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Introduction to IMPEL

The European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental
Law (IMPEL) is an international non-profit association of the environmental authorities of
the EU Member States, acceding and candidate countries of the European Union and EEA
countries. The association is registered in Belgium and its legal seat is in Brussels, Belgium.

IMPEL was set up in 1992 as an informal Network of European regulators and authorities
concerned with the implementation and enforcement of environmental law. The Network’s
objective is to create the necessary impetus in the European Community to make progress
on ensuring a more effective application of environmental legislation. The core of the IMPEL
activities concerns awareness raising, capacity building and exchange of information and
experiences on implementation, enforcement and international enforcement collaboration
as well as promoting and supporting the practicability and enforceability of European
environmental legislation.

During the previous years IMPEL has developed into a considerable, widely known
organisation, being mentioned in a number of EU legislative and policy documents, e.g. the
7th Environment Action Programme and the Recommendation on Minimum Criteria for

Environmental Inspections.

The expertise and experience of the participants within IMPEL make the network uniquely
qualified to work on both technical and regulatory aspects of EU environmental legislation.

Information on the IMPEL Network is also available through its website at: www.impel.eu
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Executive Summary

Due to the amendment of the Waste Shipment Regulation (WSR) which obliged EU Member States to
ensure that waste shipment inspection plans are established for their territory as from January 2017,
a two-year IMPEL project was started in 2015 to prepare useful guidance for inspection planners. The
German-led project team consisted of members from six countries; altogether 20 countries
participated actively in the project. In a first stage, existing inspection plans were collected and
discussed and a survey organised to get more information on the status of inspection planning in
participant countries. On the basis of the survey results and of input from an expert workshop and
other discussions, a “Guidance on Effective Waste Shipment Inspection Planning” was drafted,
circulated in various versions and finalised in November 2016. The guideline explains relevant
requirements of the WSR, presents best practice examples and gives recommendations on how to
plan effective waste shipment inspections. This report outlines the objectives and structure of the
project, the results of the survey, the evolution of the WSIP guideline, and the issues and results of
discussion.

Disclaimer

This report is the result of a project within the IMPEL network. The content does not necessarily
represent the view of the national administrations or the Commission.
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1. Introduction

The new Art. 50(2a) of the EU Waste Shipment Regulation (WSR) - as amended by Regulation (EU) No
660/2014 - lays down that by 1 January 2017, Member States shall ensure establishment of one or more
inspection plans in respect of their entire geographical territory. These plans refer to inspections under
Art. 50(2) WSR, i.e. of establishments, undertakings, brokers and dealers under Art. 34 of Directive
2008/98/EC (the Waste Framework Directive), and of shipments of waste and of the related recovery or
disposal.

Under the new WSR rules, inspection plans (IPs) must meet the following requirements:

B |Ps shall be based on a risk assessment
»  covering specific waste streams and source of illegal shipments,
» considering intelligence-based data, if available and where appropriate,
» aiming to identify minimum number of required inspections and physical checks.

B |Ps shall be reviewed at least every 3 years.

B Plans shall include certain elements:
» objectives and priorities,
» geographical area covered,
» information on planned inspections, including physical checks,
» tasks assigned to each authority involved,
» arrangements for cooperation between authorities involved,
» information on the training of inspectors,
» information on the human, financial and other resources for the implementation of the IP.

Inspections of shipments may take place:
e atthe point of origin (producer, holder, notifier),
e at the point of destination (consignee, facilities),
e at the frontiers of the Union,
e during the shipment within the Union.

Inspections shall include:
e administrative checking (verification of documents, confirmation of identity), and
e physical checking of the waste (if appropriate).
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During the IMPEL-TFS conference of 2014 participants expressed the need to develop a standard
format/template or at least a guideline for an inspection plan in line with the requirements of the WSR
which should make IPs also more comparable. They also supported an exchange of existing plans,
experiences and priorities. Consequently, terms of reference (ToR) were drafted for an IMPEL project to
that effect (“Waste Shipment Inspection Planning - WSIP”) and adopted by the IMPEL General Assembly
in Rome on 11-12 December 2014 as project 2015/04. Updated ToR were prepared for 2016 and
adopted by the next General Assembly in Luxembourg on 1 December 2015 as project 2016/05 (see
Annex).

The objectives of the project were:
e to develop a guideline for waste shipment inspection planning and the preceding risk
assessment;
e to exchange best practices and experiences regarding inspection plans.

As a result, Member States should be able to draft comparable inspection plans by using the same or
equivalent IP elements, e.g. concerning risk assessment. This is important for creating a level playing
field since there exist currently huge differences in the implementation of the WSR while illegal
trafficking within Europe and port hopping constitute serious challenges (see recent reports of the IMPEL
Enforcement Actions project).

As a first step to achieve these objectives, a platform was established on the IMPEL Basecamp where
project participants could upload their own existing or draft inspection plans and exchange views and
experiences with other participants about those plans and the problems encountered in inspection
planning as well as the best practices for their solution. A special project site was set up on Basecamp for
this purpose in February 2015.

Next, a questionnaire was developed with 10 questions on the current status of waste shipment
inspection planning and the envisaged changes in the participant countries. This questionnaire was sent
to project participants in March 2015. Most participants answered in the following three months but
some replies were received as late as February 2016. Altogether 23 competent authorities in 17 IMPEL
member countries provided information on the questions asked. More details on the survey will be given
in section 2 below.

On the basis of this information and after a workshop discussion at the IMPEL-TFS Conference in
Ljubljana (Slovenia) in October 2015, the project team started work on a guidance document for
effective inspection planning. The tasks were distributed at a first team meeting in Frankfurt (Main) on
21-22 October 2015. A first draft of the guideline was circulated to participants via e-mail and Basecamp
in March 2016. The discussion was continued in the following months, especially at an expert workshop
in Frankfurt on 12-13 April 2016, at the IMPEL Waste & TFS Conference in Eschborn on 8-10 June 2016
and at the final project team meeting in Frankfurt on 27-28 October 2016. The last (17") version of the

7/31



document was finalised under the title “Guidance on Effective Waste Shipment Inspection Planning” on

9 November 2016. More information can be found below in section 3.

The project was led by Germany, with Thomas Ormond of RP Darmstadt (Regional authority of
South Hessen) acting as project manager. Apart from him, the project team consisted of

Katharina Aiblinger Madersbacher, Regional authority of Lower Bavaria, DE

Jurgen Decker, Regional authority of Central Hessen, DE

Katie Olley, Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), UK

Bart Palmans, Flemish Environmental Inspection Service, BE

Frank Peen, Environment & Transport Inspectorate (ILenT), NL

Bojan Pockar, Slovenian Inspectorate for Environment etc, SI

Maria Polixa, Regional authority of South Hessen, DE

Mark Preston, Northern Ireland Environment Agency (NIEA), UK

Hilde Sundt Skalevag, replaced in January 2016 by Thor Jostein Dahlstrgm, both from the
Norwegian Environment Agency, NO

24 IMPEL member countries registered as such on the project site on Basecamp: Austria,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom. Another three (Iceland, Kosovo, Slovenia)
registered with their national coordinators. 20 countries, including France and Sweden,
participated in the expert workshop in Frankfurt in April 2016 which means that altogether

29 IMPEL member countries participated in the project in some way or the other.

Peter Wessman from the European Commission (DG Environment) also took part in the WSIP
workshop and provided information and advice.
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2. Survey on inspection planning in participant countries

With the questionnaire of March 2015, the following questions were asked to the participants:

1.

Do you have written inspection plans (of any kind) for waste shipment inspections in your
country or region/organisation respectively? If so, please send examples.

. If not, when is it envisaged to draw up such plan(s)?

. How many and which authorities are competent for waste shipment planning in your

country?

. If your organisation is the or one of the competent authorities, for which geographic area are

you responsible? How many waste shipment inspectors are working in the field?

. What is the main focus of your inspections — road transports, containers in seaports, railways,

waste sites at origin or destination, others?

. How do you identify waste transports, e.g. on the road? Do they have to carry a certain sign

(like “A” in Germany)? Do you use police intelligence or information from customs to identify
them beforehand?

. How many and what kind of waste shipment inspections do you (does your organisation)

carry out per year?

. Do you carry out these inspections jointly with police, customs, other domestic and/or foreign

authorities? Do you participate in IMPEL-TFS “Enforcement Actions”?

. Does your organisation carry out training for waste shipment inspectors and other officers (of

police, customs etc.) participating in the inspections?

10. Please take a look at the uploaded copy of the “DTRT-TFS” guidance book (especially

chapters 3.3-3.5). Do you think this is a useful basis for inspection planning and for the
envisaged IMPEL guideline? What needs to be added? What is not necessary?

By February 2016, 23 competent authorities from the following 17 member countries gave
replies to the questionnaire: AT = Austria; BE = Belgium (Flanders); BG = Bulgaria; CH =
Switzerland; CY = Cyprus; DE = Germany (Lower Bavaria [“L.B.”], Central Hessen [“C.H.”], South
Hessen [“S.H.”], Miinster [“M{i”]); DK = Denmark; EE = Estonia; HU = Hungary; LU = Luxembourg;
LV = Latvia; NL = Netherlands; NO = Norway; PL = Poland; PT = Portugal; Sl = Slovenia; UK =
United Kingdom (England [“EN”], Northern Ireland [“N.L.”], Scotland [“SC”], Wales [“WA”"]).
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2.2.1

Existence of written inspection plans (Feb. 2016)

The following alternatives were indicated by participants:

2.2.4

Yes (separate document): 5 (AT, DK, HU, NL, NO)

Yes (part of general env. inspection plan): 4 (BE, PL, PT, Sl)

Yes (some elements): 4 (CY, DE-MU, LU, UK-EN + SC)

No: 9 (BG, CH, DE-L.B. + C.H. + S.H,, EE, LV, UK-N.I./WA)

Drafting of inspection plan envisaged?

In 2016 (at the latest), as a separate, formal waste shipment inspection plan:
BG, CY, DE, DK, EE, LU?, LV, SI, UK-N.I. + SC + WA

In 2016, as part of a general environmental inspection plan:

BE, PL?

Plan exists already and needs only update:

AT, NL, NO, PT, UK-EN

No formal plan envisaged: CH

Number of waste shipment planning authorities in the country

One central body: 14 (AT, BG, CH, CY, DK, EE, HU, LU, LV, NL, NO, PL, PT, SI)
Regional authorities (< 5): 2 (BE, UK)
Regional authorities (> 5): 1 (DE)

Number of waste shipment inspectors working in the field (2015)

Most of the participants answered for smaller countries with a central authority for waste
shipment inspection planning (or overall environmental inspection planning). The replies refer
to the number of staff employed for waste shipment inspections; in some cases this is
expressed in full-time equivalents (FTE). The numbers in brackets after the country indicate the
number of millions of inhabitants, in order to give an idea of proportion.

AT (8.5M): 7 (4 technical, 3 admin.)

BE / Flanders (6.4M): 9 (6.3 FTE)

DE / Central Hessen (1M): 4-5 (with small part of their time)

DE / South Hessen (3.8M): 20 (approx.; with small part of their time)
DE / Miinster region (2.6M): 5 (+ 15 for company checks)

LV (2M): 10 (with part of their time)

NL (16.8M): 15 (approx.)

NO (5.1M): 6 (with part of their time)
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PL (38.5M): 70 (approx.; with part of their time)

PT (10.5M): 8 (with part of their time)

SI(2.1M): 7-8 (plus potentially other env. inspectors)
UK / Northern Ireland (1.8M): 4

UK / Scotland (5.3M): 6 (incl. 1 intelligence officer)

UK / Wales (3.1M): 1 FTE

UK / England (54M): 12 (2015) + 5in 2016

Road transports:

13 (AT, BG, CH, DE-L.B. + C.H. + M{, DK, HU, LU, LV, NL, NO, PL)
Seaports / riverports:

12 (AT, BE, CY, DK, EE, LV, NL, NO, PL, UK-EN + N.I. + SC)
Railways: CH (rarely), HU

Waste sites at origin:

11 (AT, DE-L.B. + C.H. + MU, EE, NL, NO, SI, UK-N.I./SC/WA)
Waste sites at destination: 7 (AT, DE-L.B. + MU, EE, PL, SI, UK-WA)
Others:

- Waste co-digestion + bunker oil facilities (BE)

- Key players in export of specific waste materials (NL)

No specific focus: 2 (DE/S.H., PT)

By an external sign carried by vehicles:

CY, DE, Sl [often]

External appearance of vehicle, company name:

BE, DE, DK, SI

Use of police intelligence:

AT, DE / C.H.+S.H. only for site inspections, SI, UK

Use of information from Customs:

AT, CY, DE [C.H. only for site inspections], DK, EE, LV, NL [with specific risk profiles], NO,
PL, PT, SI, UK

Other sources:

LV (neighbour countries), UK (port systems)

No pre-selection, check of all transports or at random:
BG, CH, EE, HU, LU, PT, UK [on the road]
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BE/Flanders: 20 road checks (200 waste shipments), 20 port inspections (150 waste
shipments), plus ad-hoc interventions +200 upstream/downstream inspections; 10
“bunker oil” + 40 “co-digestion” company inspections in 2014; port inspections to be
raised to 50 in 2015.

CY: 100-200 doc. checks + 10-20 physical checks per year.

DE / Lower Bavaria: 26 road, border + company checks in 2014.

DE / Miinster: 49 transport inspections (1100 trucks) + 93 company checks in 2015.

DE / Central Hessen: 2-3 inspection days for waste-related road checks per year (40-60
trucks) plus 20-30 physical ad-hoc inspections or assessments of shipments inspected by
other authorities.

DE / South Hessen: 5 road checks, 55 company inspections, 6 riverport inspections
(TFS team) + dozens of checks without TFS focus.

DK: 13 inspection days on roads in 2014, with police + custom:s.

EE: 800 up-/downstream waste inspections, 4 port inspection days.

LV: about 50 waste shipment inspections in 2014.

NL: Checks of 230 containers + 600 transports + 250 administrative inspections planned
for 2015; Customs controls 3,500 containers in ports, police 600 more waste transports.
NO: 3inspection weeks in 2015 (for specific info see the published Norwegian
inspection plan).

PT: 11 inspection days, evenly split between roads, seaports and waste sites.

SI: 18 road, port + border inspections with Police + Customs, 50 company inspections in
2014.

UK / England: Checks of over 1,500 shipping containers per year.

UK / Northern Ireland: 200 inspections of ports and sites (evenly split)

UK / Scotland: 200 inspections at loading sites, 30 in ports + others

UK / Wales: 8 TFS-focused inspections in 2014 (4 at seaports)

No specific figures: AT, BG, LU, PL

The question whether the waste shipment inspection authority carries out inspections jointly
with Police, Customs, domestic and/or foreign authorities was answered with “Yes” by all
participants. Some of the replies, however, gave details on the type, frequency, objects and/or
locations of such joint inspections. Depending on the tasks assigned to each authority,
cooperation with Customs was more frequent in seaports, whereas joint action with Police
tended to be more relevant in roadside inspections. In the UK (especially in England) the
environment agencies often carry out their inspections alone and cooperation is practiced, if at
all, rather with Police than with Customs. In Germany, roadside checks on motorways are often
organised together with the Federal Office for Goods Transport (BAG).
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Nearly all competent authorities who replied participate in some way or the other in the IMPEL
“Enforcement Actions” project. Most of them do this in the form of joint inspections (AT, BG,
CY, DE, DK?, EE, LU, LV, NL, NO, PL?, PT, SI, UK-N.I. + SC + WA), some others (BE, CH, UK-EN) only
by providing inspection results. At the time of the survey only Hungary did not take part in the
IMPEL inspection campaigns but participated in other international inspection projects such as
the “ENIGMA 11I” operation organised by INTERPOL.

Nearly all organisations carry out training for their waste shipment inspectors and also for
officers of other authorities, such as Police and Customs. With most administrations the training
is informal; there is rarely a formal programme. Often the training is connected with the briefing
for an impending inspection campaign or with the debriefing after the inspections have taken
place.

Asked for comments about the IMPEL step-by-step guidance book “Doing the right things for
waste shipment inspections” (DTRT-TFS) of 2012, nine participants saw it as a “useful basis”
while others did not know the guidance or felt unable at the time to give qualified comments.
Concerning elements that needed to be added, two participants suggested an example or
template for a waste shipment inspection plan and examples of a risk assessment, methods, and
the use of IT tools, respectively. It was also proposed to shorten the instructions of the guidance
book. In later discussions, some inspectors took the view that the manual was still too
theoretical and lacked practical examples.

» Several participating countries had already (in 2015) waste shipment inspection plans in
place which could be used as examples, even if they do not meet exactly the requirements
of the WSR amendment. A general difficulty was that most of these plans were not
available in English and would need translation.

» Most countries will draft or adapt their inspection plans in 2016. This will happen in parallel
to the drafting of the IMPEL guideline. A smart exchange of information between IMPEL
and national level was thus seen as crucial.

» There are considerable differences in control standards, staffing and planning practices
between project countries. Even more divergences are probable in the case of non-
participants.
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» The “DTRT-TFS” guidance book could be seen as a potential basis for the WSIP guideline but
was not generally well known and regarded by some users as too theoretical.
Practical examples for risk assessments etc. should be added.
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3. Work on the WSIP Guideline

The project team at its first meeting in October 2015 discussed the structure of the envisaged
guidance documents and divided responsibilities as follows:
e 1. Introduction: Thomas Ormond
e 2. legal and economic context: Thomas Ormond
) 3. Risk assessment: Frank Peen, Bart Palmans, Bojan Pockar, Hilde Sundt Skalevag (with
assistance from Thomas Ormond)
e 4. Necessary elements of an Inspection Plan: Katie Olley, Mark Preston, Jiirgen Decker;
4(g) Training/communication: Katharina Aiblinger-Madersbacher
e 5. Reporting: Hilde Sundt Skalevag
e 6. Publication: Thomas Ormond
e 7.Review and evaluation: Frank Peen

Annexes (checklists, flowcharts, templates for an inspection plan and reporting, possibly a list of
planning authorities and useful links) were to be provided by the team members responsible for
the relevant text chapter, plus by others who could offer suitable templates and examples.

Hilde Sundt Skalevag was replaced by her colleague Thor Jostein Dahlstrem in early 2016.

The project team plus other project participants were asked in regular intervals for comments
on the evolving document. Before, during and after the expert workshop of April 2016 and in
later stages of revision the team also received comments from other experts.

Thomas Ormond as project manager was charged with the final editing of the guidance
document. Katie Olley undertook a language check in October 2016.

A first draft of the guideline was compiled and discussed by the project team in February 2016.
The first basically complete text version (no. 6) was circulated to project participants and other
interested parties via e-mail and IMPEL Basecamp on 11 March 2016, also in order to help with
the drafting of national or regional waste shipment inspection plans. Following a round of
comments, the document was modified and an updated version (no. 7) sent out on 5 April to
the registered participants of the expert workshop in Frankfurt (12-13 April 2016). The
discussion there again led to changes which were fed into another version (no. 9) circulated on
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27 May 2016. They concerned especially a slightly modified title (“Guidance to effective waste
shipment inspection planning”), the addition of text on alternative approaches to risk
assessment, changes regarding the review of risk assessments, and the addition of some more
annexes, including templates for Inspection Plan structure, risk assessment and a memorandum
of understanding (MoU).

The issue of waste shipment inspection planning was also discussed in one of the working
groups at the IMPEL Waste & TFS Conference in Eschborn on 8 June 2016. As a result, a number
of amendments and additions were made on the guidance document and version no. 10
circulated for commenting on 3 August 2016.

Following more comments from the project team and especially from the German Ministry of
the Environment (who called for a closer orientation on the wording of the Waste Shipment
Regulation and for more consideration of Germany’s federal structure), another update of the
guideline (version no. 12) was sent to participants on 21 October 2016. A slightly modified
version (no. 13) was the basis of discussion at the final project team meeting in Frankfurt on 27-
28 October 2016. After more e-mail exchange, mainly on the necessary elements of an
inspection plan and in particular the information on planned inspections, the last version
(no. 17) was finalised on 9 November 2016.
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4,

Issues of discussion and conclusions

The discussion at the expert workshop in April 2016 and the TFS Conference in June 2016

concentrated mainly on the following points:

1.

What should be the elements of the risk assessment? What method is best?

2. How do you identify the minimum number of inspections required?

3. Should there be a clear focus on certain waste streams (e.g. WEEE, batteries, ELVs, mixed

household waste)?

4. In how far do you need police intelligence for effective inspections?

. Should the waste authority conclude formal agreements (MoUs) for cooperation with other

authorities?

. Should the inspection plan also address the follow-up to inspections?
. What parts of the inspection plan are to be published?

The replies to these questions may be summarised as follows:

1.

Different methods of risk assessment lead to different approaches. There is a body of best
practices on risk assessment which can be used (described in the WSIP guideline) but
methods should not be applied schematically. It is essential to think carefully about different
types of risk and review the assessment regularly in tune with ongoing developments on the
waste market and concerning illegal waste shipments.

. It is difficult to determine minimum numbers of inspections, depending on differences in

geography, traffic axes, frequency of waste shipments etc. However, certain practical
experience can help to define a frequency of inspections which have a visible effect on the
behaviour of market actors.

. It is important to focus on priority waste streams with a high risk for the environment, in

order not to dissipate the limited resources of inspection authorities. This focus should also
be reflected in the inspection plan.

. Information is crucial for the planning of inspections. Therefore it is highly recommended to

establish a good working relationship with the Police (and Customs) and draw on their
knowledge about waste crime when inspection authorities deal with illegal waste shipments.
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5. Formal agreements with Police and Customs are not always necessary but they have proved
useful to define the different tasks, contact points and exchange of necessary information
and give cooperation a higher priority. Without a higher level agreement, such cooperation
too often depends on individual initiative and the quality of personal relations between
officers from the different authorities. In general, more awareness-raising, cooperation and
coordination seems necessary if illegal waste traffic is to be combated effectively.

6. It is sensible to address also the follow-up to inspections in the inspection plan, as site
closures, penal sanctions and other follow-up measures will be necessary to achieve an effect
with illegal traders and site operators, and might require considerable resources.

7. It is important to distinguish carefully between the “strategic” part that is suitable for
publication and the more operational part(s) that should stay internal. Also the question
when to publish may be relevant as publication can be an instrument of the authority to
influence public awareness and the behaviour of market actors.

18/31



(IMPELF:

Annexes

19/31



Annex |. Terms of reference

(update 2016 after Gen. Assembly 2015)

TOR Reference MNo.:

Auwthor{s): Thomas Ormond

Version: 2

Date: 23-10-2015

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

Imdustry

Waste and TF5
Water and land
MNature protection

Cross-cutting — tools and approaches -

1.2 Type of work you need funding for

<l

Exchamge visits

Peer reviews [e.g. IRI)
Conference

Development of tools/guidance
Comparison studies

Assessing legislation (checklist)
Other (please describe):

|IREY BN

to create a platform for exchanging practises
and experiences regarding inspection plans

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

Development of guidance regarding waste shipment inspection plans under Art. 50 (2a) of

Regulation (EC) No 10132006

1.4 Abbreviated name of work or project

Waste shipment inspection planning
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2. Outline business case {why this piece of work?}

' 2.1 Name the legislative driveris) where they exist [name the Directive, Regulation, etc.}

- amendment of Regulation (C) Mo 1013/2006 |Waste Shipment Regulzt on, W5R) by Rezulation
(EU; Mo 60,2011 of 15 May 2014;
Art 34 ot Directive NBORHC an waste.

3.2 Link to IMPEL MASP priority wark areas

1. Assislinembers Lo implement new legislation

Eu Id capacily in member orgarisations throuzh the IMPEL Review Iritiatves 4
3. Work on ‘problem areas’ al implementation indertfled by 1% PEL and the I
F.ropcan Commission v

2.3 wi'{y‘i; this work needed? (background, mativatians, aims, etc

The rew Art. 50 |2a] WSR lavs down that by T Lanuary 2017, EU Mermber Stales shall ensure
establishment of one or mare inspection plans In 'espect' of their entire geographical territory.
Thiese plans 1eler loiaspections under S¢t. E0(2) \WSR, i.e. of establishments, unde “taxings, brokers
and dealers 'n accardance with Art. 34 of Dircctive 2008/98/FC, and uf shipmenly uf wisste ane of
the related recovery or disposal.

Under the new WSR rules, irspection plans{iPs) must mest the fa lowing requirements:
B [Ps<shall be hased an a nzk azsessmernt
» covering specit © waste streams and sauree of illezal shipmenls,
#  ronsidering intelligence-h2sed daza, If available and where approp-iate,
¥ aiming to ‘dentify minimum number ot required inspections and physical checks.
B |Psshall be -eviewed st least cvery 3 years.

B Plawine ude mandatory elements:

objectives and prioiitics,

geopraphical area covered,

Information on planned inspections, includng ohysical checks,

tasks assigned ta each authority invalved,

arrangements for coaperation between authorities involved,

information on tae training of inspectors,

intormazion on the heman, finascial and other resources for the Implementation cf
e P

¥ O N Y

VWY

Inspections of shipmerts may take place:
B at the point of vrigin {prodecer, holder, notifer),
B at the poln: of destinztion (consiznee, “acilitivs),
B 3t the frcntiers ot the Union,
B during The sh pment within the Union.

Inspaections shall inclurd:s:
B sdministrative crecking (verificzt on ot docaments, cenfirmation of identity), and
B physica chacing of the waste (if aparopriaie).
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During the IMPLL-TFS canfurence of 2014 participants expreszed the need to develop a standard
format/temp ate or at least a guidel ne for an irspection planin line w th the “equirements ol the
WSR which should make IPs alsa more camparable. They alsu supvurted an exchasze of existing
plans, expérienies and priorities,

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

The objectives are:
» o develop a puiceline for waste shipment inspectian planning and the precading r sk
ass5assmMEent; )
* taexchange bast praclices and cxperierces regardiag inspactior plans.

As a resalt, Member States should be able to draft comparable inspection plans by using the same
or equivalent IP alemaents, c.g. conceming risk assessmant. This is imperlant for creating a level
plaving eld sirce there ewst currently huge differences in the implementation of zhe WSR while
illegal trafficking, within Eu-ape ard part hopping constitale serivus chal vnges 1see IMPEL-TFS
Enfarcement Actions 1l Final reponl).

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

*  Daing The Rignt Things for \Waste Shipment Inspections (D IRI-1FS = IMPFL project 2012/14):
This praject produced a "Step-ay-step guidas e hnok” on waste shipment inspections o~ the
bisis ot the DTRT metaodology, which car bz used as a starl ng point for 3 guideline on
insgection planning in actordasce with the latest WSR amenzdment.

»  Project 1D14/20 {Revelepiog o tool to review thz imoazcs af naw and existing logislation on
Transfrant'er Shiomerts of Waste [TFS]} aims also (o support the drafting of inzpection
strategics by competent authorities, kutin a more general way.
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3. Structure of the proposed activity

3.1 Describe the activities of the praposal fwhat are you going to do and how?) ' )

The oajactives will be achicved by:

Stea 1 [comoleted early 2015):

Creating a special plattorm on Basccamp for inspecta’s ard other parlicipants lu cxchange
Experiences, prioiilies and exisiing 1Ps.

Step 2 longoing)

Perticipants upload the already existing IPs in their couqtsy an Basecamp.

Step 3

The existing IP: will be analysed to see if they mest the cricena af the row WSR mencment [see
above), and the partic parts can discuss the pros and cons / advartages and wenknessos of these 1Ps
and ather possible aptinns.

Step 4

Developing a drett zuideline with element: of amode! inspect an plan.

Slep 5

An expert workshop to discuss the zuldeling as well as problerns, best practices and expariences
regarding inspections of waste shipments and waste sites.

Step b

Finzlisation of guidcline oy writte nAexl:hange and in a final project tearn rmestiag.

3.2 Describe the products of the proposal (what are you gaing ta produce in terms of

cutput / outcome?)
[ 1. & platform on Basccanp
2. Ovarview of existing IPs
3, Guideling for aninspection plan
4. Cxpet . workshop with reoo't

| 3.3 Describe the milestones of this proposal {how will you know if you are on track to
complete the wark an time?)

Nilestene d:lanuary 2015 Estabilishmant of speclzl platfarm
Milestone 2: Sepzember 2015 Collect on of existing Ii's
milestane 3: Nouvsmbier 2M5  Neerview nt oxist ng IPs
Milestone 4: February 2016 First draft of P guideline
Milestane 5; Farch or April 2016 Expert workshop
Milestore &: Scptembizr 2016 Finalisation of IP guideline
Milestore 7: Septembar/Octoker 2016 Firal sroject report

3.4 Risks {what are the patential risks for this project and what actions will be put In place
to mitigate these?) £
* Ovedispwith work of project 2014/20; To be avoided by timely coerdination.
¢ Dbsclescence of "Exiszing IF overview” by new Member Stzte IPs drafted in 2016: Broad
participation znd continual informatior should hels to update the IP averview and pravide a
solid basis far the guiceling at ‘east untll the sxpert warkshins in sorng 2016.
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4. Organisation of the work

[ 4.1 1ead [who will lead the work: name, organlsatién and country} — this must be conflrmed
_prier ta submission of tha TOR ta the Geaaral Assembly)

Thomas Ormond |RP Darrrstact = Regional zovernment o™ South | esse, GE)

4.2 Pge& team (who will take part: name, organisation and country}

Katharina Aiblinger-Madersbacher (Regional mov't of Lower Bavarla, DE
Jirgen Decker [Reg onal gav’t of Central Hesse, DE)

Maria Polixa (RP Darmstadt, DE)

Katle Olley (Scotzish CPA, UIC)

Mark Preston (Northers Ireland Env. Agenvy, UK}

Bart Pzlrmans (Flemish Env. Inspectorate, BE)

Frank Peen (1T - Inspectaraie ‘or Cnvironment & Trarsport. No)

Bojan Pocka- |Slovenizn Inspectarate af Fnvironmenl & Sparial Pla aning, Sli
Hildir Sundz SkZlevix (No-wegian Environment Agercy, NOj

4.3 Other IMPEL participants {name, erganisztion and country}
Currently 13 cther campetent waste autharities In 12 countrivs: AT, BG, CH, CY, DK, EE. HU. LU, LV,
PI, PT, UK (Enzland - Wales|

4.4. Othey non-IMPEL participants {name, organisation and country)
the {if possible CU Commission) ‘

5. High level butiget projection of the proposal. In case this is a multi-year
project, identify future requirements as much as possible

Year1/ 2015 {exact] Year2/2016 | Year3 | Yeard

How much money do you

require from IMPEL? 2,700 € 14,510€

Howr much money is to be co- | B50£ [for participation | aparox, 1,000 €

financed in TFS Confererce) (for catering
costs/cverhead
/ participaticn
in TFS
Lanference)

Tatal budget 3.350€ | L5510 €
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6. Detailed event costs of the work for year 1 and 2

Travel € Hotel € Catering€  Totalcosts €
(e €351 pe- Iprax €80 oer aight| | {max €25 par day|
reharn Jonrney|

| Eventl 1,525 675 500 2,700
Fenjed team mesong
Detgher 2045
Frankfunt am Mo, OF
7
-z

Event 2 {year 31) 7,560 2,700 1,000 | 12,260
Expert winkshien + projecy
teom meeting
Mosch/Aprit 2008
Frankiies e fdin, QF :
212 furorkshop) /8 (rearn wmtg.) |
2

Event 3 {year 2!} 2,000

Project foam meeting

Seplember 20356

Feanlgurt om ldain, DE

B

3-Z

Event 4

<¥ype of event>
JsDataof event>

slacotivan 2

“No. of pariiciponis >

hie. of davefulghcs»
Total costs for all events 12525 € 2,175¢ 2,000¢€ 17210¢

{In year 1 and 21]

750 s00 3,250

7. Detailed other costs of the work for year 1

7.1 Are you using a ™ Yes F v No
consultant?

7.2 What are the tatal costs
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' for the consultant?

7.3 Who is paying for the
consyltant?

7.4. What will the consultant
do?

7.5 Are there any additional
costs?

[V ves

Mamcly: approx. 650 €

~ Ne

7.6 What are the additional
costs for?

Parlicipation of project manage« [fo- arcject preseniatioe)in TFS
Canfererce 2012

7.7 Who is paying for the
additional costs?

7.8. Are you seeking other
funding sources?

Lead cauntry [DF £ Hessen)

7.9 Do you need budget for

communications around the
project? If so, describe what
type of activitles and the

| related costs

I~ Yes ¥ Na
Hamely-
I Yes F Mo
Marnely:
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8. ‘Communication and follaw-up {checklist)

what | 8y when
&1 Indicate which TOR" = | & |7na
communication materials will | neerim resort” * W | Ateer step 3, Nov. 2¢15
be developed throughout the | 5 . ject report” * 7 | Nov. 2016
projectand when I'ragress reportis) ¥ ¥ when asked

Press seleases ’
{all to be sent ta the e Kicl — 5
communications officer atthe | o\ e 01 the website I | When askec
IMPEL secretariot) Newss items for the e-newslztzer | [~

Project sbstract” = ‘When ashec

IMPEL 2t 5 Glance r

Other, [mve cetai's): -
8.2 Milestones / Scheduled Crrahzr 2015 - tirst project team meeting

meetings [for the website
_diary) -

fiasch/april 2016 - vxoert workshep
Septembar 2016 - “nal project weam meeting

8.3 Images for the IMPEL

| Image bank

8.4 Indicate which materials
will be translated and into
which languages

I Yes ¥ o

Guideline for II's have te be trarslated by partic’ pating Member
States,

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

8.6 |dentify which
groups/institutions will be
targeted and how

¥ris, @ platfarm tor national IPs on Bzsecamp.

Member States ard LU Dammission wil be asked for comments as
project participants znd at the eavisnged rapert workshop,
respactively. x

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

l

Drafling of nspection plans by EU Member States
“Risk assessment” guida sce by EU Commission

I T ptuies cre ovonlable ond sheo'd Ee wsad, 4 bngotory
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9. Remarks

15 there diglhinia eise puu would ke 15 add (o e Terma of Sefsrenis tho! has e brea seveced cixese?

T

l in case of doubts or questions please contact the

Draft and finol versions need to be sent to the
- ‘arint in word format, not in POF.

Thank you.
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Annex Il. Programme of expert workshop

European Union Network for
the Implementation and Enforcement
of Environmental Law

IMPEL-TFS ,Waste Shipment Inspection Planning"™ (WSIP) project

EFFECTIVE PLANNING OF WASTE SHIPMENT INSPECTIONS

Expert workshop 12-13 April 2016 in Frankfurt am Main

PROGRAMME

Venue: Administrative Centre Gutleutstrasse 130 (Central building), Room U 1.50 a-c

Times: - Tuesday 12 April, 14.00-18.00h; Wednesday 13 April, 09.00-12.30h and 13.30-15.00h

Afternoon session: Introduction, problems, experiences
12 April 2016
13.00 hrs Registration of participants

14.00 hrs Words of welcome

- Thomas Ormond (Regierungspréisidium Darmstadt — Regional government
of South Hesse, DE - and Project manager “WSIP”)

- Anne-Karin Walter (Hessian Ministry of the Environment, Climate
Protection, Agriculture and Consumer Protection, DE)

14:20 hrs Introduction to the IMPEL “Wastes Shipment Inspection Planning” project

Thomas Ormond
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14.40 hrs

Importance of inspection planning for the implementation of waste shipment
law and the EU circular economy

Peter Wessman (European Commission)

15.00 hrs The threat of criminal waste shipments and possible ways to tackle it
Katie Olley (Scottish Environmental Protection Agency, UK)
15.20 hrs Coffee / tea break
15.50 hrs Resources as a limiting factor for effective inspections
Jiirgen Decker (Regional gov’t of Central Hesse, DE)
16.10 hrs Planning of waste inspections in seaports
Frank Peen (Environment and Transport Inspectorate, NL)
16.30 hrs Planning of waste shipment inspections by Customs
Lisa Zitzmann (German Customs)
16.50 hrs Planning of roadside checks in Germany by the BAG
Bettina Spies (BAG - Federal Office of Goods Transport, DE)
17.10 hrs Waste shipment inspection planning in Norway
Thor Jostein Dahlstrém (Norwegian Environment Agency, NO)
17.30 hrs Inspection planning in a small country - Slovenia
Anita Berginc (Environment Inspectorate, Sl)
18.00 hrs Closing day 1
19.00 hrs Departure from lobby of Ibis Hotel (Speicherstr. 4) for dinner
13 April 2016 Morning session: Best practices + key elements of the draft guideline
09.00 hrs Use of police intelligence for inspection planning
Rob Wood (Environment Agency England, UK)
09.30 hrs Risk assessment
Bart Palmans (Flemish Inspection Agency, BE)
10.00 hrs Necessary elements of an inspection plan

Mark Preston (Northern Ireland Environment Agency, UK)
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10.20 hrs Effective controls through close cooperation and concentrated training
Katharina Aiblinger-Madersbacher (Regional gov’ of Lower Bavaria, DE)

10.40 hrs Coffee / tea break
11.00 hrs Working groups on key aspects of the draft IMPEL guideline

1) Risk assessment and priorisation (Chair: Bart Palmans)

2) Cooperation arrangements and exchange of information

(Chair: Katharina Aiblinger-Madersbacher)
12.30 hrs Lunch break
13 April 2016 Afternoon session
13.30 hrs Feedback from the working groups to the plenary
14.00 hrs Discussion on conclusions and recommendations
14.50 hrs Final remarks
Thomas Ormond

15.00 hrs End of workshop
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