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	Date of submission
	5 January 2012 (re-submitted on 18 January 2012)

	Party concerned
	United Kingdom

	Articles concerned

	3(2), 3(3), 3(9), 5(1)b, 5(2)a, 6(2)a, 6(2)b, 6(2)d, 6(3), 6(4), 6(7), 6(8), 6(9), 7

	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 communication alleges that the Party concerned, through the Department of Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, failed to ensure that the national agency responsible for managing the environment (Natural England) consulted with affected communities in West Penwith (the Land’s End Peninsula), Cornwall, prior to enclosing public open-access areas of moorland with the wide-spread installation of barbed wire fences, gates and cattle grids under the North West European HEATH (Heathland-Environment-Agriculture-Tourism-Heritage) Project. Therefore, according to the communication, the Party concerned failed to comply with provisions of the Convention aiming at dissemination of information, but in particular with the provisions of the Convention on public participation under articles 6 and 7.




	Number of supporting documents
	72

	Original language
	English

	Translation
	Not needed

	Formal completeness
	Yes

	Confidentiality requested
	No

	Receipt acknowledged
	16 January 2012

	Date forwarded to CC
	1 March 2012

	Remarks by secretariat
	

	Determination on admissibility
	Determination on admissibility deferred twice in order to seek information from the communicant to clarify some aspects of the communication.

At CC-38 (25-28 September 2012) the Committee determined that the communication was not admissible on the basis of paragraph 20 (d), in conjunction with paragraph 19, of the annex to decision I/7, because the communicant had failed to provide information that the main events of the decision-making had taken place after the Convention had entered into force for the Party concerned.


	Summary proceedings
	

	Additional information requested from the communicant
	

	Communication forwarded to the Party
	

	Additional information requested from or points raised with the Party
	

	Response due from the Party
	

	Delay for response requested
	

	Documentation from the Party
	

	Discussion is scheduled for
	

	Draft findings and recommendations
	

	Comments on draft findings and recommendations
	

	Findings and recommendations
	


� 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.





