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  Introduction 

1. The thirty-fourth meeting of the Compliance Committee under the Convention on 
Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-making and Access to Justice in 
Environmental Matters (Aarhus Convention) was held from 20 to 23 September 2011 in 
Geneva. 

 A. Attendance 

2. All members were present during the meeting, with the exception of Mr. Ion 
Diaconu. Members having declared a conflict of interest with respect to particular cases did 
not participate in closed sessions deliberating on those cases. Representatives of the 
Governments of Denmark, Ireland, the Netherlands, Romania and Slovakia, the European 
Union, as well as the non-governmental organizations (NGOs) OEKOBUERO (Austria), 
Dansk Ornitologisk Forening (DOF) (BirdLife Denmark), Centrul de Resurse Juridice 
(Centre for Legal Resources) (Romania), Greenpeace Central and Eastern Europe 
(Romania) and Earthjustice (Switzerland), participated as observers during the open 
sessions. Representatives from the University of Osaka (Japan) and the University of 
Oregon (United States of America) also participated as observers. 

 B. Organizational matters 

3. The Chair of the Compliance Committee, Mr. Jonas Ebbesson, opened the meeting. 

4. The Committee adopted its agenda as set out in document ECE/MP.PP/C.1/2011/7. 

5. The Committee welcomed the three new members elected at the fourth session of 
the Meeting of the Parties (29 June–1 July 2011). To fulfil the requirement of paragraph 11 
of the annex to decision I/7 of the Meeting of the Parties (ECE/MP.PP/2/Add.8), the new 
members of the Committee who were present at the meeting, Mr. Pavel Černý and 
Ms. Heghine Hakhverdyan, signed a declaration in which they undertook to perform their 
duties as members of the Committee impartially and conscientiously. The Committee noted 
that the third new member of the Committee, Mr. Ion Diaconu, who had not been able to 
attend the Committee’s meeting, had already sent his signed declaration, dated 9 September 
2011, by post to the secretariat. The Committee also congratulated Mr. Jerzy Jendrośka on 
his re-election. 

6. The Committee noted the election of Mr. Ebbesson as its Chair. The election had 
taken place according to the Committee’s decision at its thirty-second meeting 
(ECE/MP.PP/C.1/2011/4, para. 36), as confirmed at its thirty-fourth meeting 
(ECE/MP.PP/C.1/2011/6, para. 6). Accordingly, the election of the new Chair had taken 
place immediately after the fourth session of the Meeting of the Parties, through a 
consultation process by means of the electronic decision-making procedure. Further to its 
mandate, the secretariat had initiated, coordinated and concluded the procedure. 

7. The Committee then proceeded to elect its Vice-Chair. The Chair proposed that 
Ms. Svitlana Kravchenko be re-elected as the Vice-Chair for the current intersessional 
period and Ms. Kravchenko was re-elected by acclamation. 
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 I. Matters arising from the previous meeting  

8. Further to the information provided at the Committee’s thirty-third meeting (27  
and 28 June 2011) concerning the backlog in the translation and publication of the 
Committee’s reports and findings (ECE/MP.PP/C.1/2011/6, para. 5), the secretariat 
informed the Committee that the majority of documents for which a waiver had been 
granted on 5 January 2011 were now available as official documents in the three United 
Nations Economic Commission for Europe (ECE) languages, while a waiver for the 
Committee’s reports on its twenty-ninth, thirty-first and thirty-second meetings had been 
granted on 19 August 2011. 

9. The Committee recalled that, at its extraordinary session (19 and 22 April 2011), the 
Meeting of the Parties had established an official mandate for the Compliance Committee 
documentation. Subsequently, at its fourth session, the Meeting of the Parties had mandated 
the secretariat, in consultation with the Committee, inter alia, to contact the relevant United 
Nations services to request an extension of the current waiver on the rules regarding the 
translation by the United Nations of the Committee reports and findings until the next 
session of the Meeting of the Parties, and to report back on those issues to the Meeting at its 
next session (ECE/MP.PP/2011/2, para. 29). 

10. The secretariat informed the Committee that further to the mandate of the Meeting 
of the Parties, it had already started consultations with the relevant departments at the 
United Nations as to how to deal with the issue. The Committee expressed the hope that the 
processing of its documents as official documents in the three ECE languages during the 
current intersessional period would be more efficient. It asked the secretariat to continue its 
efforts and to report back to the Committee at its thirty-fifth meeting (13–16 December 
2011). 

 II. New submissions and referrals under the Convention 

11. The secretariat informed the Committee that no new submissions had been made by 
Parties concerning compliance by other Parties. 

12. The secretariat informed the Committee that no submissions had been made by 
Parties concerning problems with their own compliance since the Committee’s last 
meeting. 

13. No referrals had been made by the secretariat since the Committee’s last meeting. 

 III. Communications from members of the public 

14. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2008/28 (Denmark), the secretariat 
informed the Committee that the Party concerned had informed it that the Ombudsman had 
made a draft conclusion and it was expected that a final conclusion would be reached 
around mid-November 2011. The Committee provisionally scheduled to discuss that 
communication at its thirty-sixth meeting (27–30 March 2012). It requested the secretariat 
to ask the parties to inform the Committee once the conclusions of the Ombudsman were 
received. 

15. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2008/31 (Germany), the Committee took 
note of the information submitted by the communicant on 6 July 2011 and the response sent 
by the Party on 25 July 2011. The secretariat informed the Committee that, according to its 
informal communication with the Party concerned, the decision of the German court after 
the preliminary ruling of the Court of Justice of the European Union (EU) was expected 
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before the end of the year. The Committee provisionally scheduled to discuss that 
communication at its thirty-sixth meeting. It requested the secretariat to ask the parties to 
keep the Committee informed of the progress of the case at the domestic level. 

16. The Committee noted that Mr. Ebbesson, who had recently been elected as Chair of 
the Committee, had been the curator of both communications ACCC/C/2008/28 and 
ACCC/C/2008/31. While noting that there was no conflict for the Chair of the Committee 
to serve as the curator of communications, the Committee decided that for practical and 
organizational reasons the curatorship of those two communications would be taken over 
by another Committee member. Therefore, Mr. Gerhard Loibl was designated as the curator 
of ACCC/C/2008/28 and Mr. Jendrośka of ACCC/C/2008/31. 

17. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2008/32 (EU), the Committee took note of 
the letters of the Party concerned and the communicant on 20 June and 24 August 2011, 
respectively. It recalled that after the outcome of the Stichting Milieu case,1 which was still 
pending before the Court of Justice of the EU, it would examine whether the Aarhus 
Regulation or any other relevant internal administrative review procedure of the EU met the 
requirements of access to justice in the Convention. 

18. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2010/45 (United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland), the Committee had initially decided that summary proceedings 
would apply, but in the meantime, the communicant had considerably expanded the scope 
of the communication and a number of issues raised related to communication 
ACCC/C/2011/60 (United Kingdom). The Committee agreed that it would decide how to 
proceed with respect to the new allegations, and which issues to address, after the Party 
concerned had been provided with an opportunity to respond both to the new allegations 
and the new issues raised by communication ACCC/C/2011/60, in accordance with 
paragraph 23 of the annex to decision I/7 of the Meeting of the Parties. The Committee 
noted that the deadline of 27 December 2011 had not elapsed and that the Party concerned 
had not yet replied. Depending on the information received, the Committee would decide 
how to proceed with the case at its thirty-fifth or thirty-sixth meeting. The Committee 
confirmed its decision that Ms. Ellen Hey would be the curator of the case. 

19. At its thirty-third meeting, the Committee had completed its draft findings on 
communication ACCC/C/2010/48 (Austria), in closed session, with a few minor points 
which had been finalized by using the electronic decision-making procedure. The Party 
concerned provided comments on 7 September 2011 and the communicant on 
16 September 2011. Before the start of the deliberations, Mr. Černý, a new member of the 
Committee, declared a conflict of interest, because of his relationship with the 
communicant that could reasonably be considered as leading to a conflict of interest or 
which might reasonably be perceived by the Parties or by members of the public as giving 
rise to such a conflict. The Committee agreed that Mr. Černý would not participate in any 
deliberations on the communication in closed sessions, but was welcome to participate in 
the proceedings of the communication as an observer. 

20. The Committee then proceeded to finalize its findings in closed session, taking into 
account the comments received. It noted that the comments received by both parties shed 
light on several aspects of the facts, which had been insufficiently represented by the 
communicant in its communication and subsequently in its written and oral submissions, 
and were incorrectly reflected in the Committee’s draft findings. Due to the substantive 
changes introduced in the text of its findings, the Committee requested the secretariat to 

  
 1 Stichting Natuur en Milieu and Pesticides Action Network Europe v. Commission, T-338/08, action 

brought on 11 August 2008.  
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send the new draft to the Party concerned and the communicant for comment. The 
Committee would take into account any comments in finalizing the findings at its thirty-
fifth meeting. In deciding to take the unprecedented step of circulating a new set of draft 
findings, the Committee stressed that that was an extraordinary event in light of the 
particular circumstances. 

21. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2010/50 (Czech Republic), the Committee 
recalled that Mr. Černý, who had been representing the communicant of that 
communication, had declared a conflict of interest with respect to the case, due to his close 
relationship with the communicant that could reasonably be considered as leading to a 
conflict of interest or which might reasonably be perceived by the Parties or by members of 
the public as giving rise to such a conflict. The Committee agreed that Mr. Černý would not 
participate in any deliberations on the communication in closed sessions, but was welcome 
to participate in the proceedings of the communication as an observer. The Committee then 
deliberated on the draft findings in closed session and agreed to continue its deliberations 
on the matter at its thirty-fifth meeting, with a view to completing its draft findings and, as 
appropriate, recommendations, which would then be sent for comment to the Party 
concerned and the communicant. 

22. The Committee then entered into discussion in open session of communication 
ACCC/C/2010/51 (Romania), with the participation of representatives of the Party 
concerned and the communicant. At the beginning of the discussion, Mr. Černý declared a 
conflict of interest with respect to the case, due to his relationship with the communicant, 
that could reasonably be considered as leading to a conflict of interest or which might 
reasonably be perceived by the Parties or by members of the public as giving rise to such a 
conflict. The Committee agreed that Mr. Černý would not participate in any deliberations 
on the communication in closed sessions, but was welcome to participate in the proceedings 
of the communication as an observer. The communication had been submitted by 
Greenpeace Central and Eastern Europe Romania and Centrul de Resurse Juridice. It 
contained allegations of non-compliance by Romania with several provisions of the 
Convention with respect to three decisions relating to the proposed construction of a 
nuclear power plant and the adoption of the Energy Strategy. 

23. The Committee confirmed that communication ACCC/C/2010/51 was admissible. 
The Committee then deliberated upon the communication in closed session. It requested the 
parties to submit some additional information, inter alia, in order to clarify the legal 
framework on access to information, the court practice on injunctive relief and the system 
of disclosure of court decisions, by no later than 1 November 2011. The Committee agreed 
to continue its deliberations on the matter at its thirty-fifth meeting with a view to finalizing 
the draft findings and, if appropriate, recommendations, at that meeting. The draft findings 
would then be sent for comment to the Party concerned and to the communicant. 

24. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2010/53 (United Kingdom), the Committee 
noted that the communicant had provided additional information on 29 June and 12 July 
2011, and that the Party concerned had responded to the allegations on 23 August 2011. In 
the meantime, the Committee was also been informed that the processing of the complaint 
before the Scottish Public Services Ombudsman had been concluded. The Committee 
provisionally scheduled to discuss that communication at its thirty-fifth meeting and would 
confirm that in early October 2011 through its electronic decision-making procedure. 

25. The Committee then entered into discussion in open session of communication 
ACCC/C/2010/54 (European Union), with the participation of representatives of the Party 
concerned and the communicant. The communication had been submitted by Mr. Pat 
Swords. It contained allegations of non-compliance by the EU with the provisions of the 
Convention on access to information and public participation with regard to the EU-funded 
Irish wind energy strategy and a related project in Ireland. 
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26. At the beginning of the discussion, the Committee recalled that in its submissions of 
21 June 2011 the communicant had significantly expanded the scope of the original 
communication: on the one hand, by expanding the substance of its allegations of 
non-compliance with regard to large parts of Irish environmental law and policy; and, on 
the other, by including new allegations of non-compliance with almost all aspects covered 
by the Convention. The Committee had expressed its disapproval of that approach, because 
it raised procedural issues with regard to admissibility and fairness to the Party concerned 
to respond to the allegations (within the five-month deadline provided by the annex to 
decision I/7), and also because it caused practical problems with respect to the schedule of 
the Committee’s work and its capacity to deal with communications that were of an 
extremely wide scope. 

27. Therefore, the Committee, using its electronic decision-making procedure, and also 
taking into consideration the letter of the Party concerned of 20 July 2011, had decided that 
the examination and thus the discussion of the communication at its thirty-fourth meeting 
would be limited in effect to the facts and allegations presented in the original 
communication. The outcome of its decision on how to frame the discussion and the 
consideration of the communication had been communicated to the parties on 16  
August 2011 and the Committee confirmed its decision at the beginning of the discussion 
of the communication with the parties. It also took note of the reaction of the communicant 
and the additional information he had sent on 7 September 2011. 

28. The Committee also expressed its disapproval at the enormous amount and 
unstructured nature of the annexes submitted by the Party concerned along with its response 
on 28 June 2011. It noted that, while Parties were free to decide how to organize their 
response to the allegations of a communication, it was important that they organized the 
information they submitted in a structured and well-ordered manner, so as to enable the 
Committee to examine the information properly and discuss it with the parties. 

29. The Committee confirmed that communication ACCC/C/2010/54 was admissible. 
The Committee then deliberated upon the communication in closed session. It requested the 
Party concerned to submit some additional information, inter alia, to clarify issues 
regarding public participation with respect to renewable energy secondary legislation 
within the EU, by no later than 17 October 2011. The communicant would then have an 
opportunity to comment on the response of the Party concerned by 24 October 2011. The 
Committee agreed to continue its deliberations on the matter at its thirty-sixth meeting with 
a view to finalizing the draft findings and, if appropriate, recommendations, at that meeting. 
The draft findings would then be sent for comment to the Party concerned and to the 
communicant. 

30. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2010/55 (United Kingdom) the secretariat 
informed the Committee that the Party concerned had notified it that the case pending 
before the Upper Tribunal would be heard in September or October 2011, and that one of 
the issues would be whether to make a reference on the point of law raised by Fish Legal to 
the Court of Justice of the EU. In view of that information, the Committee decided that it 
would be premature to decide when to discuss the communication. It requested the 
secretariat to ask the parties to keep the Committee informed of the outcome of the case 
before the Upper Tribunal. 

31. The Committee then entered into discussion in open session on communication 
ACCC/C/2011/57 (Denmark), with the participation of representatives of the Party 
concerned and the communicant. The communication had been submitted by BirdLife 
Denmark. It contained allegations of non-compliance by Denmark with the access to justice 
provisions of the Convention in relation to the new fees regime, in effect since 1 January 
2011, which provided for differentiated fees imposed on entities and individuals for 
bringing appeals before the Nature and Environment Board. 
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32. The Committee confirmed that communication ACCC/C/2011/57 was admissible. 
The Committee then deliberated upon the communication in closed session. It requested the 
parties to submit, by no later than 1 November 2011, some additional information, inter 
alia, statistics of cases before the Danish Environment Appeal Board (EAB), an expert 
committee opinion on EAB, the fees for appeals to other Danish administrative bodies and 
relevant excerpts of the explanatory notes and parliamentary debates regarding the 
legislation at issue in the communication. The Committee agreed to continue its 
deliberations on the matter at its thirty-fifth meeting with a view to finalizing the draft 
findings and, if appropriate, recommendations, at that meeting. The draft findings would 
then be sent for comment to the Party concerned and to the communicant. 

33. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2011/58 (Bulgaria), the Committee noted 
that the Party concerned had responded on 18 August 2011. No questions had been put for 
the communicant. The Committee decided to discuss the communication at its thirty-fifth 
meeting. Upon receipt of communication ACCC/C/2011/58, the Committee had deferred 
designating a curator for the case; at the meeting, Mr. Černý was designated as curator. It 
was also decided that, to guide the discussion of the communication at its thirty-fifth 
meeting, some questions upon which the Committee might wish the discussion to 
particularly focus would be sent to the parties together with the invitation for the 
discussion. 

34. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2011/59 (Kazakhstan), the Committee 
noted that the deadline of 13 October 2011 had not elapsed and that neither the Party 
concerned nor the communicant had yet replied. In view of the submissions expected from 
the parties in October, the Committee confirmed that it would discuss that communication 
at its thirty-fifth meeting. Following receipt of the communication, Mr. Merab Barbakadze 
had been designated preliminarily as curator for the case. Due to the replacement of 
Mr. Barbakadze, Ms. Hakhverdyan was designated as curator. 

35. With regard to communication ACCC/C/2011/60 (United Kingdom), the Committee 
noted that the deadline of 27 December 2011 for the Party to respond had not elapsed and 
that the Party had yet not replied. The Committee recalled that it would consider how to 
proceed with the communication and also with communication ACCC/C/2010/45 (see 
para. 18 above), after it received the response of the Party concerned. 

36. The secretariat informed the Committee that the communicant in the case had 
recently submitted a considerable amount of additional information, some of which 
constituted amended versions of documents which had already been processed (i.e., 
forwarded to the Party concerned and the Committee and posted on the Internet), including 
the text of the communication itself. The secretariat had not been in a position to process 
the additional documents, because the information had been submitted in an unstructured 
manner and it was unclear which documents were to be replaced. It immediately consulted 
with the Chair who reviewed the documentation submitted and decided that the information 
would not be processed, because it was not possible for the Committee to make use of 
information provided in such a manner. The Committee requested the secretariat to remind 
the communicant that any additional information should be provided only if absolutely 
necessary to substantiate its allegations, and that such information should be provided in a 
well-structured and easy-to-process manner. The Committee also noted that the continuous 
submission of additional information by the communicant raised procedural issues with 
regard to fairness to the Party concerned to respond (for example, the five-month deadline 
for a Party concerned to provide its response to a communication provided by the annex to 
decision I/7). 

37. The Committee had received two new communications since its previous meeting. 
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38. Communication ACCC/C/2011/61 (United Kingdom), submitted by a member of 
the public who was also the communicant of communication ACCC/C/2011/60, alleged 
non-compliance by the United Kingdom with provisions of the Convention on public 
participation and access to justice in relation to the planning of the Crossrail project in the 
metropolitan London area. The Committee determined on a preliminary basis that the 
communication was admissible. Ms. Hey was designated as curator for the case.  

39. The Committee also noted that the new communication shared a number of elements 
with the pending communication ACCC/C/2011/60, but that its approach was more focused 
on a specific planning process, that of the Crossrail. Therefore, the Committee decided that 
communication ACCC/C/2011/61 should be considered in parallel with communication 
ACCC/C/2011/61. It requested the secretariat to forward the communication to the Party 
concerned, together with any questions to be proposed by the curator. While noting that the 
usual five-month time frame for response would apply, the Committee requested the 
secretariat to inform the Party concerned that, if it so wished, it was welcome to provide its 
response to communication ACCC/C/2011/61 by 27 December 2011, together with its 
response to communication ACCC/C/2011/60 and the expanded allegations of 
communication ACCC/C/2010/45. 

40. Communication ACCC/C/2011/62 (Armenia), submitted by the NGO EcoEra, 
alleged non-compliance by Armenia with the access to justice provisions of the Convention 
in relation to the recent jurisprudence of the Court of Cassation, which had reversed its 
previous jurisprudence with respect to the standing of NGOs in environmental matters. The 
communication related to more recent facts with respect to communication 
ACCC/C/2009/43 (Armenia), which had already been considered by the Committee during 
the previous intersessional period. At the beginning of the discussion, Ms. Hakhverdyan 
declared a conflict of interest with respect to the case, due to her professional relationship 
with a representative of the Party concerned with respect to communication 
ACCC/C/2009/43, which could reasonably be considered as leading to a conflict of interest 
or which might reasonably be perceived by the Parties or by members of the public as 
giving rise to such a conflict. The Committee agreed that Ms. Hakhverdyan would not 
participate in any deliberations on the communication in closed sessions, but was welcome 
to participate in the proceedings of the communication as an observer.  

41. The Committee determined on a preliminary basis that the communication 
ACCC/C/2011/62 was admissible. It requested the secretariat to forward the 
communication to the Party concerned. It also agreed to ask the communicant and the Party 
concerned to provide certain further relevant information. Ms. Kravchenko was designated 
as curator for the case.  

 IV. Reporting requirements 

42. The Committee discussed the outcome of the fourth session of the Meeting of the 
Parties related to reporting, i.e., decision IV/4 (see ECE/MP.PP/2011/2/Add.1). In that 
decision, the Meeting of the Parties had noted with regret that Luxembourg, Malta, 
Montenegro, Portugal, Tajikistan and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, all of 
which were Parties to the Convention at the time of the deadline for submission of the 
implementation reports, had failed to submit reports. It had called on those Parties to submit 
their reports by 20 September 2011 for subsequent consideration, inter alia, by the 
Compliance Committee (decision IV/4, para. 7). 

43. The secretariat informed the Committee that Montenegro and Tajikistan had 
submitted their reports. No other reports had yet been received, but Portugal had informed 
the secretariat that it would send its report by the end of September. 
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44. The Committee took note of that information and expressed its concern over the 
failure by four Parties to meet the new deadline for the submission of the reports. It 
requested the secretariat to inform the Parties in question that the Committee intended to 
review the situation at its meeting in December 2011, where it would consider further steps 
to be taken in that regard.  

 V. Follow-up on specific cases of non-compliance 

45. The Committee then discussed the outcomes of the fourth session of the Meeting of 
the Parties related to compliance, i.e., decisions IV/9 and IV/9a–i (see 
ECE/MP.PP/2011/2/Add.1), and their implications for the Committee’s workload in the 
current intersessional period. 

46. The Committee took note of the request by the Meeting of the Parties that the 
Committee provide advice and assistance and, where appropriate, make recommendations 
to the Parties concerned in support of the implementation of the measures referred to in 
those decisions (decision IV/9, para. 3), and also that it examine those matters in advance of 
the fifth session of the Meeting of the Parties and describe the progress made in its report 
(ibid., para. 10). 

47. In that regard, the Committee noted that decisions on compliance by individual 
parties set out timelines for each of the Parties to provide to the Committee information on 
the progress in implementation of the relevant decision. It requested the secretariat to send a 
reminder to all the Parties concerned, highlighting in particular the relevant deadlines and 
the kinds of information to be provided to the Committee.  

48. The Committee agreed that Ms. Kravchenko would serve as curator with respect to 
the follow-up to decision IV/9a concerning compliance by Armenia; Mr. Jendrośka would 
serve as curator with respect to follow-up to decision IV/9b concerning compliance by 
Belarus; Ms. Hakhverdyan would serve as curator with respect to the follow-up to decision 
IV/9c concerning compliance by Kazakhstan; Mr. Černý would serve as curator with 
respect to the follow-up to decision IV/9d concerning compliance by the Republic of 
Moldova; Mr. Ebbesson would serve as curator with respect to the follow-up to decision 
IV/9e concerning compliance by Slovakia; Ms. Kravchenko would serve as curator with 
respect to the follow-up to decision IV/9f concerning compliance by Spain; Mr. Jendrośka 
would serve as curator with respect to the follow-up to decision IV/9h concerning 
compliance by Ukraine; and Ms. Hey would serve as curator with respect to the follow-up 
to decision IV/9i concerning compliance by the United Kingdom. It was also suggested that 
Mr. Diaconu would serve as curator with respect to the follow-up to IV/9g concerning 
compliance by Turkmenistan. The Committee would confirm that decision at its next 
meeting. 

 VI. Programme of work and calendar of meetings 

49. The Committee confirmed that it would hold its thirty-fifth meeting from 13  
to 16 December 2011, its thirty-sixth meeting from 27 to 30 March 2012, its thirty-seventh 
meeting from 26 to 29 June 2012 and its thirty-eighth meeting from 25 to 28 September 
2012. It also provisionally scheduled its thirty-ninth meeting to be held from 11  
to 14 December 2012. 
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 VII. Other business 

50. The Committee welcomed the presence of the Chair of the Bureau of the Meeting of 
the Parties to the Convention, Mr. Jit Peters, during the first part of the open session on 
Friday afternoon.  

51. The Committee noted that during the last three months a small number of parties had 
submitted to the Committee unprecedented amounts of information in a disorganized, 
unstructured and difficult to examine manner. In addition, in one case, the communicant 
had resubmitted amended versions of documents that he had already submitted for the 
attention of the Committee, and the Chair decided that the information submitted would not 
be processed (i.e., forwarded to the other Committee members and to the Party concerned, 
and posted on the Internet). The Committee noted that, while parties were free to decide 
how to organize the material relating to their position, it was important that they organized 
that information in a structured and well-ordered manner, so as to enable the Committee to 
make use of that information. It also noted that submitting abundant information in a 
disorganized manner might amount to an abuse of right, and in many cases might render a 
communication inadmissible, as it seriously obstructed the work of the Committee. 

52. The Committee recalled that parties to communications should be encouraged to 
avoid submitting to the Committee excessive documentation that was not strictly relevant to 
the allegations of non-compliance or their response. It also decided that, when the 
submission of additional information was absolutely necessary, and such information was 
of a considerable volume, parties should (a) clearly indicate to the Committee the relevance 
of the information with respect to their arguments; and (b) organize the information in an 
easy-to-understand manner by providing a list of documents submitted. The Committee 
also decided that, in the future, if the secretariat received excessive and disorganized 
material, it would consult with the Chair, who would decide whether the information 
fulfilled those criteria and, if not, such information would not be processed or considered 
by the Committee. The Committee decided to include that decision in its modus operandi. 

53. The secretariat updated the Committee about the revision of the Aarhus Convention: 
An Implementation Guide (ECE/CEP/72), noting that, following the circulation of the 
working draft in late June 2011, comments received had been taken into account in the 
preparation of the latest draft. Once finalized, the draft would then be circulated to national 
focal points and others for a further brief commenting round before being prepared for 
publication in electronic format by the end of 2011, and the hard copy thereafter. 

54. A representative of OEKOBUERO informed the Committee about the new edition 
of the publication Case Law of the Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee (2004-2011) 
by the European ECO Forum, OEKOBUERO (Austria) and the Resource and Analysis 
Center “Society and Environment”. 

 VIII. Adoption of the report and closure of the meeting 

55. The Committee adopted the report of the meeting. The Chair then officially closed 
the thirty-fourth meeting. 
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