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1. Executive summary
This document offers a reference framework for the development of a system of indicators for environmental inspection.
It presents some background information on previous experiences with such indicators, describes some principles and gives some important warnings that should be taken into account when designing and continuously improving such system of indicators.
Performance indicators of environmental inspection must be designed to contribute to the achievement of the final purpose of environmental inspection (ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation and permit conditions) and related objectives (compliance of facilities with permit conditions and with environmental law, improvements promoted in facilities as a result of inspection, and Improvements in the writing of environmental permits as a result of the recommendations made by inspectors).
Finally it emphasizes the fact that indicators should be improved continuously in order to answer these main questions:    
· Does the use of indicators drive the Inspectorate to the goal of enforcing the environmental laws and improve the environment?
· Do the indicators chosen help Environmental Authorities to get a better understanding of environmental reality? (getting useful feedback information)
· How can the system of indicators be improved?
Section 2 provides general considerations about performance indicators. Section 3 discusses possible performance indicators at the level of Inspectorate, for SEI. Section 4 discusses the existing system of performance indicators that is applied to evaluate environmental inspectors, and proposes some improvements. Annex 1 provides as an example the indicators used by the Environmental Inspectorate of the Spanish Region of Galicia (Spain).
2. General considerations about performance indicators

2.1. Why are performance indicators needed ?

A system of performance indicators can be an important management tool if based upon the priorities and the targets and objectives set by the inspectorate. 

The main benefit is to link and relate the inspectorate work with activities (outputs), results (outcomes), the achievement of environmental quality objectives, and the improvement of the state of compliance. 
Also, it is an useful tool to government decision-making, evaluating specific programs and activities, and to provide information to the public. 
2.2. Definitions

Performance indicators may be classified into 3 categories: 
· Indicators measuring outputs (quantitative production linked to the activity of the subject of assessment). They are a quantitative measure of the activity developed, and thus they encourage efficiency. 
· Indicators measuring outcomes (effects, consequences of the activity of the subject of assessment). They measure results of the activity and so are considered as quality indicators as they encourage effectiveness.
· Indicators measuring inputs (amount of staff, workload is devoted to environmental inspection, number and type of facilities subjected to inspection, available equipment and facilities, budget, …). They provide a measure of the background. One can only make qualified statements/conclusions when one compares output or outcome with the effort one puts into the system before.
2.3. Guiding principles of performance indicators

The following general considerations should be taken into account when designing a system of performance indicators:

· Indicators are a tool which can be very important to determine the fulfilment of objectives stated in multiannual inspection plans and annual inspection programs.
· When the assessment of the work is based in output indicators, there is a high risk of distorting the work, leaving in a second place the achievement of the ultimate goal of environmental inspection, and putting in first place the fulfilment of “numbers” as number of inspections, etc. Nevertheless they are a useful tool to communicate to the public the activities that have been done by an inspectorate to protect the environment.
· Indicators are not able to provide a full picture of inspection performance. Indicators are thus just a tool for evaluation that helps to reveal trends and draw attention to phenomena or changes and require further analyses. They need to be supplemented by other qualitative information. 

· In any quality improvement process it is essential to establish procedures for continuous improvement, using the information generated to improve the system, and keeping the flexibility of the process.

These principles lead to the following conclusions regarding the design of indicators for the case of an Environmental Inspectorate:

· When designing indicators for environmental inspection it must be borne in mind the final purpose and objectives of environmental inspection (described in Chapter 1 of this document).
· Indicators should  be selected with pragmatic criteria, and so should be:
· relevant with inspectorate  mission, goals, objectives, and priorities, and with the needs of external stakeholders;

· transparent and understandable, so they transmit inspectorate performance;

· credible:  supported  by accurate data;

· feasible:  the cost of collecting must  not outweigh their value;

· functional, to encourage organizations and employees to engage in effective and constructive behaviour and activities; 

· comprehensive: important to many operational aspects of organizational performance.
· A periodic adjustment and updating of quality (outcome) indicators must be done, as well as a periodic assessment of their usefulness. This must be carried out based on the assessment of how much do these indicators contribute or not to the purpose and objectives of environmental inspection. The opinion of the environmental inspectors, as well as of industrial operators and other stakeholders should be taken into account.

· Indicators to evaluate inspectors must be designed so that they promote the effect (outcome) that their work has on the environmental improvement of the subjects of inspections, prioritizing that with respect to the “efficiency” in terms of number of inspections performed or sanctions issued. In this way very important counterproductive effects in the inspection teams will be avoided, and the inspectors will be really oriented to the achievement of the final purpose of an Environmental Inspectorate. 
· Nevertheless, the outcome of an inspector’s work on the environmental improvement cannot be the only measure of his/her work, because good inspection work might not be followed by environmental improvements on account of other reasons (financial or economical, e.g. a company just pays the fine without working on improvement).
· Output indicators should only be developed after a clear management need has been identified and a plan defined for how and by whom they would be used. It is better to gradually integrate performance measures into the inspection process. 

· Output indicators should, to the extent possible, be associated with time and tasks-specific targets in order to integrate the strategic planning and performance management processes, and should also take into account the non-routine activities (follow-up of complaints, incidents and so on) that frequently represent a high percentage of the workload.
A balance has to be achieved between quantity of inspections and quality of inspections: 

· One cannot evaluate only the quality, because if very few inspections are made there may be many non-inspected facilities causing great environmental damage.

· One cannot focus in quantity of inspections, because then they will automatically have very little or no impact in the improvement of the environmental performance of the subjects of inspection.
· Using appropriate input and output targets can be useful but inspection authorities need to recognise the risks and limitations of over-reliance on them. If used without any reference to outcomes they can simply lead to an inspectorate doing ineffective activity more efficiently.
Last but not least, a proper education and training of inspectors is an important aspect of the activity of an Inspectorate, as well trained inspectors will improve the quality of the inspections. This should be as well subject of evaluation through indicators.
2.4.  IMPEL conclusions about performance indicators

The EU Network for the Implementation and Enforcement of Environmental Law (IMPEL), in 2009 conducted a project
  (Developing performance indicators for environmental inspection systems) to define and test performance indicators for the implementation of the EU Recommendation 2001/331/EC on Minimum Criteria for Environmental Inspections (RMCEI). Among the conclusions of that project, the following may be emphasized:

· Warnings and limitations in the interpretation of the indicators are to be made clear.

· Only detailed explanations of the national contexts and qualitative assessments can make the statistics valuable, however, to detect trends indicators may be helpful in some instances.

· Better propose several indicators rather than one. No single indicator tells the whole story, but together as a basket they become more meaningful.

· Indicators can help structure the reporting of the countries on the basis of the recommendation. They can help to clarify the systems being used.

· Indicators need to be combined with quality-oriented instruments. Only the combination of qualitative and quantitative instruments can show the performance of inspectorates.”

From these conclusions and warnings can be deduced the important limits of using indicators in an Inspectorate, especially when there are many different process to consider, and the risk to give just a very limited assessment of the process.
In 2012 IMPEL published the guide “Doing the Right Things: Setting Inspection Targets and Performance Monitoring” as a practical tool to assist inspection authorities to set and monitor targets for inspecting regulated facilities. The document focuses on targets related to compliance outcomes: improving compliance leading to an improvement of the environment; and improving compliance leading to control or reduction of risks of environmental deterioration.
3. Suggested performance indicators for the SEI   
3.1. Existing system of inspection indicators

· The Law on Inspection Supervision (art. 19) considers a package of inspector indicators to evaluate their performance at individual level, but it does not consider indicators at the level of SEI.
· The existing system is focused on output results of the inspector´s work and not on inspector´s outcomes. Inspectorate outcome is not considered either.
· Assessment is made with respect to routinary inspections. There is no room for other actions  / strategies by the inspectors, e.g. informative meetings with operators (these actions are not considered when assessing inspectors).
3.2. Guidelines for an inspectorate indicator system

· An efficient indicators system must take into account the mission and objectives of the Inspectorate, and focus on quality indicators of Inspectorate rather than in output indicators of inspectors.

· Start the indicators system with a few selected ones and let experience and feedback with authorities and inspectors improve it.

· Inspectorate, as any working facility, works better as a team (synergic effects) than as a set of individual competitors: Allocate inspection staff according to their experience and their knowledge and promote complementarity. 

· Inspection effort should be weighted considering the risk, complexity, size and economic leadership of installations. Inspectorate social outcome is bigger when enforcement of environmental laws is effective with leading firms.
· Make use of the IMPEL IRAM tool to prioritize and plan inspection activities, as it has been acknowledged by the European Commission as a tool to ensure an environmental risk assessment fulfilling all requirements from EU environmental acquis, leading to compliance.

· Due to the extremely wide range of sizes and complexity of installations, which has an essential impact in the effort required for their inspection: 

· A working group including environmental inspectors should be set up to define a  scale for evaluating inspection effort requirements that includes as parameters the kind and size of installations.
· This fact should be taken into account when designing the indicators or interpreting them.

· Other actions  / strategies by the inspectors, e.g. informative meetings with operators, plus the training delivered to inspectors, should be as well part of the topics evaluated through indicators.

3.3. Environmental Inspectorate’s mission

The permanent reference when setting the system of indicators is the achievement of the purpose of an Environmental Inspectorate: to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation and permit conditions
.

3.4. Three main (quality) objectives for the Inspectorate

These are quality criteria for assessing the effectiveness of the inspection system in terms of measuring the  effective enforcement of operators, to improve compliance with the law and the environment; and measure also how inspections’ reports help operators and permit writers to adjust to reality.
1- Detecting Non Compliances of facilities with environmental legislation and permit conditions as a result of actions by the Inspectorate. This should be the main measure of Inspectorate quality. 

2- Improvements in the compliance of facilities with environmental legislation and permit conditions as a result of actions by the Inspectorate (including inspections, informative meetings to operators, etc).
This is another important measure of Inspectorate quality as the main objective of the Inspectorate is the enforcement of law.
3- Improvements in the writing of environmental permits and legislation a result of the feedback recommendations made by inspectors.
Inspectors are the eyes of environmental administration, and so there is a need to feedback the information found during inspections to ensure realistic permits and regulations.
In the following subsection discussion is made of possible indicators to measure these 3 quality objectives.
3.5. Setting Targets for the indicators

Inspectorate performance assessment is done comparing indicators against targets. So targets drive the inspection work and should be related to specific objectives, plans and inspection programs.

Industrial sectors subjected to environmental inspection are not equal among them and so need a different inspection planning with different targets.

For instance, targets in rates of noncompliance should not be the same for a) fully-inspected sectors, b) self-reported compliance information, c) sectors targeted for special initiatives, d) priority industry sectors, e) significant violators, f) citizen complaints

Indicators should be evaluated continuously. For doing that the main questions to ask are:    

· Does the use of indicators drive the Inspectorate to the goal of enforcing the environmental laws and improve the environment?

· Do the indicators chosen help Environmental Authorities to get a better understanding of environmental reality? (getting useful feedback information)

· How can the system of indicators be improved?
3.6. Proposed framework for Inspectorate quality indicators

From those two main quality objectives can be derived a framework of indicators for an Environmental Inspectorate based both in outcomes and in outputs.

The design of specific indicators must be in any case the result of a coordinated effort between relevant  stakeholders, including authorities and inspectors.

3.6.1. Quality indicators linked to the improvement of facilities’ compliance
3.6.1.1. Compliant vs non-compliant facilities within a given sector 
While a “Number of non-compliances” indicator provides an efficiency measure; a  “Ratio of compliant facilities versus total facilities of sector X” indicator  can give information of the effectiveness of the inspectorate. To measure compliance it is suggested to prepare a predefined sector checklist, and based on it rate the installations of that sector.

3.6.1.2. Non compliances detected and corrected
An inspection is more effective when non compliances are detected and even more when the operator makes improvements after the inspection. 

Possible indicators could be 

•
“Number of detected/corrected non compliances versus total inspections”. Special relevance should be given to corrected non compliances. E.g. it can be measured the number of installations where the number of detected non compliances decreases from one inspection to the following one as a consequence of the feedback of the inspection itself (correcting non compliances by means of enforcement and suggestions to operator).

•
Time spent (months) by significant violators to return to compliance or enter enforceable plans.

•
Percentage of significant violators with new or recurrent significant violations within two years of receiving previous enforcement action.
Also non compliances may be assigned different weight considering their importance. 
3.6.1.3. Capacity  to integrate/coordinate several issues in the same inspection
Integrated inspections (those that inspect most or all environmental impacts of an installation) imply an extra effort but are in general much more efficient for the enforcement of environmental law. Nevertheless sometimes an inspection should be focused only on a particular aspect or a few aspects (partial inspection), so there should be a mix of integrated and partial inspections. The EU risk assessment software IRAM can be used to decide which inspections should be partial and which should be integrated.
A possible indicator can be percentage of integrated inspections versus the total number of inspections performed
.

Besides, for the specific cases of inspections to Seveso installations and to food industry, where several authorities are involved, one can measure the percentage of inspections coordinated with other bodies with respect to the total amount of inspections to these kinds of installations.
3.6.1.4. Effort made in more risky and complex sectors and facilities.
More risky installations should have a priority for compliance with laws. Also the bigger they are the higher the priority that should be given to them. Possible indicators, based on the risk category of the installations according to IRAM, can be “Integrated inspections performed to highest risk category installations, versus total number of integrated inspections” and “Inspections performed to highest risk category installations, versus total number of inspections”. 
3.6.1.5. Implementation of Best Available Technologies (BATs).
Inspections performed to check the implementation of BATs by installations lead to a better environmental management and so a better control of their environmental impacts. 

Possible indicators can be: 
· Number of inspections checking the implementation and proper functioning of BATs stated in the corresponding permits
 over number of total visits or number of total installations (for a specific industrial sector and provided that the BATs are established in the permits).
· For cases on non compliance with Emission Limit Values (ELVs), fraction of inspections where further BATs have been proposed to the operator besides the ones already in place in the installation, in order to meet the ELVs.
3.6.2. Quality indicators linked to improvement of environmental legislation and permits
Administrative coordination and information feedback is a must to achieve an efficient enforcement of environmental laws. Proposals from the inspector after a site visit can give useful information to the permit writers to improve the quality of the permit, increasing the efficiency of the control of the installation. Such input should take place if possible both before a permit is issued for the first time, and after the permit is already applicable. 
3.6.2.1. Improvements proposed by inspectors on permits, applicable to all permits.
Possible indicator can be: number of (implemented) improvement proposals of general application per year. 
3.6.2.2. Improvements in environmental permits for specific industrial sectors.

In some special occasions, like when an update of permits of one or several sectors is required due to legal changes, the Inspectorate can work in coordination with the permitting authority in order to check that the corresponding installations affected by those legal changes have correctly updated permits and put in practice the new requirements.

Sometimes the inspectors may as well detect a gap/gaps which is/are common to the permits of a given sector, and propose improvements.

Possible indicators can be: 
· Number of permits for which updates have been checked/proposed. 

· Number of (implemented) sectoral improvements proposals per year. 
· Number of special actions developed as a result of inspection identified shortcomings in a specific area, sector (e.g. design of special plans, sharing of database information between departments).
3.6.3. Indicators linked to proper education and training of inspectors
As mentioned earlier in the text, education and training of inspectors is an important aspect of the activity of an Inspectorate, as well trained inspectors will improve the quality of the inspections. Indicators to evaluate this aspect of an Inspectorate are the following:

· Existence of a Training Needs Assessment.

· Existence of a training programme.

· Training programme implementation.

3.7. Testing of indicators

Indicators should be evaluated continually. For doing that the main questions to ask are:    
· Does the use of indicators drive the Inspectorate to the goal of enforcing the environmental laws and improve the environment?
· Do the indicators chosen help Environmental Authorities to get a better understanding of environmental reality? (getting useful feedback information)
· How can the system of indicators be improved?
4. Indicators to evaluate performance of each inspector

4.1. Description of existing evaluation system

The Law on Inspection Supervision (arts. 19.g – 19.j) defines the basis to establish a system to evaluate the performance of inspectors. 2 kinds of indicators are defined: quantitative (art. 19.g) and qualitative (19.i). In art. 19.j the way to use the indicators to evaluate the performance of the inspectors, as well as the financial consequences of the evaluation, are defined.

The annual “score” of an inspector can add up to a maximum of 660 points, out of which he or she can get a maximum of 560 points from the evaluation of quantitative criteria, and a maximum of 100 points from the evaluation of qualitative criteria. 

4.1.1. Quantitative criteria and complexity coefficient method

Regarding the way to get the 560 points linked to quantitative criteria, the score is a function of the fulfilment of the targets (total equivalent workload) of the inspector’s quarterly plans. This equivalent workload (hours of inspector’s work) is in turn determined using a series of criteria (distance to the installation, legislation whose compliance is going to be checked, maximum fine that can be issued to the corresponding installation, etc.) and conversion factors that determine the equivalent workload for each inspection, called “complexity coefficient” of each inspection.

This “complexity coefficient method” has been established through the “Rulebook on the form and content of the quarterly work plan for each inspector” that defines the way to prepare the quarterly plans for each inspector of any Inspectorate. Following the prescriptions in that Rulebook, SEI  issued a “Decision determining the complexity coefficient of the State Environmental Inspectorate”, and the corresponding complexity coefficient table was prepared.

In the quarterly planning of SEI, for a given inspector, the coefficients of each inspection are added to a total number, that should be approximately equal for every inspector, so that each inspector has approximately the same total equivalent workload. 

The complexity coefficient for the case of SEI (Q2 to Q10) is based on the following 4 items:

· Time needed for an inspection
· Time needed to travel to the site

· Amount of fine that can be applied 

· The legislation that needs to be inspected

The result is: Q2 to Q4 are easy inspections, where Q2 has a short travel time and Q4 a travel time more than 2 hours. Q5 to Q7 are the medium inspections, where Q5 has a short travel time and Q7 a travel time more than 2 hours. Q8 to Q10 are the difficult inspections, where Q8 has a short travel time and Q10 a travel time more than 2 hours.

In section 4.2 and 4.3 are discussed the advantages and shortcomings of this method to estimate the workload, and the shortcomings of putting all the emphasis in the evaluation of an inspector in comparing his real score with the planned score he or she should achieve on a quarterly basis. 

4.1.2. Qualitative criteria 
The  qualitative criteria as set in art. 19.i of the Law on Inspection Supervision are:

· Estimation of the legal deadlines for preparation of the minutes and reviews and adoption of the decisions (up to 60 points, measures how much he/she respected the deadlines)

· The relation between the number of confirmed or abolished decisions and the total number of decisions  and (up to 30 points, measures how successful were the decisions issued by the inspector)

· The way of keeping records and writing the decisions in electronic format, the regularity in the procedures of the working matters and the writing qualities of the inspector (up to 10 points)

4.1.3. Evaluation of the success of the inspectors. Financial consequences

As described in art. 19.j of the Law on Inspection Supervision, the inspectors are categorised into 5 groups as a function of their score:

· notably stands out – over 600 points

· stands out – from 500 to 600 points

· satisfactory – from 400 to 500 points

· partially satisfactory – from 300 to 400 points

· unsatisfactory – under 300 points

As a function of the result, the director or the executive official of the inspection service submits, no later than 31 of March:

· decision for salary increase of 20% for the period of one year for the inspectors that have obtained the evaluation “notably stands out”,

· decision for salary increase of 5% for the period of one year for the inspectors that have obtained the evaluation “stands out”,

· decision for salary decrease of 20% for the period of one year for the inspectors that have obtained the evaluation “partially satisfactory”,

· proposition for disciplinary procedure to the Inspection Council for the inspectors that obtained the evaluation “unsatisfactory”.

4.2. Advantages of this system

4.2.1. Idea behind it: Setting up a systematic approach to evaluate and improve performance of inspectors
Such a systematic approach to evaluate and promote performance of staff is a common practice, specially in large organisations, and can be indeed useful, provided that it is well tailored to the goals of the corresponding organisation and the characteristics of the work performed by the staff. 

4.2.2. Including the evaluation of some criteria to measure quality of work
The evaluation of performance has certainly to take into account not only the amount of outputs delivered by the staff, but also the quality of such outputs. The assessment system should be such that it should measure the contribution of the work of the inspector to the achievement of the ultimate goals of the Inspectorate.

4.2.3. Taking as one important reference the planned work and comparing it with actual implementation
Planning is an essential step of the inspection cycle, and must be one of the starting points when evaluating the performance, either at inspector or at Inspectorate levels. 

4.3. Disadvantages of this system

4.3.1. Focus on output (e.g. number of inspections), disregarding outcome (improvements regarding environmental compliance)
The system is focussed on output results of the inspection work and not on inspection outcome. Furthermore non routinary inspections are not considered in the evaluation scheme.
The added value of an inspectorate to society is not to execute as many inspections as possible and issue as many fines as possible, BUT to contribute to a better compliance of facilities with environmental permits and legislation (and in this way to a better environment).
4.3.2. Financial penalties to inspectors

The current system to evaluate inspectors results in a modification of the annual salary, with potential increases or decreases of up to 20%, including for the lowest-performing ones the opening of disciplinary proceedings.

The use of indicators as single tool to assess inspectors, with financial consequences for inspectors, increases competitiveness among them reducing the collaboration within the work team and thus impacting the achievement of objectives. This in turn affects the achievement of the ultimate goals of SEI, as teamwork and good communication among inspectors is essential.

It must be emphasized that the financial penalties or opening of disciplinary proceedings arising from the outcome of the current indicators, results in increased pressure and stress on inspectors brings as a result a decline in the quality of inspections (as opposed to quantity) and low motivation at work.

4.3.3. No options in case of unforeseen circumstances requiring changes in original planning

Planning is very important but in some cases must be adjusted in the process due to unforeseen circumstances. This aspect is not included in the current assessment method.
4.3.4. Inadequacy of complexity coefficient method to plan the work of environmental inspectors

It is considered that the current complexity-coefficient method presents several large gaps:

4.3.4.1. No room for integrated inspections or other actions by the inspector
The existing framework seems to be oriented to inspections focussing on some aspects of the installations, no place is given to integrated inspections covering all the possible environmental impacts of facilities, which is in fact the kind of inspections which is currently prioritized in the EU.

4.3.4.2. No systematic appraisal of environmental risks in line with IED
As established in art. 23 of the IED, the inspection frequencies and thus the planning of environmental inspections, must be based (for IED installations at least) on a systematic appraisal of the environmental risks posed by the subjects of inspection, based at least on the following criteria:

(a) the potential and actual impacts of the installations concerned on human health and the environment taking into account the levels and types of emissions, the sensitivity of the local environment and the risk of accidents;

(b) the record of compliance with permit conditions;

(c) the participation of the operator in the Union eco-management and audit scheme (EMAS), pursuant to Regulation (EC) No 1221/2009 (32).

4.3.4.3. Complexity of an inspection is measured only by the legislation with respect to which compliance check will be made
The system suggests that the only relevant factor determining the complexity of an inspection is the legislation with respect to which compliance check will be made. This is not the case. It is an  oversimplification of the wide range of complexity of the installations which are subject to a given legislation. 

4.3.4.4. Calculation of the time required for on-site inspection
· For the calculation of the time devoted to an environmental inspection, and in particular the time devoted to an on-site visit, the size of the installation (and therefore the time spent on executing the inspection) is not taken into consideration.

· The scope of inspection (Integrated inspection versus a theme inspection) is not taken into consideration.

· Previous inspections performed to the installation by the same inspector, and to a lesser extent by other inspectors, results in a time saving when performing a new environmental inspection. More specifically, saving in time takes place in the stages of preparation of the on-site visit and in the on-site visit itself, but this is not included in the current evaluation method.
4.3.4.5. Use of the potential amount of fines as a criteria 

It is not recommended to use this indicator to evaluate neither the workload or “success” of the inspectors nor the “success” of SEI. Good enforcement is not necessarily linked to a high amount of fines, it may be even an indicator of a poor performance in terms of having a strategy to lead operators in the middle-long term to a good compliance, which is the ultimate goal of environmental inspection.

4.4. Proposals for improvement

In order to overcome the disadvantages mentioned in the previous section, the following recommendations are made:
4.4.1. Recommendations related to evaluation of inspectors
i. The actions resulting from the findings of the assessment of inspectors should be geared towards improving their productivity, through measures like: 
· Providing training in specific areas where gaps have been detected, including both inspectors and managers (e.g. training to managers to help them recognize problems in an early phase and find solutions).

· Improving teamwork
. Teamwork is essential in the field of environmental inspection, because knowledge from numerous areas is required (chemistry, physics, geology, engineering…).

· Increasing their motivation.

· Redirecting their actions toward a better achievement of objectives.
ii. Avoid financial penalties to inspectors (see justification in section 4.3.2). Inspectors’ salary should be a function of the level of responsibilty (e.g. increased salary if the inspector manages a team of a few inspectors in a region).
iii. Avoid “potential amount of fines” as a basis to define criteria (see justification in section 4.3.4.5).
iv. Evaluation of inspectors must give a large importance to the following aspects (at least comparable to the amount of inspections executed):

· The quality of the work they perform. E.g.:

· Number of integrated checklists prepared by the inspector before inspection.

· Number of final inspection reports including suggestions to permit writers and operators.

· Their availability to receive and deliver training.

· Their ability to work as leader of an inspection group or to deal with complex inspections.
v. In relation to the aspects mentioned in the previous bullet:

· Include indicators oriented towards improving the quality of the inspection, and weigh them appropriately in order to enhance the achievement of SEI’s goal (ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of environmental legislation and permit conditions).
· Introduce indicators linked to the outcome of the inspection that aim to promote the achievement of goals stated in EU environmental acquis, such as implementation of Best Available Techniques (BAT) when applicable.
4.4.2. Recommendations related to planning & indicators

i. As commented in section 3.2, use the IMPEL IRAM risk assessment tool used already by most EU Environmental Inspection Authorities to prioritise and plan the inspection activities in line with art. 23 of IED. 
ii. Set inspection targets on outcome first on the installations that have the highest risk.
iii. Define the inspection time that is needed per inspection scope and installation category based on the experience of the inspectors. 
iv. Travel time may be added separately. 

v. Technical complexity, inspection kind (integrated or partial) and size of the installation should be taken into account when setting the key indicators. 
vi. Indicators should be periodically evaluated to see if they need to be updated.
vii. Indicators should be used within a context that provides information about the trends in the performance of the work of the Inspectorate. Indicators cannot be taken as single basis for the evaluation, let alone evaluating them without taking into account the context of the work of the SEI (see comment about input indicators in section 2.1).
4.4.3. Example of the Spanish Region of Galicia
In Annex 1 is described the experience of the Environmental Inspectorate of the Spanish Region of Galicia regarding the evaluation of inspectors and the indicators used. As is shown there, the approach is in line with the proposals made in the previous subsections, but does not include all the features proposed.
Annex 1: Indicators to evaluate inspectors in the Spanish Region of Galicia
1. Preliminary comments
The indicators shown below have evolved (and are still evolving) with time, based on the experience gained.
The basis is the annual inspection programme, prepared with an adapted version of the EU software IRAM.

The programme includes routine and non routine inspections (the latter are estimated based on the experience of previous years). 

Every month the calendar of routine inspections (IED & non-IED) to be performed by each inspector is prepared by the manager. The non routine inspections are assigned by the manager, trying to distribute the workload evenly among inspectors. Factors taken into account when making the allocation of inspections:

· Difficulty / Time required for the inspection (from the start of the preparation of the inspection until the last report is finished).
· Urgency – deadline to implement the inspection.

· Available human resources.

· Situations not previewed when the annual programme was drafted (e.g. some special action requested by a higher authority, sickness or unavailability of inspectors).
2. Indicators to evaluate environmental inspectors

It has been always a very complicated issue. 2010 was the first year with such indicators.

The indicator system to evaluate inspectors is only used internally.  Below are shown the indicators used in 2010, afterwards they suffered some changes.
The data for each inspector are collected through the IT platform of the Inspectorate.

Even if it is a complicated issue, it has brought several positive outcomes:

· Inspectors don´t leave any more inspection procedures unfinished.

· Inspectors fulfill better the deadlines.

· Inspectors can see the results of everyone, and that also motivates them.

· The sole presence of such an evaluation system already makes them to be more “alert”.

· It can be also useful in case that at some point financial rewards would be given for those performing high quality inspections on time.

2.1. Indicators in 2010

A single indicator was used, with 3 factors:

I (inspector) = (number of annual inspections) x (complexity factor) x (deadline compliance factor)

The explanation of each of the 3 factors is the following:

a. Number of annual inspections: the minimum number was estimated as follows: 40 working weeks x 1.5 inspections/week = 60 inspections. In subsequent years experience shows that more can be done, up to 100 inspections (IED & non-IED).

b. Complexity factor (CF): Inspections are categorised into 3 groups: (i) high complexity (IED, EIA, emergencies…), (ii) medium complexity (waste managers, landfills, complaints…), and (iii) low complexity (waste producers, follow-up inspections, others). CF is defined as follows:

CF = [(number of high complexity inspections)x3 + (number of medium complexity inspections)x2 + (number of low complexity inspections)x1] / (sum of all inspections)

CF takes values in the range [1,3]

c. Deadline compliance factor (DF): An inspection is considered as performed within the deadline if it fulfills the corresponding deadline, which is a function of its priority. 4 priority categories are defined:

Category 1: T < 11 days

Category 2: 11 – 22 days

Category 3: 23 – 36 days

Category 4: 36 – 65 days

DF is defined as follows:
DF = [(number of inspections within the deadline)x3 – (number of inspections which did not respect the deadline)x1] / (sum of all inspections)

CF can take in principle values in the range [-1,3], but as it is not preferred to have a negative value for the global indicator “I (inspector)”, in case that for an inspector DF would be negative, then “negative” inspections would be discarded until DF would become positive (in any case such a situation did not take place).

2.2. Results obtained in 2010

The names of the inspectors have been omitted. The following table shows the results:

	INSPECTOR 
	NUMBER OF INSPECTIONS
	COMPLEXITY FACTOR (CF) 
	DEADLINE COMPLIANCE FACTOR (DF) 
	I (inspector) 

	.................. .. 
	53 
	1.40 
	0.54 
	40 

	........................ 
	70 
	1.55 
	1.43 
	155 

	........................... 
	54 
	1.50 
	0.75 
	61 

	........................ 
	62 
	1.43 
	0.91 
	81 

	........................ 
	61 
	1.50 
	2.92 
	267 

	........................ 
	64 
	1.73 
	2.92 
	323 

	.................. 
	42 
	1.98 
	0.46 
	38 

	............................ 
	58 
	1.44 
	1.20 
	100 

	............................ 
	40 
	1.50 
	200 
	120 

	........................
	14 
	1.14 
	1.44 
	2. 3 

	........................
	20 
	1.69 
	1.31 
	44 

	........................
	27 
	1.26 
	0.56 
	19.0 

	........................
	32 
	1.47 
	1.53 
	72 

	........................
	20 
	1.60 
	1.25 
	40 


Analysis of the results

From the results, it was found that in some cases I (inspector) did not reflect the actual activity of the inspector throughout the year. Viewing the values ​​of each column: 

- The column of the inspection number has values ​​between 14-70. 

- The column of the complexity factor (CF) has values ​​between 1.26-1.98. 

- The column of the deadline compliance factor (DF) has values ​​between 0.46-2.92. 

It was found that the column with a wider range was the deadline compliance factor: The lowest value of this factor indicates that the inspector took longer to close the inspection. Most cases involved an inspection of greater difficulty with a large volume of documentation to study (higher value of CF). Moreover, many times, the inspector had to wait to receive the documentation requested to the company to close the inspection which decreased DF even further. 

It was detected that some inspectors had a “number of inspections” lower than the actual conducted inspections throughout the year. It was found that it was not taken into account that sometimes two inspectors went to carry out an inspection (in those cases the inspection was accounted for only 1 of them).
These gaps were solved as follows:

· The inspection has to be closed in the moment that the inspector sends the final report, stating, if applicable, that he/she requested additional documents to the operator.

· Inspections with 2 or more inspectors: the inspection software now “adds” the inspection for all the inspectors, but it does not account as a full inspection, because it is divided by the number of inspectors carrying it out.
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� See as EU legal reference the Recommendation 2001/331/EC of the European Parliament and the Council providing for minimum criteria for environmental inspections.


� If the inspectors prepare a checklist before each inspection, it can as well be measured by the number of checklists with multiple environmental topics that have been drafted vs total number of inspections.


� If the inspectors prepare a checklist before each inspection, it can as well be measured by the number of checklist including BAT verification


� Criteria 3 for the moment this is not possible to apply to the Republic of Macedonia, as EMAS Regulation is not transposed.


� Collaboration within the work team is considered important to:


Improve the personal capacities to inspect. Collaboration can be considered as a way to learn from others, exchange knowledge among inspectors and can be part of the environmental training plan.


Improve the inspection results if 2 or more inspectors participate. Two heads are better than one.
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