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TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR PROJECTS 
 

No Name of project 

2013/15 Compliance assurance through company compliance management  
systems, phase 2 
 

 
 
1. Scope 

1.1. Background In many countries industrial companies are supervised by authorities who 
regularly carry out site inspections and perform other “traditional” com-
pliance checks like assessing emissions reports. But how effective and ef-
ficient are these output oriented supervision activities in terms of achiev-
ing good compliance with environmental regulation or even environmen-
tal performance beyond compliance? Bigger (multinational) companies 
who have internal environmental and safety management systems in 
place and a good compliance record often claim that environmental in-
spections can be reduced and suggest that supervision should be aligned 
to their management systems like ISO 14001 and/or EMAS.  
More specific, if a company takes care of compliance and risk manage-
ment on a structural level by using a suitable management system, su-
pervision can be adjusted depending to the level of corporate compliance 
management.  
 

In 2011/2012 a project was executed by IMPEL member states about the 
use of compliance management systems (CMS) in public supervision.   A 
core team of 6 IMPEL member states and a member of the EU-
commission executed 4 site visits with multinational companies and a fi-
nalizing  workshop with participants from IMPEL (14), universities (2), 
multinational (5) and other inspectorates. (the report can be found on: 
http://impel.eu/projects/compliance-assurance-and-company-
compliance-management-systems/) 
 
One of the deliverables of the project is a model with different aspects 
playing a role in supervision based on compliance management systems.  
The main conclusion of this first project was that the smart use of the 
ability of companies to control their risks using management systems can 
contribute significantly to the effectiveness and the efficiency of public 
supervision. This seems especially true for relatively big and complex 
companies whose processes are potentially risky for the environment. 
There are quite strong indications that, if supervision uses CMSs under 
the right conditions and in a suitable way, the following two objectives 
can be achieved:  
o The supervision can be effectively adjusted to the level of control a 

company has achieved and;  
o Companies are encouraged to improve regulatory compliance and risk 

management in a structural and sustainable way.  
 

http://impel.eu/projects/compliance-assurance-and-company-compliance-management-systems/
http://impel.eu/projects/compliance-assurance-and-company-compliance-management-systems/
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This proposal is meant to define a project which will address the recom-
mendations of this first project.  
 
 
The aim of this project is:  
1. How do we assess performance against standard criteria for an effec-

tive CMS (including factual output)? 
2. How do we give a measure to the level of confidence in the CMS? 
3. How do we differentiate our actions as a consequence of the found 

differences in CMSs?  
 
The project addresses the integrated approach of supervision where (a) 
compliance management system is defined, (b) the quality and quantity 
of supervision is adjusted accordingly and (c) the enforcement and sanc-
tions strategy is fine tuned. 
 
Specific questions to be focused on are: 

I. How can public supervisors adequately measure the effectiveness of 
compliance management systems and what do they need to do 
that? What are criteria that assessors should meet to assure that as-
sessments are of the required quality?    

II. What are different options for assessment of a CMS and what are 
the advantages and disadvantages of each option? 

III. Which scientific proof is available for the effectiveness of environ-
mental management systems regarding assurance of legal compli-
ance and environmental performance?  

IV. What are the critical control mechanisms in the accreditation struc-
ture to be able for public supervisors to rely on the assessment of 
CMS by third parties?  

V. What differentiated incentives can be given by public bodies to en-
courage the implementation of compliance management systems 
(for example reduction of fees, less inspections, more flexible per-
mitting etc.) taking into account their level of effectiveness? 

VI. What possible system requirements (e.g. risk management, internal 
supervision etc.) could be considered to suggest as part of the next 
EMAS revision?   

VII. What measures can be taken by supervision agencies to stimulate 
companies to set up and improve their compliance management sys-
tems? 

VIII. What are the pro’s and con’s of mandatory systems (like in Norway) 
as opposed to voluntary systems (like in the Netherlands)? In which 
way can punitive sanctions and systems relying on reasonable trust 
be combined in such a way that sanctions are not harmful to the 
open attitude which is needed for further improvement of CMS’s but 
intentional or system-inherent infractions can still be counter-
manded efficiently?  

IX.  Is the model of four levels of trust beneficial for the improvement of 
CMS’s? 
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A specific item in this project is how we can respond to the development 
of internationally integrated management systems multinational compa-
nies tend to implement more and more. Supervision on multinational 
companies with internationally aligned management systems offers the 
opportunity for international cooperation between supervisors.  
 
Notes: 
1) 
In preparing this proposal the EU DG Environment is consulted. This to 
seek alignment with the process of revision of the EMAS regulation. The 
first project gives suggestions for the EMAS revision. For the preparation 
of question VI, explicit cooperation between DG Environment and IMPEL 
will be organized. Results of research and analysis will be involved in both 
projects. 
 
2) 
For the questions 3 and 4 studies and reports regarding enforcement 
strategies on management systems which are based on ISO 14001 or 
EMAS, will be taking into account. 
 
3)  
In the Netherlands preparations are made for new legislation which inte-
grate environment, building and safety regulation. In this legislation  the 
compliance assurance by private parties will be positioned. This aspect is 
also addressed. You can find it in question IV. The researchers of this pro-
ject will be cooperate. 
 
4) 
The Dutch federation of Chemical Industries supports this project. 

1.2. Link to MAWP 
2010 – 2012 and 
IMPEL’s role and 
scope 

Strategic Goal II: Improving methodologies 
Strategic Goal III: Development of good practices 
Strategic Goal IV: New instruments in environmental protection 
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1.3. Objective (s) The overall aim of this project is to create instruments for inspectorates 
and public supervisors to assess CMSs in such a way that it gives a valu-
able differentiation between companies with different levels of being in 
control and environmental performance.  
 
Find and provide criteria for good judgement about CMSs.  
Find and provide criteria for public supervisors to rely on the assessment 
of CMS by third parties.  
Find and provide meaningful incentives that can be given by public bodies 
to encourage the implementation of CMS and improves the environ-
mental performance. 
Find and provide system requirements to be considered in the next EMAS 
revision. 
 
Explore potential ways for a coordinated approach on international CMS  
supervision. 

1.4. Definition The objectives will be achieved by: 

 Project meetings with participation of multinationals, universities and 
third parties (competent bodies);1 

Organizing a workshop with participation of multinationals, universities, 
competent bodies and Commission representatives to discuss the an-
swers and the findings of the project meetings.  

1.5. Product(s) A final project report containing findings, conclusions and recommenda-
tions on: 
1. The way to assess compliance management systems in such a way 

that it gives a meaningful differentiation between companies with dif-
ferent levels of being in control. 

2. Findings of scientific proof for the effectiveness of environmental 
management systems regarding assurance of legal compliance and 
environmental performance. 

3. The critical control mechanisms in the accreditation structure to rely 
on the assessment of CMS by third parties. 

4. A differentiation on incentives can be given by public bodies to en-
courage the implementation of compliance management systems tak-
ing into account their level of effectiveness. 

5. System requirements (e.g. risk management, internal supervision etc.) 
to be considered and suggest as part of the next EMAS revision   

 

Part of the report is an annex with a guidance for supervising compliance 
management systems; 
 

The report gives suggestions for international cooperation between in-
spectorates to exchange information on supervising multinational com-
panies (secured supervising network specific multinational companies). 

 

                                                           
1
  We would gladly like from every IMPEL MS (that is part of the core team) a multinational company, an univer-

sity and a third party participating in the project. The participation of these parties is at their own cost or external 
funding (participation is not financed by the IMPEL budget). 
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2. Structure of the project 
2.1. Participants 
 

1) International Project Team: 6 experts from 6 IMPEL Member Countries  
2) Workshop: 30 experts ( 15 from IMPEL Member Countries,  5 from in-
dustry, 1 from Commission, 5 from Universities, 4 Third parties [Accredita-
tion body])   

2.2. Project team Experts from 6 IMPEL Member Countries2: 
The Netherlands, Province of Noord Brabant (Lead Country) 
England and Wales, Germany, Portugal, Scotland, …., ….3 

 

2.3. Managers 
Executor 

Mr. Paul Meerman and  Mr. Han de Haas, Province of Noord Brabant 

2.4. Reporting  
arrangements 

Regular reporting to Cluster Improving permitting, inspection and en-
forcement  

2.5 Dissemination 
of results / main 
target groups 

The report will be put on the IMPEL website and disseminated to the au-
thorities in the Member States. The report will also be submitted to the 
EU institutions. 

 

                                                           
2
  The preference for this project is participation form north western, southern and eastern Europe member states. 

Via the IMPEL MS we opt for a participation of an inspectorate, a multinational, an university and a third party in 
the MS. For participation in this project it  is important that all  participants (Inspectorate, multinational, university 
and third party) can provide a substantive contribution to the research / objectives. 

3
 England and Wales, Germany, Portugal, Scotland support the project (September 2012) 
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3. Resources required 
 

3.1 Project costs 
and budget plan 
 

 2013 
€ 

1. Overhead (organisation) costs :  

2. Project meeting costs:  4.500 

Two Project Team Meetings 2013   

No of IMPEL Participants: 6  

Travel:                          5 * 2 * € 360  3.600 

Accommodation:        5 * 2 * € 90  900 

Catering4:                     2 * € 0 0 

Meeting venue:         2 * € 0 0 

   

 3. Workshop:  8.250 

 Workshop June 2013   

 No of IMPEL Participants:   15  

 Travel:                        15 * 1 * € 360 5.400 

 Accommodation:     15 * 1 * € 90 1.350 

 Catering:                    1* € 750 750 

 Meeting venue:        1* € 750 750 

   

 
 
 
 
 

 

4. Other costs:  

Consultant: 10.000 

Translation:  

Dissemination:  

Other (specify):  

TOTAL cost:  22.750 

 
3.2. Fin. from IM-
PEL budget  

Overhead costs 
Project meeting + workshop: 

 Other costs, Consultant: 

 
12.750 

0 

3.3. Co-financing 
by MS (and any 
other) 

Overhead costs:   

Project meeting costs: 
 

 

Other Costs: 
Consultant– Contribution of the Province of Noord 
Brabant  

 
10.000 

3.4. Human from 
MS  

10 days for project team members 

 
 

                                                           
4
  Including the participation of  a multinational, a university and a third party in the MS.   

 

We will ask the host Member State if they want to take care of the costs of catering and venue. 
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4. Quality review mechanisms 
By Project Team and Cluster 

 

5. Legal base  
5.1. Directive /  
Regulation / Deci-
sion 

RMCEI 
EMAS Regulation 

5.2. Article and  
description 

 

5.3 Link to the  
6th EAP 

 

 

6. Project planning 
6.1. Approval Cluster I approval in October 2012 

General Assembly Meeting approval in December 2012 

6.2. Financial  
Contributions 

 

6.3. Start January 2013 
 

6.4 Milestones  Two project meetings : February and April 2013,  

 Workshop: June 2013 

 Writing interim report: July-August 2013 
Presentation interim results in Cluster i, October 2013 
 
Planning 2014; to be executed after approval of the GA December 2013 

 Two project meetings : January and March 2014,  

 Workshop: May 2014 

 Writing end report: June-July-August 2014 
Presentation final results in Cluster i, October 2014 

6.5 Products Project meetings, workshop, report 

6.6 Adoption By IMPEL General Assembly, December 2014 
 


