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Executive Summary
The following pages summarize the workshops held in the period 21st – 23rd April of 2015, with the purpose of discussing some key issues related to potential improvements of  the current environmental inspection system in the Republic of Macedonia. The workshops were held with representatives of different stakeholders (municipalities, ZELs, industry, MoEPP, SEI, NGOs,..) separately in other to have a better option to get a feedback from each group.
After an initial description of the workshops, context and motivation, the main conclusions extracted are discussed. During the workshops after describing the context and what was expected from the participation of the stakeholders, some opprotunities for strengthening the administrative capacity for inspection were presented. The most important one was the development of a new model consisting in one single environmental inspection system for the Republic of Macedonia, considering the resources of the SEI and the municipalities.
There was a good acceptance of the proposals and all the groups showed interest on the participation during the process to concretize the proposals and to make contributions to them.
Appendices include the presentations used as a basis for the discussions, as well as the lists of participants in the workshops.
1. Description of the workshops held
1.1. Context

The purpose of the activity 1.1 of the Twinning project is “Strengthening the administrative capacities at central and local level for implementation and enforcement of the environmental acquis”

During the first two missions of this activity in February and March 2015, the following report has been produced “Legal and institutional assessment of existing administrative capacities for enforcement of environmental legislation at central and local levels”. This report has collected the information on the present situation of the environmental inspection in the Republic of Macedonia and gives analysis of the strengths, weaknesses and the opportunities for improvement. 
1.2. Purpose of the workshops
The next step was to discuss the main opportunities for improvement and potential key changes in the environmental inspection and enforcement system, with the main stakeholders involved or affected by them. Purpose was to arrive to conclusions which may serve as a basis to prepare  optimized and realistic proposals for improvement of the environmental inspection and enforcement system in May and June of 2015.
Thus workshops were held to present the assessment of the current inspection system, what main changes may be considered as options to improve it based on the experience of EU countries, and then listen to stakeholders’ opinion about these possible options. 

The answers received in the workshops will be considered to be a key element to define proposals for the improvement of the inspection and enforcement system in the following years.

1.3. Workshops and discussions held

Monday 20th of April

· 13:30 – 15:30 Discussion with permit writers of MoEPP

· 15:30 – 16:30 Discussion with IT experts delivering the Business Process Management System for SEI
Tuesday 21st of April
· 10:00 – 12:30 Discussion with RTA Counterpart on behalf of SEI inspectors
· 14:00 – 16:30 Workshop with authorized environmental inspectors from municipalities
Wednesday 22nd of April
· 10:00 – 12:30 Workshop with local authorized environmental inspectors and staff of municipalities working in the field of environment (in particular permitting), and a representative from ZELS

· 14:00 – 16:30 Workshop with representatives from companies (IPPC A/ IPPC B/ Elaborates)
Thursday 23rd of April
· 10:00 – 12:30 Workshop with representatives from MoEPP (working in the fields of IPPC, Seveso, Chemicals, Air Quality Monitoring and Waste), Inspection Council

· 14:00 – 16:30 Workshop with representatives from NGOs
1.4. Structure of the workshops 

The structure of the workshops was similar but adapted to the interest of the different stakeholders and included the following parts:

1. Presentation of the Twinning project

2. Presentation of the assessment

a. Situation and trends on environmental inspection in the European Union

b. Assessment of the Macedonian inspection system

i. Situation

ii. Strengths

iii. Weaknesses

iv. Opportunities for improvement

c. Proposal for a new model of inspection system

3. Clarification of any doubts about presentations

4. Discussion on the proposals
2. Discussions from the workshops

2.1. Discussion with permit writers of MoEPP

Issuing good permits and having access to them is one of the most basic actions to strengthen inspection capacity. 
Regarding this point, a responsible institution for implementation of IPPC regulations is the Department for Industrial Pollution and Risk Management (DIPRM) within of the Administration of Environment (AE). AE is a public body under the frame of the MoEPP. DIPRM consists of the following three Units : 1. Unit on IPPC. 2. Unit on Chemicals and Industrial Accidents. 3.Unit on Risk Management and Atmosphere. At the present, the total number of employees in this Department is 14. The IPPC Unit has a direct responsibility for the implementation of IPPC. In the IPPC Unit at the moment there are 10 employees, six of them are advisors on IPPC (Permit writers), one is holding the position of junior associate, two are technical assistances and there is the  head of the Unit.  DIPRM requires further strengthening of the capacity for implementation and enforcement on IPPC legislation and as well for the transposition and implementation of the new IED.

The permit writers use BREFs in English version, focusing on BATs. They have also some BAT documents in Macedonian, in principle accessible in http://www.moepp.gov.mk/?page_id=944 , but currently that website does not open properly. According to the project fiche of the Twinning IED the following BAT documents, based on the corresponding BREFs, but much shorter, are available:

· BREF on ferrous metal processing.

· BREF on monitoring system

· BREF on non-ferrous metal processing.

· BREF on Intensive rearing of poultry and pigs.

· BREF on iron and steel production.

· BREF on waste water and waste air treatment.

· BREF on cement and lime production.

· BREF on ceramics production.

The permitting procedure for existing installations and interaction with inspectors has had until the last (very recent) update of the Law on Environment the following steps:
1. The application comes in 6 hard copies and an electronic copy.

2. The IPPC sector is obliged to forward 1 copy to the SEI and other relevant institutions (municipality, etc.)

3. Permit writers prepare the draft permit. During this drafting the inspector has the chance to provide his/her comments. 

4. At least one site visit must take place to the installation that has applied, including 1 permit writer and 1 inspector, to check that what is said in application is real. The Inspector can then provide his comments.

5. Once the draft permit is ready, a team (working group) is established, including as members 1 inspector, 1 IPPC staff and other members from other units within MoEPP, and representatives from the installation. 

6. Meeting/s take place to discuss the draft and suggestions for updates are noted. 

7. The permit needs to be updated accordingly, or justification must be provided for those suggestions not included.

8. Once a final version of the permit is ready, a second site visit must take place, including 1 permit writer and 1 inspector. The inspector can then provide his comments.

                       In case of noncompliance with permit conditions, more time is given to the operator in
                       order to adapt the installation to the permit conditions. In any case the operator is
                      involved throughout the permit process, so it is not a frequent case.

9. The procedure is very transparent, all info is placed in the web, the DIPRM  publishes as well a notice in the newspaper, and also public hearings are organised upon request from one or more of the relevant stakeholders.

Regarding the participation of citizens in the process, up to now there have not been a lot of experiences. Most citizens are not accustomed to give their opinion. What often happens is that there is feedback once the process is finished.

Identification and action to be taken with not legalized IPPC A sites. In case that an installation is found that has no permit, an inspector must initiate a punishment procedure. The permitting authority can communicate about such findings to the inspectorate, which will then act.

Experience with municipalities. At local level not all municipalities have separate units or department which are only responsible for environmental issues. In many cases there are only one or two civil servants who work on environmental issues.  This is  not sufficient in terms of needed capacity for the implementation of municipal competences in the environment. 

2.2. Discussion with IT supply contractors

Discussion with two experts (Igor Kitamovski and Nikola Sotiroski) from the Supply Contract Company (Reaktiv) developing the software and providing the hardware to establish the Information Management System for SEI took place. This Business Process Management System is based on MS Sharepoint.  

The experts described the main features and the possibilities of the software.
The tool currently developed results in the building of a platform for internal use by the inspection authorities, it does not yet include sharing information with the public. In the future integration with a site for public information will be realized.  In the new SEI website a necessary linking is included so that inspectors can access remotely the platform, through the website.

The platform is designed to be open to modify and add additional processes. 

Microsoft Lync Platform: The inspectors will have as well a kind of corporate Skype in order to communicate by videoconferencing, working as well in real-time in files. The company will provide support during 2015 on how to manage the platform and to make improvements to the system.

The company has thereby given the following recommendations:

 - Include IT staff within SEI to manage the platform.

-  Have 6 months of trial with a couple of inspectors, in order to test and improve.

        -  Have a training on MS SharePoint, as it has a lot of features that can be practical for the

           Inspectors.
The company requested to support their recommendations and include them in our documents.

They finally added that there is a problem with the interoperability and exchange of information between systems of different institutions. 

2.3. Discussion with the RTA Counterpart
A number of issues were discussed concerning the legal system in Macedonia and the latest developments. The Law on Inspection Supervision is currently under revision and finalization is foreseen in September 2015. One important goal is to enhance the efficiency of the processes and the use of a unique electronic system as described in 2.2 is expected to be of great help. The Ministry has set up a core team in order to further develop the ideas about the administrative supervision. For the municipal inspectors the SEI thinks it has great advantages to use the same procedures and the same IT methods. It must be decided if there will be a unique system for all inspectors or 2 systems with a joint strategy on how supervision will be organized. The big advantage for the inspectors on all levels is the speeding up of all administrative procedures so there is more time to spend for inspection activities. At the moment the inspectors experience a high pressure of administrative procedures.    

2.4.  Authorized environmental inspectors from the City of Skopje and from municipalities.
The city of Skopje has the following particularities. First there is a high percentage of the IPPC A and B sites  located in the municipalities of the City of Skopje and second there are two groups of inspectors: the ones from the City of Skopje (IPPC B sites) and the ones of the municipalities of Skopje (Elaborates and Communal Services).
Change of the inspection model.
Inspectors from the city of Skopje consider that IPPC B installations are already well inspected and do not see a need for a change.  An IT system could be helpful, depending on how it is implemented. The inspectors expressed their concern about the possible interferences of the Inspection Council on their work like possible penalties from the central Inspectorate to local ones.

The inspectors of the municipalities have a bigger need for a unique inspection system. In that way their work can gain professionalism and have a similar status as the SEI inspectors. 
       Comments/Advantages/Disadvantages of the proposals:
       The following comments were made by those present:

There can be higher interferences from the State level in the work of the local inspectors

The proposals can lead to higher professionalism of the local inspectors

Higher responsibility for local inspectors can cause some resistance in some of the municipalities.

Important is to have simple rules and a strong structure.

Local inspectors are independent enough, but their work/status is not appreciated by the mayors.
More cooperation is required between central and local levels, when drafting legislation.
The ordinance from 2009 establishing the distribution of responsibilities between the Parliament of the city of Skopje and the municipalities within the city of Skopje was questioned.

It is important to be able to penalize municipalities if they take wrong (or no) decisions related to their responsibilities in the field of environmental protection.

Examples of some models for a unique system were analyzed. In the case of Ireland EPA provides support to municipalities and certain supervision in order to guarantee a proper planning based on risk assessment and results, and a homogeneous implementation. In the case of The Netherlands, the technical departments of the municipalities and the regional (provincial) authorities have recently merged in order to enhance the quality of permitting and inspection on the local level. 
First step to establish an efficient system: to have enough resources. Then inspectors need to be trained. The specialization of inspectors was discussed. In the current legislation the minimum education and experience required for someone to become inspector is already defined (different for local and central level). 

According to Law, last updates in the Law on Environment (in line with Law on Working Conditions (framework law on rights for employees) and Law on Inspection Supervision) include some provisions stating that in case that environmental inspectors detect an unregistered company or employee, they can start a procedure (which in principle should be something for the labor inspectors).

2.5. Representatives from ZELS and local authorized environmental inspectors and staff of municipalities working in the field of the environment (in particular permitting)
This Workshop was held in the ZELS headquarters with the collaboration of the ZELS coordinator of the network for environmental protection and was attended by over 50 local authorized environmental inspectors and staff from municipalities working in the sector environment (permit writers, etc).

The group for the workshop was bigger than in previous cases and for them it was in many cases the first contact with the project. This means that it was more an informative meeting  setting ways of collaboration for the future. 

Change of the inspection model.
There were several questions for clarification and better understanding:

· Question on risk assessment. This looked somewhat complicated. It was explained (and understood) that sophisticated words may complicate understanding, when in reality it could be a simple process.
· What is the meaning of centralized system? It was explained that there should be a common IT system, common procedures and a common status for all inspectors 

· People wondered how a more specialized division of inspection work would be achieved, would more inspectors be hired? How would be the division into areas? 
In general there was an acceptance of the proposal of a change to a new model but they wanted to know more details and take part in the designing process.
Comments/Advantages/Disadvantages of the proposals:
· City of Skopje: Art. 46 in the Law on Environment should be changed, and apparently is going to be changed, in order to give the same status to inspectors of the Parliament of the city of Skopje and local authorised environmental inspectors. There is an inconsistency between that and the Law on Civil Servants.

· Currently local authorised environmental inspectors and SEI inspectors do not have same status, and have different rulebooks to follow.

· There is a lack of information about the environmental problems at the local level.

· What is our opinion about the current 2 main Laws (Environment and Inspection Supervision), and what would the new Law on Inspection on Environment provide in addition to those laws? Is there need to draft a new law?

Examples of The Netherlands and Spain were provided, justification and explanations from RTA & Counterpart were provided too.

· Opinion by permit writers about possibilities to improve enforcement: inconsistencies, example of mechanical workshop. Some activities are permitted at central level, and inspected at local level, e.g. waste oil management.

· Problem: illegal mechanical workshops. It was explained that the local inspector has in any case the right to intervene.
· Request: to exclude cafeterias and bars from duties of environmental inspectors.
· Request to give the local inspectors power to inspect all facilities, specially the high polluting ones, since they know more about the history and the local conditions. Examples were given of joint inspections between state and local inspectors for specific cases.
· During the coffee break, an authorised environmental inspector proposed to maybe have a hierarchy of 3 levels of environmental inspectors, as a function of the technical knowledge and field experience. He further commented that it could be proposed e.g. a geographical allocation of resources with a central office in Skopje complemented by several regional ones, and maybe part of the inspectors directly in municipalities. He was as well in favor of a certain specialization of inspectors, classifying them into a series of profiles. 

Agreements
·  To work together with the coordinator of ZELs with a core team of inspectors to participate  in the process
· Invitation to send comments through e-mail to the RTA (Cesar Seoanez) and/or RTA Counterpart (Darko Blinkov).
2.6. Representatives from companies (IPPC A/ IPPC B/ Elaborates)

After the presentations about the Twinning project and the ideas about a possible improvement of the inspection system in Macedonia a discussion was held in which the role of the Inspectorates during and after the permitting process was discussed. 

The representative of one of the IPPC A sites shared their recent experience. 

The company didn´t get yet their IPPC A permit, they have had the adjustment permit and now are in the process of getting IPPC A. As a proposal for improvement she suggested a better communication between MoEPP, the SEI and the company, because in her opinion permit writers do not know well enough the processes and technologies, and therefore it is necessary that inspectors should be more involved in the permit elaboration. An alternative proposed by  the authors of this report in the discussion could be more attention to raise the technical level of the permit writers. This means that they have to get and invest more time for the relevant technical knowledge in industrial sectors. A certain form of specialization could help.
An example was given about a company that has a contract with a licensed company for the monitoring of underground water. There is a rulebook which defines ELVs for a number of  parameters, but in the permit there are different ELVs, sometimes more relaxed, sometimes more strict, and it is not explained why.

In  some cases remarks of the company to the final draft of a permit were not taken into account without a satisfactory explanation.
Answers to questions and doubts on specific conditions in the permit can take very long to arrive and in the meanwhile the inspectors are judging the company’s performance with the values stated in the permit which sometimes are not realistic.

The monitoring frequency of parameters is different, depending on the parameter. In order to decrease the complexity of reporting it would be good to propose some way of reporting which would make life easier to the companies.

Mining company: in their opinion their cooperation with the municipality of Skopje has been very good so far, and they would like the cooperation to stay as it is.

Another company stated that they have 2 permits. For monitoring of environmental parameters it was  suggested that, if  for a certain parameter, after a certain time the results show that there is no problem of exceedances, the monitoring of that parameter should be excluded (or the monitoring frequency reduced).

Monitoring of environmental parameters can imply high costs, because often companies have to contract foreign accredited laboratories, as there are no such entities in Macedonia for some parameters.

After some last changes in legislation the local and central inspectors have been excluded from taking part in the permitting process. This seems to be a misunderstanding and should be corrected. 

Some other general remarks were made like:
There is no support currently provided by MoEPP to industries regarding the implementation of BREF documents. 

For the validation of emission data certification of laboratories is needed, which is not always guaranteed.
The situation regarding permitting procedures is very different outside of Skopje, especially for IPPC B installations, where the capacity of competent authorities is much lower, and frequently by paying the corresponding fees the permits are obtained while there is not so much control.

In the city of Skopje inspections very often include both inspectors and permit writers.

With regard to publishing inspection reports on the internet: according to the legislation on data protection, such reports are published, but a lot of info is deleted.
Conflicts with neighbors: a cement factory representative explained that her company  sometimes invites neighbors who complain to meet, together with inspectors in order to have a discussion about the complaints. The authors of this report emphasized the importance of involving neighbors since the start, to avoid increasing discussions.

Problems with bakeries and the smell they generate, and the way to measure such smell were mentioned. A possible solution in some cases can be a high(er) stack to prevent contact with exhaust gases and to dilute them. However this is not always a good solution, sometimes the source is a  part of a building and a stack cannot be built, or dilution does not help much and  so in those cases other measures prevail, like afterburners. Methods for assessment of odour nuisance can be found in different (international) technical documents. 

2.7. Representatives from MoEPP
Technical staff from the following areas/units took part in the meeting: IPPC – permitting, Chemicals and Industrial Accidents, Waste Management, Air Emission Information System and Noise were present in the discussion.
Change of the inspection model.
There was not a big discussion on the subject since most of the participants seemed to accept that there is a necessity for it. The discussion was focused on the aspects that should be considered and on the coordination between MoEPP and Inspectorate.
Comments/Advantes/Disadvantages of the proposals:
Role of the different parties

· It would be very good to improve the way in which the responsibilities for the different parties are defined  in the legislation.

· It is considered that inspectors should inspect less or not inspect if the permits respect the legislation, since there is other legislation and inspection authority on the matter, and focus instead on compliance by operators.
· There is no “chemical inspectorate”  but there is a permit system in Macedonia for chemicals. The MoEPP has reminded operators for the third time to send them the necessary  notification (they have been involved several times in workshops) but until now there was no response. The same situation has happened with waste operators. They are informed but very often do not follow the rules.
Participation of MoEPP in inspection program and exchange of information
· There is not yet a clear procedure within the Inspectorate to collect and consider the needs of inspection from the units of the MoEPP. 

· The units/areas do not receive the report with the results of the inspections activities in their area.
· A Memorandum of Understanding SEI – MoEPP will be signed in the summer of 2015. After that there will be a series of agreements SEI –different MoEPP units, about how they should contribute in the procedure of elaboration of the inspection programme.

Data validation
Data from emissions comes directly from installations to the MoEPP, and there is no validation by the Inspectorate. It is accepted as it comes. Problem: most of the operators do not submit information. There is need to discuss the parameters to monitor and the way to measure such parameters. Some parameters that need to be reported to EEA are not included in the permits (e.g. heavy metals). They report to EEA about several parameters, and for several others they do not have data. Some parameters, like POPs’ emissions, are not measured, but just estimated with calculations.

There is an urgent need for the inspectors to press the operators to send such info regarding monitoring of parameters. 
Qualification of permit writers and inspectors
There is a need to improve the division of working areas for permit writers and inspectors (by industrial sector or by media (water, waste, etc)), to have more specialised staff. In particular, it was considered necessary for the IPPC experts to split into air quality experts and water experts.
Involvement of the Inspectorate in case of industrial accidents: 
Several regional workshops were organised about inspection of the safety report (training for inspectors and for evaluators of safety reports). Also a workshop for industry and inspectors was held on prevention policy and the safety report. The MoEPP prepared a guide on this, covering all main topics to be inspected. Guidance about how to react in case of an accident is drafted,but  not yet adopted (procedure for the Center on Crisis Management and the 20 institutions involved). Also a workshop on integrated inspections (labour, protection & rescue, environment) will be held. An emergency center (112) is in place.

Follow-up actions after inspection

Sanctions are an essential aspect that should be improved.

Participation of inspectors in permit drafting: 
It was asked if in the project proposals it could be discussed how to involve inspectors in permit drafting. In the current update to the Law on Environment being still under discussion inspectors legally/formally are out of the procedure (before they were in the application stage formally, and informally they were involved as well in later permit drafting stages). It would be very important to restore legally the involvement of inspectors in the permit procedure. Now the site visits during the permitting procedure are carried out just by permit writers and  no inspectors are involved. 

There are still a lot of IPPC permits to be issued, after the adjustment period. Another problem: in the issuing of these “real” non-adjusted permits, the initial meeting of members of all the relevant departments within MoEPP, to give remarks once an application is received, does not exist anymore. A formal way to include the opinions or remarks from the different departments in an early stage of the permit procedure in a formal meeting and with minutes should be included.

2.8. Representative from platform NGOs
Discussion was held with Metodija Sazdov (Macedonian Green Centre).
The NGO platform has been involved in working groups to investigate how to improve the output of SEI and generally speaking they have a good working relationship. On the request of the Inspectorate audits were made by the Platform about Inspection reports. Local inspectors often have many different tasks, so in order to deliver a better quality cooperation is necessary. Small municipalities sometimes do this by passing tasks on environment to larger neighbor municipalities e.g. in the cases of Ohrid and Bitola, where there was good agreement. Information about a project on environmental good governance can be provided to this project by the Platform whereas  information about  a project on SEA/EIA and IPPC B (bilateral, with Norwegian partners) is already available.
Also the Platform will provide info about the audit of operational plans sent by installations to the SEI that were performed by the Platform of Civil Society Organizations, (CSOs).  CSOs don´t know how inspections in practice are conducted. It would be good to involve CSOs in some of our (Twinning Project) trainings involving site visits. There is need to raise capacity of CSOs.
Other remarks from the Platform representative:  a cement factory and an oil refinery have started cooperation with CSOs.  CSOs want to improve their communication possibilities.  
Important (sub) platforms in the country are:
· Ekosfera (50 active organizations + 250 more passive), http://www.ekosfera.mk/
· Green Environmental Center
CSO’s have an annual meeting  (workshop of 2.5 days), to plan together the strategy of CSO’s for the following year. This year this takes place in the end of September. The public information office of MoEPP has the contacts list of CSOs.

Mr. Sazdov is the moderator and focal point of the  CSOs – MoEPP Platform. They have people with the corresponding knowledge for the areas covered by MoEPP Departments, to have good interaction 7-10 CSO’s participate in law drafting processes in the fields of environment and energy. They give their comments as well on the annual progress report, and are in contact with the DEU.
He calls SEI (Darko Blinkov) from time to time when there are problems communicated by citizens. They call the municipalities first, sometimes there is no answer from municipality, and then they contact CSO or SEI.

Cooperation with the SEI is good. It is more complicated with municipalities, because the municipal staff cannot take decisions without prior consultation/approval from mayor.

About  the situation with regard to companies the Platform has the following opinions:

There are a number of problematic IPPC A installations: 

· Heavily polluting (mostly) state-owned companies with large impact who are not following the  transitional plans to reduce it, or with a large delay (e.g. LCP Bitola (70% of electricity of the country), Jugochrom). 

· Waste management facilities:  Tetovo-Gostivar: 
the waste is managed in a very poor protected site
The law does not include a financial measure in case that the companies do not fulfill their plan.
Monitoring stations: It would be good to have a mobile monitoring station for the Northeast Region, which does not have large fixed facilities.

Traffic, heating systems and construction sites are  large sources of air pollution.

Water: 

- CSO’s have lowest expert capacity in the sector of water and are trying to raise it.

- The implementation of the Water Law was delayed due to the transfer of some responsibilities between Ministries, now it is being implemented.

UNFCCC:  The third Macedonian Communication on Climate Change was made to the UN.
The Macedonian Academy for Science and Arts (MASA)prepared an energy strategy but according to the Platform this is very old fashioned and with large gaps in budgetary and technical issues.

About the SEI:

They need more people, training for new staff, equipment. Maybe there should be regional teams and specialization.
The RTA Counterpart commented the  ideas about specialization for inspectors:

- IPPC & Seveso and accidents

- Waste management

- Air, noise, EIA & Climate Change

- Nature & water

The Platform thinks that a project including training should be delivered to customs, specially on CITES, TFS. The usefulness of Waste Watch was commented.

3. Conclusions from the workshops

· There was a general acceptance of the opportunities for improvement presented in the workshops, under some conditions like the participation in the process and considering of the particularity of the inspection on the City of Skopje.
· There has been a first identification of the stakeholders. A second round should be performed to make sure that no important stakeholders are left out.

· The round of workshops has served to establish a first contact with the stakeholders but further organized participation should be organized during the project in the way that the opinions and participation do not come too late. This is the case for example for the ZELS, the industry and NGOs.
· Improvement of the inspection procedures on complaints is needed.
· The new model of a unique inspection system in Macedonia has to be further elaborated considering the interests and needs of the different parties.

· Principles in the organization

· Different groups of inspectors according to qualification e.g.

· Group I: IPPC A installations
· Group II: current IPPC B installations
· Group III: Elaborates and communal services??
· Specialization according to the areas, e.g.
· Experts on air and noise

· Experts on water 

· Experts on waste and soil

· Experts on nature protection,….

· Consequences on the organization of human resources between State, City of Skopje and municipalities
·  Regarding improving the capacity of the SEI
· Human resources and organization, to have staff working on the following areas
· Legal advice. To have legal staff advice on the actions and sanction procedures and development of policy and legislation (Environmental Inspection Law).
· Information management system. Develop a common system for all unique inspection bodies of Macedonia.
· Knowledge center to keep running processes and innovation.
· Memorandum of Understanding with the MoEPP to establish the roles and cooperation between them and SEI e.g. collaboration in permit drafting to avoid operators’ complaints on permits’ quality. 
· Development of an approach of inspection planning (priority setting based on risk approach) that is understandable and feasible also for municipalities.
· Regarding municipalities

· Integrate the inspectors in the unique inspection system. 
· Organization of resources in the way that groups of staff can be specialized in areas and that there is effective support and coordination between them.
· Qualification and training of the staff. Improve the quality in order to be able to join the unique body.

· Cooperation with SEI and joint inspections between local and state inspectors.

· Regarding operators
· Enhance the involvement in the responsibility for the good data reporting (related to data to be used on the risk assessment)

· Improving the time response to issue the permits and their quality would help to build trust with the operators. For that a close cooperation between permit writers and inspectors is necessary.

· Regarding the NGOs
· The setting of focal point between the NGOs platforms/ MoEPP/ SEI seems a good practice that could serve to promote the participation in the inspection system.
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Lack of a unique system of environmental inspection

Multiple responsible persons (political and technical) in
the environmental inspection

Many local inspectors are at the same time communal
inspectors and/or even permit writers.
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PROPOSAL FOR A NEW MODEL

> ONE SINGLE ENVIRONMENTAL
INSPECTION SYSTEM FOR THE REPUBLIC
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1. Aunified body of environmental inspectors
2. Unique common information system

3. Unified criteria for environmental inspection (plan,
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Appendix 2: Lists of participants
Detailed lists of participants are available at the Twinning office and can be provided upon request.
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