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l. SUBMISSIONS CONCERNING COMPLIANCE WITH THE VOC
PROTOCOL

A. Submission by Norway

1. Background

3. In aletter received by the secretariat on 25 September 2000, Norway presented a
submission to the Implementation Committee under paragraph 4 (b) of the structure and
functions of the Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex) concerning its
compliance with the emisson reduction obligation under article 2, paragraph 2 (b), of the
1991 Geneva Protocol on the Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds or their
Transboundary Fuxes.

4. Mr. H. DOVLAND (Norway) presented the submission by Norway. VOC emissions
in Norway’ s Tropospheric Management Area (TOMA), defined by annex | to the Protocal,
should have been reduced by 30% between 1989 and 1999, but instead, they increased from
275.8 kt to 291.9 kt. In addition, total national annual emissions by the year 1999 should not
have exceeded the 1988 levels and, instead, they increased from 249 to 350.6 kt.

5. Mr. Dovland explained that the main reason for this failure wasthe dday in
developing the necessary technologies to control VOC emissonsin the offshore oil sector,
which was responsible for alarge share (more than 40%) of Norway’s VOC emissions. In
contrast to his country’ s expectations when it had signed the VOC Protocol, gppropriate
technology to reduce VOC emissions from offshore loading of crude oil had become
commercidly avalable only very recently. Oil production had been expected to remain more
or less stable at the time of the negotiation of the VOC Protocal, but it had grown from 86
million Sn¥ in 1989 to 168.6 million Sn¥in 1999. VOC emissions from mobile sources had
decreased by athird, while those in other sectors had remained constant or increased
moderady. A licenang system for VOC emissions from offshore loading was at present
being applied in amanner that would bring about emission reductions in this sector so that
Norway would be back in compliance by 2005 or 2006.

6. Norway had implemented or was in the process of implementing relevant EC
regulations to reduce VOC emissons. At anew oil termind (in western Norway), new
technology had been introduced to reduce emissions from crude oil vapour by 60%.
Implementation of reduction technology offshore was essentia for Norway to achieve its
VOC reduction obligations. An assessment of additional measures in other sectors showed
that such measures would have much higher costs per ton abated and would not have the
necessary effect on total emissions.

7. The situation for other Parties with mgjor offshore oil and gas industries was not
comparable to the situation of Norway. For instance, the importance of VOC emissionsfrom
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offshore loading was much lower in the United Kingdom (only some 7% of tota emissons).
The United Kingdom's oil production in the period in question had been decreasing and
moreover most of its offshore oil was transported by pipeline rather than by tanker, avoiding
the emission problems encountered by Norway.

2. Consideration

8. The Committee consdered carefully dl the arguments presented by Norway and, in
this regard, looked closdly &t the pertinent provisons of the VOC Protocol. It identified that
the relevant legd obligation was article 2, paragraph 2 (b). According to this provision,
Norway had the obligation to take effective measures to reduce its annud emissionswithin
the TOMA specified under annex | by at least 30% by 1999 using 1989 as its base year, and
to ensure that its total national annua emissons by 1999 did not exceed its 1988 levels.
Norway consdered itsaf to be in non-compliance because its nationa annud totd emissons
in 1999 were 41% above its 1988 levels and the emissonsin its TOMA in 1999 were 6%
above 1989 levels.

0. The Committee concluded that the wording of paragraph 2 was categorical in stating
that effective measures had to be taken in order to meet the reduction targets by 1999. In this
regard, it noted that nothing in the Protocol gave any reason to doubt the conclusion about
Norway’ s non-compliance.

3. Recommendation to the Executive Body

10. Based on the above consideration, the Implementation Committee recommends to the
Executive Body that it adopt the following decison:

The Executive Body, acting under paragraph 11 of the structure and functions of the
Implementation Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex):

@ Welcomes the submission by Norway to the Implementation Committee
concerning its compliance with the requirements of paragraph 2 (b) of article 2 of the 1991
Geneva Protocol on the Control of Emissons of Volatile Organic Compounds or their
Transboundary Fluxes,

(b) Notes the report provided by the Implementation Committee on this matter
(EB.AIR/2001/3, para. 3-9) and in particular its conclusion regarding Norway’ s non
compliance with the emisson reduction obligation of the VOC Protocol;

(© Expressesits concern at the failure by Norway to fulfil its obligetion to take
effective measures to reduce its annud emissions within the TOMA specified under annex |
by at least 30% by 1999 using 1989 asits base year, and to ensure that itstota nationa
annual emissions by 1999 did not exceed its 1988 levels, asrequired by paragraph 2 (b) of
aticle 2 of the VOC Protocol;
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(d) Notes that Norway expects that the measures that it has adopted to implement
the provisons of paragraph 2 (b) of article 2, in particular its licenang system for offshore oil
loading fadilities, will bring it into compliance not later than 2005 or 2006;

)] Notes with concern that, if Norway reaches the required emission reductions
only by 2006, it would be in non-compliance for seven years,

® Urges Norway to fulfil its obligation under the VOC Protocol as soon as
possible; and
(9) Invites Norway to report to the Implementation Committee by 30 April 2002

on the progress that it has made with regard to the implementation of measuresto reduce its
VOC emissons, including information on:

M The legidative and adminigtrative steps that it has taken to reduce
emissons, in particular through the implementation of itslicenang
system and the progress made in introducing abatement technology in
the offshore sector, aswell as measures taken to reduce emissons from
the use of solvents and other products;

(i) The further reductionsin its VOC emissons since 1999; and

(i) Data on economic activitiesin its main VOC-emitting sectors snce
1999;

(h) Requests the Implementation Committee to review the progress made by
Norway and report to it thereon at its twentieth sesson.

B. Submission by Finland

1. Background

11. In aletter received by the secretariat on 30 April 2001, Finland presented a
submission to the Implementation Committee under paragraph 4 (b) of the structure and
functions of the Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex) concerning its
compliance with the emission reduction obligation under article 2, paragraph 2 (), of the
1991 Geneva Protocol on the Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds or their
Transboundary Fluxes.

12. Mr. T. KUOKKANEN (Finland) presented the submission by Finland. VOC
emissions should have been reduced by 30% by the year 1999 using 1988 levels as a basis,
but according to the latest emission estimates by Finland, they had been reduced only by
24%. Finland presented on 15 August 2001 a detailed report of its emissions data for the
period 1988 to 1999, including areca culation of earlier submitted data to take account of
advances in emisson inventory methodologies. This report had been submitted to EMEP so
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that it was incorporated into the emission database of EMEP after consstency checks
conducted by the Meteorological Synthesizing Centre-West of EMEP. It was subsequently
presented to the Implementation Committee.

13. Mr. Kuokkanen stated that Finland had strived to introduce all cost-€effective
measures to implement its obligations. According to him, severd national measures adopted
in the 1990s had contributed to reducing emission levels at large. With regard to the road
transport, which was the largest source of VOC emissons in Finland, the three-way catalytic
converters had been required for new cars by national emission standards since 1991, and
Finland had implemented al EC exhaugt gas regulations for motor vehicles. Although the
reduction rate of the transport sector from 1988 to 1999 was 29%, a much higher rate of some
42% was expected when Finland ratified the VOC Protocol. Mr. Kuokkanen explained that
due to the economic recesson in Finland in the first haf of the 1990s the renewa of his
country’s car fleet had been dower than anticipated, so that emission reductionsin this
important sector had fallen behind expectations. Thus, still in 1999, 48% of the car mileage
was driven by cars without catalytic converters.

14. Mr. Kuokkanen aso explained that due to climatic conditions, the cold start of
passenger cars was ardaively serious problem in Finland. 1t reduced the efficiency of the
cadydts, leading to higher VOC emissons. The cold-start effect had been taken into account
in the Ainnish calculation system for traffic emissons. An additiona reason for lower
reductions than estimated was the unexpectedly large growth in the use of non-road
machinery and water-borne traffic. It had been difficult to introduce regulaions on those
sectors because emissions had been underestimated and relevant EC |egidation was pending.
A new caculation model for machinery had been introduced in Finland in 2000.

Mr. Kuokkanen gated that while the modd calculated the 1999 emissions accuratdly, the
emission figure for the base year was based on rough approximations only, due to great
uncertainties in the emission factors, fleet rates, sdes dataand use. In the inventory,
emissions from wood burning were also afactor of uncertainty.

15. Finland was usng its best endeavours to reach the 30% reduction target as soon as
possible but at the latest by 2004 or 2005. This was estimated on the basis of an assumed
renewal of the car fleet and other reduction measures that were presented to the
Implementation Committee.

2. Consderation

16.  The Committee conddered carefully al the arguments presented by Finland and, in
this regard, looked closgly at the pertinent provisions of the VOC Protocol. It identified that
the rlevant legd obligation was article 2, paragraph 2 (8). According to that provision,
Finland had the obligation to take effective measures to reduce its nationa annual emissions
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by at least 30% by 1999 using 1988 asits base year. Finland recognized that it had not
reached the 30% reduction because its nationa annual tota emissonsin 1999 were only 24%
below its 1988 levels.

17. Concerning the methodology used for emission estimation, the Committee noted that
it was not condtituted to determine which methodology was the best. It recognized that there
could be a difference of opinion among experts concerning this question and that knowledge
about the methodol ogies was evolving constantly. Moreover, the exact percentage might
differ depending on what methodology was used and how uncertainties had beentaken into
account. In the present case, the Committee based its consideration on the emission data
submitted by Finland.

18.  The Committee concluded that the wording of paragraph 2 was categorica in stating
that effective measures had to be taken in order to meet the reduction targets by 1999. In this
regard, it noted that nothing in the Protocol gave any reason to doubt the conclusion about
Finland’s non-compliance.

3. Recommendation to the Executive Body

19. Based on the above consderation, the Implementation Committee recommends to the
Executive Body that it adopt the following decison:

The Executive Body, acting under paragraph 11 of the structure and functions of the
Implementation Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex):

@ Welcomes the submission by Finland to the Implementation Committee
concerning its compliance with the requirements of paragraph 2 (a) of article 2 of the 1991
Geneva Protocol on the Control of Emissons of Volatile Organic Compounds or their
Transboundary Fluxes,

(b) Notes the report provided by the Implementation Committee on this matter
(EB.AIR/2001/3, para. 11-18) and in particular its concluson regarding Finland' s non-
compliance with the emisson reduction obligation of the VOC Protocol;

(© Expressesits concern at the failure by Finland to fulfil its obligation to take
effective measures to reduce its national annual emissions by at least 30% by 1999 using
1988 as its base year, as required by paragraph 2 (a) of article 2 of the VOC Protocol;

(d) Notes that Finland expects that the measures that it has adopted to implement
the provisons of paragraph 2 (a) of article 2 will bring it into compliance not later than 2004
or 2005;

(e Notes with concern that, if Finland reaches the required emission reductions
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only by 2005, it would be in non-compliance for Sx years,

)] Urges Finland to fulfil its obligation under the VOC Protocol as soon as
possible; and

(9) Invites Finland to report to the Implementation Committee by 30 April 2002
on the progress that it has made with regard to the implementation of measures to reduce its
VOC emissons, including information on:

M Thelegidative and adminidtrative steps that it has taken to reduce
emissons, in particular with respect to its mobile source (road and
non-road) sectors;

(i)  Thefurther reductionsin its VOC emissions since 1999; and

(i)  Dataon economic activitiesin its main VOC-emitting sectors Snce
1999,

(h) Requests the Implementation Committee to review the progress made by
Finland and report to it thereon at its twentieth session.

C. Submission by ltaly

1. Background

20. In aletter received by the secretariat on 8 May 2001, Italy presented a submission to
the Implementation Committee under paragraph 4 (b) of the structure and functions of the
Committee (Executive Body decison 1997/2, annex) concerning its compliance with the
emission reduction obligation under article 2, paragraph 2 (a), of the 1991 Geneva Protocol
on the Control of Emissons of Valatile Organic Compounds or their Transboundary Fluxes.

21.  Mr.G.VIALETTO (ltay) presented the submisson by Italy. VOC emissions should
have been reduced by 30% between 1990 and 1999, but according to the latest emission
estimates by Itay, they had only been reduced by 18% (or 24% taking the emission data
submitted to EMEP). With some ddlay in reporting, Italy had prepared a detailed assessment
of its emisson datafor the period 1996 to 1999 based on the 1997 emission reporting
guidelines (EB.AIR/GE.1/1997/5). Using the same methodology, its emissons for 1990
would be 2041 kt, whereas the figure reported to EMEP, based on previous methodol ogy,
was 2213 kt. 1ts 1999 emissions were estimated at 1671 kt.

22.  Thesubmission explained that developmentsin the mobile source sectors, about 60%
of tota emissions, were respongble for Itay’s problems. Emissonsin these sectors were
reduced by only 15%, whereas those in other sector were cut by 25-35%. One reason for this
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was that, in contrast to other countries, in Italy the demand for petrol increased during the
1990s, while diesdl consumption remained stable. Furthermore, there was wide use of
mopeds with two-siroke engine and of motorcycles and this had further grown over the
1990s. Given that emissions from these vehicles were not regulated, their contribution to
tota VOC emissions (congtituting 16% of totd transport emissions in 1999) had increased.
Findly, two- stroke engines used in the non-road sector, including marine and agriculturd
activities, which were not covered by European Community legidation, had contributed to
the problem.

23. Italy had adopted additional measures since 1997. Car and moped/motorcycle
scrappage schemes had been introduced with a view to accelerating the renewa of the vehicle
fleet. Vehicle inspection and maintenance frequency had been increased. Speciad measures
had been taken to reduce urban transport by private cars. For marine transport, two-stroke
engines were starting to be replaced by four-stroke engines. Through these and other
measures, Italy expected to reach the 30% reduction target by 2001 or 2002.

2. Condderation

24.  The Committee consdered carefully dl the arguments presented by Itdy and, in this
regard, looked closdly at the pertinent provisions of the VOC Protocol. It identified thet the
relevant legd obligation was article 2, paragraph 2 (a). According to this provision, Itay hed
the obligation to take effective measures to reduce its nationa annua emissons by at least
30% by 1999 using 1990 asits base year. Itay consdered itsdlf to be in non-compliance
because its nationd annud totad emissonsin 1999 were only 18% (or 24% taking the
emission data submitted to EMEP) below its 1990 levels.

25.  Concerning the methodology used for emission estimation, the Committee recognized
that it was not congtituted to determine which methodology was the best. It recognized that
there could be a difference of opinion amnong experts concerning this question and that
knowledge about the methodol ogies was evolving congantly. It noted that the conclusion
that Italy had reached based on its methodology would not change fundamentaly, athough
the exact percentage might differ if another methodology was used.

26.  The Committee concluded that the wording of paragraph 2 was categoricd in stating
that effective measures had to be taken in order to meet the reduction targets by 1999. In this
regard, it noted that nothing in the Protocol gave any reason to doubt the conclusion about
Italy’ s non-compliance.

3. Recommendation to the Executive Body

27. Based on the above consideration, the Implementation Committee recommends to the
Executive Body thet it adopt the following decison:



EB.AIR/2001/3
page 9

The Executive Body, acting under paragraph 11 of the structure and functions of the
Implementation Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex):

@ Welcomes the submission by Italy to the Implementation Committee concerning
its compliance with the requirements of paragraph 2 () of article 2 of the 1991 Geneva
Protocol on the Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds or their Transboundary
Fuxes,

(b) Notes the report provided by the Implementation Committee on this matter
(EB.AIR/2001/3, para. 20-26) and in particular its concluson regarding Itay’s non-
compliance with the emisson reduction obligation of the VOC Protocol;

(© Expressesits concern at the fallure by Italy to fulfil its obligation to take
effective measures to reduce its national annual emissions by at least 30% by 1999 using
1988 as its base year, as required by paragraph 2 () of article 2 of the VOC Protocol;

(d) Notes thet Italy expects that the measures that it has adopted to implement the
provisons of paragraph 2 (a) of article 2 will bring it into compliance not later than 2001 or
2002;

(e Urges Itay to fulfill its obligation under the VOC Protocol as soon as possible;
and

® Invites Italy to report to the Implementation Committee by 30 April 2002 on the
progress that it has made with regard to the implementation of measures to further reduce its
VOC emissons, including information on:

@) The legidative and adminigrative seps that it has taken to reduce
emissons, in particular with respect to its mobile source sector (road
and non-road, especidly the use of two-stroke engines);

(i) The further reductionsin its VOC emissions since 1999; and
(i) Data on economic activitiesin its main VOC-emitting sectors snce
1999;

(9) Reguests the Implementation Committee to review the progress made by Italy
and report to it thereon at its twentieth session.

. COMPLIANCE WITH REPORTING OBLIGATIONS

A. Follow-up to Executive Body decision 2000/2

28.  Atitseghteenth sesson, as part of decison 2000/2, the Executive Body requested the
Implementation Committee to review the progress made by the Parties mentioned in that
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decison with their reporting obligations and report to it thereon at its nineteenth session.
Decision 2000/2 named five Parties that had repeatedly been identified as being in non-
compliance with their reporting obligations under the Protocols, either in respect of reporting
on their emission data or on their strategies and policies, or both. It had urged these Partiesto
comply with their reporting obligations as soon as possible but no later than 31 January 2001.

29.  On5 January 2001, the secretariat sent lettersto the five Parties concerned, reminding
them of this Executive Body decison and the deadline. The Implementation Committee, a&

its seventh meeting, noted with concern that four of the five Parties had not submitted
information that would bring them into full compliance with their reporting obligations. It
requested its Chairman to draft and send, through the secretariat, aletter to the Parties
concerned explaining the seriousness of their continuing failure to fulfil their reporting
obligations and soliciting urgent action to ensure that the Committee was sent the missing
information for its meeting in September 2001. The Committee returned to this matter &t its
eighth meeting.

30.  Thefollowing progress had been made by the time of the Committeg seighth
medting:;

@ France submitted in April 2001 the completed questionnaire for the 2000
review on grategies and policies,

(b) Greece submitted some of the missng emisson datain March 2001 and
provided the remainder of the datain September 2001;

(© Liechtenstein responded to the two letters in February and September 2001,
informing the Implementation Committee that it was not in a pogition to report any accurate
emission data, but was in the process of compiling an emission register, based on state-of-
the-art methodologies. The register was expected to bein full operation by the end of 2002,
but it would report preliminary data for past years a the beginning of 2002 and submit find
data at the beginning of 2003. Concerning the reporting on strategies and policies,
Liechtenstein declared that it would report fully on these in the questionnaire for the 2002
review on grategies and policies,

(d) Luxembourg submitted emission datafor 1999 in March 2001, but not the
required emission data for the base year or the earlier reporting years of the NOx Protocal.
Nor did it submit any information on its strategies and policies. In responseto the letter from
the Chairman of the Committee, L uxembourg informed the Committee thet it had just
requested the missng information to be compiled and was confident that it would be adle to
submit this information by 1 December 2001;

(e The European Community has not submitted the required emission data for
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the base year or for the other reporting years of the NOx Protocol. In responseto the letter
from the Chairman of the Committee, the European Community informed the Committee that
it was working hard to obtain a complete picture, that data from dl its member States were
not yet available, but that it would try to provide the Committee with them as soon as

possible.

31.  Thelmplementation Committee informs the Executive Body that Liechtengtein,
Luxembourg and the European Community have, despite two reminder letters, not met the
Executive Body’ s request and were gtill in non-compliance with their reporting obligations.
The Committee has, therefore, included in its recommended decision for the Executive Body
concerning compliance with reporting obligations (para. 45 below), a sub-paragraph in which
the Executive Body would expressits serious concern over this Stuation and a further sub-
paragraph in which the Executive Body would urge the three Parties to comply with their
reporting obligations and provide as soon as possible, but no later than 31 January 2002, all
the missing information on their national emissons and, if they could not comply fully within
thistimeframe, to draw up a precise timetable in agreement with the secretariat before 31
January 2002 for the provison of that information. At its nineteenth sesson, the Executive
Body will beinformed whether the Stuation has improved and may wish to modify the draft
decision if gppropriate.

B. Emisson data

32.  Thelmplementation Committee reviewed the emission data presented to, and taken
note of by, the EMEP Steering Bodly at its twenty-fifth sesson. In reaching its conclusions,
the Committee took into account its previous conclusions regarding emisson data
(EB.AIR/1998/4, EB.AIR/1999/4, para. 28, and EB.AIR/2000/2, para. 21).

33.  The Committee noted that, whilst the emission data reported were more complete than
in previous years, there was till much room for improvement in thisregard. Thiswaswell
illustrated by the information presented in tables 10, 11 and 13 of EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7,
which showed that some Parties emisson reporting was incomplete. Given that the data
referred to in those tables fell under the requirements of the adopted guidelines, late or
incomplete presentation of the data congtituted a case of non-compliance for Parties to the
1991 VOC and the 1994 Sulphur Protocols that were within the geographical scope of EMEP
with the reporting requirements of those Protocols, in particular, article 8, paragraph 3, of the
1991 VOC Protocol and article 5, paragraphs 1 (b) and 2, of the 1994 Sulphur Protocol.

34.  Thelmplementation Committee evauated the completeness and timeliness of
reporting, based on the information presented in the report on the present state of emisson
data (EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7) covering emission data reported up to 17 June 2001, while the
deadline for reporting was 31 December 2000.
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35.  Table 1 bdow, updating the information previoudy presented by the Committee to

the Executive Body (EB.AIR/2000/2, table 1), gives an overview of emisson data reporting

by the Parties to the 1985 Sulphur Protocol. It showsthe date of entry into force of the
Protocol for each Party and whether data were reported for the base year and successive years
garting with the year of entry into force for that Party. 96% of the required annud total
emission data have been reported and 91% of the data were reported as fina and as covering
al emission source categories.

36. Table 2 beow, updating the information previously presented by the Committee to
the Executive Body (EB.AIR/2000/2, table 2), gives an overview of emission data reporting
by the Parties to the 1988 NOx Protocol. It shows the date of entry into force of the Protocol
for each Party and indicates whether data were reported for the base year and the years
garting with the year of entry into force for that Party. 93% of the required annud tota
emission data have been reported and almost 92% of the data were reported asfina and as
covering dl emisson source categories.

37.  Table 3 below reviewsthe reporting on VOC emissions by Partiesto the 1991 VOC
Protocol, updating the information previoudy presented by the Committee to the Executive
Body (EB.AIR/2000/2, table 3). It shows the date of entry into force of the Protocol for each
Party and indicates whether data were reported for the base year and the years since entry into
force. 90% of the required annual total emission data have been reported and 87% of the data
were reported as final and as covering dl emisson source categories.

38.  Table4 reviewsthe reporting on sulphur emissons by Parties to the 1994 Sulphur
Protocol, updating the information previoudy presented by the Committee to the Executive
Body (EB.AIR/2000/2, table 4). It shows the date of entry into force of the Protocol for each
Party and indicates whether data were reported for the one year since entry into force.
Besdes annud total emission data, the 1994 Sulphur Protocol requires its Parties to report
emission data for pecified source categories. 86% of the required data have been reported.

39.  TheCommitteetried, for thefirs time, to evauate the timeliness of emission data
reporting. Parties were required to submit the emission datafor 1999 by 31 December 2000
to the secretariat. Tables 1 to 4 show (by anindex “T") which of the 1999 emission data
were submitted on time. Cases where a Party made a preliminary submission on time, and
followed this by afina submisson received after the deadline, have not been marked as
timely. For the 1985 Sulphur Protocol, 9 of the 21 Parties (43%) submitted the data on time.
For the 1988 NOx Protocal the figure is 38%, for the 1991 VOC Protocol 41% and for the
1994 Sulphur Protocol also 36%.

40. Inits submission (see paras. 20-23 above), Itdy raised the question whether it should
recal culate the emissions and correct the emisson data that it had previoudy submitted to
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EMEP. It pointed to a change in methodology that had been recommended in 1997 which
required it to exclude natura emissons from itsinventory. The Implementation Committee
reviewed the legd basis for this question and noted that:

@ The VOC Protocol and the other Protocols to the Convention referred
specificdly to anthropogenic emisson;

(b)  TheVOC Protocol explicitly encouraged Partiesto revise previoudy
submitted data

41.  The Committee reached the following conclusons, which it draws to the attention of
the Executive Bodly:

@ The Committee noted the continued improvement in the compl eteness of
emission data reported by Partiesto the 1988 NOx, 1991 VOC and 1994 Sulphur Protocolsin
comparison to the previous years. It was noted that some Parties had improved ther record
sgnificantly. On the whole the coverage of emission data reporting (expressed asthe
percentage of required emission data submitted in the table below) had improved since the
Implementation Committee started examining the completeness of reported data

Final and complete emisson data reported for:
1985 Sulphur 1988 NOx 1991 vOC 1994 Sulphur
Protocol (%) Protocol (%) Protocol (%) Protocol (%)
First report (1998) 86 82 - -
Second report (1999) 89 86 76 -
Third report (2000) 90 89 82 81
Fourth report (2001) 91 92 87 86

Nevertheess, while these improvements showed the average over al yearsfor which

emission data had to be reported, for the most recent year (1999) a number of Parties had not
complied with their reporting obligations on time and to date had submitted merely

preiminary or incomplete dataor no data at dl;

(b) The Committee stressed the importance of reporting on time, but also noted
that there might in some cases be a trade-off between partiad but timely reporting on the one
hand and complete but delayed reporting on the other hand. 1n the 2000 reporting round, 11
Parties to Protocols had submitted their reports by the deadline, but only 8 of them had
presented find and complete emission datareports. Lessthan haf of the Parties that were
subject to alegd emisson data-reporting requirement under one of the Protocols had
reported emisson data on time. Thiswas not satisfactory and led to a significant waste of
resources in the secretariat and the responsible EMEP centre, the Meteorological
Synthesizing Centre-West (M SC-W), in handling the submissons. It dso madethe
Implementation Committee’ s work more difficult, as data compilations often reached it too
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late to receive adequate attention and very late submissions made it necessary for the
Committee to do this work a second time;

(© The Committee remained concerned that afew Parties were consigtently in
non-compliance with their emisson data reporting obligations:

0] For the 1985 Sulphur Protocol, the Russian Feder ation ill had not
submitted emission data covering al relevant sources for the base year.
Liechtenstein had sill not submitted any data for years after 1994.

L uxembourg had still not provided any data for the years 1987-89 and
1991-92. Ukraine had not submitted data for 1998-99;

(i) For the 1988 NOx Protocol, there were still two Parties (L uxembour g
and European Community) that had not even reported emission data
for the base year. Moreover, for the Russian Feder ation the base year
data till did not cover dl reevant sources. Liechtenstein had not
reported data for years after 1994 and Spain and the European
Community for years after 1996. Ukraine had not submitted data for
1998-99;

(i) For the 1991 VOC Protocaol, L iechtenstein and Spain had ill not
submitted any data for the years 1997-99;

(v)  For the 1994 Sulphur Protocol, Liechtenstein, Spain and the
European Community had still not reported any of the required
emission data

The Implementation Committee wished to remind Parties of the importance of complying
fully and on time with their reporting obligeations.

C. Questionnairefor the 2002 Review on strategies and policiesfor air pollution
abatement

42.  The secretariat presented the draft questionnaire for the 2002 review on Strategies and
policiesfor air pollution abatement to the Committee. 1t had added a new section on the
Gothenburg Protocol, responding to which would be optiona until the Protocol entered into
force. The secretariat had dso drawn up an optiond section on generd information on the
basis of proposals from a Netherlands consultant. The draft aso contained proposals for
sreamlining the processing of the information received through the questionnaire, in

particular foreseaing that responses would be made available via the Internet and only a
summary would be presented in the form of a printed document.
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43.  Thelmplementation Committee noted that, in line with its mandate, it must
concentrate on the Protocol-specific parts of the questionnaire. It recognized with concern,
however, that the increased volume of the genera section would place a Sgnificant additional
burden both on Parties and on the secretariat. This additiona burden might affect the qudity
and timeliness of reporting to the mandatory sections of the report. The Committee
recommended the secretariat to review this section and, in particular, examine which
information might be covered under reporting schemes in operation under other
environmenta agreements, such as the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change.

44.  The Committee expressed its satisfaction that the questionnaire had not changed
sgnificantly with respect to the questions regarding the specific Protocol obligations. It
recommended that the secretariat include a satement in the introduction of the questionnaire
to remind Parties of the availability of the responses that they had submitted for the previous
review on grategies and policies when preparing their reply to the new questionnaire.

D. Recommendation to the Executive Body

45, In view of the continued non-compliance with reporting obligations by some Parties,
the Implementation Committee recommends that the Executive Body adopt the following
decison:

The Executive Body, acting under paragraph 11 of the structure and functions of the
Implementation Committee (Executive Body decision 1997/2, annex):

@ Takes note of the report of the Implementation Committee with respect to
follow-up to Executive Body decision 2000/2 regarding compliance by Parties with their
reporting obligations (EB.AIR/2001/3, paras. 28-31);

(b) Also takes note of the report of the Implementation Committee with respect to
compliance by Parties with their emission data reporting obligations under the Protocals,
prepared on the basis of information compiled by EMEP (EB.AIR/2001/3, paras. 32-41);

(© Recdls that the Implementation Committee in its second (EB.AIR/1999/4,
para. 28) and third (EB.AIR/2000/2, para. 21) reports drew attention to the fact that
Luxembourg and the European Community had not reported emission data on the base year
for the 1988 NOx Protocol;

(d) Also recdlls that the Implementation Committee in its second report
(EB.AIR/1999/4, para. 8) drew attention to the fact that Liechtenstein and Luxembourg had
not submitted any report for the 1998 Mgor Review on Strategies and Policies and that in its
third report (EB.AIR/2000/2, para. 23) it drew attention to the fact that Liechtenstein and
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Luxembourg had not submitted any report for the 2000 Review on Strategies and Policies,

(e Furthermore recals that the Implementation Committee in its third report
(EB.AIR/2000/2, para. 21) had identified the Russian Federation and Spain as not having
fulfilled their emisson data reporting obligations;

® Expresses concern that the Russian Federation and Spain continueto bein
non-compliance with these reporting obligations;

(@  Urges

) The Russian Federation to comply with its reporting obligations under
the 1985 Sulphur Protocol and the 1988 NOx Protocol; and

(i)  Spainto comply with its reporting obligations under the 1988 NOx
Protocol and the 1991 VOC Protocol,

and in these contexts to provide, as soon as possible, but no later than 31 January 2002, all
the missing information on thelr national emissions;

(h) Expresses serious concernthat Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and the European
Community dl remain in non-compliance with their reporting obligations and did not meet
the request of the Executive Body in its decison 2000/2 to provide that information by
31 January 2001,

() Strongly urges.

() Liechtenstein to comply with its reporting obligations under the 1985
Sulphur Protocol, the 1988 NOx Protocol and the 1991 VOC Protocal;

(i) Luxembourg to comply with its reporting obligations under the 1985
Sulphur Protocoal, the 1988 NOx Protocol and the 1991 VVOC Protocal;
and

(i)  The European Community to comply with its reporting obligations
under the 1988 NOx Protocol,

and in these contexts to provide, as soon as possible, but no later than 31 January 2002, dl
the missing information on their nationa emissons and, if they cannot comply fully within
this timeframe, to draw up a precise timetable in agreement with the secretariat before 31
January 2002 for the providon of the missing informetion;

()] Reguests the Implementation Committee to review the progress made by the
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above-mentioned Parties with regard to their reporting obligations and to report to it thereon
a itstwentieth session.

[11. IN-DEPTH REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE BY PARTIESWITH THE EMISS ON
REDUCTION REQUIREMENTS OF THE 1991 VOC PROTOCOL

46.  Asrequested by the Executive Body in itswork plan (ECE/EB.AIR/71, annex |V,
item 1.2), the Implementation Committee carried out an in-depth review of compliance by
Parties with the 1991 VOC Protocol, focusing on their nationd emission obligations. It used
as a basis the emission data reported by Partiesto EMEP (EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7) and
corrections made to these data. The Committee limited its review to the emission reduction
obligations and the related reporting obligations.

47.  Article 2, paragraph 2, of the Protocol specifies three options for emission reduction
targets that have to be chosen upon signature or upon rétification:

@ 30% reduction in emissons of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) by 1999
using ayear between 1984 and 1990 as abasis. This option has been chosen by Audtria,
Belgium, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Portugal (not Party), Spain,
Sweden and the United Kingdom with 1988 as base year, by Denmark with 1985, by
Liechtenstein, Switzerland and the United States (not Party) with 1984, and by the Czech
Republic, Italy, Luxembourg, Monaco and Slovakiawith 1990 as base year;

(b) The same reduction as for (a) within a Tropospheric Ozone Management Area
(TOMA) specified in annex | to the Protocol and ensuring that by 1999 total nationa
emissions do not exceed 1988 levels. Annex | specifies TOMASs in Norway (base year 1989)
and Canada (base year 1988, not Party);

(© Finaly, where emissionsin 1988 did not exceed certain soecified levels,
Parties may opt for sabilization at that level of emisson by 1999. This has been chosen by
Bulgaria, Greece (not Party) and Hungary.

48.  Officidly submitted emission data suggest that 12 Parties to the VOC Protocol met
their emission reduction obligations by 1999. Table 5 below presents an overview of
emission reductions of VOCs between 1984 and 1999 for Parties to the VOC Protocol
relative to their respective base years. In addition, Norway has informed the Committee that
emissonsinits TOMA, defined in annex | to the Protocol, increased from 275.8 kt in 1989 to
291.9 kt in 1999. For Belgium and Monaco, the necessary data to calculate their emission
reductions by 1999 are missing, but as the Protocol entered into force for these two Parties
only in 2001, they had no obligationsin 1999.

49.  Under article 8, paragraph 2 (&), Parties have to report VOC emission levels for the
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previous caendar year (see adso chap. 11, sect. B, above). Due to their non-compliance with
this reporting obligation, it is not possible to evaluate whether Liechtenstein and Spain have
complied with their emisson reduction obligetions.

50. Five Parties have not met their emisson reduction obligation. Instead of reducing
emissions by at least 30%, Finland, Italy and Sweden reduced emissions by only 24%,

L uxembourg by only 21%. Ingtead of stabilizing, Norway’s emissonsincreased by 41%,
and ingstead of faling by 30%, emissonsin its TOMA increased by 6%. For Liechtenstein
and Spain, no data were submitted for 1999 and the most recent data submitted cast doubt on
the ability of those Parties to comply with the emission reduction obligation. Finland, Italy

and Norway have brought submissions before the Implementation Committee in view of their
failure to comply withthe VOC Protocol obligations. These cases are addressed in detail in
chapter | above.

51. In conclusion, the Committee noted that seven Parties (Finland, Liechtengtein,
Luxembourg, Italy, Norway, Spain and Sveden) were failing to comply with the VOC
Protocol. It was regrettable that as many as athird of the Parties to the Protocol werein this
gtuaion. Thiswasdso in stark contrast to the Stuation for the Helsinki and Sofia Protocols
as reviewed in the third report by the Implementation Committee (EB.AIR/2000/2,

chapter I11).

IV. COOPERATIONWITH OTHER BODIES

52. A member of the Committee participated in the first meeting on 22 June 2001 of the
Task Force on Environmenta Compliance and Enforcement, mandated by the Committee on
Environmenta Policy and led by the Netherlands. The Task Force was established to develop
guiddines on environmental compliance and enforcement for adoption at the fifth Miniterid
Conference “Environment for Europe”’ in Kiev in 2003. At itsfirst meeting the Task Force
had recognized that the guideines should focus on UNECE environmental conventions and
that the design of compliance and enforcement regimes of each of these instruments would
need to be tailor-made to the circumstances of the individud treaty. It gppeared that much of
the emphasis of the work would be placed on enforcement.

53.  Thelmplementation Committee agreed that it would be useful if at least one of its
members could continue to participate in the meetings of the Task Force. Practica

experience of the compliance regime under the Convention on Long-range Transboundary

Air Pollution was much further advanced than those of the other UNECE conventions and the
Committee should, therefore, be prepared to contribute to the work of the Task Force asfar as
the compliance aspects were concerned.
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V. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS

54.  TheExecutive Body & its eighteenth sesson requested the Implementation
Committee to examine procedures for the sdlection of its members and for replacing them, in
particular in the event that any of them become unavailable during their term of office. In
this regard, the Committee discussed whether its members participated in the Committee's
work in their persona capacity or as representatives of their Party. The Committee
recognized that experience gained with the operation of other compliance regimesin the
environmentd field demongtrated that the qudity and expertise of individuds and the
continuity with which they participated was crucid to their efficient functioning. It dso
recognized that there was a need to choose Committee membersin away that reflected a
broad geographical representation on the Committee. The Committee understood that there
was a heed for aclear and proper understanding of the rules governing its operaion in
accordance with decison 1997/2 in order to prevent time-consuming procedura debates
hampering the work of the Committee when more contentious cases arose.

55.  Therewasaneed to ded with the problem that occurred if an individua member of
the Committee became unavailable during the term of hisor her office. The Committee
considered that the Executive Body should delegate to its Bureau the authority to select a
replacement member for the Implementation Committee from the same Party in a case where,
due to exceptiona circumstances, amember had become permanently unavailable.

56.  The Committee agreed that any textua changesthat it might propose to decison
1997/2 should be kept to aminimum. It noted that the Executive Body’ s practice in selecting
individua Committee members representing a Party eected to the Committee wasin line
with the terms of the decison. A departure from the terms of the decision text had been the
practice of decting nine, rather than eight, members. The Committee agreed to recommend
to the Executive Body that in this respect the text of its Structure and functions should be
amended, the reasons being hitoricd, to facilitate achievement of a quorum and to reflect the
recent increase in the number of Parties to the Convention.

57.  During the course of its ddliberations, the Implementation Committee identified an
iSsue pertaining to its terms of reference as established under the annex to Executive Body
decison 1997/2 in relation to paragraph 3 (c) that would benefit from clarification. The
language of the current text seemed to require an evauation of the data provided by a Party
as a condition precedent for the Committee to consider every submission or referra under
paragraphs 4 and 5. Some members of the Committee recollected that the origind intent of
paragraph 3 (¢) had been to alow the Committee to seek an evauation from technica bodies
or expertsif it felt that one was required, for example, in Stuations where uncertainty existed
about the quality of the data. It was not believed that the intent had been to have an outsde
evaduation of datain every case as a precondition to the Committee starting consderation of a
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submission or referral where no questions about the data existed.

58.  The Committee recognized that this had not affected the Committee’ swork o far but,
for presentational purposes, it might be helpful to correct the wording. A particular reason

for making such a change was that other environmental agreements were increasingly looking
at the Convention’s compliance regime as amodd to follow. A smple amendment of the
opening words of paragraph 3 (c) would remedy the Situation.

59.  Thelmplementation Committee, therefore, recommends to the Executive Body to
amend the annex to its decison 1997/2 by:

@ Replacing paragraph 1 by: “The Committee shdl consst of nine Partiesto the
Convention; each member of the Committee shal be Party to at least one protocol. The
Executive Body shdl dect Parties for terms of two years. Outgoing Parties may be re-elected
for one consecutive term, unless in a given case the Executive Body decides otherwise. The
Committee shal dect its own Chairman and Vice-Chairman.”

(b) Replacing paragraph 3 (¢) by: “Whereit deemsiit necessary, be satisfied,
before it adopts a report or recommendeation on such a submisson or referrd, that the quality
of data reported by a Party has been evauated by arelevant technica body under the
Executive Body and/or, where gppropriate, by an expert nominated by the Bureau of the
Executive Body; and”

VI. FURTHER WORK

60.  Thelmplementation Committee reviewed its work plan for 2002 and made
suggestions to the secretariat for inclusion in the proposal to be presented to the Executive
Body a its nineteenth sesson.

61.  The Committee agreed that it would be logicd to addressin 2002 the 1994 Sulphur
Protocal initsin-depth review. Furthermore, it added to its draft work-plan reference to the
work that it conducts in reviewing progress made by the Parties in reponse to the decisons
taken by the Executive Body based upon the Committee’ s recommendations.

62.  The Committee noted that it had not yet been able to consider compliance issues
related to obligations in the Protocol s that were not subject to specific reporting requirements,
such as provisions deding with research and monitoring (addressed briefly initsfirst report,
EB.AIR/1998/4, para. 25). It noted that it might be useful, as a starting point, to obtain an
overview of the participation by Partiesin the monitoring work, programmes, scientific
workshop, etc. and to discuss this matter with the bureaux of EMEP and the Working Group
on Effects.



EB.AIR/2001/3
page 21

63. It tentatively scheduled its ninth meeting for the last week of April or the first week of
May 2002 and its tenth meeting for the end of September 2002. Both meetings would be
held in Geneva



Table 1. National total annual emissions reported by Parties to the 1985 Sulphur Protocol (a)

22 abed

€/mooc/div-da

Emission data reported for:

Entry into force]Base year,1980 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Austria 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Belarus 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Belgium 07/09/1989 X X X X X X X X X X X X P P
Bulgaria 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Canada 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Czech Republic 01/04/1993 X nfa nf/a n/a n/a nl/a nla X X X X X X i
Denmark 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Estonia 05/06/2000 X nar nla nla n/a nla na nla nla nla nla nla nla nla
Finland 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
France 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X P’
Germany 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Hungary 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X P
Italy 06/05/1990 X nfa n/a nla X X X X X X X X X X
Liechtenstein 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X - - - - -
Luxembourg 22/11/1987 X - - - X - - X X X X X X X
Netherlands 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Norway 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Russian Federation 02/09/1987 P P P P P P P P P P X X X X
Slovakia 26/08/1993 X nfa nf/a n/a n/a n/a nla X X X X X X X'
Sweden 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X'
Switzerland 20/12/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Ukraine 02/09/1987 X X X X X X X X X X X X - -
Total: 22 Parties 100% 94% 94% 94% 100% 95% 95% 100% 100% 95% 95% 95% 90% 90% | 96%
Total (final, complete data): 95% 89% 89% 89% 95% 89% 89% 95% 95% 90% 95% 95% 86% 76% | 91%

Notes:

Information based on emission data in EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7, updated by a submission from Finland. T Submission received on time.

X Final and complete data available for that year. - No emission data were reported for that year.

P  Preliminary or partial data available for that year. n/a Not applicable.

(@) Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution on the Reduction of Sulphur Emissions or their Transboundary Fluxes by at least 30 per cent,
adopted 8.7.1985 in Helsinki.
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Table 2. National total annual emissions reported by Parties to the 1988 NOx Protocol (a)

Entry into forcq

Baseyear 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Emission data reported for:

Austria 14/02/1991| X X X X X X X X X X'
Belarus 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X'
Belgium 29/01/2001 X nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/la nla nla
Bulgaria 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X7
Canada 25/04/1991 X X X X X X X X X X'
Czech Republic 01/04/1993 X X X X X X X X X X'
Denmark 30/05/1993 X X X X X X X X X X
Estonia 05/06/2000 X nfa n/fa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nla nla
Finland 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X7
France 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X PT
Germany 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X'
Greece 28/07/1998 X nfa n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nla X X
Hungary 10/02/1992 X nfa X X X X X X X P
Ireland 15/01/1995 X n‘a n/a n/a nla X X X X X
Italy 17/08/1992 X X X X X X X X X X
Liechtenstein 22/06/1994 X X X X X - - - - -
Luxembourg 14/02/1991 - - - - X X X X X X
Netherlands 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X
Norway 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X
Russian Federation 14/02/1991 P X X X X X X X X X
Slovakia 26/08/1993 X na nla X X X X X X X
Spain 04/03/1991 X X X X X X X - - -
Sweden 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X'
Switzerland 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X
Ukraine 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X - -
United Kingdom 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X
United States 14/02/1991 X X X X X X X X X X
European Community 17/03/1994 - n/a__n/a_nla__X X X - - -
Total: 28 Parties| 93% 95% 95% 95% 100% 96% 96% 88% 85% 85%|93%
Total (final and complete): 89% 95% 95% 95% 100% 96% 96% 88% 85% 77%|92%

Notes: Information based on emission data in EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7, updated by a submission from Greece.
X  Final and complete data available for that year.
P Preliminary or partial data available for that year.

T  Submission received on time.

- No emission data available for that year.
n/a Not applicable.
(a) Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution concerning the Control of Emissions of

Nitrogen Oxides or their Transboundary Fluxes, adopted 31.10.1988 in Sofia.
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Table 3. National total annual emissions reported by Parties to the 1991 VOC Protocol (a)

Emission data reported for:

Entry into force Base year| Base year 1997 1998 1999
Austria 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X"
Belgium 29/01/01 1988 - n/a n/a n/a
Bulgaria 28/05/1998 1988 X n/a X"
Czech Republic 29/09/1997 1990 X X X X'
Denmark 29/09/1997 1985 X X X X
Estonia 05/06/2000 1988* X n/a n/a n/a
Finland 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X'
France 29/09/1997 1988 X X X P’
Germany 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X"
Hungary 29/09/1997 1988 X X X P
Italy 29/09/1997 1990 X X X X
Liechtenstein 29/09/1997 1984 X - - -
Luxembourg 29/09/1997 1990 X X X X
Monaco 24/10/2001 1990 X n/a n/a n/a
Netherlands 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X
Norway 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X
Slovakia 14/03/2000 1990 X n/a n/a n/a
Spain 29/09/1997 1988 X - - -
Sweden 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X7
Switzerland 29/09/1997 1984 X X X X
United Kingdom 29/09/1997 1988 X X X X
Total: 21 Parties 95% 88% 88% 88% 90%
Total (final and complete): 95% 88% 88% 76% 87%

Notes: Information based on emission data in EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7.

X Final and complete data available for that year.
P Preliminary or partial data available for that year.

T Submission received on time.

- No emission data available for that year.

n/a Not applicable.
*  To be confirmed.

(a) Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution concerning the Control of
Emissions of Volatile Organic Compoundsor their Transboundary Fluxes, adopted 18.11.1991 in Geneva.
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Table 4. Emission data reported by Parties to the 1994 Sulphur Protocol (a)

Annual totals reported for:

Sectoral emission reported for:

Entry into force 1998 1999 1998 1999
Austria 25/11/1998 X X' Y Y’
Belgium 29/01/2001 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Canada 05/08/1998 X X' Y Y’
Croatia 26/07/1999 n/a X n/a Y
Czech Republic 05/08/1998 X X' Y Y’
Denmark 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
Finland 06/09/1998 X X Y Y
France 05/08/1998 X pT Y \4
Germany 01/09/1998 X X' Y \4
Greece 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
Ireland 03/12/1998 X X Y Y
Italy 13/12/1998 X X Y Y
Liechtenstein 05/08/1998 - - - -
Luxembourg 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
Netherlands 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
Norway 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
Slovakia 05/08/1998 X X" Y \4
Slovenia 05/08/1998 X X' Y \4
Spain 05/08/1998 - - - -
Sweden 05/08/1998 X X" Y \4
Switzerland 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
United Kingdom 05/08/1998 X X Y Y
European Community 05/08/1998 - - - -
Total: 23 Parties 86% 86% 86% 86% 86%
Notes:

Information based on emission data in EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7, updated by submissions from Finland and Greece.

' 4T <X

Final and complete data available for that year.
Sectoral emission data reported for that year.
Preliminary or partial data available for that year.
Submission received on time.
No emission data were reported for that year.
n/a Not applicable.

(a) Protocol to the 1979 Convention on Lona-ranae Transboundary Air Pollution on Further Reduction of Sulphur
Emissions, adopted 14.6.1994 in Oslo.



Table 5. Anthropogenic emissions of non-methane volatile organic compounds (kt p.a.) and their change relative to the Party's base year (in bold) of the VOC Protocol

Party/Near Entry into force| 1984 | 1985 | 1086 | 1987 | 1988 | 1080 | 1990 | 1091 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999
et 2019797 3614 3508 | 3733| 3761 3783 3678 3447 3142 2804  269| 2502 2602 2494 | 2456 | 2363 | 230.7
-4%)| 5% 1%|  -1%|  0%|  -3%|  -9%| -17%| -26%| -29%| -31%| -31%| -34% | -35% | -38% | -39%
D
Belgium S - 6887 - - : : 354|313 313]  311]  305| 204|274 270 | 277 271
— - - - - 300 - 2T7]  178]  179| 208|175 173|147 20| 132 | 118
Bulgaria 28/5/98 0% -30%| -420%| -42%| -33%| -43%| -44%| -52% | -61% | -57% | -62%
) - 7B - - : : 435  398|  359] 338| 310] 286] 284 272 | 260 | 248
Czech Republic 29/9/97 -37% 0%|  -9%| -17%| -220%6| -2006| -34%| -350% | -37% | -38% | -43%
Donmark d - 206] 1967 | 1985| 1994 1955| 1943 160.3| 167.2] 16L7| 158.6| 1500] 1469 1465 | 1368 | 1330 | 128
506 0% 1%|  1%|  -1%|  -1%| -14%| -1506| -18%| -19%| -23%| -2506| -26% | -30% | -32% | -35%
— — - 81 83 83 84 87 884 B810| 454] 416| 4465 475| 502 | 5392 | 537 | 4233
-4% 1%|  -1%|  0%w|  4%|  5%|  -206| -46%| -50%| -47%| -43%| -40% | -36% | -36% | -50%
I 2019197 - : - - 2221|2263 2244 2100] 203.7| 196.7| 1944| 189| 1828 | 177.7 | 1730 | 169.9
0% 1%|  -5%|  -8%| -11%| -12%| -15%| -18% | -20% | -22% | -24%
R - - : : - 5707|  2671] 2450| 2438| 2389| 2266| 2133| 2055 1091 | 1914 | 1860 | 17847
0%|  -1%|  -9%| -10%| -12%| -16%| -21%| -24%| -26% | -29% | -31% | -34%
Germany " 2919797 3191] 3190 | 3218| 3273| 3255 3202| 3221 2796 2539 2326] 2158| 2024| 1896 | 1805 | 1723 | 1653
y 206 -2% A% 1% o0w| 206 19| -14%| -22%| -29%| -34%| -38%| -42% | -45% | -a7% | -a9%
T - - 232 263 228]  205|  205|  205| 1496 1418 149| 1424| 1503| 1501 | 1454 | 1406 | 1497
gary 8% | 22|  6%|  0%| -5%| -5%| -30%| -34%| -31%| -34%| -30%| -30% | -320 | -35% | -31%
o - 2007| 1092 | 2010| 2088| 2124 2216| 2213 2203| 2338| 2344| 2349] 2368| 19347 1861 1764 | 1671
y -9%)| -10% 9%|  -6%| -4%|  0%|  0%|  4%|  6%|  6%| 6%  7%| -13% | -16% | -20% | -24%
: : 1500 1517 | 1525 1533] 1.54] 1548 1.556] 1.492| 1.428] 1364 13 - - : - :
Liechtenstein 29/0/07 0% 1% 1% 20|  2%|  3%| 3| -1%|  -5%| -10%| -14%
- B - - - : ] : 18 18 16 16 15 3| 14.02
Luxembourg 2909097 21% 0% 5%|  -5%| -16%| -16% | -21% | -32% | -21%
- : - : : 0.7] 0805] 0926] 0829 0825 0755 0702 | 0643 | 0586 | -
Monaco 24/10/01 0%| 15%| 32%| 18%| 18%| 8% 0% 8% | -16%
513] 502 289 485|  538|  468]  502|  462|  438| 405|389 365 362 317 | 208 | 282
Netherlands 2009097 5%| 7% 9%| -10% 0%| -13%|  -7%| -14%| -19%| -25%| -28%| -3206| -33% | -41% | -45% | -48%
Normray - - 2123 2314 | 2494  256] 249 2758 30L7| 2949 3235 3396| 3542 368.8| 3732 | 3685 | 3503 | 350.6
y 15%|  -7% 0%| 3%  0%| 11%| 21%| 18%| 30%| 36%| 42%| 48%| 50% | 48% | 41% | 41%
: - - - - : : 48] - 24| 122] 108| 107|104 90 87 79
Slovakia 14/3/00 0% -16%| -18%| -27%| -28%| -30% | -39% | -41% | -47%
coain ¢ 201997 7551 2504 | 2622| 2670] 271L| 2759] 2790| 2737] 2649] 2485| 2697| 2635| 2515 | - - 5
P 6%|  -4% 30| -1%|  o0%| 206 3| 1% -2%|  -8%| -1%| -3%| -7%
; - 600 | - - 555 - 526 517|  485|  483|  478]  457| 458 7 | 413 | 421
Sweden 2909097 8% 0% 5%|  -7%|  -13%| -13%| -14%| -18%| -17% | -25% | -26% | -24%
) 324 324 318 311]  305| 298] 279| 261] 242| 226] 213|200 191 82 | 173 | 165
Switzerland 29/9/97 0% 0% 20| -4%|  -6%|  -8%| -14%| -19%| -25%| -300%| -34%| -38%| -41% | -44% | -a7% | -a9%
—— 2460 2475 | 2531 2594] 2662| 2693|2657 2502 2491 2387| 2340] 2215| 2152 | 2050 | 1917 | 1744
United Kingdom 2919197 _8%| 7% |  -5%|  -3%|  0%|  1%|  0%| -3%|  -6%| -10%| -12%| -17%| -19% | -23% | -28% | -34%
Based on emission data in table 4 of document EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7, except for Finland (later submission). For notes, see table 4 of EB.AIR/GE.1/2001/7.

* Bulgaria, Hungary and Norway are required to stabilize their national annual total emissions. Norway, in addition, has to reduce emissions by 30% in itsTOMA.
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