Submission from Norway on package proposal put forward 16.02.2006 by two members of the Contact Group
At the fourth meeting of the Working Group on Pollutant Release and Transfer Registers the facilitator of the Contact Group on compliance and rules of procedures invited Participants to send in comments on package proposals put forward by two members of the Contact Group.
(a) consider the acceptability or otherwise of the packages contained in the proposed options 1 and 2

The Norwegian delegation has previously stated that we are in favour of a compliance mechanism that opens for both environmental NGOs and NGOs representing industry to nominate members of the compliance committee (article I paragraph 4 option C in the drafted compliance text) and a trigger mechanism which includes communications from the public (article VI paragraph 18 option B). In the rules of procedures we are in favour of option B in rule 22 which establish a Bureau with permanent NGO observers. 
Having said that the Norwegian delegation appreciates the work done by two members of the Contact Group who put forward a text indicating possible examples of compromise packages with regard to the outstanding issues. We further appreciate to see that both the package examples include communications from the public. The Norwegian delegation is however not at this time prepared to accept either of the package examples because these do not include direct nomination of members to the compliance committee by NGOs and permanent NGOs observers in the Bureau. As a consequence of our primary position we can however indicate that we are more in favour of package example two than package example one. 
(b) where these were not acceptable, participants were asked to identify elements that they believed should be included in those options, including textual proposals where appropriate

The Norwegian delegation would like to propose a new option of package example two which replaces new recitals 3, 4, and 5. 
Rule 22

2. The Bureau shall invite two representatives of non-governmental organizations qualified in the fields to which the Protocol relates, appointed in accordance with paragraph 4, to attend Bureau meetings as observers [unless the Bureau has good reasons for not doing so]. Any such invitation shall extend to one representative of environmental non-governmental organisations and one representative of non-governmental organizations representing industry.   

(c) rank in order of priority the following elements

      (i) public triggers,

      (ii) nominations to the compliance committee by Parties, Signatories

      and NGOs on an equal basis, and

      (iii) NGO participation in meetings of the Bureau

The Norwegian delegation has ranked the elements in the following order of priority:

-public trigger

-NGO participations in Bureau meetings

-nominations to the compliance committee by Parties, Signatories and NGOs

(d) Participants were also asked for their responses to the following

questions:

      (i) Assuming that a public trigger is acceptable, are you prepared to live with a 4-year opt-out period? 

Reluctantly Yes
      (ii) Assuming that a public trigger is acceptable, are you prepared to live with the deletion of option A (the Committee’s right of initiative) as a free-standing procedure? 
Yes – Our first choice is public trigger without Committee initiative. 
and

      (iii) Are you prepared to live with a broader reference to NGOs in the rules of procedure, i.e. no express definition of NGO but with reliance instead on the formulation already used in article 17, paragraph 5, of the Protocol?
Yes – we are in favour of both industrial and environmental NGO participation
