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REPORT ON THE FOURTH MEETING  
 

 
1. The fourth meeting of the Working Group on Pollutant Release and Transfer Registers was 
held in Geneva from 26 to 28 March 2002. 
 
2. The meeting was attended by delegations from the Governments of Armenia, Austria, 
Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, 
Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Ukraine, United Kingdom, 
United States of America, Uzbekistan and Yugoslavia. 
 
3. The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) was represented, as was the United 
Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR). 
 
4. The following organizations were represented: Eco-Accord; the European Chemical 
Industry Council (CEFIC); European ECO Forum; GLOBE Europe; Interactive Health Ecology 
Access Links (IHEAL); the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC); and the Regional 
Environmental Center for Central and Eastern Europe (REC). 
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I. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA 
 
5. The provisional agenda as set out in document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2002/1 was adopted. 

 
 

II. REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL GROUP  
 
 

6. The Chairperson of the technical group, Mr. Geert van Grootveld (Netherlands), presented 
the report of the third meeting of the technical group, which had taken place on 25 March 2002. 
The Working Group discussed the report, made a number of amendments and adopted it. The 
finalized report is annexed below. 
 
7. The proposal from the technical group to establish a ‘virtual classroom’, which would 
among other things provide support to the Working Group on technical issues that might arise 
during the negotiations, was warmly welcomed. The Chairperson of the technical group proposed 
to coordinate preparatory work in this regard and to report progress to the Working Group at its 
fifth meeting. The secretariat was requested to support and facilitate this development. It was 
agreed to keep under review the possibility of linking this activity with the proposed task force on 
electronic information tools and the capacity-building service/clearing-house mechanism which 
were the subjects of draft decisions being prepared for the Meeting of the Parties, with a view to 
exploiting synergies and avoiding duplication of activities. In this regard, it was also agreed to 
take account of and explore possible links with relevant activities being undertaken under the 
auspices of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and by the 
Task Force on Emission Inventories established under the auspices of the ECE Convention on 
Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution. 
 
 

III. PREPARATION OF A DRAFT PROTOCOL 
 
 
8. The Chair of the Working Group presented a new text for a part of the draft protocol 
(CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2002/3), which had been prepared with the support of the secretariat and a 
small drafting group established as agreed by the Working Group at its previous session 
(CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9, paras. 56 to 58). As the task assigned by the Working Group had not 
been completed, a second meeting of the drafting group had been scheduled to take place in 
Geneva on 9-12 April 2002 with a view to making a more complete text available to the Working 
Group at its fifth session (24-28 June 2002). The Working Group noted with approval the work 
undertaken to produce a new draft text. 
 
9. The Working Group then resumed its earlier discussion of documents 
CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3 and 6, starting with article 6 of the former. The goal of the discussion 
was to identify the various policy positions held by delegations, which would then be taken into 
account and reflected in the new text to be prepared by the drafting group. The Chairperson 
indicated that it was not his intention to eliminate policy options at this stage but rather to clarify 
them. 
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Bodies required to report (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 6) 
 
10. Comments on article 6 recorded in the report of the previous meeting were noted. 
However, on this occasion there was no opposition to the idea of inserting ‘and’ between 
subparagraphs (a) and (b) in paragraph 1 (so that the requirements in both clauses would have to 
be fulfilled for reporting to be required). The treatment and placing (if anywhere) of paragraph 1 
(c) concerning water, energy and resource use would depend upon the outcome of the discussion 
on the step-by-step approach. It was agreed that the option of reporting thresholds based on the 
scale of manufacture, processing or use of the pollutants should be included in the text, as an 
option, alongside that of release- and transfer-based thresholds, so that both options could be 
discussed further. 
 
Pollutants and resources subject to reporting (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 7) 
 
11. Earlier comments on article 7 of document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3 were noted. Some 
doubts were expressed as to whether an entire article needed to be dedicated to identifying the 
range of pollutants to be reported, given that the actual lists of pollutants would be handled in an 
annex or in annexes. Some delegations proposed to either delete or else relocate the provisions of 
article 7. However, other delegations felt that the provisions of the article, including the proposed 
requirement to establish national lists of pollutants, with involvement of the public, might justify 
having a separate article. In any case, this was recognized to be primarily a drafting issue. 
 
12. Some delegations were opposed to the inclusion of an optional or voluntary list of 
substances, as envisaged in article 7, paragraph 2, while others felt that such a list could provide 
guidance and inspiration to countries considering adding to their national lists pollutants other 
than those required on a mandatory basis under the instrument. It was later argued that such 
guidance could also be provided by the “virtual classroom”. It was in any case pointed out that the 
prescriptive language in article 7, paragraph 2, might be incompatible with the term ‘optional’ in 
the corresponding annex. 1/ 
 
Required reporting elements (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 8) 
 
13. There was a discussion on whether there was a need for an article such as article 8 of 
document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3 setting out required reporting elements in more detail than in 
article 4 of document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2002/3 (‘Core elements’). It emerged that many of the 
provisions of the article would be needed in one form or another; however some disagreed.  
 
14. Some delegations felt that the article should only focus on first-step issues while others 
preferred that it also deal with issues belonging to subsequent steps. Several delegations proposed 
the deletion of text relating to releases from products, storage and water, energy and resource use 
(paragraphs 1 (b), (d) and (e)), while others wanted to keep it in. 
 
15. The text regarding transfers in paragraph 1 (c) should be revisited in the light of the 
outcome of discussions on the definitions of ‘on-site transfer’ and ‘off-site transfer’. 
 
 

                                                 
1/ The term used subsequently in document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/7 was ‘recommendatory’. 
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16. There were mixed views on the value of including in the register comparisons of reporting 
data from one year to the next (paragraph 1 (f)), with some delegations taking the view that an 
explicit comparison would not be needed if historical data were to be included in the register, and 
others arguing that an explicit comparison was helpful, because of changes in knowledge over 
time. It was proposed that releases resulting from catastrophic events should in any case be 
excluded from such comparisons.  
 
17. There was general support for requiring the register to include information on 
methodologies other than those based on measurement, calculation or estimation, through the 
addition of ‘or any other means’ to paragraph 1 (f). 
 
18. There was general agreement that non-routine or accidental releases should be included in 
the register. However, there were different views on whether they should be identifiable distinctly 
from routine releases, as envisaged in paragraph 2. Some delegations felt that there was no need to 
identify accidental releases and indicated that there could be a problem defining what was an 
accidental release. Other delegations felt that accidental releases should be defined and that there 
should be a distinction between routine and accidental releases. One delegation felt that it was 
useful to distinguish catastrophic releases from routine and other non-routine releases (including 
accidental releases). 
 
19. A broad range of views was expressed by the delegations when addressing paragraph 3 on 
reduction targets. Some delegations considered that reduction targets were an environmental 
management tool and not appropriate in a pollutant release and transfer register (PRTR) and that 
the paragraph should therefore be deleted. Some delegations believed that it could be turned into a 
mandatory requirement to report on estimated future releases and that the facilities would not 
necessarily be bound by these estimates. In particular for substances not regulated elsewhere this 
might prove to be the only source of information on future trends. It was agreed that the proposal 
on future release estimates should be taken into account as one option in the further development 
of the paragraph.  
 
20. There were also divergent views on paragraph 4 on reporting on releases from diffuse 
sources. Some delegations considered that the protocol should include diffuse sources in the scope 
of reporting. The issues might have to be addressed in a different place, as article 8 seemed to 
address mainly reporting from point sources and not from diffuse sources. Other delegations 
suggested deleting the paragraph in its entirety or replacing it by article 6 (c) of document 
CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2002/3.  
 
21. When addressing paragraph 5, some delegations made a distinction between radioactive 
substances which could be more easily addressed by the protocol alongside other pollutants, and 
the other elements mentioned in the paragraph, namely radiation, genetically modified organisms 
(GMOs) and noise, which are less common in the context of PRTRs. Indeed, many delegations 
could not support the inclusion of these elements in the text. Other delegations considered that the 
elements should be kept on the table to be addressed by the protocol in the future. It was generally 
agreed that where information would be available in other databases or registers, a link should be 
made from the PRTRs to these databases, and that a provision to this effect could be included.  
 
22. With respect to GMOs, the secretariat reported on the work of the Working Group on 
GMOs. Work was proceeding on binding and non-binding tracks. The binding track might  
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eventually involve an amendment to the Convention but this would probably be restricted to the 
issue of public participation in decision-making on GMOs. Under the non-binding track, draft 
guidelines were being developed and these could encompass all three pillars of the Convention 
and include guidance on what types of GMO-related information could or should be included on 
public registers. 
 
23. Some delegations reiterated their view that GMOs could be considered as a form of 
pollutants appropriate for inclusion on a register, and that since the Working Group on GMOs was 
addressing this issue only in a non-binding fashion, GMOs should be included in one of the 
subsequent steps under the protocol. However, some delegations held different views. 
 
Monitoring and record-keeping (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 9) 
 
24. There was broad support for the inclusion of an article such as article 9 on monitoring and 
record-keeping. With regard to paragraph 1, it was proposed that owners or operators should only 
be required to maintain full supporting documentation for a limited period which should be 
specified. It should be made clear that the records in question related to the information reported 
under the PRTR. Several delegations expressed concerns about the public having access to this 
material, whether directly from the company or indirectly via a public authority. Such an 
obligation could be burdensome to companies and/or public authorities. Other delegations 
considered it to be important and consistent with proposals being developed in other forums, 
notably the proposals to revise the European Community directive 90/313/EEC. One delegation 
proposed that facilities should indicate, using a code, the primary category of technique (e.g. 
emission factors) used to make each release and transfer estimate. 
 
25. With respect to diffuse sources, it was suggested that a cross reference to guidelines on 
emission inventories developed under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change and the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and under the EMEP programme of 
the Convention on Long-range Transboundary Air Pollution could be included (para. 2). 
 
26. The requirement that monitoring should be carried out in accordance with ‘internationally 
approved methodologies’ (para. 3) was regarded as over-prescriptive and at the same time rather 
vague. It was suggested to use more flexible language (e.g. ‘where appropriate’, ‘take account 
of’), and to delete the references to measurement, calculation and estimation in this context. More 
specific references to methodologies could be made in a guidance document rather than in the 
protocol itself. 
 
Access to information (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 10) 
 
27. Some delegations felt that article 10 should address the specific information needs in the 
field of PRTRs, taking the Convention’s requirements as a minimum, whereas others felt that if 
such a paragraph were needed at all it should go no further than the Convention’s requirements. 
 
28. Cross references to the provisions of the Convention were considered to be either 
redundant (in the case of Parties to the Convention) or potentially problematic (in the case of non-
Parties to the Convention, whose reasons for not being Parties to the Convention might relate to 
the provisions in question). It was consequently agreed that paragraph 1 should be deleted. At the 
same time, it was noted that the full implications of this would need to be carefully considered. It 
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was noted, for example, that the cross reference to the Convention had provided for various 
categories of information to be withheld, including information relating to national security, 
whereas the remaining text only allowed for commercially confidential information to be 
withheld. Furthermore, a question was raised as to whether the protocol might be seen as lex 
specialis whose provisions might override the general law of the Convention, meaning that it 
could not necessarily be assumed that Parties would automatically be bound by the Convention’s 
provisions. 
 
29. With regard to paragraph 2, it was noted that a requirement to make information available 
through the Internet could be problematic in countries with economies in transition unless 
financial support were forthcoming. In this regard, it was suggested that other channels for 
informing the public, such as meetings, workshops or public hearings, should be referred to. On 
the other hand, it was suggested that in the more developed countries, the Internet might be 
superseded in a number of years by other technology and that it would therefore be preferable to 
refer in more general terms to ‘public access through telecommunications, such as the Internet’ 
and that a requirement for paper copies might also become outdated. The requirement in 
paragraph 2 that information should be ‘immediately’ available was not intended to override the 
envisaged requirements regarding the timing of reports being placed on the register, but rather to 
indicate that having been placed on the register, it should be available at all times. The term 
‘readily’ was considered more appropriate. 
 
30. With regard to paragraph 3, some delegations proposed that the general public, and not 
just the ‘public concerned’, should have access to paper copies of PRTR information free of 
charge, to avoid non-Internet users being at an even greater disadvantage. Others argued that a 
requirement to make paper copies of PRTR data available free of charge, particularly in wealthier 
countries with good Internet access, could not be justified where potentially large volumes of 
information could be requested, and that it should be possible for public authorities to impose 
reasonable charges. 
 
31. It was noted that the timing of the publication of PRTR data referred to in paragraph 4 
would need to be made consistent with the approach taken to timing issues elsewhere in the 
protocol. The need for publishing all the data in paper form was questioned. 
 
32. A requirement to establish electronic information points as envisaged in paragraph 5 was 
considered to be unnecessary by some delegations and necessary by others. 
 
33. Several delegations expressed concern that the commercial confidentiality provisions in 
paragraph 6 were more restrictive (i.e. providing narrower grounds for non-disclosure of 
information) than those set out in the Convention and proposed that they should be brought into 
line with article 4, paragraph 4 (d), of the Convention. In this case, it was proposed that the 
introduction and tail of that provision should be included. Other delegations considered that in the 
specific case of PRTR information, it was justified to go beyond the minimum provided for in the 
Convention, which had been drafted to cover all categories of environmental information. There 
were different views on whether it should be possible to claim confidentiality with respect to 
information on off-site transfers. The system whereby the register would include the quantities of 
the releases and transfers of pollutants but confidentiality would be protected through substituting 
the precise name of the chemical with a generic chemical name was mentioned as a useful model. 
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34. Most delegations were in favour of deleting paragraph 7, providing for public access to 
monitoring information gathered by facilities in accordance with article 9. Others considered this 
to have merit and argued for its retention. 
 
35. It was proposed that the anonymity of a member of the public requesting information 
should be respected and that a provision to this effect should be introduced. 
 
Public participation in PRTR development (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 11) 
 
36. Most delegations were in favour of shortening or simplifying the text of article 11, and 
some proposed that it should be replaced with a single very general requirement for ‘appropriate 
public participation’. Others favoured retaining or even adding some detailed provisions. 
 
37. Similar arguments for removing the cross references to the Convention by deleting 
paragraph 1 of article 11 were made as in the case of the previous article. 
 
38. Doubts were raised about the added value of paragraph 3 (concerning information 
requirements in the context of a PRTR decision-making process) over paragraph 2 (concerning 
notification requirements). 
 
39. Concerns were expressed that the provisions in paragraph 4 might slow down PRTR 
development. 
 
40. It was proposed that there should be the possibility for the public to petition for changes to 
the national PRTR and that a provision should be made to this effect. 
 
Enforcement and access to justice (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 12) 
 
41. Several delegations were in favour of shortening or simplifying article 12, or making it 
less prescriptive. One possibility in this direction would be to use the text of article 9, paragraph 1, 
of the Convention. Others considered that the article contained many useful elements which 
should be retained, even if modifications were needed. 
 
42. There were different views as to whether intentional false reporting should be deemed a 
criminal offence, as envisaged under paragraph 1. 
 
43. Some delegations expressed concerns about the ‘any person’ right in paragraph 2. It was 
noted with respect to this paragraph that it might not always be the competent authority which was 
responsible for reviewing claims of confidentiality. The scope of such a provision should 
correspond to the scope of the exemptions.  
 
44. The provisions in paragraph 4 were considered by some delegations to go too far in giving 
the public rights to trigger a review of compliance with obligations, with the potential 
involvement of domestic courts, and some favoured the deletion of this paragraph. The wording 
should make it clear that only domestic measures to implement the protocol would be subject to 
access to justice and should avoid giving the impression that the protocol created direct 
obligations for facility owners/operators. 
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Regional register (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 13) 
 
45. In the discussions of the idea of a regional pollutant release and transfer register envisaged 
in article 13, delegations raised concerns about the utility, the costs and the feasibility of 
establishing such a register. Some delegations considered that a regional register would make 
transboundary information more transparent and that it would provide useful information for the 
public to enable comparison between industry sectors across the borders. Some delegations 
considered it to be virtually impossible to develop a regional register with the same features as a 
national register, but that a simpler register would be possible. There was general agreement that 
sharing of information on national registers would be useful, and that several possibilities for this 
existed, such as establishing an international Internet portal or make direct links from one national 
register to the others. 
 
46. It was agreed that the “virtual group” (see annex below) could address this issue and 
develop a clearer picture of the implications of developing a regional register and the linked 
technologies. One option for addressing the issue in the text of the protocol would be to leave it to 
the first meeting of the Parties to further explore this possibility through a provision in the 
relevant article.  
 
International cooperation (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/3, art. 14) 
 
47. Most delegations expressed concerns about the lack of clarity of the legal obligations in 
article 14. All delegations agreed that international cooperation was necessary, and some referred 
to similar articles in other conventions, such as the Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 
and the Convention on Prior Informed Consent. It was mentioned that the article could be linked 
with the article on capacity-building included in document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2002/3 and that it 
could address the issues of capacity-building, technology transfer and financial assistance more 
explicitly. Some international organizations present at the meeting offered to share their 
experience of capacity-building programmes.  
 
48. The United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) briefly informed the 
Meeting of some of the activities carried out in the field of PRTRs and called for material to be 
included in the next version of its CD-ROM. The CD-ROM contained national and international 
information on PRTRs and was distributed to all delegates.  
 
Meeting of the Parties (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 15) 
 
49. The secretariat had produced text for the article on the meeting of the Parties in document 
CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, which provided the basis for the discussions. The text had been 
produced at a time when it had not yet been decided that the protocol would be open to non-
Parties to the Convention and to non-ECE countries. Taking into account that that decision had 
now been made by the Committee on Environmental Policy, many delegations were in favour of 
the Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol being independent of the Meeting of the Parties to the 
Convention. Because the identity of the Parties to the Convention and the protocol could be very 
different, they considered it to be important that the protocol would have its own decision-making 
body. Some referred also to separate rules of procedure and a separate bureau.  
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50. Many delegations expressed concern about the proliferation of bodies for reasons of cost 
and because of the necessity of ensuring synergy between the Convention and the Protocol, but 
considered that requiring the Meeting of the Parties to be held in conjunction with the Meeting of 
the Parties to the Convention could reduce the costs of having a separate body. Some delegations 
believed that the link to the Convention should be kept and that the Meeting of the Parties to the 
Convention or the Meeting of the Parties to the Convention serving as the Meeting of the Parties 
to the Protocol should be the decision-making body with respect to the protocol.  
 
51. Several delegations considered that the mandate for the Meeting of the Parties – 
irrespective of which body this would be  – was too detailed as set out in the article and that 
streamlining the text would be necessary, e.g. by deletion of some of the detailed subparagraphs in 
paragraph 6. Others felt that at least paragraph 6 (i)(iv) on financial arrangements and technical 
assistance should be kept in the article. It was suggested that NGO participation in the Meeting of 
the Parties should be stated more explicitly than in the Convention.  
 
 
Right to vote (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 16) 
 
52. With respect to paragraph 2 of this article, the need for clarity concerning the 
competencies of the regional economic integration organizations was mentioned.  
 
Annexes (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 17) 
 
53. There were no comments on article 17. 
 
 
Amendments (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 18) 
 
54. With respect to the amendment procedure, it was proposed that criteria for adding new 
pollutants to the list of pollutants should be set out in the instrument in order to limit the scope of 
the protocol before its adoption. It was also considered that a more flexible amendment procedure 
for some annexes might be useful. 
 
55. It was proposed that there should be a possibility for NGOs and members of the public to 
propose amendments to the annexes, possibly in line with agreed guidelines or criteria. It was also 
proposed that the text of a proposed amendment should be publicly accessible. Some delegations 
considered that the ninety-day period, mentioned in paragraph 3, would be too short. Time for 
translation would also have to be allowed when deciding upon the time limit for submitting a 
proposal for an amendment. 
 
 
Secretariat (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 19) 
 
56. The secretariat briefly introduced the text and highlighted the deviations from the Aarhus 
Convention. The most significant differences were the reference to the availability of resources in 
paragraph 1 (c) and the introduction of paragraph 2. It was mentioned that changes to article 15 on 
the Meeting of the Parties might have an impact on paragraph 2 of this article. 
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Review of compliance (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 20) 
 
57. The secretariat briefly introduced the proposal for the article on compliance which 
envisaged a compliance mechanism distinct from that under the Convention, and explained that 
the proposed text drew heavily from the relevant provisions in the Aarhus Convention and the 
Cartagena Protocol. The issue of public involvement was stated slightly stronger than in the 
Aarhus Convention to take account of a perceived evolution in thinking in the Working Group on 
Compliance, which had developed a draft compliance mechanism.  
 
58. The delegation of Germany had put forward a written proposal for this article, which some 
delegations supported as a useful basis for discussion. Some delegations considered that the article 
should require that the procedures and mechanisms be adopted by consensus by the Meeting of 
the Parties. It was proposed that other characteristics of the compliance mechanism under the 
Convention could be added to the text, such as being of a non-confrontational and consultative 
character.  
 
59. Some delegations were of the opinion that communications from the public or public 
involvement should be deleted from the article, whereas others considered that the text proposed 
by the secretariat addressed this issue in an appropriate way. It was generally agreed that the 
protocol should contain an article addressing the issue of review of compliance and that merging 
the secretariat’s proposal and the written proposal could provide a good basis for further 
discussions. 
 
 
Settlement of disputes (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, art. 21) 
 
60. The secretariat drew the attention to the rules of procedure developed under the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration for settling disputes related to the environment, which the Working Group 
might want to take account of when further discussing this article. It was proposed that the dispute 
settlement procedures would benefit from public involvement, e.g. by allowing NGOs to intervene 
or make submissions in dispute settlements. It was suggested that the Parties to the protocol could 
draw up their own rules of arbitration having regard to the rules of procedure drawn up under the 
Permanent Court of Arbitration. It was noted that the current text contained a direct incorporation 
of the Convention, which should be reconsidered. 
 
 
Other final provisions (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/6, arts. 22 to 27) 
 
61. A question was raised concerning the issue of competence of regional economic 
integration organizations addressed in article 24, and it was suggested that there should be 
transparency in this matter. Otherwise, there were no comments on the final articles. 
 
Reporting cycle  
 
62. With respect to the reporting cycle, it was generally agreed that once up and running, the 
register should be based on annual reporting, although one delegation indicated that it would have 
to consider this issue in the context of the annexes. Furthermore, it was agreed that the protocol 
should set the time frame for the data to be available on the register. Some delegations considered 
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that fifteen months would be necessary to process the data and make it available on the register, 
whereas others considered that the data should be available as soon as possible and no later than 
twelve months after the end of the reporting year. 
 
63. Suggestions to allow more time after the first reporting year were made, i.e. that the data 
would only have to be available two years after the end of that reporting year and that there would 
be a break of one year in the reporting after the first reporting year (so that the second reporting 
year would begin two years after the beginning of the first reporting year). Most delegations 
agreed that more time to make the data available on the register after the first reporting year could 
be acceptable, but not all believed that a break in the reporting requirement would be useful, or if 
it were to be provided for, it should be the exception rather than the rule.  
 
64. The issue of the obligations of regional economic integration organizations was raised, in 
particular whether the protocol could allow this type of Party more time to make the data available 
in the register.  
 
Step-by-step approach 
 
65. Taking into account the requirement of the Committee on Environmental Policy that a 
step-by-step approach should be pursued, the Working Group discussed the issue of how the 
further steps should be defined. Apart from the first step, which would give rise to more or less 
immediate obligations, two other types of step were identified: step 2 consisting of obligations 
which would be set out in the protocol but would come into effect only after a period of time had 
elapsed (deferred obligations); and step 3 whereby the Meeting of the Parties would be obliged to 
consider certain issues which would be set out in the protocol. 
 
66. There was general agreement on the need to reach agreement on the first step issues. There 
were three main strands of opinion in the Working Group regarding the other steps: 

 
(a) Some delegations preferred that the protocol should cover only the first step, it 

being open to the Meeting of the Parties in any case to make whatever amendments it saw fit, or at 
most to consider some deferred obligations (step 2) for issues that could not be agreed as step 1 
issues, but which required no review as to their feasibility; 
 

(b) Most delegations were in favour of the protocol setting out a list of issues which 
the Meeting of the Parties would be required to consider at one or other of its meetings (the text 
could specify which meeting); 
 

(c) Some delegations preferred to see all three steps covered in the protocol. 
 
67. Several delegations stressed the value of reviewing the implementation of the first step 
before elaborating on subsequent steps. 
 
68. Clear procedures for amending the protocol, including the possibility of differentiated or 
streamlined procedures for certain annexes, and for making adjustments to PRTR systems, were 
considered to be of great importance in the context of the discussion of further steps. 
 
69. A brief discussion of what elements might be in the steps took place. 
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IV. FUTURE PROCESS 

 
70. The Chairperson outlined his proposals regarding the future process. The drafting group 
and the Working Group would meet according to the following schedule: 
 

9-12 April 2002  Drafting group (Geneva, English only) 
24-28 June 2002  Working Group (Geneva) 
16-20 September 2002 Working Group (venue unconfirmed) 
25-29 November 2002 Working Group (Geneva) 

 
71. The delegation of the United States indicated that Mr. Russell LaMotte would be replaced 
by Mr. Kevin Minoli at the next meeting of the drafting group. The delegation of Canada 
indicated that it would propose a substitute for Mr. Alain Chung, who would be unavailable for 
the April meeting of the drafting group. 
 
72. It was agreed that the next meeting of the Working Group would address the various 
technical annexes before turning to the consolidated text expected to emerge from the drafting 
group’s meeting. The secretariat was requested to circulate the English advance copies of the 
report of the meeting and the output of the drafting group’s meeting to delegations during April 
and to have those documents available in the other languages well in advance of the next meeting 
of the Working Group. 
 
 

V. ADOPTION OF REPORT AND CLOSURE OF MEETING 
 
73. The draft report of the meeting was presented in English only and amended as appropriate. 
The Working Group adopted the report, subject to finalization by the Chair with the assistance of 
the secretariat and on the understanding that the French- and Russian-speaking delegations would 
reserve their positions until the report was available in French and Russian. The Chairperson 
thanked the Working Group for the constructive atmosphere and the secretariat for its assistance, 
which had allowed significant progress to be made. Finally, he thanked the interpreters and closed 
the meeting.
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REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL GROUP’S THIRD MEETING 
(25 March 2002) 

 
 
1. The technical group discussed different issues related to data handling. In particular 
discussions took place on data collection, data validation, data storage and data dissemination on 
the basis of a short note prepared by the delegation of the Netherlands. 
 
2. The technical group also briefly addressed the papers prepared in advance of the meeting 
by the delegation of the United States of America and Germany. The United States delegation had 
prepared the following papers: 
 

- Comparability of the United Nations’ Industrial Classification System with 
Regional Industrial Classification Systems 

- Thresholds 
- The feasibility of the pollutant-specific reporting of transfers] 
- Integrated PRTRs: Reporting Pollutant-Specific Quantities in waste 

 
The delegation of Germany had prepared a document on diffuse sources. 
 

Data handling 
 

3. When addressing the issue of data handling, it was stated that before data collection could 
take place, attention should be paid to the identification of facilities which would be required to 
report on their emissions and transfers.  Thus identification and selection of facilities should be 
the first step. This identification could be done by several means: 
 

- Through economic data and number of employees, 
- On the basis of licences, in combination with compliance and enforcement, 
- By mass mailings backed up by hotlines, 
- In cooperation with industrial associations and local authorities, 
- By stimulating public participation, e.g. by citizens’ suits. 

 
4. With respect to data collection, the countries seemed to be moving from paper reports to 
electronic submissions.  In electronic collection, a distinction between reports submitted on 
diskette and through web-based communication could be made.  It was stated that electronic 
collection was cheaper and more effective, despite problems with electronic signature to ensure 
the authentication of the reports.  Some countries had good experiences with the combination of 
ID and a password replacing electronic signature for authentication of the reports. It was 
important that the forms which were used for data collection should be standardized for releases 
from point sources as well as for releases from diffuse sources. It was also mentioned that the 
collection of data could be done in two ways: one was bottom-up by means of data from industries 
and the other, applicable to diffuse sources, was top-down on the basis of national inventories. 
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5. With respect to data validation, it was considered important that the data validation should 
start already in the process of data collection.  It was possible for instance to introduce unique 
identifiers for firms and chemicals, which would improve the quality of validation.  An important 
goal of validation was to improve the quality of the data over time. 
 
6. The paper from the Netherlands mentioned some tools for validation.  The technical group 
added the following tools: sampling and analysis; check on production volumes; check on 
completeness; check on inconsistencies within the report; benchmarking within the same 
industrial branch. 
 
7. Some validation could be done automatically by computers, for instance trend analysis. 
Experts would have to deal with the more complex aspects of validation, for instance investigating 
the reasons for the exceptions, detected by the computer in the trend analysis. Finally, the public 
could also play a role in the validation of data. 
 
8. Countries that issued environmental permits and made use of operators’ self-monitoring of 
releases in compliance monitoring, could tell operators how to measure or to calculate releases 
and how to carry out quality control. These procedures could improve significantly the quality of 
the reported data from large point sources and make data validation easier.  An additional 
advantage was the avoidance of duplicated data collection systems.  If operators defined the 
uncertainty of the measurements properly then data quality was further improved. 
 
9. On the basis of a presentation by two experts from the Netherlands (Messrs. Scholten and 
Meijer), the technical group addressed the issues of data storage and data dissemination. The 
experts presented the Netherlands data warehouse with a capacity of 360 Gb, structured on the 
basis of five dimensions: substances; activities; locations; time; compartments. 
 
10. The data warehouse contained information on point sources and diffuse sources, involving 
all environmental media. Disclosure of data contained in the data warehouse took place via the 
Internet. Thus professional organizations as well as public had access to the data. 
 
11. The technical group discussed the recommendation by the experts to set up a “virtual 
classroom” for communication, learning and capacity-building with respect to establishing and 
maintaining PRTR systems. By means of this “virtual classroom”, it would be possible to 
exchange information and experiences on all aspects connected to the content and the information 
technology aspects of PRTRs. This “virtual classroom” could also play a role for those countries 
starting to implement PRTR systems.  The OECD had already taken some initiatives in this field.  
The technical group decided to recommend to the Working Group that this idea of a “virtual 
classroom” should be elaborated further. The technical group considered that the ownership of 
this “virtual classroom” should be in the hands of an international organization. The technical 
group proposed that a “virtual” group consisting of the Czech Republic, the Netherlands, the 
United Kingdom, the United States, UNEP, UNITAR, REC, Eco-Accord, and ECO 
Forum/IHEAL would develop a proposal which could be discussed in the next meeting of the 
Working Group (June 2002).  The Netherlands would have the lead in this. The “virtual 
classroom”, once established, could also support the Working Group on technical items which 
might arise during the year 2002. 
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 Classification systems 
 

12. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) had made a comparison 
between the International Standard Industrial Classification of All Economic Activities (ISIC), 
developed under the United Nations, and the following other systems: 
 

- The Statistical Classification of Economic Activities in the European Community 
(NACE); 

- The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS); 
- The Australian and New Zealand Standard Industrial Classification (ANZSIC); 
- The Eurostat Nomenclature of Sources of Emissions (NOSE); 
- Other regional systems. 

 
13. It was considered that the regional economic classification systems (the first three) could 
be easily linked by a crosswalk with ISIC. It was considered that the ISIC system could be used as 
a starting point because of its international character. 
 
14. Some delegates stated that due to the differences between the economic approach and the 
environmental approach, they preferred to use two codes, the ISIC/regional code and NOSE, in 
combination. However, there was no general discussion about which regional system was 
technically superior. 
 
 

Thresholds 
  
15. USEPA had prepared a paper on thresholds. The United States approach was based on 
activity thresholds, employee thresholds and a list of industries.  The advantage of this system was 
that a company which met these criteria had to report all releases and transfers, whereas the 
addition of a release threshold would limit reporting to those quantities exceeding the release 
threshold. As thresholds might vary over the different compartments an incomplete picture could 
result.  
 
16. In other countries, a selection based on activity criteria was not always feasible.  
Production figures were sometimes not available, and a selection on number of employees was not 
a good solution in many cases. The European Pollutant Emission Register (EPER) includes a 
combination of activity-based and release-based thresholds. It was stated that no universally valid 
approach could be defined.  The situation in the different countries as to the availability of data 
might even result in a regionally differentiated approach. 
 

Pollutant-specific transfers 
 

17. USEPA had prepared two papers on pollutant-specific reporting on transfers of waste. The 
United States required pollutant-specific reporting on waste transfers. This enabled the user to get 
an integrated look at the facilities.  The advantage of this approach compared to reporting on the 
volumes of waste being transferred was that with the latter the concentrations in the waste stream 
might vary and thus lead to a wrong impression of the total quantity of pollutant transferred.  
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18. A reference was made to the three options for reporting on transfers 
(CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9): (i) quantity of each listed substance; (ii) volume and type of waste; 
and (iii) quantity of each listed chemical in combination with reporting on the volume of waste 
and hazardous waste. Of these three options, most delegations felt that the third would be 
preferable.    
 
 

Diffuse sources 
 
19. The delegation of Germany had prepared a paper on methods for estimating emissions and 
organizing the registration of diffuse sources. This paper was mainly based on the OECD resource 
compendium on diffuse sources. The main difference with the estimation of point sources was that 
the estimation of diffuse sources had to be organized by a scientific or governmental organization 
using instruments like statistics, marketing data and harmonized emission factors. Also, models 
played an important role. 
 
20. A selection of diffuse sources was presented.  For the water compartment, not only the 
model results but also the underlying basic source contributions should be incorporated. 


