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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex Ill A.t - Definition of Verifier's Scope 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.17 What information does the verifier have to supply the accreditation body so that it can 
define the verifier's scope? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries121 . 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results122: 

• 9 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies utilise interviews and CVs of audit team members 
as means to define an applicant verifier's scope. 
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Interviews and CV of audit team 
members 

Documentation on work experience 
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organisation's competence to 

Oral exam 

Competence analysis of applicant 

Conformation from clients of 
applicants 
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Figure 17 - Information Supplied by the Applicant Verifier to Define its Scope 

121 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
122 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex Ill A.4b and c -Procedures for Checking 
Verifier's Scope 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.19 How is the information gathered by the accreditation body to define a verifier's scope? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries 123. 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results124: 

• 9 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies utilise the information source of documentation 
on training and experience of the verifier to define its scope. 
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Figure 18 -Information Used by the Accreditation Body to Define Verifier's 
Scope 

123 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
124 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex Ill A.4(g) -Limit of Verifier,s Scope 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.18 Would you say the accreditation body has had to restricted the requested scope of 

verifiers? 125 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries126. 
Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results127: 

• 3 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies have 'never' restricted a verifier's scope. 
• 7 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies restrict the scope of verifiers 'in the majority of 

cases'. 
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Figure 19- Restriction of Verifiers' Scope in Member States 

6 7 

125 The requested scope is the NACE codes and sectors which verifiers have applied to 
become accredited so that they can undertake verifications in those sectors. 
126 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 

127 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex Ill A.t -Independence of the Verifier 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.20 How does the accreditation body determine the independence of the AEV from the site? 
A.21 Does the accreditation body check for this independence? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries12B. 
Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results129: 

• 12 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies checks the independence of verifiers. 
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Figure 20 - Mechanism Employed to Check the Independence of Verifiers 

128 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 

129 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.4 and Annex Ill A.5- Supervision of 
Verifiers 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.11 Are domestic accredited environmental verifiers supervised? 
A.12a What is the frequency of the supervision of each accredited environmental verifier? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries 130• 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results131: 

• All 15 Member States stated accredited environmental verifiers are/would be 
supervised132. 

• 9 of the 13 operational Accreditation Bodies stated verifiers were supervised 
every 12 months. 
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Figure 21 - Frequency of the Supervision of Accredited Environmental Verifiers 

130 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
131 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
132 Greece and Portugal indicated their approaches although their Accreditation Bodies were 
not established at the time of interviewing. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.4 and Annex Ill A.5- Supervision of 
Verifiers 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.12b What does this supervision involve? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries133. 
Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results134: 

• All 13 Member States with operational Accreditation Bodies undertake or intend to 
undertake witnessed assessments during verifiers' supervision. 
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Figure 22- Accreditation Bodies' Supervision Criteria for Verifiers135 

133 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
134 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
135 Supervision criteria are either used or intended to be used by Accreditation Bodies. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.4 and Annex Ill A.5- Supervision of 
Verifiers (Problems) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.12c Has this supervision given rise to any problems? 
A.12d What were these problems and how were they resolved? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries136. 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results137: 

• 5 out of 13 Member States with operational Accreditation Bodies stated that the 
supervision of verifiers had given rise to problems. 

Table 10- Problems and Solutions in the Supervision of Verifiers138 

Problems in supervision of verifier Solutions to problems 
1. Mistakes found in the verifier's contract 1. Stop verifier's work on site and new 

contract required to be produced 
2. Environmental statement not signed by 2. Delete verifier from the environmental 

the correct verifier statement, go back to site with 
competent team 

3. Procedures not implemented by verifier 3. Non-conformances raised and corrective 
action taken 

4. Verifier failed to properly check the 4. Non-conformances raised and corrective 
environmental statement action taken 

5. Competence of verifier questioned 5. Non-conformances raised and corrective 
action taken 

136 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
137 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
138 Problems and associated solutions are not presented in a priority order in the table. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex Ill A.3- Rights and Duties 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.22 Are there any guidelines on how many days verifiers should spend on site? 
A.23 Broadly what do these guidelines suggest? 
A.24 Are there any guidelines on how much verifiers should charge? 
A.25 Broadly what do these guidelines suggest? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries139. 
Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results140: 

• 12 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies state they have no guidelines on how many 
days a verifier should spend on site. 

• One Accreditation Body applies the EAC141 group recommendations for quality 
systems to EMAS and ISO 14001. 

• All Accreditation Bodies state that they have no guidelines on how much verifiers 
should charge sites for EMAS verifications 

139 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
140 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
141 European Accreditation of Certification. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.7 and Annex Ill A.5- Notification 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.26 Has the accreditation body been notified by any verifiers from other Member States? 
A.27 From which Member States has the accreditation body been notified by foreign verifiers? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries142. 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results143: 

• 12 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies have been notified by a verifier from another 
Member State. 
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Figure 23 - Number of Accreditation Bodies Notified by Foreign Verifiers and 
the Country of Origin of Foreign Verifiers 

142 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
143 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.7 and Annex Ill A.5- Supervision 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.28 Are foreign verifiers supervised? 
A.29 How is this supervision conducted? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries144. 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results145: 

• 12 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies supervise foreign verifiers. 
• 1 0 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies undertake witnessed assessments of foreign 

verifiers. 
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Figure 24 - Supervision Mechanisms for Foreign Verifiers 

9 10 

144 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
145 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 6.7 and Annex Ill A.5- Supervision 
(Foreign Verifiers) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.30 Did the supervision of foreign verifiers give rise to any problems? 
A.31 What were these problems and how were they resolved? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries 146. 

Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results147: 

• 7 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies stated that the supervision of foreign verifiers had 
given rise to problems. 

• Solutions to problems cited were to follow Commission guidelines; raise concern 
with verifier and/or Accreditation Body of verifier's Member State; and reduce site 
audit cycle length. 
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Figure 25 - Problems Associated with the Supervision of Foreign Verifiers 

146 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 

147 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: -Complaints about Verifiers 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

A.34 What was the nature of these complaints? 
A.35 What is the procedure for dealing with complaints? 

Respondents: 15 Representatives of Member State Accreditation Bodies or 
Ministries 1so. 
Date of interviews: 18/11/97 to 19/12/97 

Results151: 

• Five types of complaint about verifiers were cited: 
1. the verifier was not impartial, 
2. mistake in the verifier's contract, 
3. the verifier fixed the date of next environmental statement, 
4. too little time spent on site by individual verifier, 
5. uncertain about quality of individual verifier. 

• 9 out of 13 Accreditation Bodies have formal complaints procedures. 

150 Greece and Portugal had not established their Accreditation Bodies thus Ministries of the 
Environment were interviewed. 
151 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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2.6 Results of Accredited Environmental Verifiers Interviews 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 14 and Annex Ill A.t -Experimental 
Sectors Accredited Scope 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.4 Have you/your organisation been accredited to work in any experimental extension 
sectors? 
V.5a What are these experimental sectors? 
V.5b Have you/your organisation undertaken any accredited verifications in those sectors you 
have mentioned? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4°/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States1s9. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results160: 

• Only 6 (17o/o) verifiers (all organisations) were accredited for experimental sectors 
under Article 14. 

• Seven experimental sectors were cited: 
6. Restaurants 
7. Farming 
8. Public service 
9. Waste collection systems 
1 0. Local authorities 
11. Railway operations 
12. Commerce 

• Three verifiers had undertaken verifications in the experimental sectors they were 
accredited for and 3 had not. 

159 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
160 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4- Validations (Total Days for 
Verification) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.10d Could you tell me the total time of the site's verification (after the contract to undertake 
the site's verification has been signed)? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4o/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States166. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results167: 

• Organisation verifiers spend more days on a site's verification than individual 
verifiers both in general and by site employee size. 

Table 11 - Total Days Spent on Verification by Verifiers 

Total Days Spent on Minimum Maximum Average 
Verification: Days Davs Days 
All verifiers 2 30 8.7 
Individual verifiers 2 12 5.7 
Orqanisation verifiers 4.4 30 11 

Table 12 - Individual and Organisation Verifiers' Days Spent on Verification by 
Site Size 

Total Days Minimum Maximum Average 
Spent on Days Days Days 
Verification: 
Site Size Individual Organisation Individual Organisation Individual Organisation 

verifier verifier verifier verifier verifier verifier 

Less than 50 2.5 4.5 7.5 6 5.2 5.1 
employees 
50 to 249 2 4.4 10 11 5.6 7.4 
employees 
More than 249 4.5 7 12 30 7.3 16 
employees 

166 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
167 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4- Validations (Days Spent On-site) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.10g Could you tell me the verification time spent on site? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4°/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States168. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results169: 

• Individual verifiers spend less time on-site during sites' verifications than 
organisation verifiers in general and by site employee size. 

Table 13 - Verification Days Spent On-site by Verifiers 

Verification Days On-site Minimum Maximum Average 
All verifiers 1 24 5.6 
Individual verifiers 1 6 2.6 
Organisation verifiers 2 24 8.3 

Table 14 - Individual and Organisation Verification Days Spent On-site by Site 
Size 

Verification Minimum Maximum Average 
Days On-site 
Site Size Individual Organisation Individual Organisation Individual Organisation 

verifier verifier verifier verifier verifier verifier 

Less than 50 1 2 3 4 2.1 3.4 
employees 
50 to 249 1.5 2.5 4 7 2.5 5.3 
employees 
More than 249 3 4 6 24 4.3 11.8 
employees 

168 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
169 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4- Validations (Number of Visits to Site) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.10f Could you tell me the number of site visits during verification? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4o/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States17o. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results171: 

• 68°/o of individuals make one site visit during a site's verification whereas 48°/o of 
organisation verifiers make two visits. 

Table 15- Number of Site Visits by Verifiers During Verification172 

Number of Site Visits 1 visit 2 visits 3 visits 4 visits 9 visits 
o/o o/o o/o o/o o/o 

All verifiers 38 40 13 8 1 
Individual verifiers 68 32 0 0 0 
Organisation verifiers 10 48 24 14 5 

Table 16- Site Visits by Verifiers During Verification by Site Employee Size173 

Number of 1 visit 2 visits 3 visits 4 visits 

Site Visits 174 % % % % 

Site Size Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa-
verifier tion verifier tion verifier verifier tion verifier verifier tion verifier 

verifier 

Less than 50 21 0 16 14 0 5 0 
employees 
50 to 249 47 5 0 19 0 5 0 
employees 
More than 249 0 5 16 14 0 14 0 
employees 

170 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
171 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
172 Rounding of figures may mean total percentage values do not equal100. 
173 Rounding of figures may mean total percentage values do not equal 1 00. 
174 The 5o/o of organisation verifiers that visited a site 9 times have not been included. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4- Validations (Number of Visits to Site) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.1 Oj Could you tell me the number of individuals 1) involved in the verification and 2) number 
sent to site during verification? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4o/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member Statesns. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results176: 

• In general, organisation verifiers have more individuals involved in EMAS 
verifications and more individuals sent to a site during verification. 

Table 17- Maximum and Minimum Numbers of Individual Involved in 
Verification 

Individuals Involved Minimum Number of Maximum Number of 
in Verification Individuals Individuals 

Total No. No. sent to site Total No. No. sent to site 

All verifiers 1 1 4 4 
Individual verifiers 1 1 2 2 
Organisation verifiers 2 1 4 4 

Table 18 - Individuals Involved in Verification by Employee Size of Site 

Individuals Involved in Minimum Number of Maximum Number of 
Verification Individuals Individuals 

Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa-
verifier tion verifier verifier tion verifier 

Site Size Total No. Total No. Total No. Total No. 
No. sent to No. sent No. sent No. sent 

site to site to site to site 

Less than 50 employees 1 1 2 1 2 2 3 2 
50 to 249 employees 1 1 2 2 2 2 3 3 
More than 249 employees 1 1 2 2 2 2 4 4 

175 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
176 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4- Validations (Cost) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.10k Could you tell me the cost per day of the verification (ex expenses/? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4°/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States177. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results178: 

• Average daily fees for individual verifiers (842 ECU) are approximately (1 Oo/o) 
cheaper than average daily rates for organisation verifiers. 

• The average daily fees increase slightly (4o/o) with the increase in size of site 
(based on number of employees). 

• Sites with less than 50 employees are paying the highest minimum and the 
highest maximum daily fees for their verifications. 

Table 19- Daily Fees Charge by Verifiers179 

Daily Fees (ex. Expenses) Minimum Maximum Average 
(ECU180) 

All verifiers 194 1781 934 
Individual verifiers 194 1627 842 
OrQanisation verifiers 196 1781 933 

Table 20 - Daily Fees Charged to Different Sizes of Sites 

Daily Fees (ex. Minimum Maximum Average 
Expenses) (ECU181 ) 
Site Size Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa- Individual Organisa-

verifier tion verifier verifier tion verifier verifier tion verifier 

Less than 50 employees 712 610 1017 1781 771 1085 
50 to 249 employees 470 196 1627 1343 960 
More than 249 194 334 763 1661 649 
employees 

177 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
178 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
179 Individual verifiers quoted their fee rates for one person even if they worked in a group of 
individual verifiers as can be the case in Germany. 
180 ECU rates supplied by the European Commission for period 1 to 30 November 1997. 
181 ECU rates supplied by the European Commission for period 1 to 30 November 1997. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Annex liLA -Requirements Concerning the 
Accreditation of Verifiers (Supervision) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

V.20.b) Could you tell me if your verification was supervised on site by the accreditation body? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 42 (17.4o/o) Accredited Environmental 
Verifiers (AEV) in 10 Member States194. 
Date of interviews: 16/12/97 to 3/2/98 

Results195: 

• The majority of organisation verifiers (81 o/o) experience on-site supervision of 
their verifications by their Member State Accreditation Body. 

• All individual verifiers (100°/o) did not experience on-site supervision by their 
Accreditation Body of its verifications. 
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Figure 36- Percentage of Verifiers Experiencing On-site Supervision 

194 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (14/11/97): 241 verifiers in 10 Member States. BE, 
GR, IT, LUX and P had no AEVs. Population size in AU, FR, DE, SE and UK meant verifiers 
were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
195 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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2. 7 Results of EMAS Site Interviews 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 3 Participation in Scheme (Timescales for 
Implementation) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.Sa (For sites with EMAS only) Could you estimate how long achievement of EMAS took 
from the start of EMAS implementation to the verification of the site? 
S.Sb (For sites with EMAS and ISO 14001) Could you estimate how long achievement of 
EMAS took from the start of EMAS implementation to the verification of the site and Sc how 
long for the achievement of certification to ISO 14001? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6o/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States2oa. 
Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results2D9: 

• Two thirds (66°/o) of registered sites with EMAS only take between 6 and 12 
months to implement EMAS.21o 
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Figure 42 -Implementation Time Period for EMAS and EMAS plus ISO 14001211 

208 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97): 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, DK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
209 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
210 Implementation time periods for EMAS and ISO 14001 combined. 79 
211 7 4 sites with EMAS only and 66 sites with EMAS and ISO 14001. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 3 Participation in Scheme (Elements of 
EMAS Implemented at Site) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.6.a) Thinking about EMAS implementation at your site could you go through the elements of 
EMAS implemented at your site (include ISO 14001 elements if certified before or at the same 
time as EMAS) at your site? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6°/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States219. 
Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results22D: 

• All registered sites stated they had implemented the EMAS elements of 
environmental policy, environmental review, environmental programme, 
environmental management system and environmental statement. 

• 15°/o of all registered sites had not implemented environmental auditing221. 
• Absence of environmental auditing is relatively equally distributed across 

enterprise size categories: 21.5°/o of small and medium sized enterprises and 
21 o/o of large sized enterprises did not implement auditing. 

• 8°/o of sites registered in 1995 did not implement environmental auditing, 
whereas 25°/o of sites registered in 1996 and 20o/o of sites registered in 1997 
did not implement auditing. 

219 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97): 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, OK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
220 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
221 Respondents were asked about the implementation of environmental auditing at their sites 82 
not whether they had established an environmental auditing programme. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 3(e)- Environmental Objectives (Site) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.7 What are the sites main environmental objectives?235 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6°/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States236. 
Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results237: 

• Over half of all registered sites cited 'reduce waste/hazardous waste' and 
'reduce energy consumption' as environmental objectives. 

• 6o/o of sites cited 'implement and improve an environmental management 
system (EMS)' as a site environmental objective. 

• 1 o/o of all registered sites had no environmental objectives. 
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Figure 49- Percentage of All Registered Sites' Main Environmental 
Objectives238 

235 As with most questions in the questionnaire this question was unprompted. 

56% 

60% 

236 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97): 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, DK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
237 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
238 Environmental objectives cited by less than 6°/o of all registered sites not listed. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 4.2 and Annex llH- Environmental 
Auditing (Frequency) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.S What is your site's environmental audit cycle length, i.e. when all activities at the site have 
been audited and a new environmental statement is produced and verified? 
S.9 What is the frequency of the audit cycle for the most environmental significant area at 
your site? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6o/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States239. 

Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results240: 

• Two thirds of all registered sites (66o/o) have full environmental audit cycle 
lengths of 36 months. 

• 71 o/o of all registered sites audit their sites' most environmental significant 
area between 6 to 12 months. 
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Figure 50 - Audit Cycle Lengths 
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239 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97): 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, DK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
240 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 5- Environmental Statement 
(Stakeholders) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.14a What, in your opinion, are the 3 main audiences (or stakeholders) for your site's 
environmental statement? 
S.14b Which are the 3 main groups that have actually requested copies of your site's 
environmental statements? 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6°/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States245. 
Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results246: 

• All registered sites viewed customers (60o/o) and the local community to the 
site (44°/o) as the main audiences for their sites environmental statement. 

• The overwhelming majority (79°/o) of requests for environmental statements 
came from researchers and people in education/schools. 

• Consultants (34°/o) are the second highest group requesting site 
environmental statements. 
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Figure 53- Distribution and Requests for Sites Environmental Statements 

245 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97): 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, DK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 Oo/o. 
246 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
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Regulation No 1836/93: Article 3- Participation in EMAS (Benefits) 

Questions related to Article/Annex: 

S.16a What are the 3 main benefits of EMAS implementation?249 

Respondents: A representative sample of 140 (11.6°/o) registered EMAS sites in 12 
Member States250. 

Date of interviews: 2/2/98 to 24/2/98 

Results251: 

• The top three benefits cited by all registered sites were cost savings (31 °/o), 
better image (29o/o) and improved employee moral (26o/o). 
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Figure 55- Benefits of Participation in EMAS252 

249 As with most questions in the questionnaire this question was unprompted 
250 Population data from EMAS Help Desk (31/12/97}: 1211 EMAS sites in 12 Member States. 
GR, LUX and P had no registered sites. Population size in AU, DK, FR, Fl, DE, NL, SE and 
UK meant EMAS sites were randomly selected for a minimum representative sample of 1 0°/o. 
251 Results are derived solely from the AIMS-EMAS questionnaire via a telephone survey and 
whilst every effort was made to ensure the accuracy of the information, the survey was 
dependent on the respondents' knowledge and alternative information may exist. 
252 Respondents could selected 3 main benefits, those benefits receiving less than 1 0°/o of all 
registered sites are not included 
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