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Infroduction to IMPEL

The European Union Network for the Implementation and Enforcement
of Environmental Law (IMPEL) is an international association of
environmental authorities of EU Member States, acceding and
candidate countries, and Norway.

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

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. It promotes the exchange of
information and experience and the development of environmental
legislation, with special emphasis on Community environmental
legislation. It provides a framework for policy makers, environmental
inspectors and enforcement officers to exchange ideas, and
encourages the development of enforcement structures and best
practices.

For further information on IMPEL see:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/environment/impel




Title report:

Workshop on assessing the practicability
and enforceability of EU environmentall
legislation and the use of the IMPEL and
NEPA checklists - lessons learnt and ways
forward, Proceedings

Number report:
2008/X

Project manager:
Mr Jan Teekens, VROM Inspectorate, The
Netherlands (jan.teekens@minvrom.nl)

Report adopted at IMPEL
Plenary Meeting:
XXXXXX

Author:
Dr Andrew Farmer (IEEP)

Number of pages:
Report: 28
Annexes: 5

Workshop participants:

Representatives of IMPEL Member countries, the European Commission and
the Network of Heads of European Environmental Protection Agencies (NEPA)




Executive summary — Introduction

On 18 September 2008 a joint IMPEL and European Commission
workshop was held in Brussels to discuss the use of IMPEL’s Practicability
and Enforceability Checklist and the Checklist from the "Barriers to
Good Environmental Regulation” Report produced by the Network of
Heads of European Environmental Protection Agencies (NEPA). In
particular lessons were discussed from the use of these two checklists in
the IMPEL project analysing the Commission’s IPPC Recast Proposal.

The workshop included presentations from IMPEL members and the
Commission involved in the project and from the Secretariat of NEPA.

Participants reached the following conclusions:

The IMPEL project analysing the Commission’s IPPC Recast Proposal
provided a good opportunity to feedback practical experience into
the policy development process. It was therefore considered to be
very successful and further use of the checklists is highly
recommended.

The questions in the two checklists were tailored to the Recast
Proposal; this approach worked well in eliciting information from IMPEL
members.

Using the checklists does require information on enforceability and
practicability fo be available. This can be a challenge with proposed
legislation in a new area.

The checklists can be used at any stage in the policy cycle, tailored to
the issues or texts that are relevant.

The checklist is not only for use by IMPEL members. It is important,
therefore, for IMPEL to promote the checklist so that others will be
stimulated to use it.

There would be benefits in simplifying the IMPEL and NEPA checklists in
the future, producing a consolidated version.

It is very important to make reports on practicability and enforceability
assessments visible, to ensure that IMPEL members and other actors
and stakeholders use the reports.

It would be beneficial to embed practicability and enforceability
assessments more routinely within the legislative development process.
The checklists could act as a quality standard.

The IMPEL project analysing the Commission’s IPPC Recast Proposal
had a very tight timetable to turn information around. Critically,
effective planning ensured that the tight timetable was adhered to.
Projects such as that on the IPPC Recast Proposal throw into question
how quickly IMPEL can operate. To engage with the policy cycle,
IMPEL will, at fimes, need to react quickly. Therefore, it may be
beneficial for IMPEL to agree an ongoing programme relating to the
use of the checklist, rather than needing to seek approval from the
Plenary on every occasion that the checklist should be used.




Disclaimer

* Thisreportis 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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Workshop on assessing the practicability and enfoeability of EU
environmental legislation and the use of the IMPELand NEPA checklists -
lessons learnt and ways forward

Organised by the European Commission and IMPEL
Brussels, 18 September 2008

1. Introduction

To contribute to the practicability and enforceipibf EC environmental law IMPEL
and the Network of Heads of European Environmewptdetion Agencies (NEPA)
recently took several initiatives. IMPEL assesdeel Recast Proposal for the IPPC
Directive and six industrial emissions Directiveadopted by the European
Commission in December 2007, using the IMPEL pcatiiity and enforceability
checklist. NEPA published a vision paper “Improvitige Effectiveness of EU
Environmental Regulation”. It recommended in theore to “Incorporate and support
implementation of the IMPEL and the Network of Head European Environment
Protection Agencies’ Barriers checklists into then@nission’s Impact Assessment
and policy-making procedures to improve the quatifynew legislation.” These
initiatives link up with the work of the Europeami@mission on improving EC law
and Better Regulation, such as the CommunicatioEti®ope of Results — Applying
Community Law” and the review of the EU impact asseent guidelines.

A copy of the IMPEL Practicability and EnforceatylChecklist is available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/impel/pdf/pe_chetkidf

A copy of the IMPEL report on assessing the prabilty and enforceability of the
IPPC Recast Proposal is available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/impel/pdf/checklreport. pdf

A copy of the NEPA paper “Barriers to Good Envirantal Legislation”, containing
the Checklist “Identifying barriers to good envimeantal regulation” is available at:
http://epanet.ew.eea.europa.eu/fol249409/fol2494[2¥9409/helsinki-statement

A copy of the NEPA paper “Improving the Effectiveseof EU Environmental
Regulation” is available at:
http://epanet.ew.eea.europa.eu/fol249409/fol24 BEG/statement-vision-paper

A copy of the Commission Communication “A Europe Résults — Applying
Community Law” is available at:

http://eur-

lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=SPLIT _I@Q007:0502(01):FIN:EN:
PDF

IMPEL and European Commission jointly organisedna-day workshop to discuss
the outcomes and uptake of these different inigatiand consider how to proceed
further. Participants at the workshop (experts friglamber States, IMPEL, NEPA

and the European Commission) were invited to pitabeir ideas and thoughts on:



 where in the EU policy and legislative cycle preakility and enforceability
issues should be addressed and how and by whom.

« the use of the IMPEL and NEPA checklists so far amdat possible
improvements both procedural and as regards coobetd be considered.

* what further practicability and enforceabilégsessments could be undertaken.

The overall aim of the workshop was to supportviioek on Better Regulation and to
further raise attention to the need to effectivalyolve regulators and practitioners in
the EU policy and legislative process.

This report presents a summary of the presentagomen at the workshop, a record
of the discussions that were held and conclusiosracommendations for IMPEL,
Commission and others to take forward work on imprg the practicability and

enforceability of environmental legislation.



2. Assessing the Practicability and Enforceabilitgf EU
Environmental Legislation, State of Play

Jan Teekens, VROM-Inspectorate, the Netherlands

IMPEL has been in existence since 1992, but itsistaas recently changed to that of
an International Association. A main focus of therkvof IMPEL is to improve the
application of environmental legislation across Hld. As part of this aim, Better
Regulation has been a core concern of IMPEL foumber of years. In response,
IMPEL established a Better Regulation Cluster \higr aims:

- to create the necessary impetus in the Europeamt@aity to make progress
on ensuring a more effective application of envinemtal legislation.

- to ensure that existing and proposed legislationcassistent with the
principles of Better Regulation and that such legjisn is practicable and
enforceable.

Across the Member States there is often an impléstien deficit — a failure to
achieve full implementation. This is often due e testablishment of a poor legal
base (lack of, or incomplete, transposition or po@stablished provisions in the
Member States’ law) or poor implementation condisigsuch as through competent
authorities having insufficient resources). Vari@gsions have been taken to tackle
this problem, including:

- The EU Joint Practical Guide for the EU institugon
- Impact Assessment Guidelines.
- IMPEL and NEPA Better Regulation Initiatives.

All of these measures focus on assessing issues dhae in legislative
implementation with the aim to improve the quabfylegislation that is adopted.

An important response from IMPEL to tackle probleofsimplementation was to
develop the practicability and enforceability cHestk In developing this the
following questions were considered:

- What are the practicability and enforcement issues?
- Where do they occur in the regulatory cycle and¥vhy
- What can be done, and by whom, during and afteletiislative process?

In considering practicability and enforceabilitgu®s, it is important to consider how

these relate to different elements of the EU RegnjaCycle. This cycle is set out
below.
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- EU Transposition
Legislation P

Revision Implementation
| Monitoring
Evaluation (of implementation
Review Inspection
Enforcement

Practicability and enforceability issues can aesany point in the regulatory cycle.
For example, at the point of transposition it mayfbund that a Directive is not as
clear in its provisions as was originally thougrthere may also be practical problems
of interactions with other Directives. Implementati problems may arise due to
complexity of the law or high costs.

The IMPEL Practicability and Enforceability Chedtliwas, therefore, developed in
order to enable actors and stakeholders in thel&yie and implementation process
to assess legislation and implementation effortsyamous aspects of practicability
and enforceability, both ex-ante and ex-post. Thecklist considers legislation in
both Directive and Regulation format. The Checldshtains 51 questions structured
in 5 sections. It is not a prescriptive tool. Usenay decide to use parts of the
checklist selectively and asking the questionssigrgortant as answering them — in
any given case it would be unlikely that all 51 sfiens need to be answered. Its use
can be flexible — such as an aide-mémoire, checklisquestionnaire — whichever is
most appropriate to the issue being considered.

The five sections of the Checklist contain questimlating to:

- Choice of legislative instrument — e.g. Regulatomirective.
- Suitability for transposition and implementation.

« Quality of the legislation.

- Practicability for compliance by the regulated &trgroup.

- Enforceability of the legislation.

The aim of the checklist is to help structure thecalssion on practicability and
enforceability of proposals. However, to do thissiimportant to get input from key
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stakeholders in order to get the right informattonanswer the questions that are
raised. Therefore, consultation with stakeholdbamukl be timely and, to do this, they
need an accurate and up-to-date timetable of thsldtive agenda. Overall, the
checklist should provide an excellent structureframe thinking and conduct a
suitable analysis, for example to frame ex-anteeaiost assessments.

Practicability and enforceability issues can bengxad at different stages of the
development of EU legislation. The following Figusets out the EU legislative
development and implementation processes and haegtigability and enforceability
issues can be considered and by whom. Ex-antesassescan be undertaken prior to
adoption of a proposal; through to considerationhgyEU institutions in the adoption
process and by Member States in addressing howegtiye is to be transposed. Ex-
post assessment, such as during the review ofextide, is also an important time to
assess practicability and enforceability questions.

Legislative and Implementation process Ex-ante P& E assessments

- Commission working proposals use of P&E Checklist by

Commission staff
and MS experts

E ImpactAssessment consultation ]
input MS Competent

U Proposed Regulaﬁon A UthOf/t/eS/[MPEL

use of P&E Checklist by MS
negotiators, MEPs, and Council, EP
and Commission staff

input MS Campetent
Authorities/IMPEL
Complementary Transposition use of P&E Checklist by MS
legislation legislation legislators
input MS Campetent
National Authorities/IMPEL
Implementation use of P&E Checklist by
Ex-post P&E Inspection/Enforcement MS Competent A uthorities/IMPEL
assessments
Insights on P&E Issues guidance - exchange - co-operation

In 2007 the European Commission published a Comeatioh “A Europe of Results

— Applying Community Law’(COM (2007) 502). This stressed the need to consider
practicability and enforceability issues. For exé&mnm the section entitled ‘Increased
Attention to Implementation throughout the Policyc@’, the Communication stated:
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“Maximum effort should be made to ensure the glargimplicity, operability and
enforceability of legislation. Increased attentishould be paid to aspects of
implementation, management and enforcement in &weldpment of proposals, in
particular at the impact assessment stage, andghoait the policy cycle.”

The importance of practicability and enforceabihiys also been taken forward by the
Commission in its development of new Impact AssesgnsuidelineSon which the
Commission organised a public consultation in then®er of 2008. For example,
section 5.3.2 of these guidelines discusses the is§ proportionality, section 5.4.3
addresses the assessment of impacts at nationaégiothal level, section 5.4.4 (and
Annex 7.6) makes reference to the need to consadeministrative burdens for
administrations, section 5.4.5 addresses trangposind compliance issues. IMPEL
submitted comments on the draft guidelines and dhdteat practicability and
enforceability were better addressed in the docuntémwever, it does consider that
some parts could be made more concrete in spegifypnacticability and
enforceability assessment. For example, reducingrastrative burdens for industry
(such as information requirements) can increasebtindens for administrations and
these need to be fully considered. The final verssd the updated Guidelines is
expected to be available around the end of 2008.

The draft updated Guidelines are available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/consultatmes/ia quidelines draft text fin

al_en.pdf

IMPELs comments on the draft updated Guidelines anailable at: at
http://ec.europa.eu/governance/impact/consultatmes/contributions/public authorit
ies/impel en.pdf

The NEPA Paper “Improving the Effectiveness of Ebvitonmental Regulation”
also emphases the importance of practicabilityerfdrceability issues. It states:

“Effective policy-making processes ..... will requirbetter consideration of
implementation issues, involvement of regulatord ase of appropriate innovative
policy instruments and tools to enable practicedpprtionate and potentially, where
appropriate, risk-based solutions.”

With regard to the Commission’s Impact Assessmenti@ines, it goes on to state:

“Incorporate and support implementation of the INMIREhd the Network of Heads of
European Environment Protection Agencies’ Barriechecklists into the

! Impact assessment is a form of ex-ante assesstesigned to help in structuring
and developing policies. It identifies and assedbes problem at stake and the
objectives pursued. It helps to identify the maptians for achieving the objectives
and analyses the likely economic, environmental aodial impacts of their
implementation. It outlines advantages and disatdms of each option and
examines possible synergies and trade-offs. Arelffdimpact Assessments have so
far been undertaken and published.
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Commission’s Impact Assessment and policy-makingcg@dures to improve the
guality of new legislation.”

The IMPEL project to assess the IPPC Recast Prbpmsapracticability and
enforceability was the first real use of the IMPBhd NEPA checklists. It was,
therefore, a learning exercise. The project geadrkdrge interest amongst competent
authorities and the participation of these authewitvas highly valuable. Involvement
of the Commission in the process also proved toited in clarifying issues and
helping to keep the process focused. The procesH Mvas also a challenge. It
sometimes proved easier to obtain expert judgenratiisr than supporting facts and
figures and it was not always easy to distinguisitical issues from the political.

It is important to learn lessons from the IMPEL jpob on the IPPC Recast Proposal
so that future use of the checklist can be improviers therefore appropriate to ask
the following questions:

«  What can we learn from the use of the checklists?

-« What improvements both procedural and as regardgecb could be
considered?

- What further practicability and enforceability assments could be
undertaken?

- What other ways, and through what other means armhgements, can
practicability and enforceability issues be takanboard in a timely manner?
How can regulators and practitioners best be irawlin the assessment
process for that purpose?

In conclusion, the development of the practicapidihd enforceability checklist has
proved to be a valuable tool to structure analgsigroposed and existing legislation
to enhance implementation and reduce unnecessatgrisl The use of the checklist
by IMPEL in examining the IPPC Recast Proposal wascessful. However, it is
important to consider how this assessment procasde further improved and what
assessments could be undertaken in the near totassist in validating the process.
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3. The IMPEL project to assess the IPPC Recastogadpon
Practicability and Enforceability

Stan Smeulders, VROM-Inspectorate, the Netherlaart$ Andrew Farmer, IEEP

The aim of the project was to use the IMPEL pratiility and enforceability

checklist and the NEPA checklist from its ‘Barriete Good Environmental

Regulation’ report to examine practicability andogoeability of the Commission’s
IPPC Recast Proposal. This project was the firstaighe checklist by IMPEL and it
is, therefore, important to consider the lessoamked from this project to help inform
future use of the checklist by IMPEL and others.

The Commission’s Recast Proposal on industrial gons amends the IPPC
Directive and merges it with six other industriardatives. IPPC has been a core
activity of IMPEL members and central focus of mubMPEL work since its
adoption in 1996. It has challenged IMPEL membeisterpretation of many aspects
of the Directive and in the practical details ofrpéting, inspection, enforcement, etc.
Therefore, if IMPEL members are concerned oveiptiaeticability and enforceability
of any Directive, then that Directive is IPPC. Téfere, the revision to IPPC is a
perfect case for analysis using the practicabditg enforceability checklist.

The project started in January 2008 and the fiepbrt was produced in May 2008.
For an IMPEL project this is a relatively short éstale. The project had a
straightforward structure: to collect informatiororh IMPEL members, analyse it,
discuss the results in a workshop and reach caoalsis

The project was overseen by a Review Group congisti representatives of selected
IMPEL members. A consultant was also contractesufuport the work of the project.

Information was gathered from IMPEL members throtigh use of a questionnaire.
The results and issues were discussed at meetinyg*&L Clusters 1 and 3, as well

as at a project workshop in The Hague in April 2088ended by representatives of
many IMPEL members and the European Commission.

The project had a particular challenge in that Rexast Proposal is a very long
document, can prove difficult to interpret and asva wide range of issues. The
guestionnaire approach was agreed as the mostl wgmyuof obtaining information
from IMPEL members in a short timescale. The Reviexup considered that the
practicability and enforceability checklist quesoneeded modification in order to
focus responses from members and it agreed aflisteokey elements of the IPPC
Recast Proposal to be considered. Thus the queatrenwas structured according to
these elements, rather than the structure of tlaetipability and enforceability
checkilist.

The practicability and enforceability Checklist tains 51 questions and the NEPA
report contains 28 questions. Therefore, there alss a challenge to identify the
most relevant questions from these both and comtheen as necessary. When
complete, most of the questions in the questioenaere modified from the originals
in the checklists. The aim was not to have too mgungstions, although because of
the range of issues in the Recast Proposal, it feasd necessary to have 34
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guestions. Importantly, these sought both views @adtical examples from IMPEL
members aiming to draw on their practicability aadforceability experience. The
guestions also specifically asked for positive cants, as it often easy to focus on
the negative. This was also thought to be imporiiantlation to a recast proposal,
given that practicability and enforceability issuesd been highlighted in the IPPC
Directive review process and it would be importamiconsider positive changes in
relation to revisions of existing provisions. Figathe questionnaire also contained
open questions relating to the checklists to alfowany other issues to be raised by
IMPEL members, so that the choices of question nigdthe Review Group in the
guestionnaire did not prevent comments being madeng other issues that were felt
to be important.

The project generated significant interest from BlAmembers. Overall replies were
received from 29 IMPEL members from 17 Member Staltéost of these were
received within the tight three week timetable giver responses. Many IMPEL
members also provided detailed responses to thaigoeaire. These responses
resulted in the identification of a number of prealbility and enforceability issues.
The workshop provided an opportunity to bring tbgetregulators and practitioners
which would not normally happen. It was very sutgsvith frank and open debate
and constructive discussion of many issues reacmneed conclusions and report
content.

All of this enabled rapid completion of the fina&port and, therefore, conclusion of
the project. The project report was adopted atNMtiREL Plenary Meeting in Slovenia
in May 2008.

There are a number of lessons that can be |learoedthe project:

- The Commission gave ample prior notification thgtraposal was coming.
Therefore, IMPEL was able to prepare for a projéending identified and
agreement in Plenary) prior to publication of thregmsal. Project initiation
was rapid.

- The project had solid funding and agreement to renisoplementation.

- The project required rapid implementation (threenthe from start to finish)
in order to provide outputs that are able to beif¢d the legislative adoption
process. This contrasts with the longer projectl@mentation processes of
many other IMPEL projects. To implement such a gubjquickly requires
effort and commitment of project participants.

- Even though the questionnaire repeatedly soughttimscomments on
aspects of the Recast Proposal, these often praifeclilt to get. Members
usually found it easier to highlight a concern. sThias where the workshop
proved very valuable in discussing the issues arting the positive path (its
easier to be positive in debate than in a document)

- It also proved difficult to obtain practical exaraplfrom many Members.
While practical evidence can be problematic wheee@ommission proposes
a completely new provision, much of the Recast &sapaddressed existing
provisions and, therefore, more detailed practeatlence would have been
expected. This may have be due to the very tightlitges involved with the
project. More time would naturally facilitate a gter degree of detail and
practical examples.
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- The rapid process for information gathering andham of a complex
proposal could lead to errors in the report (e.ptakes on the content of the
Recast Proposal). It was important, thereforefHese to be identified and the
Commission was particularly helpful in this procegd the same time it
should also be recognised that carrying out the B &ssessment identified
some errors within the recast which were highlighte the EC. This was
another strength of the project!

There was a particular challenge in separatingtipali views from comments on
practicability. A political view would be ‘we donthink that it is appropriate for X to
be put in an EU Directive’. In contrast a practigadw would be ‘including X in a
Directive would make work easier/hard for this med@s IMPEL should focus on
practical issues in such studies, but many madatigadl comments in their
guestionnaire responses. This is understandabteea®&E checklist does contain
‘political’ questions as it is designed for useddterent governance levels (not just
for EU legislation) where such questions might élevant. Also the statutory roles of
IMPEL members differ and ‘political’ engagemeniational level may be a key role
at Member State level for some. Individuals compteta questionnaire might not
always be aware of different roles at Member Statel and within IMPEL. It is also
important to note that some ‘political’ responsed bave a practical origin and,
therefore, some responses only required rephrasmdurther information. The
approach of the project meant, however, that hasirg political responses was not
a problem, in that subsequent analysis, clarificaéind workshop discussion was able
to identify them and either provide additional imf@tion or remove them from the
final report.

In developing the questionnaire, a number of less@m also be identified:

* IMPEL members were more familiar with structufdPC (e.g. ‘permitting’,
‘inspection’) than ‘structure’ of practicability dnenforceability issues. It,
therefore, proved to be more appropriate to builidch practical experience
in the structure.

» Some practicability and enforceability questionghe checklist were found
not to be relevant as the checklist was desigremifal national situations, not
just the EU level. Therefore, it was important ®©® dear about what was
relevant from the checkilist.

» For those issues considered to be relevant isstuess found necessary to
modify the questions, i.e. to re-interpret questi@ccording to aspects of
IPPC implementation as well as to bring togetheractcability and
enforceability issues simply to make the length tbE questionnaire
manageable. Thus the checklist was used as a ¢midesues to consider
rather than a list to be blindly followed.

» Finally, the questionnaire should always askgdmactical examples as this is
the key expertise of IMPEL members and provideslewe which can then
be used at a political level to support their views

Overall, the following key conclusions can be reathn the process and outcomes of
the IMPEL project:
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» The project was successful in identifying praaibidity and enforceability
issues.

* The practicability and enforceability checklistoped to be a useful tool to
interrogate the recast proposal.

* Considerable effort was required to interpret tlpeacticability and
enforceability checklist for the particular objeets of the project.

* The interest and commitment of IMPEL members wk&y to getting
information quickly.

* Timing was important, ensuring prior preparatanthe project in readiness
for publication of the Recast Proposal and ensuprgect completion to
contribute to the legislative adoption process.

* There was a challenge in focusing on practicath@r than political) issues
and ensuring robust evidence to support conclusions

* Overall participants were positive on the proce$sthe project and its
outcomes.

4. Assessing the practicability and enforceabititythe IPPC Recast
Proposal: Feedback from the Commission

Keir McAndrew, DG Environment, European Commission

The Commission began a review of the IPPC Directiveearly 2006, with data
collection taking place over the following two ysaiThe main focus of the review
was 10 key studies that focused on horizontal ssuneluding implementation,
environmental benefits, impacts on competitiversass on sectoral issues including
waste treatment, agriculture, waste incineratioth lange combustion plants. As part
of the review studies approximately 100 case siodtallations were analysed with
respect to current implementation of IPPC. Therem@view process was overseen by
an advisory group comprising stakeholders from Mengtates, industry and NGOs.
Importantly, IMPEL played a role in the review pess.

As a result of the review process, in December 2@7Commission published a
recast proposal involving a revision of the currggfislation on industrial emissions
through simplification, clarification and strengtiwg - Proposal for a Directive on
industrial emissions (integrated pollution preventand control) (COM (2007) 844
final). This proposal recasts seven Directives aingle Directive.

The proposal is supported by an impact assessnsemteh as an Action Plan to
enhance implementation of existing Directives - @ussion Communication
Towards an improved policy on industrial emissig@®M(2007) 843 final).

The seven existing Directives included in the scofplRecast Proposal are:

- Directive 2008/1/EC concerning integrated pollutiprevention and control
(IPPC)

- Directive 1999/13/EC on VOC solvent emissions

- Directive 2000/76/EC on waste incineration

- Directive 2001/80/EC on large combustion plants
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- Directives 78/179/EEC, 82/883/EEC and 92/112/EH@ted to the titanium
dioxide industry

The Commission contributed to the process of thpliegtion of the IMPEL
practicability and enforceability checklist to thedustrial Emissions Proposal in a
number of ways. The Commission formed part of tlei®&v Group. It provided
assistance in formulation of the questionnaire senMPEL Members. It identified
and clarified key aspects of the proposal that @dagnefit most from the input of
IMPEL. It also indicated what issues may be consdePractical’ and what were
‘Political’ in order to ensure that the remit ofethproject was followed. The
Commission attended the IMPEL project workshop e THague on 10-11 April
where it presented the proposal to attendees arkkedavith the project review group
to draw conclusions

Following the completion of the project the Comrnassreached a number of
conclusions on the processes and output of thegirdfhese are:

- The final report is based on significant effortfrdMPEL members under
challenging time pressure.

- The final report identifies a number of issues @&nimg practicability and
enforceability that are, and will continue to béyalue during the co-decision
process.

- IMPEL is in a position to bring significant wealtii experience to assessment
of proposals. This should help to provide posjtexddence-based input to the
co-decision process.

- The checklist must be tailored to the proposal eamed. The checklist
provides a framework against which relevant questan be posed.

- Applying the checklist to a recast proposal catveeluseful outcomes.

- The focus of the checklist must be on practicabdind enforceability issues.

- The checklist and the products of its use shoutdraised to express political
views — there are other mechanisms for this.

- The gathering and presentation of evidence is foneddal to assessing
practicability and enforceability. Some furtheragtical examples and other
evidence would have improved the robustness diitlaéreport.

- Application of the checklist to further proposalewd be of benefit to both
the Commission and to IMPEL / NEPA.

The report of the project has been positively netiand it is being used, as such
within the Commission and by the Council.

In conclusion, it is clear that the use of the Giistby IMPEL to the IPPC Recast
Proposal was a valuable contribution to the furthecision-making process. Further
use of the Checklist by IMPEL to the assessmemiest legislation and review of
existing legislation would be valuable in the fetuHowever, it will be important to
ensure that IMPEL focuses on practicability ancbesdgability issues and draws upon
the extensive experience of its members to prosuigence to help inform the policy
process, particularly through the provision of ewide to support practicability and
enforceability arguments. The Recast Proposal wabably easier for IMPEL to
consider as its members had extensive experientte adsues addressed by it. Where

19



there is a proposal for a Directive on a new amardégulation, this would present
more of a challenge to IMPEL and its members.
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5. Assessing the practicability and enforceabiitythe IPPC Recast
Proposal: Feedback from the United Kingdom

Martin Quinn, Environment Agency of England and @égal

There are three areas that can be consideredessasg the value of the project that
was undertaken:

- The value of bringing the experience of IMPEL tdgest

- The value of the workshop as a forum to debateRIREC recast proposal in
depth.

- The value of the practicability and enforceabittecklist itself.

The Environment Agency received the project questire derived from the
checklist and distributed to staff each of whichd hdifferent experiences of
implementing IPPC (such as a lawyer and an inspeckbe result was collated and
contained a wide range of comments and experience.

The use of the checklist did result in some respemghich were about existing issues
and, therefore, the questionnaire acted as a fdourthese. However, importantly it
also generated some new thinking in relation to qestions being asked. For
example, the UK expressed concerns over proposatgel in the recast proposal to
the monitoring of contaminated land which drew mviEonment Agency approaches
that had since been rejected. The checklist hiptdidjthe need to address such issues.
Of course much of this information could be fedittie deliberations of the Council,
but the IMPEL project allowed them to be raisedyean and debate with similar
regulators in other Member States.

The workshop was impressive for the level of desaitiressed in the discussions.
Participants raised issues that had not been aenesidby the Environment Agency at
that point and, therefore, the discussions wenealdé. In particular, views brought to
the workshop (either in the draft report or verppallere challenged and this allowed
them to be rejected, revised, restated, etc. Tleektist played an important role
within the workshop, as it provided a focus foradission, ensuring that debate was
always brought back to the key issues that needduetaddressed. This included
understanding the separation of practical andipalitssues, for which participation
from the Commission was especially valuable.

Before the project was undertaken, it might havenbassumed that the checklist
should be used as it is, question by question.dadthis could be done. However, it
is a more powerful tool than this, particularlyrd-crafted to the specific issue(s)
being addressed, as was the case with the IPP& progosal.

Overall the questionnaire and workshop in the mtogenerated very useful outcomes
in the view of the Environment Agency. It would bard to say how many of these
would have arisen through IMPEL members’ roles wiiinistries within the political
process of Council. It is likely that additionalipts were generated and, certainly,
within a constructive context.

21



6. EPA NET's View on Better Regulation
David Egilson, EPA Secretary

The EPA Network is an informal grouping bringinggéther the Directors of
environment protection agencies and similar bodiesoss Europe. The network
exchanges views and experiences on issues of commbierest to organizations
involved in the practical day-to-day implementatadfrenvironmental policy.

The Network includes organizations from many EU NdemStates, EEA countries
and some from neighbouring non-Member States. Tétevdrk works for the interest
of the European populations in having efficient afficacious agencies active in the
environment field in European countries. It prowda forum for exchange of
information on policy and implementation developments and for identifying,
managing and allocating resources to possible avéa®operation, ranging from
policy to organisational issues.

The Networkworks on an informal and voluntary basis Groups of Network
members are free to cooperate on whatever issydiklee When deemed appropriate
by the plenary, théetwork will communicate with third parties and the wider
public under the titléEPA-Network Network . In particular, the Network of Heads
of Agencies will:

» provide a forum for leadership on critical issuesof environmental policy
and implementation across the policy cycle

» provide aforum for high-level dialogue and exchange of information on
matters of mutual concern

 promote and support bi-lateral/multi-lateral cooperation between its
members through sharing experiences, approact@sdeprs and solutions

» provide support to the Network’s members throegbhange of information
organisation omutual support and the organisation of topical cooperation

* serve as aplace for discussionwith regard to policy implementation
proposals and/or developments

» devise andleliver practical solutionsto common problems

» provide a mechanism fatommunicating the viewsof the Environment
Protection and Nature Conservation Agencieso third parties and a wider
public

Details of role of EPA Net are available at:
http://epanet.ew.eea.europa.eu/fol249409/epa-bbokle

The organizations that are members of the EPA Neéériake work on different areas
of environmental protection. Most undertake work emvironmental protection,
pollution prevention and sustainable developmerith wewer being responsible for
areas of conservation, land use, chemicals andif@ilchanagement. Within these
areas most have functions of undertaking monitorazggessment and advice. Fewer
are involved in research, enforcement and licensifigjts have been undertaken to
some of the Agencies of the EPA Net. These vidiswsthat the members have
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significant diversity regarding size, level of govance, number of tasks and relations
to EU policy.

The EPA Net undertakes some of its work througlerbgt Groups established
through mutual interest of the members. One Inte@®oup is that on Better
Regulation. This has produced three papers.

The ‘Prague Statement’ (Prague 2005) is a repditlezh ‘Contribution of Good
Environmental Regulation to Competitiveness’ enddrby 30 members. The report
emphasises the importance that effective envirommheregulation can make to
deliver a competitive economy. Key conclusionshef teport are set out below.

In the context of the current ELT focus on growth and
jobs, this paper reviews the evidence on the links between
erwvironmental regulation and competitiveness, It finds
that a modern approach to regulation can:

— reduce costs for industey and business

— ereate markets for environmental

poods and services
— drive innovation

~ reduce business risk and increase the
confidence of the investment markers

and insurers

~ assist competitive advantage and create
competitive markets

- ereate and sustain jobs

—improve the health of the workforee
and the wider public

— protect the nataral resources on which
business and we all depend

We conclude that there is now significant evidence

from international research thar good environmental
management and regulation does not impede overall
competitiveness and economic development. On the
contrary, it can be beneficial by ereating pressure that
drives innovation and alerts busginess about resource
inefficiencies and new opportunities.

The Network of Heads of European Environmental
Protection Agencies submits this paper as its contribution
to the eurrent debate,

The ‘Barriers Paper’ (Helsinki 2006) is a reporttitied ‘Barriers to Good
Environmental Regulation’ endorsed by 23 membeth®EPA Network. This report
examined the different barriers to effective enmimental regulation at different
governance levels. This report included a checldisixamine such barriers. Some of
the issues included in the checklist are also damed, or expanded upon, in the
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IMPEL practicability and enforceability checklis€ey conclusions of the report are
set out below.

Barriers to good regulation

24 Barriers to good regulation can take dhree forms,

e Institutional, legal and regulatory framework barriers arising from the
processes for developing legislation ac EU level and its transposition
andd émplviii«'m:uitm into national Law,

— Behavioural barriers on the pare of both regulators and those they regulace.

e ek of seratiny and challenge mechanisms in the legislative an
Lack of scrutiny and challen, r the legislat 1

regulatory process.
These three types of barriers may arise along the regulatory chain at
EU and nadonal level. and amongst the regulated community and
other interested groups. We have used the following headings o
highlight where we think bareiers to good environmental regulation can
be overcome and who would need o take action to overcome them.

e EU level barriers

e Domestic barriers

e Stakeholder barriers

— Infrasteacture and administrative barriers

We conclude dhe paper with recommendations and actions that could
help overcome these barriers.

The *Vision Paper’ (Oslo 2008) is a report entittéaiproving the Effectiveness of

EU Environmental legislation - A future vision’ emded by 31 members of the EPA
Net. The vision that it sets out is for an envir@mal policy that supports a clean,
competitive economy and healthy environment in Whawork and live and one that
is effective, efficient and easy to adopt and imm@at. Key conclusions of the report
are set out below.
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Summary

Developing an agreed vision for environmental policy and regulation in
Furope will be an essential building block in achieving an integrated,
coordinated and consistent legal framework which will help to better
deliver environmental outcomes,

We are asking DG Environment and the Commission to work with us
and other interested parties to develop and adopt a long-term vision and
strategy to improve the effectiveness of environmental regulation. This
paper proposes some guiding principles for a strategy for regulation and

identifies actions that would Ili'llr achieve 1t.
We are calling for:
An approach to regulation based on environmental outcomes

A simple. transparent and consolidated legal framework. with a common
appre ach to |‘1~:_fl||;|lin|l

Fiffective P n|i|':. -making processes.

While this paper focuses on action |‘H|l|il‘H| at an EU level we recognise
that action is also required at a national level and we are working to
remove obstacles and to promote good environmental regulation in
practice |m';|||_\'.

The paper is intended as a contribution to the Commission to help
1|i'\i'|ll|r their vision and strategy to improve the effectiveness of EU
environmental regulation and we would welecome the opportunity to play
our part in developing these further.

In conclusion, at present there are 30 AgenciethénEPA Network which is Pan-
European in scope. Some EPA members are also mewbdPEL. EPAs generally

are involved in scientific and advisory roles amdfooperational roles (licensing and
enforcement). Across the network there is recogmithat environmental legislation
is mainly driven by the EU. The network considérat there is value in speaking with
one voice, instead of airing different views ofindual EPAs.

The majority of members are calling for Better Ragjan aiming for environmental
outcomes based on transparent and clear criterizs hoped that a systematic
approach with a predefined checklist as set ouhén‘Barriers Paper’ will assist in
avoiding gaps in legislation and focus on the nissnes of the legislation.
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7. Discussion

The workshop patrticipants discussed the issuesingetbreak-out groups and in
plenary. The results of these discussions are piegen a collated form below to
avoid duplication of common points that arose.

It was considered that thquestionnaire approach worked well in eliciting
information from IMPEL members because the questwere tailored to the IPPC
Recast Proposal. The approach provided a good tyypkyr to feedback practical
experience into the policy development process.

The project undertaken on the IPPC Recast Progus#l however, avery tight
timetable to turn information around. This was a challengewever, this pressure
also helped to focus attention on what was impart@ntically, effective planning
ensured that the tight timetable was adhered to.

Work such as that undertaken on the IPPC RecagbBabrequiresesourcesto be
made available. This is critical not only in ensgriadequate development of a
guestionnaire and collation and analysis of resp®nisut also in providing facilities
to allow for debate amongst IMPEL members.

It would be useful tanake the checklist available electronicallywia a web-based
survey form or spreadsheet. This could make itdiegmn easier to use and would
reduce paper usage.

At some stage it will be important t@view the checklistto examine whether it
needs revision. This would allow for some qualgg@ance in the process.

There would be benefits simplifying the two checklistsin the future producing a

consolidated version. However, this should not be long as the benefits of
consolidation would be lost. The two checklistshdwe different objectives, such as
how political they are, but this may not be problém seeking consolidation.

However, any effort on bringing the two checkligigether should not inhibit the use
of the checklists in the meantime.

In presenting the results of such work, it would umeful in future use of the
checklists to see thievel of agreement or disagreement of the views engssed
This would be valuable to policy-makers. A spectrush views, including
disagreements, is valuable for policy-makers toeusténd. The report produced by
the project on the IPPC Recast Proposal preseniedsvthat were generally
unattributed. In future it would be beneficial atentify the source of such views as
this would allow follow-up to explore critical isesi in more detail.

It is also important to ensure that thesults of such work are made widely
available. Some ways of enhancing this would be:

- To improve the IMPEL website to make important ionely reports more

visible.
- To ensure that IMPEL members use the report i thven national situations.
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- The IMPEL Board should communicate to the Europ@éammission when a
report is finalised.

- Other appropriate avenues for dissemination shbeldonsidered, such as an
article in the DG Environment magazine, linkinguks with the work of
NEPA and seeking to include elements of the chsickii the Commission’s
Impact Assessment Guide.

Timing of such work is critical. First of all, a proper assessment can best beedar
out on a concrete (legislative) text proposal. Témables one to make a concrete
estimation of the consequences of a proposal. Adgbme to examine the
practicability and enforceability of developing iggtion is before a proposal is
officially proposed by the Commission to the Coliacid Parliament. Preferably this
would be a draft text prior to inter-service conatibn. At this stage it is possible to
have a more open debate. However, assessing asptopbich has been officially
launched by the Commission for decision-making ltave as advantage that one can
focus on a fully developed text and the resultshef assessment can be fed directly
into the decision-making process.

It is important for use of the checklist tocus on practical issues rather political
ones Simply stating that there is opposition to anea&spof the proposal is not
sufficient — there should be practical reasonstaede should be justified. Within the
IMPEL project, the workshop enabled many ‘politicedmments to be challenged
and some could be presented in a practical way.

The checklist can be used for a variety of different tges of policy and legislative
development At EU level, therefore, use of the checklist ddouot be restricted to
the development of Directives and Regulations.duld also be important to consider
its use for key issues that are to be adopted uhdeComitology procedure.

It is possible touse the checklist at any stage in the policy cyclevhere
practicability and enforceability issues need toaderessed. This can include early
review or development stages, such as when an\Blian is developed. However, at
each stage the checklist would need to be useitfaraht ways, tailored to the issues
or texts that are relevant. However, it would algvag easier to use the checklist with
a concrete text. Thus ideally practicability andfoeceability issues should be
considered in an iterative way as policies develiogeed, the checklist could be used
by the Commission to ask questions of the MembateStin aiding its policy
development work and assessing effectiveness rgpasition.

Using the checklist does require informationon enforceability and practicability to
be available. This can be a challenge with propdsegslation in a new area.
However, it should be a key element in the reviéwasting legislation, where such
information ought to be readily available.

The IMPEL Board could work with the Commission to identify how to ensure
such analysis could take place within the legigtatievelopment process. Indeed, it
would be beneficial to embed such assessments rmooti@ely within the legislative
development process. In this way the checklist doatt as a practicability and
enforceability assessment quality standard. IMPBLUI& support this process by
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producing a short guide or note for Commission defficers to help stimulate
thinking on practicability and enforceability quiesis.

The use of the checklist does not, however, require allf IMPEL project or
endorsement by the Commission. IMPEL members carthes checklist to examine
issues within the policy cycle themselves, inclgdior issues at a Member State level
(such as implementation studies). It could be useftensure that the checklist is
more user-friendly for those less familiar with it.

The use of the checklist could also be rolled oubther policy development work
undertaken by the Commission, i.e. not only thitireg to environmental protection.
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8. Conclusions
The Chair of the workshop, Terry Shears, madedhewing concluding remarks.

The timing of the use of the checklist is important. It ig mbvays clear when the
best time would be. The earlier that the checkBstised, the easier it is for the
Commission to take on board the comments that am@emHowever, as legislative
drafting proceeds, further practicability and eo@ability questions will arise, which
can also be considered through use of the checklistalso important to note that the
checkilist is a useful tool for analysis within tfeeiew of existing legislation.

Projects such as that on the IPPC Recast Progusal into questiorhow quickly
IMPEL can operate. To engage with the policy cycle, IMPEL will, anes, need to
react quickly. Therefore, it may be beneficial ifbMPEL to agree an ongoing
programme relating to the use of the checklisheathan needing to seek approval
from the Plenary on every occasion that the chsickhould be used.

Merging the IMPEL and NEPA checklists would produce a stronger result if
agreed by both networks. Therefore, if it is pagsib do this, it should be done. This
will need to be considered through discussion betwbe two networks.

The checklist is not only for use by IMPEL membdtds important, therefore, for
IMPEL to promote the checklist and its capabilitieso that others will be simulated
to use it. One feature of the new changed statilBEL is that it should take a more
proactive approach to promotion of its activitiespecially on lawmaking issues. The
promotion of the checklist should be a key parthas.

The Chair ended by thanking the participants feerating the workshop, which all

agreed was very useful. He also thanked DG Enviamtrfor hosting the meeting and
VROM for supporting its organisation.
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ANNEX I: PARTICIPANTS AT THE WORKSHOP

Participant

Organisation

contact email

Peter Schryvers

Flemish Environment
Inspectorate

Peter.Schryvers@lne.vlaanderen.b

e

Catherine Wright

Environment Agency of
England and Wales

catherine.wright@environment-

agency.gov.uk

Terry Shears

Environment Agency of
England and Wales

terence.shears@environment-

agency.gov.uk

Martin Quinn

Environment Agency of
England and Wales

martin.guinn@environment-

agency.gov.uk

Will Fawcett

Environment Agency of
England and Wales

will.fawcett@environment-

agency.gov.uk

Hans Lopatta

European Commission

Hans.Lopatta@ec.europa.eu

Keir McAndrew

European Commission

keir-
john.mcandrew@ec.europa.eu

Stephen White

European Commission

stephen.white@ec.europa.eu

Elise Sahivirta

Finnish Ministry of Environment

elise.sahivirta@ymparisto.fi

Nadja Salzborn

German Federal Environment
Agency

nadja.salzborn@uba.de

Stan Smeulders

Inspectorate of the
Netherlands Ministry of
Housing, Spatial Planning and
the Environment

Stan.Smeulders@minvrom.nl

Enrico de Zorzi

[talian Institute for
Environmental Protection and
Research

Jan Teekens

Inspectorate of the
Netherlands Ministry of
Housing, Spatial Planning and
the Environment

Jan.Teekens@minvrom.nl

Cornellis Braams

Netherlands Ministry of
Housing, Spatial Planning and
the Environment

Cees.Braams@minvrom.nl

David Egilson Network of Heads of EPAs david.eqilson@eeaqa.europa.eu
Secretariat

Graham Scottish Environment graham.applegate@sepa.org.uk

Applegate Protection Agency

Rikard Jansen

Swedish EPA

Rikard.Janson@naturvardsverket.s

e

Andrew Farmer

Institute for European
Environmental Policy

afarmer@ieep.eu
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ANNEX II: WORKSHOP PROGRAMME

Time Iltem Speaker
11:00-11:10 Welcome and opening Chair (Terry
Shears, UK)
11:10-11:30 Presentation: Assessing P&E of EC Jan Teekens (NL)
Environmental legislation
11:30-11:50 Presentation: The IMPEL project to assess | Stan Smeulders
the IPPC Recast proposal on P&E (NL) and Andrew
Farmer (IEEP)
11:50-12:10 Feedback from Commission and UK Keir McAndrew
participants to the IMPEL project to (EC)
assess the IPPC Recast proposal on P&E | Martin Quinn (UK)
12:10-12:30 Discussion Chair
12:30-14:00 Lunch
14:00-14:30 Presentation: NEPAs views on improving | David Egilson
P&E of EC Environmental legislation (NEPA)
14:30-15:30 Discussion: addressing P&E issues timely | Chair
and properly; use of the IMPEL and
NEPA checklists
15:30-16:00 Tea and Coffee break
16:00-16:30 Final comments and closing conclusions | Chair

and recommendations
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ANNEX Ill: PROJECT TERMS OF REFERENCE

No Name of project
Assessing practicability and enforceability of EU legislation and
the use of the IMPEL and NEPA Checklists: lessons learnt and
ways forward

1. Scope

1.1. Background

As part of the ongoing debate on improving the fcability and
enforceability of EC environmental law IMPEL ancetNetwork
of Heads of European Environment Protection Agen{dEPA)
recently took several important initiatives.

IMPEL is currently carrying out a project to assewe
Commission proposals resulting from the IPPC reyiesing thg
practicability and enforceability checklists deyetd by IMPEL
and NEPA. With this project IMPEL intends to prowiddvise tg
the co-legislators on the practicability and enéataility of the
proposals based on the practical experiences @frexgrom
IMPEL member countries. The final project report ts be
submitted for adoption to the IMPEL Plenary in Ljaba, 28-30
May 2008.

NEPA is preparing a vision paper “Improving thedetiveness o
EU Environmental Regulation”. One of the Proposetions in
the paper to move towards the suggested visionstmategy for
regulation is: “Incorporate and support implemeotatof the
IMPEL and the Network of Heads of European Envirent)
Protection Agencies’ Barriers checklists into then@nission’s
Impact Assessment and policy-making proceduresfirave theg
guality of new legislation.”

These initiatives link up with the work of the Epean
Commission on improving EC law and Better Regulatsuch ag
the Communication “A Europe of Results — Applyingn@nmunity
Law”, the upcoming DG ENV Better Regulation Acti®han and
the review of the EU impact assessment procedures.

It is useful to jointly discuss the outcomes andakp of these
different initiatives and consider how to proceadther. In
particular it is worthwhile:

1. to evaluate the use of the checklists and wiltasiple
improvements both procedural and as regards conterd
be considered,;

2. to explore what further P&E assessments could| be

undertaken;
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3. to discuss in what other ways and through wharameans
and arrangements P&E issues can be taken on bowely
and how regulators and practitioners can best\o@ved for
that purpose;

4. to further identify where in the EU policy anegislative
cycle P&E issues should be addressed and how andhdm

1.2. Link to MAWP
and IMPEL’s role
and scope

Strategic goal V

* Providing feedback to policy makers on the pratiidg and
enforceability of environmental legislation;

% Contribute in the process of drafting new or rengsexisting
legislation

s Ensure activities and fulfil projects necessarytha
contribution in reviewing of existing legislatio®n the basis
of the project results identify recommendationgjgastion
for changes and provide feedback to the Commission
services.

« Communicate the projects and other result to datisiakers
both at European and national level.

Strategic goal VIIStrengthening dissemination of results of
IMPEL activities and look back by ex-post verificat to ensure
that the good practices are effectively spread.

1.3. Objective(s)

This project aims to support and where possibleravg the work
of IMPEL, NEPA and COM on Better Regulation andfuaher
raise attention to the need to effectively invohegulators andg
practitioners in the EU policy and legislative shatt EC
Environmental legislation is better implemented antbrced.

1.4. Definition

A one day workshop will be held in October 2008,Brussels
organised by IMPEL, NEPA and COM jointly. This wehop will
take place preferably back to back with (autumn)ketngs of
IMPEL Cluster Better Regulation and the Better Reatjon
Interest Group of NEPA. At the workshop the inittes and
issues described under point 1.1 will be preseatetdiscussed.

1.5. Product(s)

A workshop report containing findings, conclusiorsnd
recommendations.

2. Structure of the project

2.1. Participants

Experts in the field of Better Regulation from MBIPEL, NEPA,
COM and European Parliament

2.2. Project team

Experts from:

* the Environment Agency of England and Wales
* the Netherlands Ministry for the Environment

+ COM DG ENV

2.3. Manager Trudie Crommentuijn

Executor

2.4. Reporting The IMPEL Cluster on Better Regulation will reviele draft
arrangements Workshop report by written procedure

2.5 Dissemination of

Commission, IMPEL, NEPA, Member States

33



results/main target
groups

3. Resources required

3.1 Project costs » Support by IEEP in preparing the workshop and ngithe
workshop report: €6000 (5 days x € 1200)

* Hosting and catering: provided by COM

» Travel expenses of participants to the workshoppare by
themselves.

3.2. Fin. from Com. | The Com is asked to host the workshop

3.3. Fin. from MS
(and any other)

3.4. Human from
Com.
3.5 Human from MS | Project team members: each 10 days

4. Quality review mechanisms

The IMPEL Cluster on Better Regulation will revighne draft Workshop report by writte
procedure

5. Legal base

5.1. A. 1996 Commission Communication on Implementingn@ainity
Directive/Regulati Environmental Law in which IMPEL'’s role was recoggdl.
on/Decision B. 6" EAP

5.2. Article and

description

5.3 Link to the 68" | Art. 3.2

EAP

6. Project planning

6.1. Approval The TOR is to be submitted to the IMPEL Plenaryjubljana (28-
30 May) for approval

(6.2. Fin.

Contributions)

6.3. Start May 2008

6.4 Milestones Workshop: September/October 2008

6.5 Product Workshop report

6.6 Adoption IMPEL Plenary, France, December 2008
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