
     
 

 

Notes of meeting (version 12/02/14) 

11th IMPEL General Assembly 
10-11 December 2013,  

Artis Centrum Hotel, Vilnius, Lithuania 

 

Session 1: Welcome  
Chair:  John Seager 
 
1. Opening address by Chair of IMPEL, John Seager 
John welcomed the group to the 11th IMPEL General Assembly. John said that he wanted to begin by 
making some reflections on what the Board feel has been a successful year in 2013: The Cluster I meeting 
in Munich as well as TFS conference in Utrecht were both excellent events that were well attended and 
well organised. The Board held a successful ‘lunch and learn’ at the European Commission where over 30 
staff from the Commission came to hear about what IMPEL is doing. A Joint IMPEL and Heads of EPA 
network meeting at the European Commission HQ showed good networking between networks of 
practitioners. Karl Falkenberg also came to give a presentation to this group meeting. Finally, John said 
that we had had an excellent implementation conference in Malta where he wished to thank Suzanne and 
Ed for all their hard work on making it such a successful conference.  
 
2. Welcome address by Dovile Sereicikaite, Deputy Director of Lithuanian Environmental Protection 
Agency and Miroslavas Monkevicius, Vilnius City Council Secretary 
Dovile welcomed everyone to Vilnius. She started by reminding us of the role and purpose of the 7th 
Environmental Action Programme and that is has to be implemented by most of the organisations in the 
room and that its focus on implementation was very important. She said that IMPEL stands as an 
important pillar in implementing these laws. She said that through open discussion and informal dialogue, 
(with emphasis on informal dialogue) she hoped that IMEL members could learn from each other’s 
mistakes and inspire each other to step up and improve performance.  Finally she said that she hoped we 
can all contribute to the 7th EAP vision of: “Living well, within the limits of our planet”.  
 
Miroslavas welcomed IMPEL to the city of Vilnius. He said that he was proud of the city’s environmental 
record including good water and air quality. He said Vilnius is known as a ‘city in a park’ because of the 
abundance of green spaces. Recently, the mayor of Vilnius signed the Green digital charter and 
Governance of Mayors. He said that one priority is overhauling public transportation in the city and that 
having an excellent system was a sign of a modern, clean city. He also commented on an analysis of 
energy consumption of buildings and that citizens can now go online and understand comparisons 
between buildings in Vilnius. He said there were also hints and tips on how to reduce consumption.  
 
3. Adoption of the agenda, John Seager 
The General Assembly adopted the agenda.  
 
4. Welcome to the new IMPEL National Coordinators, John Seager 
John welcomed several new National IMPEL Coordinators to the network:  

 Mr Octavian Popescu (Romania) is General Director of National Environmental Guard 

 Ms Pinar Topkaya (Turkey) works for the General Directorate of Environmental Management at 
the Turkish Ministry of Environment and Forestry as an inspector in department of environmental 
inspections. Pinar is also actively involved in the ECRAN network 
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 Mr Bent Bolstad (Norway) works at the newly formed Norwegian Environment Agency which is 
merged authority of the Norwegian Climate and Pollution Agency (Klif) and the Norwegian 
Directorate for Nature Management.  

 Ms Isabel Santana (Portugal) is familiar to many of us as she has worked as a National Coordinator 
in IMPEL before. Isabel works as a Director at the General Inspectorate for the Agriculture, Sea, 
Environment and Spatial Planning (IGAMAOT) 

 
John also welcomed Henning Hansen (EFEH), Bruno Mesquita (Regional Environmental Centre hosting the 
Secretariat of the THEMIS network), Ike van der Putte (ECRAN network) and Hans Lopatta as observers to 
the meeting. 
 
5. Short feedback from National Coordinators meeting (09 December 2013), Henk Ruessink 
Henk said that 22 member countries attended the meeting. He said that there had been discussions on 
the conditions under which National Coordinators (NC) work in their home organisations and the different 
approaches NC have to IMPEL. They also discussed ideas on how we could improve the function of the NC 
role.  
 
Henk said that NCs indicated quite a wide range in the level of involvement in IMPEL activities from 2 days 
per year to 0.5-1 day per week. There had been consensus on the need for a ‘bottom up’ understanding of 
the needs of NCs and member countries and that national network can assist here. Influencing higher 
management and gaining the support of high management is essential in driving through change and 
improvements. NCs often need a good material that can be used to demonstrate the benefits of the 
network. There was a discussion on the pre-meeting material that was circulated. The terms of reference 
on the role of an NC was widely supported as a key document to help both newer NCs and those who had 
been involved in the network a while. 
 
Henk will draft a report of the session and circulate it to all in due course. This will be finalised and put 
forward to the Board with practical recommendations for changes.  
 

 
Session 2: European Commission 
Chair: John Seager 
 
1. Speech by Mr. Hans Lopatta, Policy Officer: Legal Issues European Commission - Directorate General 
for Environment Unit D.4 (Governance, Information & Reporting) & main IMPEL contact at EC, on the 
European context of implementation of environmental legislation as well as EC priorities in 2014 & 
beyond 
Hans gave a presentation on the recent development of the 7th Environment Action Programme, it’s aims 
and objectives, what it says on implementation of the EU environmental acquis and particularly on 
extending binding criteria for effective Member State inspections and surveillance to the wider body of EU 
environment law. This discussion led Hans onto how the Commission sees the possible elements of a new 
EU framework of environmental inspections e.g. how it will work, its governance etc. How IMPEL could fit 
into this was also mentioned by Hans. Hans said that IMPEL has many strengths and is well placed to help 
deliver these challenges laid out. He said the network faces some key difficulties though such as: limited 
financial and personnel resources, the 'language issue', different level of engagement of IMPEL members 
across the network (in proposing and leading of projects) and in dissemination and implementation of 
project outcomes in IMPEL Member States. Hans summarised his presentation by discussing recent 
dialogue between members of the IMPEL Board and the Commission.  
 
2. Questions and answers, all  
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Hans was asked by Waltraud for an update on the timeline of the planned new legislative change on 
inspections. Hans said that the aim was before the end of 2013 but it is likely that this will now take place 
in early 2014.  
 

 
Session 3: Evaluation of the IMPEL network and its activities 
Chair: John Seager 
  
1. Presentation by Bio Intelligence Services on an Evaluation Study carried out of the network in 2013, 
Mary Ann Kong  
Mary Ann Kong from Bio Intelligence Services gave an overview of the findings of a recent report 
commissioned by IMPEL to evaluate the effectiveness and utility of the network and the work it carries 
out. Her presentation briefly reminded delegates of the object of the study but then went into the key 
findings. For example, there has been a steady annual increase in numbers of IMPEL projects and that four 
IMPEL members (NL, UK, DE, FR) are project lead countries in 62% of projects. A large number of member 
countries are represented in project participation. 
 
Mary Ann said that in terms of the impact of IMPEL projects, IMPEL work is used in practice though it is 
difficult to measure in reality. In terms of communication within IMPEL, formal and informal 
communication channels were used though certain communication aspects could be improved and 
greater efforts made to assist national coordinators in communicating IMPEL activities to members. The 
key recommendations were that IMPEL should: produce short project summaries to aid dissemination of 
IMPEL products, streamline the information disseminated through Basecamp, create a centralised 
database of experts and members and a more user-friendly website, produce a simplified database for 
project follow-up and connect with social networks. When setting priorities, IMPEL should consider 
restricting the number of projects and build an ad-hoc task force dedicated to possible IMPEL transition. 
On participation, develop a programme to encourage less active countries get involved, strengthen ties 
with external stakeholders and commit financial resources for the attendance in Cluster group meetings. 
Finally, on evaluation; she said that IMPEL should consider internal evaluations to allow for identification 
of progress & impacts and integrate quantified and qualitative indicators where possible.  
 
2. Questions and answers, all  
Terry thanked Mary Ann for an interesting presentation. He said that he thought the question of who 

leads projects is not as important as who takes parts. He said also that we should ensure that we carry out 

the right projects at the right time.  

Kristina said that the development of technical summaries as well as the brief summaries of new project 

ideas (ToRs) was a particularly valuable recommendation and that it was something that IMPEL should 

consider enacting.  

Henk said that engagement on a national level would be very helpful for many members and the Board 

could consider meeting with members, in conjunction with National Coordinators, to explain to senior 

managers what the benefits of getting involved is and explaining what the cost of this might be. John said 

that the Board had, in recent meetings, decided to implement a rolling programme of country 

engagements. The first trial meeting had taken place in November in Germany where Kristina had invited 

senior decision makers from the Ministry. John said that found the meeting very useful indeed in 

understanding what Germany’s concerns were and what its views were on going forward in IMPEL.  

Jean Luc said that IMPEL should not mix transparency and rigidity. The NCs meeting was very useful in 

highlighting the hints and tips for NCs but the network should retain its informal character. This is a key 

message for IMPEL to consider.  
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Henning Hansen raised the issue of the newsletter to disseminate the results of projects and IMPEL should 

consider developing a distribution list. John said that the new communications group will take this idea up 

as well as own the idea of a mailing list. 

Waltraud said that members are clearly supportive of the recommendations from the report. She said that 

the issue of how we can broaden the number of countries leading projects is a challenging one because it 

costs money and resources to lead an IMPEL project. It is often difficult to find suitable candidates who 

are able and willing to lead projects and who can commit sufficient time to IMPEL work. Henk added to 

this that sometimes it is challenging for senior managers to let their staff go because of the cost 

implications on their own workforce planning.  

Anita and Isabel both said that evaluating the work of IMPEL and understanding what tools and 

methodologies we have used in our countries is very important. This would help us to show the 

effectiveness of IMPEL and show how useful being a part of the network is.  

 

Session 4: Future development of IMPEL and strategy 
Chair: John Seager 
 
1. Presentation by John Seager, on behalf of the IMPEL Board, to propose a new strategic direction for 
the IMPEL network. 
John gave an in depth presentation on the Board’s proposal for a new strategic direction for IMPEL. He 
said that there was increasing recognition of our contribution from the European Commission, positive 
feedback from stakeholders in the evaluation project and that we had a successful conference in Malta in 
October. All of these gave us cause for optimism. Going forward though, he said that the Board felt that 
there were strategic challenges for the network which meant we would have to change in order to 
maintain our relevance and utility. The key drivers for this were: an increasing recognition of the 
‘implementation gap’ and the costs of non-implementation, the 7th EAP and a policy focus on 
strengthening implementation across the whole environmental acquis, the European Commission as a 
major stakeholder and funder, with its own priorities for IMPEL’s work, and our own Members who are 
largely facing increasing implementation challenges with fewer resources.  
 
John said to face these challenges we need to be more focussed, flexible, able to prioritise, more effective, 
better networked and more responsive. He discussed some of IMPEL’s core competences at present, how 
it helps members and how we would need to change in order to meet the new challenges facing us. He 
said that our future programme needs to: 

 Have clear outcomes and line of sight to how it will contribute to closing the implementation gap 

 Have a clear, simple and agreed prioritisation process 

 Recognise that our work consists of a mix of different activities, interventions and projects 

 Be easier to manage – fewer projects/ activities; simpler systems; reduced burden on Secretariat 

 Build on the agreed Multi-annual Strategic Programme 

 Be flexible to accommodate changing needs and priorities 

 Respond to the needs of both our members  and the Commission 

 Accommodate both topic-related and cross-cutting work (eg the Commission’s proposal for an 
inspection framework that covers the whole acquis). 

 
In order to do this we need a new governance / organisational framework in the network and that the 
Board supported an integrated programme with a common prioritisation process. This single integrated 
programme would have a one prioritisation process with clear criteria, a single Programme Management 
Group which oversees programme prioritisation and delivery with representatives from the main areas of 
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IMPEL’s work and should have support from a wider grouping of project managers, experts and 
‘communities of practice’ to develop proposals and deliver projects / activities.  
 
In conjunction with this, IMPEL needs to engage with several key target audiences: 

 The IMPEL ‘community’ - National Coordinators and General Assembly meetings in December are 
a key opportunity to present and discuss our proposal. 

 Senior decision-makers in member countries – we need to implement our agreed programme of 
country visits by Board members and work with the Heads of EPAs Network.  

 The European Commission – need to keep up our programme of engagement with DG ENV (and 
possibly other DGs). 

 Other Networks – including topics Networks (e.g. ENCA) and other professions involved in the 
implementation cycle (prosecutors; judges; ombudsmen) and other international Networks (e.g. 
ENFORCE; INECE). 

 
2. Break out groups, all 
The GA broke out into several groups to discuss the proposal presented by John Seager and answer 
several topic related questions posed by the breakout group leads (Board members).  
 
3. Feedback from break out groups, all 
The General Assembly came back together in plenary to hear feedback from the breakout groups. It was 
agreed that the 6 rapporteurs would email Michael with a summary of their key points raised in their 
breakout groups1.  
 
Group 1: 
Aurelie gave a summary of the key points from group 1.  

 IMPEL should find a stable structure for its projects (so that the point should not be on the table 
every two years), not necessarily the structure that has been presented by the board 

 The clusters (or whatever that replaces them) should work to improve the quality of projects and 
ensure that the projects that are presented are widely supported 

 IMPEL should be aware to spend its resources firstly and mainly for projects and not for 
management. 

 
On participation, time and money is often the cause for lack of participation. A proposal would be to use 
new technologies such as internet based forums or video conferencing. Language continues to be a 
barrier. A proposal could be to ask English natives to use simple English.  
 
On prioritisation, projects should be grouped by themes. IRI’s should be considered as structural projects 
and we should keep a bottom-up structure. 
 
On communication, the abstracts of both the TOR and final reports should be translated to ensure a wide 
dissemination, annual workshops with inspectors could take place in each country to talk about the results 
of IMPEL, newsletters could be developed (for both internal and stakeholders), an annual press seminar 
could be led for stakeholders, a better presentation of projects on the website (not only by year but by 
themes or chronological order could be considered to keep the succession of projects on a theme) would 
be of use.  
 
On evaluation, the group said there were two different steps to consider: 1) to gain feedback at the end of 
project then, 2) one or two years later to evaluate the results of the project. A generic questionnaire 
would not be recommended for use in an evaluation. Each project should define its own objectives and 
points to be evaluated. 

                                                           

1
 The full submissions can be found in annex 2. 
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Group 2: 
Bent said that group 2 found the process of working out the new strategy had been too much of a "one 
way process", to much top down and with a lack of ownership from each country. In terms of 
participation, to achieve a better level of engagement by members in the network: the project and the 
networks activities must reflect the needs of/be of relevance for the countries. In terms of 
communication, the main issue discussed was how to get an overview of all projects and the project 
summaries/results, and how to give this information further on in our organisations/agencies. The group 
felt that this was an important task for the national coordinators. The group agreed that this task was a 
challenging issue for the National Coordinator and it was also time consuming.   
 
Group 3: 
Joanna said that breakout group 3 recognised the need for change but proposed that options 2 and 3 of 
John’s presentation relating to the development of a topic based structure and a single programme 
management group. Specifically, they suggested to establish expert groups (e.g. a TFS expert group, a 
nature expert group etc.), for project identification (meetings, access to separate basecamp account) 
 
On participation, she said that whether countries/members took part depended on the quality and 
usefulness of projects. On prioritisation, the implementation gap should be the highest priority. We 
should identify where the implementation gap is mostly severe (information should come from the 
European Commission and IMPEL members).   As inspection is changing we cannot look at brown issues in 
isolation from blue or green.  
 
She also said that a regular newsletter with update on the projects should be sent out by mail a few times 
per year, projects should undergo regular evaluation sometime after project implementation and that 
blue/green issues should be slowly introduced into IMPEL’s work plan but that we should start small. 
 
Group 4: 
Fabio said that group 4 had highlighted the fact that project priority should be based on the number of 
members that have the same implementation gaps. The project goals and benefits should be made clear 
to senior management of member organisations from the beginning of projects. Moreover, it is important 
for the right people to take part in the projects and they should be selected by the National Coordinators / 
organisations. If possible financial support should be provided to participants and/or means not requiring 
travel should be identified to make project participation easier. 
 
Project results should be presented in a concise manner as a summary that could be translated into 
national languages. Moreover project results should be reversed into national guidance. 
 
The right tool to include green and blue issues should be chosen not to hamper the present IMPEL 
structure and organisation that is performing quite well and the green and blue issues should be included 
in a comprehensive and effective way. 
 
Group 5: 
Petra gave a summary on group 5’s conclusions. On prioritisation, identify what is important and needed 
and make sure that we do the right things. On communication, the role of national coordinators is key and 
it is very important to identify what is needed within the member state. On evaluation, having successful 
criteria agreed at the beginning of the project is very important in aiding the evaluation at the end.  
 
Group 6: 
In group 6, Michael gave a summary of the discussions. He said that on communications, the development 
of project abstracts was a good idea and that these should be translated into as many different languages 
as possible to help dissemination at all levels e.g. to inspectors and senior management but that we 
should take care to make the messages relevant to all parties. The group agreed that IMPEL should 
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continue to focus its efforts on practical type projects e.g. like the joint inspection activities, and that we 
should not forget our traditional areas of competence e.g. brown areas. However going forward we could 
look at areas of crossover appeal e.g. brown combined with blue or brown combined with green. The 
group had agreed that we cannot evaluate everything effectively but that we should instead look to carry 
out a limited amount of evaluation but that what we do is done well and is given sufficient funding to go 
into depth. In general, there was tentative support for the Board’s proposals but that more clarification is 
required and that they look forward to the task groups proposals. 
 
Once the 6 groups had finished reporting the floor was opened up for further group discussion.  
 
Chrystalla said that she would like to hear more about the ‘implementation gaps’ and suggested that this 

could come from Commission because they have many sources of information.  Hans said that he would 

like to ask member states to look at themselves to marry up where they think they have gaps compared to 

the Commission’s thinking. John said that the Commission had kindly shared its infraction data with IMPEL 

despite the fact that many of these are related to procedural infringements which IMPEL cannot really 

affect. He said we also need to be sure that the threat / risk to the environment is considered when 

deciding on priorities.  

Waltraud suggested that the Board produce a more detailed paper on how the new governance structures 

would look like in advance of the work of the task group. Kristina said she supported Waltraud’s views and 

added that a general Basecamp discussion item should be started.  

It was agreed that a task group would be set up to flesh out a more detailed proposal for consideration 
and agreement at the next General Assembly. Expressions of interest to join the group came from Iceland, 
Germany, UK, Poland2, Portugal and Malta. They will be joined by several members of the IMPEL Board. 
 

Session 5: Organisational matters 
Chair: John Seager 
 
1. Board report on financial state of IMPEL in 2013, Michael Nicholson 
Michael gave a short report on the financial state of the network and its implementation of the work 
programme. He said that out of a total budget of € 645,900 for 2013, income and expenditure on our 
work programme was largely on track. IMPEL had, as of 05 December 2013, € 22,000 in unpaid 
membership fees and received a further € 11,400 less than expected due to requests for reductions in 
membership fee contributions. He said that the Reserve Fund which was set up at the 2012 General 
Assembly in Copenhagen was now approaching € 121,500 (target was € 150,000) and that this included a 
recent significant contribution from Germany.  
 
2. IMPEL in Brussels, Chris Dijkens 
Chris gave a brief update on the implications and practicalities of the Secretariat no longer being based in 
Brussels from 01 January 2014.  

 IMPEL will continue to be registered as a non-profit Association in Belgium with its legal seat in 
Brussels. 

 The office will be closed in mid-December 2013 though contact with the Secretariat will continue 
as normal and no interruption is expected.  

 Post and correspondence should continue to be sent to the current address at Gulledelle 96 
because IMPEL will keep a post box there however it will be monitored and managed in the first 
instance by IMPEL's accountants who are based in the same building. Plans are also being put in 

                                                           

2
 Poland has, subsequent to the GA meeting, informed the IMPEL Secretariat that they cannot take part. 
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place to place a greater reliance on electronic document management between the Secretariat 
and the accountant. 

 The IMPEL Secretariat's contact email address will remain the same however the contact phone 
may change (communications about this will be sent to you at a later date). 

 The approximate cost saving for this measure will be € 12,500 per year.  

 Measures are being put in place to ensure suitable office meeting facilities in the centre of 
Brussels for IMPEL meetings, events and conferences.  

 IMPEL will continue to employ the same accountants and auditor. 
 
3. Expansion of Secretariat, Chris Dijkens 
Chris gave a brief update on the expansion of the secretariat by a 0.5 FTE from 01 January 2014.  

 The Board decided to strengthen the Secretariat by funding a part time position to support the 
cluster Secretariat and the communications work of IMPEL as a whole 

 Interviews for the role in the Secretariat took place on Monday 09 December. The successful 
candidate will be announced in due course. 

 The candidate will hopefully start work 01 January 2014. 
 
4. Communications sub-group, Chris Dijkens 
Chris gave a brief update on the formation and expected work of the new communications sub group. The 
group are tasked with improving IMPEL’s communications efforts and giving them greater emphasis and 
priority for IMPEL. The group will have a budget to carry out specific ‘comms’ activities and they will work 
with project managers to increase and improve our visibility both within and outside of the IMPEL 
network. 
 
The key points: 

 The Communications sub group currently has 6 people from 5 different countries signed up to it: 
Netherlands, Lithuania, Italy, UK and Czech Republic3.  

 The group will have its first meeting on Thursday 30 January 2014. 

 The successful candidate of the 0.5 FTE will support this group. 

 The team requires 1 or 2 more from different countries to take part – interested applicants should 
make themselves known to Michael.  

 
5. Presentation by new Observer of IMPEL: European Federation of Environmental Health (EFEH), 
Henning Hansen 
The EFEH were granted Observer status to IMPEL in early 2013. Henning is the President of that network 
and is soon to be President of the International Federation of Environmental Health (IFEH) and made a 
short presentation on who they are and how our networks may better cooperate in future. 
 

Founded in 1986, the IFEH has 42 National Member Organisations representing approximately 40,000 
professionals in the field of Environmental Health and Environmental Protection. 
The IFEH has several Regional Groupings too: Africa, Americas, Europe (EFEH – which Henning is currently 
a member of), Middle-East and Pacific Rim. 
 
The Federation works to disseminate knowledge and exchange of information and experience concerning 
environmental health and to promote co-operation between countries on environmental health issues. 
The IFEH holds and runs biennial World Congresses, technical as well as organisational meetings, projects, 
an international magazine on environmental health, a Website and Twinning arrangements. It covers a 
broad range of topic areas such as drinking water, food, air quality and climate change.  

                                                           

3
 At the General Assembly, Malta and France both informed the IMPEL Secretariat that they are willing and able to 

put forward candidates for this group. 
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Some key activities: 

 IFEH EH Disaster Management – Principles and Practice  www.ifeh.org/ehdm    

 IFEH Sustainability Indicator Initiative www.ifeh.org/indicators  

 World Environmental Health Day – 26 September every year www.ifeh.org/wehd   

 Policy development www.ifeh.org/about.policies.html  
 

Henning said that he thought there were several potential benefits for our two networks working closer 

together such as: benefits from having an even larger network of contacts, elaboration of project ideas, 

spreading of information, mutual participation in specific projects, sharing of information / articles in IFEH 

Magazine – Environment & Health International.  

 

Henning said he welcomed contact with any IMPEL member that wished to get in touch: 

henning.hansen@ifeh.org   

 

6. Presentation by Almantas Kybartas, Director of "EMP Recycling" company, on WEEE & inspection  

Mr Almantas Kybartas, a guest speaker from EMP Recycling, a Lithuanian company specialising in WEEE 

recycling gave an interesting speech on the situation in this country.  

 

 
Close of day 1 
 

http://www.ifeh.org/ehdm
http://www.ifeh.org/indicators
http://www.ifeh.org/wehd
http://www.ifeh.org/about.policies.html
mailto:henning.hansen@ifeh.org
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Wednesday 11 December 2013 
 
Open of day 2 by the Vice Chair of IMPEL, Chris Dijkens 
Chris welcomed everyone to day two of the General Assembly. 

 

 
Session 6: Implementation conference feedback and summary presentation 
Chair:  Chris Dijkens 
 
1. Implementation conference summary presentation, Ed Eggink & Suzanne Gauci 
Ed and Suzanne gave an excellent presentation on the results of the conference as well as highlighting the 
main recommendations going forward for the network to consider. The conclusions and 
recommendations are listed in the conference report. The presentation has been posted on Basecamp 
and the final report is due in early 2014.  
 
Chris thanked Ed and Suzanne for their hard work. Chris also said that Ed was preparing a final document 
to summarise his ‘lessons learnt’ from the organisation of such conferences and this is due in early 2014.  
 

Session 7: Budget 2014 
Chair:  Chris Dijkens 
 
1. Board presentation of a draft budget for 2014, Michael Nicholson 
Michael gave a presentation on the draft budget for 2014. He said that income for 2014 is likely to remain 
approximately the same as in 2013. IMPEL is likely to receive € 400,000 from LIFE+ income from the 
European Commission and approximately € 220,000 in membership fees. It is unclear how much in 
additional funding we will receive from members for projects at this stage. 
 
Michael said that the draft budget that had been circulated before the General Assembly meeting had 
indicated the Board’s views about what the base costs were for running various activities and fixed costs 
for the network. Specifically, on fixed costs, the network had decided to hire an additional 0.5 FTE which 
had increased the expected costs for the secretariat. However, Michael also reminded the network that 
the closing of the IMPEL office would likely save at least € 12,500.  
 
On other activities, not fixed costs, the Board had set out that budget was to be set aside for the usual 
network activities such as financing General Assemblies, Board meetings and Board outreach activities 
(e.g. meeting with the European Commission, representing the network at externally facing 
events/seminars and conferences), financing the maintenance and development of the IMPEL website, 
financing the work of the Communications sub group, the costs for the accountant and auditor and other 
bank and insurance charges.  
 
Michael said that the Board had not included the expected costs of the 2014 projects in the budget 
because the General Assembly would be deciding on which projects to include in a later discussion. He 
also said that the budget had not factored in on whether the network should have two General 
Assemblies in 2014 (the budget had only planned for one). The draft budget also did not set aside any 
funding to expand the Reserve Fund and this needed consideration based on the decision of the General 
Assembly in Copenhagen in 2012. 
 
Michael also said that the Board had decided to follow a prudent governance approach by building in two 
key forms of contingency. The first was a straight cut contingency amount of € 30,000 set into the budget 
and the second was for € 11,000 to cover expected loss of income from non-payment of membership fees.  
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Waltraud said that the fixed and non-fixed costs set out by the Board, i.e. those costs set out before the 
projects had been factored into the budget, were too high, and that the spending priority should be on 
carrying out projects. Several people around the room agreed although no specific proposals on where to 
make reductions were proposed. 
 
Alessandra asked why the Board was planning to spend more money on the accountant in 2014. Michael 
said that the note attached to the specific budget line in question set out the reasons for this and said that 
this amount is roughly equivalent to spending on accountancy services in 2013, therefore it is based on 
past experience.  
 
Elen asked why IMPEL needed to continue to hire venues (€ 7,200). Michael said that the Board had 
decided to err on the side of caution by prudently budgeting for several meetings / seminar type events in 
2014 though it did not exactly whether this would take place or not. 
 
The General Assembly adopted the draft budget and authorised the Board to make final adjustments to 
the budget where necessary in the interests of the network as a whole. 
 

Session 8: Overview of Cluster progress reports and completed projects 
Chair: Chris Dijkens 
 
1. Overview of 2013 completed projects, Simon Bingham & Jon Engstrom 
The following project reports were adopted: 

 Building up IMPEL nature conservation capacities 

 Energy efficiency in permitting and inspection 

 Exploring the need for IMPEL projects dealing with requirements concerning nature protection in 
permitting and inspection 

 Linking the Directive on Industrial Emissions (IED) and the REACH Regulation 

 Choosing appropriate interventions alongside inspections to ensure compliance and achieve 
environmental outcomes, phase II 

 IED IRAM Inspection Programme 

 Cross-cutting the Environmental Inspection Cycle 

 IRI Finland. 
 
One of the projects that was tabled for adoption was the IED Permits project. There was discussion and 
agreement that the project could be approved but that it would not be published on the IMPEL website.  
 
It was agreed that, because the IRI Poland report was not submitted to the General Assembly on time, 
that it could not be approved. Instead it would be sent to National Coordinators in January and asked to 
be adopted by written procedure.  
 
Simon said that the Illegal killing of Birds project report was not on the list of final reports and that it will 
be reviewed by the General Assembly next year.  
 
Jon gave a verbal update on progress on TFS projects; Third Country Collaboration, Enforcement Actions, 
Prosecutors project, Waste Sites and NCP Best Practice.  These did not have final reports for the GA to 
approve. 
 
Markku told the General Assembly about a press release and press conference that took place after the IRI 
that took place in Finland in mid-2013. He said that some key findings of the IRI have already been 
decided to be implemented such as reducing the length of the 200 page permits and the decision to 
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separate the permitting/inspection authorities will be reviewed. A new Environmental Act which is due to 
come into effect next year will take on board several other recommendations from the review.  
 
Isabel made a presentation on the results of the Cross Cutting of the EIC project as well as highlighting the 
key recommendations from the project team. There was widespread approval for the results of the 
project.  Hans from the Commission said that this was a very practical project and team should be 
congratulated. He said that work like this would help to make the results of IMPEL more visible and 
accessible. He added that he would encourage IMPEL to adopt all of the recommendations suggested by 
the project team.  
 
Henk suggested linking in the work of other networks into the EIC and refer to their work if it is relevant. 
Gisela suggested adding in network links into the cycle if we have had carried out joint projects.   
 
Chris concluded from the discussions that there were too many recommendations made in the report to 
go through them one by one during the meeting. However a decision was made to ask the 
communications group to prepare a recommendation for the General Assembly on what we can take 
forward and what costs these may incur.  
 

Session 9: New project proposals  
Chair:  Chris Dijkens 
 
Simon reminded the General Assembly of the voting procedure that was established prior to the General 
Assembly. He said that the Board had recognised quite early on that we would have too many project 
proposals for the amount of budget we would have available and therefore a prioritisation process would 
need to be established to sensibly manage this discrepancy. This process was designed to get feedback 
from IMPEL member countries on their views on project proposals (e.g. to seek questions in advance on 
the substance and to try and answer simple administrative queries in advance and not in the open forum 
of the GA) and to rank them in terms of priority. Simon said that the process was open for three weeks for 
countries to submit their responses and more than 20 countries had responded. He said the process was 
not perfect but that the Board had worked hard to try and create a process whereby we could save time 
in the General Assembly (e.g. spend a few hours on this process rather than a few days which has typically 
been the case in previous times), have less presentations and more time for substantive strategic 
discussions which the Board felt the General Assembly should be occupying it’s time with. He also said this 
process was not intended to be the way in which we carry out this in future but that it was a ‘one-off’ and 
would be refined going forward.  
 
Kristina said she was happy that the GA had been given the opportunity to vote but improvements could 
be made. She proposed to avoid disclosure of voting sheet before the end of the voting procedure and to 
reverse the valuation method in a way that the results would not be skewed if some countries did not give 
a vote to all projects. Isabel said she had little time to share the project proposals with key stakeholders in 
her administration and get full validation of IGAMAOT’s priorities. Isabel also said that it was important to 
ensure that questions and comments on proposals could be heard and discussed. 
 
Henk said this is a complex situation and though it may not be ideal, it was generally good. He did 
however point out that the cluster i ranking produced very different results compared with this GA 
ranking and that gave him an uneasy feeling.  
 
Helgi said that the IRIs should not be in the ranking. These should be outside of the scope of the 
prioritisation process. Anita agreed and said that the IRI should be a core part of IMPEL’s business and 
should be excluded from the voting prioritisation system.  
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Chrystalla said that we could consider grouping the project priorities into 3 areas: ‘Support’, ‘neutral / no 
opinion’ and ‘no support’. She agreed with Isabel that more time was required to share proposals with 
colleagues.  
 
Overview of Cluster project proposals, Simon Bingham & Jon Engstrom 
Simon and Jon gave an overview of the project proposals as well as setting out the expected costs of these 
as they are at the moment. They said that we had 25 proposals submitted which had estimated costs of 
well over € 400,000 whereas the estimated budget that is available was € 300,000. Therefore several 
proposals would need to be substantially reduced in scope, not carried out, amended or a combination of 
all three of these. The General Assembly agreed that not all proposals would be able to be carried out this 
year. 
 
Simon and Jon said that we could probably afford to carry out the first 16 on the prioritisation list based 
on submissions from members. The next 9 project proposals were likely to be difficult to fund. For clarity 
of discussion, Simon and Jon said that the top 16 were in a ‘green zone’ of projects likely to be funded. 
The next 3 projects were in a ‘grey zone’ and the remaining 6 projects were in a ‘red zone’ that was 
unlikely to be funded. Simon and Jon asked the GA for their views on this. Simon and Jon also proposed: 
 

1. Better allocation of participants on project proposals - e.g. some projects say they will have 25 
people attend their projects but actually the indications from members are that only 10 people 
will attend. This will mean we could reduce the budget set aside for attendance at these projects 
from 25 to 10. 

2. Some ToRs have not properly and / or fully indicated the costs of things e.g. they have said that a 
flight will cost € 500 when in fact flight costs should have a standard amount of € 360 assigned to 
them. Some projects have also included for example budget for renting of meeting rooms. The 
Cluster Chairs will revise the ToRs to exclude these from the budgets in order to encourage 
members to make full use of their own agency/ministry buildings and meeting rooms in all of our 
countries. 

3. Numbers of meetings - some ToRs have indicated that they need several meetings for things. The 
Cluster Chairs will speak with and encourage the project leads of each ToR to make better use of 
their budgets by having back to back meetings or make use of other technology e.g. 
teleconferencing, instead of having face to face meetings. This will make further savings. 

 
Then, once we had established how much of a saving we have made we can then: 
 

1) See if some high priority projects could use more funding to pay for more people to attend their 
project meetings/workshops. For example, in previous years over-subscribed projects / popular 
projects like the TFS Conference, Lessons learnt from Accidents and EasyTools, often have lots of 
people who wish to attend (and often pay for themselves to go even if IMPEL cannot pay) 
however we do not often have enough money to pay for everyone. So, as a first priority, to more 
fully fund attendance: e.g. using Lessons learnt from Accidents as an example, in 2013 the project 
funded 25 people to attend but it could have easily paid for another 20 people to attend because 
these 20 paid for themselves...   

2) See if we can fund the last 3 projects in the ‘grey zone’. 
 
Nancy asked whether or not the project: “Tool to review the impact of new and existing legislation on 
TFS,” could be approved as part of the work programme despite the fact that it received a low ranking (25 
out of 25 according to the prioritisation exercise) because there was no budget request to be submitted to 
IMPEL. There was a brief discussion about projects with no budget and it was re-affirmed that ToRs being 
submitted under IMPEL’s banner should still be agreed by the GA even if they require no budget support. 
The project in question was approved.  
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Isabel said that some feedback was required from the Board relating to comments on the voting 
documents submitted by members. She said that several members had posted specific questions but that 
these had not been discussed here in the GA. She said that she felt this was required in order for the GA to 
fully validate the project proposals.  
 
Nondas suggested to create a green, grey and red zone and formulate our decision making based on 
percentages e.g. the green zone should be set at 80% of our budget.  
 
Chris suggested using the budget set aside for contingency to fund ‘grey zone’ projects. John also 
suggested that we ‘over-programme’ and actively plan for an under-spend. Michael asked the question: 
“If we over-programme and over spend, how would we pay for the budget deficit? IMPEL does not have 
additional pots of money to pay for budget deficits”.  
 
Kristina, Isabel and Chrystalla all urged the network to preserve its reserve fund and contingency fund to 
ensure the smooth running of the network. Recalling, past experiences in IMPEL, we established these 
principles in order to better manage our resources and ensure that the network was on a sound financial 
basis and is sustainable going forward. 
 
Kristina said that the projects in the green zone could be funded and that any savings made should 
primarily fund the over-subscribed projects e.g. TFS conference, easyTools. Any remaining funds could be 
used to fund projects in the ‘grey zone’.  
 
Henk suggested that we create just two zones: green and grey. The green would go ahead now and then 
the rest would only go ahead if money becomes available.  
 
Alessandra suggested that countries that have not identified actual participants to attend then they 
should do so by the end of this week or beginning of next week.  
 
Chris summarised discussions and said that 19 projects would be included within the LIFE+ application to 
receive funding. However this would be caveated that 3 projects would be put on hold until all of the 
necessary funding became available.  We would look at all possibilities to reduce budgets where possible 
and re-assign savings to over-subscribed projects. The project called: Tool to review the impact of new 
and existing legislation on TFS, that had € 0 budget, was also approved and would go ahead in 2014. 
The following project proposals were approved to go forward to the work programme in 2014: 
 

 Risk Criteria for Prioritisation of Environmental Inspections 

 IRI Malta 

 Enforcement Action iv 

 IRI Lithuania (TOR to follow) 

 Impel-TFS conference 2014 

 Nature protection in permitting and inspection of industrial installations – Implementation of Art. 
6(3) of the Habitats Directive 

 IRI Netherlands (DCMR) 

 NCP best Practice Meeting 2014 

 Critical success conditions for compliance assurance and improvement of environmental 
performance through compliance/ environmental management systems 

 Understanding non-compliance across the environmental acquis 

 Waste Sites II 

 Landfill project 2014 

 Illegal killing of birds (IKB) 2014 

 Sharing good practice in the agricultural sector 2014 

 Sharing proposals for derogations from IED BAT-AEL’s 



15 

 

 Choosing appropriate interventions alongside inspections to ensure compliance and achieve 
environmental outcomes; phase 3 to implement and communicate a toolkit for choosing 
appropriate interventions 

 End of waste criteria (TOR to follow) 
 
‘Grey zone’ projects that will only go ahead once budget becomes available: 

 IED and REACH Phase II 

 Prosecutors Project 2014 

 Tool to review the impact of new and existing legislation on TFS 
 
 

Session 10: Conclusions and close of meeting by the Vice Chair of IMPEL 
Chair: Chris Dijkens 
 
1. Date of next meeting, Chris Dijkens 
It was agreed that the IMPEL Board would send to all National Coordinators in due course the date of the 
next General Assembly meeting though it is expected to be in late April or early May 2014. 
 
2. Conclusions and close of meeting, Chris Dijkens 

Chris said that he wished to outline a few more steps related to the development of the strategic direction 

for the network. The task group should have 8 persons maximum and will have some Board members but 

also those from the GA. They should announce themselves to the secretariat if they wish to participate. 

The deadline is Christmas 20134. The task group will be responsible for developing a paper with draft 

proposal for the next General Assembly in April/May 2014.  

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           

4
 This deadline was subsequently amended by the Board to the 15 January 2014. 
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Annex 1 – participant list  
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