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	Date of submission
	10.12.2008

	Party concerned
	Spain

	Articles concerned

	4, in particular, 4.1(b), 4.4 and 4.8, 5, 6

	Text of the communication
	Disclaimer: Presence of the text of the communication and other information submitted by the communicant and the Party concerned  on this web site does not imply endorsement of their content by the Compliance Committee or by UNECE.

	Summary of case

	The communicants allege that by failing to provide information in the requested form the Party concerned failed to comply with article 4, paragraph 1 (b), of the Convention.  The communicants also allege that by allocating general priority to the protection of intellectual property rights when deciding on confidentiality of environmental information, the Party concerned failed to comply with article 4, paragraph 4, of the Convention, and that by failing to provide schedules of charges for supplying information, the Party concerned was not in compliance with article 4, paragraph 8, of the Convention. The communicants further allege that by failing to provide for timely and effective public consultations and to ensure access to information in the course of decision-making on environmental matters, the Party concerned was not in compliance with article 6 of the Convention.

	Number of supporting documents
	n/a

	Original language
	English 

	Translation
	n/a

	Formal completeness
	Yes

	Confidentiality requested
	No

	Receipt acknowledged
	on 10.12.08

	Date forwarded to CC
	on 10.12.08

	Remarks by secretariat
	Clarifications requested from the communicant with regard to the specific allegations of non-compliance

	Preliminary determination on admissibility
	No. The Committee noted that no further correspondence had been received from the communicant. It decided that the case was not admissible for the reasons that had been given to the communicant in January and due to the absence of the corroborating information required under paragraph 19 of the annex to decision I/7.

	Additional information requested from the communicant
	n/a

	Communication forwarded to the Party
	n/a

	Additional information requested from or points raised with the Party
	n/a

	Response due from the Party
	n/a

	Delay for response requested
	n/a

	Documentation from the Party
	n/a

	Discussion is scheduled for
	n/a

	Draft findings and recommendations
	n/a

	Comments on draft findings and recommendations
	n/a

	Findings and recommendations
	n/a


� These are the provisions of the Convention cited in the communication. The Committee may determine that different provisions of the Convention are relevant.


� This summary has been prepared by the secretariat to describe the main points of the communication. It has no status as part of the communication.





