 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1.3 Full name of work (enough to fully describe what the work area is) 

A project to identify best practice in EPA capability to respond to environmental incidents and 
emergencies, to help European EPAs ensure they have adequate capability, including their roles as 
Competent Authorities under the Environmental Liability Directive, to effectively ensure prevention 
of environmental incidents, protection of Europe’s environment from incidents, and effective 
remediation of the environment following an incident. 



 

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project 

Environmental incident and emergency response project. 
 

 

  



 

164. Outline business case (why this piece of work?) 

2.1 Name the legislative driver(s) where they exist (name the Directive, Regulation, etc.) 
Environmental Liabilities Directive and….? 
 

2.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority work areas 

54. Assist members to implement new legislation 

55. Build capacity in member organisations through the IMPEL Review Initiatives 

56. Work on ‘problem areas’ of implementation identified by IMPEL and the 

European Commission 

 

 

 
2.3 Why is this work needed? (background, motivations, aims, etc.) 
 
There is a diversity of national laws and regulations requiring operators to put in place plans and 
arrangements to prevent, respond to, and remediate environmental damage as a result of natural 
and technological incidents. Environment Protection Agencies also operate under a variety of duties 
and requirements to help operators prevent incidents, and to plan and execute incident and 
emergency response. This diversity of duties and requirements is likely to have resulted in 
inconsistent arrangements to prevent, and respond to, environmental incidents.  

2.4 Desired outcome of the work (what do you want to achieve? What will be better / 
done differently as a result of this project?) 
This project is an opportunity to identify, learn from, and facilitate the implementation across EU 
EPAs of, best practice in responding to environmental incidents and emergencies. This, in turn, will 
afford greater protection to the environment in Europe, particularly where transboundary impacts 
are possible, and help ensure more effective remediation of environmental damage following an 
incident. 
 

2.5 Does this project link to any previous or current IMPEL projects? (state which projects 
and how they are related) 
Not directly 

 

 

165. Structure of the proposed activity 

3.1 Describe the activities of the proposal (what are you going to do and how?) 
 

o A desk study of environmental incident and emergency response arrangements in selected 
EPAs in the EU and beyond to identify the current range of practice and the core 
components of current arrangements. 

o Development of a simple questionnaire (virtually by the project team, based on the core 
components). The questionnaire will identify what incident and emergency response 
arrangements are already in place in EPAs in Europe and beyond.  

o The output of this will be used to identify current best practice. Site visits will be conducted, 
and case studies developed, of up to four best practice examples in order to identify core 
components which could be replicated elsewhere.  Work carried out by project team. 



o Drafting of best practice case studies, and guidance based on core components, for 
dissemination in various formats to EU EPAs to encourage and inform best practice. 
Identification of opportunities for face-to-face communication of project findings and best 
practice guidance to collected EPA representatives. 
 

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you going to produce in terms of 
output / outcome?) 
 
Best practice case studies and guidance. 
 

3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal (how will you know if you are on track to 
complete the work on time?) 

 Desk study of selected incident response arrangements in EPAs in EU and beyond 

 Development of questionnaire based on core components of range of current practice 

 Case studies of up to four examples of best practice in EU and beyond 

 Drafting of case study narratives and best practice guidance 

 Opportunity to present findings to collected EU EPA representatives 
 

3.4 Risks (what are the potential risks for this project and what actions will be put in place 
to mitigate these?) 
Low risk project 
 
 

 

166. Organisation of the work 

4.1 Lead (who will lead the work: name, organisation and country) – this must be confirmed 

prior to submission of the TOR to the General Assembly) 
Mark Wells, Scottish Environment Protection Agency, UK 
 
 

4.2 Project team (who will take part: name, organisation and country)  
 
 

4.3 Other IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
None anticipated unless on own funds 
 

4.4. Other non-IMPEL participants (name, organisation and country) 
Questionnaire to other international regulators  

 

167. High level budget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year 

project, identify future requirements as much as possible 

 Year 1 
(exact) 

Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 



How much money do you 
require from IMPEL? 

19800    

How much money is to be co-
financed 

0    

Total budget 19800    

 

168. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 

 Travel € 
(max €360 per 
return journey) 

Hotel € 
(max €90 per night) 

Catering € 
(max €25 per 
day) 

Total costs € 

Event 1 1800 (5*360) 900 (5*2*90) 150 (6*25) 2850 

Project Meeting 

Date tbc (February 2018) 

Edinburgh 

6 people (5 travelling) 

2 nights’ accommodation  

Event 2 2160 (6*360) 1080 (6*2*90) 175 (7*25) 3415 

Best practice study 1     

Date tbc (April 2018)     

tbc     

6 people + host     

2 nights’ accommodation      

Event 3 2160 (6*360) 1080 (6*2*90) 175 (7*25) 3415 

Best practice study 2     

Date tbc (April 2018)     

tbc     

6 people + host     

2 nights’ accommodation      

Event 4 6840 (19*360) 3240 (18*2*90) 250 (25*10) 10120 

Workshop     

Date tbc (May 2018)     

tbc     

X people + host     

2 nights’ accommodation      

Total costs for all events 
 

12960 6300 540 19800 

 

169. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1 

7.1 Are you using a 
consultant?  

 

Yes No



7.2 What are the total costs 
for the consultant? 

 

7.3 Who is paying for the 
consultant? 

 

7.4. What will the consultant 
do? 

 

7.5 Are there any additional 
costs?  

Namely: 

7.6 What are the additional 
costs for? 

 

7.7 Who is paying for the 
additional costs? 

 

7.8. Are you seeking other 
funding sources?  

Namely: 

7.9 Do you need budget for 
communications around the 
project? If so, describe what 
type of activities and the 
related costs 

 
Namely: 

 

  

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



170. Communication and follow-up (checklist) 

 What  By when 

8.1 Indicate which 
communication materials will 
be developed throughout the 
project and when 
 
(all to be sent to the 
communications officer at the 
IMPEL secretariat) 

TOR* 

Interim report* 

Project report* 

Progress report(s)  

Press releases 

News items for the website* 

News items for the e-newsletter 

Project abstract* 

IMPEL at a Glance  

Other, (give details): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

01/10/17 
15/12/17 
31/01/18 
 
- 
- 
31/01/18 
February 2018 
 
31/12/17 
- 
- 

8.2 Milestones / Scheduled 
meetings (for the website 
diary) 

Current practice review/Questionnaire in/out 
Project Meeting 
Site visits 
Project meeting 

8.3 Images for the IMPEL 
image bank  

8.4 Indicate which materials 
will be translated and into 
which languages 

Project abstract (dependent on project team members) 

8.5 Indicate if web-based 
tools will be developed and if 
hosting by IMPEL is required 

No 

8.6 Identify which 
groups/institutions will be 
targeted and how 

All IMPEL members via questionnaire 

8.7 Identify parallel 
developments / events by 
other organisations, where 
the project can be promoted 
 

To be assessed as part of the project 


) Templates are available and should be used. *) Obligatory 

  

Yes No



171. Remarks 
Is there anything else you would like to add to the Terms of Reference that has not been covered above? 

 

 
 

 


