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REPORT ON THE THIRD MEETING

1 The third meeting of the Working Group on Pollutant Release and Transfer Registers was
held in Genevafrom 5 to 7 December 2001.

2. The meeting was attended by delegations from the Governments of Albania, Armenia,
Audtria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Georgia, Germany,
Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Republic of Moldova, Russan Federaion, Sovenia,
Sweden, Switzerland, the former Y ugodav Republic of Macedonia, Ukraine, United Kingdom,
United States of America, Uzbekistan and Y ugodavia

3 The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) was represented, as were the

Commission for Environmental Cooperation of North America (CEC) and the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD).
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4 The following organizations were represented: the European Chemicd Industry Council
(CEFC); European ECO Forum; GLOBE Europe; Interactive Health Ecology Access Links
(IHEAL); the Natura Resources Defense Council (NRDC); and the Regiona Environmental
Center for Centra and Eastern Europe (REC).

5 The secretariat intraduced the formal documents required for the meeting, notably
CEPWG.5/AC.2/2001/3, 5, 6, 7 and 10, aswell asinforma documents, including the papers on
trandfers, diffuse sources, fundamenta principles and industrid classfication, the compilation of
delegations' comments and a paper from the European Commission on ‘ The trangtion of EPER
intoaPRTR'.

. ADOPTION OF AGENDA

6. The provisond agenda for the meeting (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/8) was adopted.

1. REPORT FROM THETECHNICAL GROUP

7. The technicd group hed held its second meeting immediatdy before the Working Group
meeting (3-4 December 2001). In the absence of the Chairperson of the technica group,

Mr. Geert van Grootveld (Netherlands), the report of the technical group’s meeting was presented
by Mr. Hardd Sarby (Norway), who had chaired the meeting on the second day, and Mr. Pieter
van der Mot (Netherlands). The Working Group discussed the report, made a number of
amendments and adopted it. The report isincluded in the annex to this report.

[11.  PREPARATION OF A DRAFT PROTOCOL

8 The Chairperson informed the Working Group that the Committee on Environmenta
Policy a its eighth sesson had agreed that the instrument should be drafted in the form of a
pratocal to the Aarhus Convention, open to non-ECE countries and non-Parties to the Convention.

9 The purpose of the discussion on the documents prepared by the secretariat was to provide
an opportunity for delegations to present their positions so that a new text could be drafted asa
basis for negptiations a the fourth and subsequent ons of the Working Group. The new text
would contain options where gppropriate and would be prepared taking into account the various
positions expressed within the Working Group or in the written comments, indludng views put
forward by aminority of deegations. The fact that amgority of delegations had expressed

support for a particular position was not to be construed as resulting in the dimination of other
options at this stage. The process was not at a stage where firm decisions should be taken.

10. The Working Group resumed its discussion of documents CEP'WG.5/AC.2/2001/3
and 6, taking into account the written comments which had been compiled by the secretariat in
advance of the meting.
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Definitions (article 2)

11 The Working Group discussed the definitions included in article 2, paragrgphs 1-10. There
were no comments on paragraphs 1, 2 and 5.

12. Concerning the definitionsin paragraph 3, some delegations were concerned about the
direct reference to the Convertion, in particular in reaion to the definition of ‘ environmental
information’ . Others wanted to stick closdly to the language of the Convention even if the cross
reference to the Convention were removed.

13. In the discussions on paragraph 4, a number of dlegations fdt that the definition of
‘facility’ should refer to the list of activities foreseen in an annex to the protocol. Other
delegations preferred a more generic definition, arguing thet the limitation to those facilities
carrying out the activitieslisted in the annex could be done in the operetive paragraphs later in the
text to avoid problems of logic. Thiswas seen as principdly adrafting issue. However, ardated
substantive issue raised was the question as to whether afacility required to report would dso be
required to report on releases and trandfers from dl its activities (i.e. not just those triggering the
reporting requirement). There was a generd understanding that this should be the case.

14. Some delegations preferred that the definition of ‘facility’ should refer to the owner as well
as the operator, on the grounds that severd activities carried out on contiguous Sites by different
operators but having a common owner might otherwise fal below the reporting threshold. Others

felt that the reference to owners was not necessary and that there might be lesslegd darity asto
who the owner was, whereas the operator would dways be identifigble.

15. When addressing paragraph 6 on the definition of * pollutant’, some delegations werein
favour of linking the definition to the relevant annex containing alist of substances, whereas

others preferred that it should be universa or generic, with the limitation to specific substances
being dedlt with in the operative provisions. Some deegations conddered the definition to be too
narrow and proposed that it should refer to “harmful’ and nat only to ‘ potentially har mful’
substances. Some delegations were in favour of keeping some wording referring to the
precautionary gpproach, as lack of full scientific evidence should not be a reason to exclude

specific chemicas or substances from the scope of the protocol. Some delegations proposed that
the hazardous properties of substances should be reflected in the definition or thet areference to
some criteria for induding substances on the list should be induded in the definition. A number of
delegations suggested that ‘ the environment’ should be read to indude human hedth or,
dternatively, that the definition should include an explicit reference to human hedlth. Some
delegations suggested adding ‘ concentration’ before ‘ physical’ and ending the definition by ‘ that
isintroduced into the environment by man’. One delegation put forward the following proposa
for adefinition: “ * Pollutant’ means a substance that is harmful or potentially harmful to the
environment and has one or several of the properties listed in annex |V, part 1.” Some
delegations expressad the view that the definition of ‘pollutant’ should be explicitly linked to the
term ‘chemica’, and one proposed the following definition: “ A pollutant is an individual
chemical, a category of chemicals or an individual chemical within a chemical category listed in
annex 1V.” It was agreed to come back to the definition when addressing the operative provisons
in the ingrument.
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16. When discussing paragraph 7 on thedefinition of ‘release’, severd deegationswerein
favour of ddeting the referenceto * off-site use of products’, whereas others favoured keeping this
text, a least in square brackets. Severd ddegations opted for the deetion of the whole text in
parentheses whereas others supported keeping it. It was proposed to add the word ‘ directly’ before
theword * disposing’, diting the wish to differentiate between disposd in lined and unlined

landfills. Some delegations were opposed to this addition.

17. Severd delegations proposed new wording for the definition: “ ‘ Release’” means any
liberation of pollutants into the environment as a result of any anthropogenic activity.”

18. The subject of tranders, which is defined in paragraph 9, had dready been discussed by
the technical group (see annex, paras. 29 to 31) on the bass of an informa document prepared by
asmal expert group as agreed at the second meeting of the Working Group. There seemed to be
generd agreement that a definition of transfers should include reference to off-site movements of
waste and/or substances, considerable support for the inclusion of reference to on-site movements
of wastes and/or substances if gppropriately defined and much less support for the indlusion of
off-gte movements of pollutantsin or as products. Some delegations preferred that the definition
of trandfers should be limited to the off-site movement of wadte or off-site movement of waste
water to public waste-water trestment plants.

19. Some delegations preferred that the definition should refer to waste rather than to specific
chemicas or substances, whereas others wanted to retain the reference to ‘potential pollutants’ or
a least ‘pollutants'. It was suggested to refer to pollutants in waste and waste water. The issue of
whether further possible intended purposes of transferring the waste (e.g. for storage) should be
specificaly mentioned was discussed, but opinions were quite diverse on thisissue.

20. At the invitation of the Chair, one delegation submitted the following new proposd for this
definition to emphasize that trandfers dso included transboundary movements. “ ‘ Transfer’

means: (a) off-site movement of pollutants [and/or waste containing pollutants] , including their
transboundary movement and al so transit through one or several States, for use, reuse, storage,
treatment, energy recovery, recycling or disposal; (b) on-site movement of pollutants [and/or
waste containing pollutants], for use, reuse, storage, treatment, energy recovery, recycling or
disposal.” The specific reference to transboundary movements was supported by some

delegations, which fdt that it wasimportant thet information on the destination of transboundary

trandfers should be provided.

21 Concerning the definition of ‘diffuse sources' in paragraph 9, it was made clear that no
decison had been made on whether to include diffuse sources in the protocol, and, if so, a which
stage. It was proposed that the definition of * diffuse sources should cover releases that were not
covered by point source reporting requirements, i.e. agriculture, transport (traditiond diffuse

sources), rdeases from facilities which were not subject to reporting requirements and an

esimation of releases below the reporting thresholds from facilities which were subject to

reporting requirements. It was agreed to include the definition for the time being and revigit it

after discussng the operative provisons on diffuse sources.

22. Regarding paragraph 10, the secretariat clarified that this text had been prepared with
particular regard to the case of the European Community, this being the only regiona economic
organizetion currently engaged in the Aarhus Convention processes.



CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9
page 5

23. In the written comments, three countries had put forward a proposd for aparagraph 11 to

define wastes based on the definition in the Basd Convention asfollows “ ‘Wastes are

substances or objects which are disposed of or areintended to be disposed of or arerequired to
be disposed of by the provisions of national law.” Some delegations expressed concern about

using the definition from the Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of

Hazardous Wadtes and their Disposd, which had quite a different purpose than a pollutant release

and transfer register (PRTR). OECD was invited to provide the Working Group with the OECD
working definition of waste. It was decided to keep the idea of such a definition on the table for

the time being and come back to the issue at alater stage, when the scope of the protocol would be

clearer defined.

Structure of operative provisions

24. It was generdly agreed that the text would benefit from anumber of structurd aterations:

@ It would be useful to have a provision setting out the core dements of a PRTR
established in accordance with the protocol. These core dements would reflect the fundamental
principles contained in the paper (see para. 9). The options of putting such a provison ether & the
beginning of article 4, a the beginning of artide 3 or in anew aticle 3 bisintroduced specificaly
for that purpose were discussed. Although this was seen as principaly a drafting issue, there was
generd support for the last option;

(b) According to this gpproach, article 4 would then set out the main *first step’
obligations, some of these obligations being daborated in subsequent articles;

(© Article 5, which had origindly served to sat out the main eements of the step-by-
sep gpproach, would then establish obligations rdaing to the second and subsequent steps.

Coreelements

25.  The Working Group held a short discussion on the fundamentd principles of PRTRS,
taking as a gtarting point an informa paper prepared by asmal group led by the United States.
The OECD definition® and the North American Commission for Environmental Cooperation’s
Coundil Resolution of 13 June 2000% were cited as useful reference documents with respect to
core elements of aPRTR.

26. It was agreed that the following text could serve as abassfor a ‘ core elements’ provison
inartide 3 bisand should be taken into consderation by the drafting group: “ Each Party shall

take the necessary legislative, regulatory and other measures, as well as proper enforcement
measur es, to establish and maintain a national pollutant release and transfer register which is
facility-specific, pollutantspecific, multimedia, based on mandatory, periodic reporting, and
publicly accessible. Subject to articles4 and 5, thisregister shall include standardized and timely
data, a limited number of standardized reporting thresholds and limited provisions for

! According to the OECD definition, a pollutant release and transfer register (PRTR) is a database or regjister of
chemicasrdeased to air, water and land, and waste transferred off-site. Based on alist of priority chemicds, facilities
that release one or more of the listed chemicas report periodically —usudly annualy — on the amount released and/or
transferred and to which environmental media. Reported data are then made available to the public.

2 The CEC statement referred to the following elements: standardized database structure to facilitate electronic
reporting, collection, andysis and dissemination; limiting data confidentidity and indicating what is held confidentid;
acomprehensive scope; and amechanism for public feedback for continual improvement of the system. The
respongbility for designing and implementing national PRTRs rests with each individua country of North America
and the establishment of such basic dements depends an the environmenta policies and capacities of each country.
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confidentiality, and allow for public participation in devel opment and modification. Parties shall
take measures to achieve compatibility between the provisions of this instrument and the
Convention.”

27. Additiona dements raised during the discussion on what could bein the' core elements
provison were the fact that reporting should, according to many deegations, be annud. The
possihility thet * multimedia’ might be explicitly linked to releases and spelled out with the
addition of * (air, land and water)’ was mentioned. The inclusion of transfers might need to be
made more explicit, and ‘ pollutant-specific’ might need to be broadened in thelight of the
outcome of the discussion on whether pollutants or waste were the subject of reporting on
transfers.

First-step elements

28. Asregards what could be included in thefirst step (e.g. in arevised aticle 4), there was
broad agreement that releases of a pecified range of pollutants and transfers of a gecified range
of pollutants and/or waste deriving from point sources (fadilities) should be included in the first
gep on alegdly binding bess

29. Some delegations were in favour of including diffuse sourcesin the first ep. Others were
ether opposed to any incdlusion of diffuse sourcesin the first step, or fdt that only certain diffuse
sources should be included in the first step with others being phased in subsequently. It was
mentioned that the level of devdlopment of information-gethering for diffuse sources rdeing to
emissionsto air was more advanced than those relating to discharges to water, which might point
to the merit of a differentiated gpproach according to the environmental medium.

30. The possibility was mentioned thet, while the obligation to establish aregister meeting the
requirements of the core dements could be unequivocd, it might be worth consdering the option
of providing for some flexibility regarding the list of substances or activities. Such flexibility

could dso be provided for in the core dements. Some del egations expressed concern at this
proposa and mogt delegations felt that the firgt gep should include amandatory list of substances
and ectivities.

3L Some delegations supported the inclusion of water, energy and resaurce use in the first
sep, but mogt did not.

32 It was proposed to include in the first tep a requirement to report on future estimated
releases, and to delete the referencein article 5 to a requirement to report on reduction targets.
Some delegations were in favour of including reporting requirements with respect to both future
estimated releases and reduction targets.

3. A proposa was made to add to step 1 reporting on maximum amounts of listed substances
sored on-Site.

3A. Some delegations were in favour of induding radioactive substances in the mandatory list
of substancesin the first step. Others were opposed.
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Subsequent steps

35. A brief exchange of views on subsequent steps took place, having regard in particular to
paragraph 41 of the report of the first meeting of the Working Group (CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/2)
and the remaining paragraphs of article 5 of document CEP'WG.5/AC.2/2001/3 (para. 1 having
been recommended for rdocation in art. 4).

36.  Although no firm conclusions were drawn, there seemed to be agreement that some of the
elements proposed for the first step could be included in the second step if there were no
agreement on their indlusion in the first step, namdy some diffuse sources and on-site transfers of
waste, and/or pollutants as waste, for dposd. Some delegations supported the inclusion of dl

types of on-gte trandfers not dready included in the first step.

37. Severd ddlegations spoke in favour of areview of step 1 before embarking on step 2. It
was suggested that some elements of step 2 could be subject to such areview whereas others
might be aready committed to from the Start.

Design of register

38.  Artide4, paragraph 2. There was broad support for the inclusion of a provison specifying
that the register should be mounted on a structured, computerized database, though the references
in this paragraph relating to diffuse sources would need to be revisited in the light of adecision on
whether or not diffuse sources were to be included in the firat step. It could be useful to require,
ather in article 3 bis or 4, that even during the first step the register be designed taking into
account subsequent steps. Severd delegations felt that a smilar provision in paragrgph 5 should
be moved out of article 4. It was suggested that the register could in fact be based on multiple
databases, even though to the user it should gppear as asingle regigter, and that the text should
reflect this.

39. Article 4, paragrgph 3. It was generdly considered that, taking into account article 3,
paragraph 1, ard the final words of article 4, paragraph 1 (‘in accordance with the provisions of
this instrument’), this article was redundant and could be deleted.

Periodicity and timing

40. Article 4, paragraph 4. There was general agreement that the goa should be anrud
reporting. Some delegations felt that it might be necessary to alow alonger period for the
production of the first report, eg. three years.

41. Most delegations were not in favour of the protocol specifying adeadline for facilitiesto
report to the canpetent authority, this being seen as a matter for each Party to determine. There
was, however, broad support for acommon deedline for placing the information on the register,
and savera delegations consdered 31 December to be an appropriate deadline with respect to the
reported informeation relating to the previous cdendar yeer.
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42. As regards the date a which the relevant information would be required to be on the
register, it was suggested that the text of article 5, paragraph 1, could be moved to artide4,
paragraph 1, mutates mutandis.

43. Asregardsthe initiation of thefirst reporting cycle, it was recognized that there were two
timeintervasto consder: fird, theinterval between the entry into force for the Party and the
commencement of the first reporting year; and second, the interval between the end of the first
reporting year and the point a which the information would be publicly available on the regigter.
Severd ddegations fdt thet the overdl time period from the dete of entry into force to the date a
which thefirst datawould be available on the register should be about three years, and most felt
that it was more important that the information should be rdatively fresh (eg. by having a
deedline of 31 December for the data from the previous cdendar year, asreferred to in para. 37
above), implying a dightly longer delay between the entry into force and the commencement of
the first reporting year.

Form of data held on register

44, Article 4, paragraph 5. It was noted that the reference to transfers might need to be
revisted in the light of the outcome of the discussion on transfers, and the reference to “ pol lutant’
coupled with areference to ‘waste' . There were different views on the merit of retaining the
words’ (including individual chemicals)’. Severa delegeations proposed that the reference to
‘product’ inthe first sentence should be deleted. Theword ‘precise’ before  geographical
location’ was seen as potentiadly problematic, especidly in the event of some diffuse sources
being included in sep 1. It was proposad that information on the owner (induding parent

company) and operator should be included. A written proposal by the United States adding some
elements was considered by severa delegations to be useful. There was generd agreement that the
last two sentences should be moved or del eted.

Accessto information and public participation

45, Article 4, paragraph 6. Some ddegations fdlt that this paragraph was redundant since the
substance was addressed in articles 10 and 11. Others were in favour of keeping it so asto

emphasize that these dements should apply in thefirg step.

46. There was generd support for public participation in PRTR decision-making, though one
delegation expressed concern & the idea that there might be aspedcid public participation
procedure just for this type of decison-meaking.

Quality control

47. A written proposd from Belgium, France and Germany expanding on the process for

verifying the submitted data (‘ The Parties shall verify, in particular, the completeness,

consistency and the plausibility of the data. The Meeting of the Parties shall consider developing
guidelinesfor the verification of reporting.”) received broad support. It was generdly agreed that
this provision would be better suited to the proposed article 3 bis on core dements. The terms
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‘verify’ and * verification’ were considered by some delegations to be ingppropriate (therole
should rather be one of reviewing or assessing data qudity) and darification was sought regarding
theword ‘ plausibility’ . Some delegations considered that attempts to ensure data quadity should be
balanced with the need for timely inclusion of data on the register.

Integration with other instruments

48. Article 4, paragrgph 8. Thewords ‘ provided these are mandatory’ were considered by
some del egations to be unnecessary.

49. Some ddegations felt that the second sentence, referring to an obligation to take account
of reporting requirements and emission reduction goas under other multilateral environmental
agreements, was to be welcomed asiit pointed to avoidance of duplication of effort and
exploitation of synergies, whereas others fdt it to be redundant or were ectively opposed to its
induson.

Bodiesrequired toreport (article 6)

50. It was agreed that article 6 should be redrafted in the light of the discussions thet had taken
place so far and of the written comments, for example to reflect the two different approachesto
setting thresholds for reporting discussed in the technica group and the outcomeof the

discussons of the dements contained in paragraph 1 (c). It was proposed by some delegations to
insart ‘and’ & the end of paragraph 1 (a) to make it dear that both requirements should be fulfilled
before the reporting was required, but some delegations preferred to see each of the criteria
triggering the reporting requirement separately. Some drafting points were suggested, in particular
to combine article 6 with article 7, paragraph 1, or to indude article 6 in article 4.

Pollutants and resour ces subject to reporting (article 7)

51. The secretariat drew attention to its proposal for two new paragraphs replacing

paragraph 5 of article 7 of CEPIWG.5/AC.2/2001/3, contained in CEP'WG.5/AC.2/2001/7, annex
[1. Some delegations preferred that there should be only one list of substances annexed to the
protocol and that there should be no ligt of criteria. Other delegations preferred to see one
mandatory and one voluntary list incdluded in the protocol, or two mandatory ligs, the first with

step 1 and the second with step 2. Findly, some ddegations found thet the issue of one or two ligts
was linked with the question of flexibility of the instrument and preferred to come back to the
issue leter.

General

52. Some delegations not currently envisaging becaming Parties to the Convention expressed
concern about the cross references to the Convention. As such cross references occurred in severa
placesin the text, it was noted that this was a generd issue which would need to be addressed.
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IV. COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

53. On behdf of the secretariat, Ms. Laura Altinger of the ECE Economic Analysis Divison
presented the main findings of the draft cost-benefit andlysis of PRTRs, which had been prepared
at the request of the Working Group (CEPWG.5/AC.2/2001/10). The study was aimed at
assessing the quditative costs and benefits of the main stakeholders, identified as the
environmenta regulator, the regulated facilities and the public. In addition, it developed a
quantitative spreadsheet modd to assess the cogts of some hypotheticd PRTR scenarios for three
country groups - advanced market, advanced trangtion and least advanced transition economies.
Costs arose from the various tasks of the three key stakeholders under a PRTR. Many costs
pertained to one-off tasks associated with designing and setting up the system. Stakeholders,
including regulated entities, were likely to benefit from the systlematic information made available
through a PRTR. Estimates showed that, once the system had been put in place, the costs appeared
managesble for countries, athough these were not put into the context of the Sze of countries
environmenta budgets.

A, Some of the discussion focused on the efficacy of dternative regulatory instruments that
had been used in Europe. However, it was stressed that the study could not be used to make
satements about relative efficacy of an instrument, as the study of dternativesto a PRTR reached
beyond its remit. One delegation suggested that the model underestimated costs for a country
characterized by decentrdized environmenta decision-making as regiond environmenta organs
posed additiond cogts to the system. Another delegation raised the methodologica issue of how
bet to take into account different starting points of environmental management in different
countries. In response, it was emphasized that the study did not assess incremental codts, asthe
garting points across the ECE member States were too diparate. Findly, one delegation made it
clear that it regarded a potentiad PRTR mechanism as a system that would exist longside other
environmenta regulation such as licensng systems and was opposed to viewing the PRTR asa
subdtitute for other types of environmentd regulation.

55. The Working Group took note of the study and expressed its appreciation for the efforts of
the secretariat in preparing and presenting it. The secretariat undertook to findize the document
taking account of the comments made and to meke it available in the officia languages in advance
of the next meeting of the Working Group.

V. FUTURE PROCESS

56. In line with the procedure put forward at the second meeting of the Working Group, it was
agreed that the Chairperson should be invited to prepare an updated draft text of the protocol, for
condderation by the Working Group & its next meeting, with aview to commencing negotiations
on alegdly binding insrument a that meeting. The Chairperson would be asssted in thistask by
the secretariat and a smdll but representative ad hoc drafting group of experts dffering assstance

in apersond capecity.
57. It was agreed that the new text should:

@ Reflect, to the fullest extent possible, the discussions of, and the views expressed
in, the meetings of the Working Group, including through written comments;
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(b) Take into account the work undertaken in, and, if applicable, the recommendations
of, the technica group;

(© Consolidate and/or merge text proposas, where gppropriate and possible;

(d) Provide for dternatives and options, including the use of brackets, where
appropriate, in order to accommodate for the diverging policy views expressed in the meetings of
the Working Group;

(e Refrain from taking any policy decisons or prejudging the upcoming negotiations.

58. The membership of the drafting group was agreed as follows. Ms. Marianna Bolshakova
(REC - Hungary), Ms. Susan Casey-Lefkowitz (NGO - USA), Mr. Maas Goote (Netherlands), Mr.
Jerzy Jendroska (Poland), Mr. Thomas Ralf (Germany), Mr. Arno Rothert (CEFIC- Germany),

Mr. Dmytro Skrylnikov (NGO — Ukraine), Mr. Hardd Serby (Norway), Ms. Nino Tkhilava
(Georgia) and Mr. Bogus Zaba (United Kingdom). Canada and the United States were also each
invited to nominate an expert sarving in apersond capacity.3 Mr. Goote was invited to leed the

group.

59. It was agreed that the technic d group would meet on 25 March 2002 to address the issues
of data collection, handling, storage and dissemination. The fourth meeting of the Working Group
would then take place on 26-28 March 2002. Both meetings would take place in Geneva

VI. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT AND CLOSURE OF THE MEETING

60. The Working Group consdered the draft report of the meeting and revised it as necessary.
It was agreed to dlow ddegations to submit further comments on the text to the secretariat in
writing up until 31 December 2001. The Chairperson and the secretariat would then findize the

report.

61. The Chairperson concluded by expressing the view that important progress had been made
during the meeting, enabling the process to move forward to a new stage. He thanked dl the
participants for their participation and the secretariat and the interpreters for their support, and
closed the meeting.

3 Mr. Alain Chung (Canada) and Mr. Russell LaMotte (United States) were subsequently nominated to servein the
drafting group.
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REPORT OF THE SECOND MEETING OF THE PRTR TECHNICAL GROUP
(3-4 December 2001)

L The second meeting of the technica group took place on 3 — 4 December 2001 to continue
discussions on substances, thresholds, activities, transfers, diffuse sources and data validation
(CEPIWG.5/AC.2/2001/8, annex).

2 The meeting was attended by experts from the Governments of Albania, Armenia, Belgium,
Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Georgia, Germany, Irdand, Itay, Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Republic of Moldova, Russan Federation, Sovenia, Siveden, Switzerland, the
former Y ugodav Republic of Macedonia, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States of America,
Uzbekigtan and Y ugodavia, and from the European Chemicd Industry Council (CEFIC), European
ECO Forum, GLOBE Europe, Interactive Hedlth Ecology Access Links (IHEAL), the Natural
Resources Defense Council, and the Regiona Environmental Center for Centrd and Eastern Europe
(REC).

3. Thetechnical group basad its ddiberations on three informa documents on transfers,
diffuse sources and indudtria classification respectively and officid documents
CEPWG.5/AC.2/2001/5 and 7.

l. SUBSTANCESNOT DISCUSSED AT THE FIRST MEETING

4 Three substances had il to be discussed:
- 1,1, 2-trichloroethane (71)
- 1,1,2 2-tetrachl oroethane (72)
- Hy ash (131)

5. The first two substances came from the United Kingdom’sli<.

- 1,1,2-trichloroethane is about to be ddeted from the United Kingdom' s list because no
relevant emissons were reported. The Group initidly agreed to ddete it. Subsequently, two
delegations came forward with arguments in favour of its retention on the list;

- 1,1,2 2-tetrachl oroethane has rdlevant emissons and istoxic. The Group agreed to leaveitin
thelig;

- Fly ash can have very different compositions and can be deleted from the list because its
components are dready on the lig asindividud chemicas.

. THRESHOLDS

6. There were severd kinds of different thresholds to discuss, for instance:
- Threshold vaues for released/transfers;
- Threshold vaues for activities;
- Threshold vaues for use;



CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9

page 13
Annex

- Threshold vaues for components formed during a production process (like PAHS,
doxins, €tc.).

7. It was concluded that two principa ways to ded with thresholds could be formulated:

@ An ectivity threshold followed by a chemica use threshold, exceedance of which
triggered areporting requirement:

(o)} An ectivity threshold followed by a rel eases/transfers threshold, exceedance of which
triggers a reporting requirement.

8. It was agreed that it was a technically feasible policy option to reach a converged system.
Initidly, each Party could start by choosing one of the two options. It was agreed that after, for
ingtance, three years of practica experience an evauation should take place. On the basis of the
evauation, it should be possible to decide whether convergence could be achieved and, if so, how.

9. It was proposed that, as a fdlback pogtion in the aosence of any other proposa for asingle
unified system, both thresholds could apply in such away that an exceedance of athreshold in either
system would be sufficient to trigger the reporting requirement.

10. During the discussion on thresholds, the storage of chemicas and accidentd releases were
aso mentioned, but there was no agreement on whether these aspects should be a part of the PRTR. It
was recommended that the Working Group should consder thisissue.

11 Findly, it was stated thet the objective of usng thresholds was to limit the number of

reporters so as not to overburden the system. On the other hand, nationa governments should be free
to use lower thresholdsiif they so wished.

1. ACTIVITIES

Gener al discussion

12 Thetechnica group revisted the preliminary categorization of activities carried out a its
previous meeting and reflected in document CEPWG.5/AC.2/2001/5 (annex |, part 11, sect. 4).

13. It was mentioned that the list of activities required to report should not be derived from any
one specific exiging system such as the Toxic Release Inventory (TRI), the European Pollution
Emisson Regiger (EPER) or Canada s Nationd Pollutant Release Inventory (NPRI).

14. Concerning waste-water treatment plants, the threshold vaue of 150,000 population
equivaent (p.e) might be too high. One expert sated that a vaue of 50,000 p.e. would probably be
more gppropriate.
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15. The technica group proceeded to go through the activities listed in categories 2 and 3 to
establish whether there were any technica obgtacles to, or arguments in favour of, their inclusionin

category 1.

Category 2

16. Energy sector. Cod rolling mills and ingalations for the manufacture of cod products and
solid smokeless fud (€). Maybe dust emissions would be relevant. The United States provided data
about sgnificant releases from this sector: total releases from cod bproductsasin 1 (e), corresponding
to two sectors in the TRI, accounting for 1.5 x 10° kg and 125 x10° kg, respectively (including
aberrations): PAH, heavy metds, solventsacids.

17. Minerd indudtry:

(8) Underground mining and related operations. Proposal to move opencast mining from (g)
(keeping the threshold of 25 hectares). Definition of ‘related operations might need to be explored
further;

(g) Quarries gravel pits or pest extraction. Problems: waste water and dust and, in the case of
pest extraction, suspended solids, which might not be relevant. Related operations should be covered
here too.

18 Waste management - inddlaions for shredding. Dust, PM 10 and noise were rlevant. Heavy
metas could be rdevant, depending on the definition of transfers. A threshold would in any case be
needed.

19. Paper and wood production and processing. Treatment of wood was a rel evant source
(conservation with PAH or metas).

20. Aagriculture and aguaculture - Intensve aguaculture. Norway informed the group that methods
for N and P determination were available. Link-up with methods clearing house of OECD_TFRET.

21 Animd and vegetable products from food and beverage sector were rel evant sources and
could be moved to category 1.

22. Other activities:

@ Airports. related activities (de-icing) should aso be incorporated. Threshold vaues
would be needed;

(b), (c) Inland waterways and harbours; locd and sometimes nationd relevant sources.
Ingruments and methodol ogies for estimation related to diffuse sources discusson;




CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9

page 15
Annex

(0] Indallations for building and repairing of ships: shipyards, with threshold value
according to Sze, rlevant;

® Crematoria: mercury emissions probably decreasing. This could be covered by data
from diffuse sources.

Category 3

23. Energy sector 1 (f-h). Data were probably aready collected on the basis of a UNECE
regulation. If thiswas the case information could be obtained easily. It might be necessary to consider
whether to add radioactive compounds to the subgtance ligts.

24, Chemica industry 4 (g): anumber of chemicas on the list would be used in this sector.

25. Extraction, trangport and storage of petroleum, gas, oil and chemicds 5. (a-c). This category
emitted, among other things, VOCs, methane, carbon dioxide. It was also associated with risks
(explosion, fire).

26. Agriculture and aguaculture 8. (a, iv). This category could be consgdered as a diffuse source
category.

21. Other activities 10. (d-h. Kk - 0):

d Dredging operations: no remarks made;

(e Textile pretrestiment: could be indluded in category 1;

)] Tanning of hides  could be indluded in category 1;

(9 Surface trestment with organic solvents: could be induded in category 1;

(h) Production of carbon: could be included in category 1,

® Abstraction and trestment of drinking water. Reporting would probably be different
for drinking water from surface water and from groundwater. Relevant compounds were probably
solid waste (dudge) and chlorinated compounds. It was however necessary to take into account that
(public) interest may be smdll since the concentration of (chlorinated) compounds would be low. The
Netherlands would prepare a document with more information, to be discussed at the next meeting;

()] Dams and other inddlations designed for the holding-back or permanent storage of
water: no rdevant releasss,
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(m)  Overhead dectrical power lines. These might be a source of radiation. If induded, it
might be necessary to add this “subgtance’ to the list of substances, but the group did not discussthis,

(n) Research fadilities and hospitals using radionuclides. Emission to air and/or water of
radionuclides might be associated with the use of these compounds for medical trestments and/or
experiments. These substances were not part of the present lists, however;

(o)} Ingdlations for the manufacture or sorage of nudear, chemica or biological
wesgpons. It was congdered obvious that there were releases to be reported from this sector, but for

policy reasons, it was consdered that the Working Group should discuss thisin more detall.

M anufacturing processes and activity classification system

28. The United States had prepared a discussion pagper on indudtrial dassfication for the technica
group. The paper suggested that the following manufacturing industries should be added to the list of
activities, because they contributed significant quantities of releases and transfers and were not or
only patidly covered by the present lit:

Publishing, printing and reproduction of recorded medig;

Manufacture of rubber and plagtics products;

Manufacture of machinery and equipment not elsewhere classfied (n.e.c.);

Manufacture of office, accounting and computing machinery;

Manufacture of ectrical machinery and apparatus n.e.c.;

Manufacture of radio, televison and communication equipment and apparatus;

Manufacture of motor vehicles, traillers and semi-trailers,

Manufacture of other transport equipment; and

Manufacture of medica, precison and opticd instruments, watches and docks.
Wh|Ie no technical objectionsto the incluson of these activities were raised, some experts stated that
the manufacturing sector was aready reflected in the EPER list.

29. Bagcaly, there were two gpproaches to classifications: economy-related (Internationa

Standard Indudirid Classfication of al Economic Activities (1SIC) and Nomenclature of Economic
Activities in the European Communities (NACE)) and pollution-/process-related (Nomenclature for
Sources of Emissons— Process List (NOSE-P)). Annex V to document CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/7 was
based on annex | to the Convention and was pollution-/process-oriented.

30. Some experts favoured 1SIC because it was a United Nations system (NACE and NOSE are
European). Crosswalks were possible but not entirdy. A small expert group to develop crosswalks
from 1SIC to NACE and from 1SIC to NOSE was established (United States, Germany, United
Kingdom, Netherlands, European ECO Forum). It was suggested to start with existing systems with
evauation after two years.

1 Subsequently, OECD informed the group that its Task Force on Release Estimation Technique, at itsmeeting in
November 2001, had expected support for using the |SIC system and that crosswalks were being put together.



CEP/WG.5/AC.2/2001/9

page 17
Annex

IV.  TRANSFERS

3L The United States delegation had prepared a discussion paper with input from other
delegations. The paper presented three options for including transfers of waste but did not address the
issue of on-gte and off-dte transfers:

@ Quantity of each listed chemicd for dl transfers reported;

(b Amount of waste and solid waste for transfers;

(© Quantity of each listed chemicd in transfers. Separately the amount of waste and
hazardous waste.

32 There was support for option () by some experts. Some of these experts wished to add that
quantification of chemicalsin waste was only possible or rlevant for persstent substances like heavy
metals or persstent organic pollutants (POPS). The United States delegation agreed to provide
information about the contents of different sorts of solid waste.

3. The group discussed on-Ste vs. off-gte reporting but did not agree on arecommendetion to
the Warking Group. However, many experts could agree to include on-site transfers of waste or
substances for find digoosd and, for some, this would aso indude incineration. More work needed
to be done on the definitions of reeases and transfers. Storage of chemicas was considered to be
important by some experts, in particular in relaion to risk assessment.

V. DIFFUSE SOURCES

A Asareault of discussonsin asmall expert group, a paper was presented containing
conclusons about definitions of diffuse sources, methods for estimation and priorities. Based on this

paper aproposd was presented by the Netherlands delegation suggesting incorporating in the first
Sep those diffuse sources like traffic and agriculture thet dready have to be reported following
exiging obligations (e.g. Cooperative Programme for Monitoring and Evauation of the Long-range
Transmisson of Air Pollutantsin Europe (EMEP)).

5. Some experts supported this proposa. Although virtudly al experts were in favour of
incorporating diffuse sources at some stage, some were of the opinion that it was too early to
introduce them in the first step. For regiona applications these sources might be very rdevant.

36. A need was fdt to get an indght into the methodologies to be gpplied, the organizationd
consequences and the associated cods. The delegation of Germany offered to summarize information
sent by other experts. At the request of the Chair, the delegation of the United States provided
information on the work undertaken by OECD on estimations of releases from diffuse, point sources
and transfers of chemicals, and on a clearing house, under development by OECD.
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VI. DATA VALIDATION

37. After some discussion the following conclusions were reached:

- Datavdidation is primarily rlevant to point sources. The responsihility for the accuracy of dl
data rests with the reporting company, with quality control exercised by the authorities.

- Electronic qudity control isan essentid tool but local knowledge remains important and can
catch errors which dectronic checks sometimes miss.

- Qudity contral can be time-consuming and expengve.
- Daaflow to the public should nat be delayed by qudity control.

- Public scrutiny isaform of qudity control, which simulates more accurate reporting by
companies.

- There should be a point of contact through which the public, NGOs, industry, researchers, €etc.
would be able to query the data.

3. The Working Group may like to condder whether qudity control should be incorporatedin
the protocal or in a guidance document.



