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Convention and preparation of a draft workplantfer Convention for 2013-2014.

The Conference of the Parties to the ConventiothenTransboundary Effects of
Industrial Accidents, at its sixth meeting, reqedsthe Bureau to report to it at its seventh
meeting on the Bureau’s activities in the intermgnperiod (ECE/CP.TEIA/22, para. 9).

The mains tasks of the Bureau are to implemerkstantrusted to it by the
Conference of the Parties; to take the lead in, ke initiatives to strengthen, the
implementation of the Convention; and to monita tmplementation of the workplan and
take appropriate decisions in that respect betwkermeetings of the Conference of the
Parties. The present report details activitiehase areas undertaken by the Bureau in the
inter-sessional period, in particular, with rega the Long-term Strategy for the
Convention, the Joint Ad Hoc Expert Group on Waaad Industrial Accidents, the
Protocol on Civil Liability and Compensation for Dage Caused by the Transboundary
Effects of Industrial Accidents on Transboundaryt®¥vs, the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe Industrial Accident Notificet System, amendment of the
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Introduction

1. The present report summarizes the work of thee®uw of the Conference of the
Parties (COP) to the Convention on the TransboynBé&ects of Industrial Accidents on
the tasks entrusted to it by the sixth meetinghef COP (COP-6), held in The Hague, the
Netherlands, on 11 and 12 November 2010 (ECE/CRA/PR).

2. The report includes the outcomes of the fountjoieetings of the Bureau with the
Working Group on Implementation (Geneva, Switzed|le20—-21 January 2011 and 30 June
2011; Bonn, Germany, 10-11 November 2011; and Edgih United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, 29 February-1 Mard@il2), as well as the solo Bureau
meeting (Stockholm, 27-28 June 2012).

3. The following Bureau members attended all fiveeetings: Mr. C. Dijkens
(Netherlands), Chair; Ms. J. Karba (Slovenia), W@ieair; Mr. P. Forint (Czech Republic);
and Mr. S. Kozlenko (Russian Federation). Mr. B.yG&witzerland), Vice-Chair,
Mr. G. Winkelmann-Oei (Germany) and Ms. |. Gurgnljareplaced in May 2012 by
Ms. O. Shashkina (Georgia), attended four of thetings. Ms. S. Milutinovic (Serbia) and
Mr. T. Biermann, replaced in May 2012 by Ms. J. Malssen (European Commission),
attended three meetings. Mr. C. Piacente (ltalgnated one meeting. The United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe (ECE) secretariathe Convention serviced all five
meetings.

Long-term Strategy for the Convention

4, At their first joint meeting, the Bureau and Working Group on Implementation,
as well as the secretariat, discussed how to imgaie¢rthe Long-term Strategy adopted by
the COP. The Bureau’s subsequent work under tree givority areas of the Long-term
Strategy, both strategic and linked with the currearkplan, is described in the following
sections. This work was often undertaken in codp®rawith the Working Group on
Implementation and was supported by the secretariat

Involvement of Parties and other stakeholders

Strategy

5. At their first meeting in the biennium, the Baweand the Working Group on
Implementation agreed that the next step underLihmg-term Strategy would be the
elaboration of a plan identifying with which Pastiand stakeholders to work in 2011-2012
to increase their involvement under the Conventidre plan was also to specify concrete
actions to be undertaken and the responsible peraod was to be elaborated by a
dedicated task force for discussion at the follayjimint meeting. This area of planning was
subsequently subsumed within the area of straegitmerships, as discussed later in this
document.

Workplan

6. The workplan adopted by the COP envisaged theteities for the involvement of
Parties and other stakeholders: (a) targeted conmation, including participation in
forums; (b) working visits and high-level meetings Parties; and (c) working visits to
other stakeholders. The implemented activitiesdaseribed below.
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3. Publications

7. The Bureau and the Working Group welcomed ttupgsal by the secretariat to
prepare a publication promoting the Conventionle in strengthening industrial safety in
the ECE region to be issued for the twentieth asmsary of the adoption of the
Convention, falling in 2012, possibly jointly withe Convention on the Protection and Use
of Transboundary Watercourses and InternationabtgkVater Convention). The Bureau
later reviewed the draft publication and agreed ihahould be launched at the COP
meeting.

4. Participation in forums

8. Members of the Bureau and the secretariat geated in a number of forums to
strengthen the involvement of Parties and othekesialders in the work under the
Convention, including:

(@) A meeting on the European Union (EU) fundedgPamme for Prevention,
Preparedness and Response to Natural and Man-nisdst@s, held in Brussels on 9 and
10 June 2011;

(b)  The Wilton Park Conference on Environmental Egeecies (Montreux,
Switzerland, 14 September 2011);

(c) A Workshop on Cross-border Exposure Charaeteaois for Risk Assessment
of Chemical Incidents (CERACI) (Warsaw, 4-5 Apil12);

(d)  An Organization for Economic Cooperation andv&epment (OECD)
Workshop on Natural-hazard Triggered Technologioatcidents (Natech) Risk
Management (Dresden, Germany, 23-25 May 2012);

(e) The International Forum on Industrial Safetyai( Petersburg, Russian
Federation, 29 May-1 June 2012).

9. At the Wilton Park Conference on Environmentailefgencies, participants raised
the need for sharing the Convention’s good practitke countries outside the ECE region,
in particular in view of the increasing frequencly matural disasters that could trigger
industrial accidents. They suggested the openingf tipe Convention globally.

10.  Prior to the CERACI workshop, the CERACI projenanager had briefed the
Bureau and the Working Group about the project. flaén objective of the project was to
strengthen public health risk assessment for thegeaphase of chemical incidents by
improving exposure characterization. The membeahefWorking Group representing the
Republic of Moldova received financing from the @ention’s trust fund to participate in

the workshop under the condition that she prepaspart for consideration by the Bureau.
The Chair acted as moderator at this and a preyimjsct workshop.

11. The Chair and Ms. Karba participated in theermational Forum on Industrial
Safety, which was seen as a good opportunity tanpte the Convention and its
mechanisms for improving industrial safety, in matar the indicators and criteria
available under the Convention, with the repredesmts of the private and public sectors in
countries with economies in transition.

B. Exchange of information

1. Strategy

12.  Since 2006, the process for identifying thec#jmesubjects, as well as the demands
and needs of the Parties, according to which wanstor seminars are organized, has been
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undertaken as follows. The subjects were eitheomecended by the Working Group on
Implementation or requested or suggested by a Paftye Working Group
recommendations were based on the conclusions drawnthe evaluation of the national
implementation reports and addressed issues witithwRarties had faced problems,
according to the Working Group. These recommendatiovere then presented to the
Bureau for inclusion in the Convention’s workplanBhe suggestions from Parties
addressed specific interests of those Parties anel presented at the COP meetings.

13.  The Bureau and Working Group agreed that tbegss for deciding on subjects for
workshops was functioning well and did not see negd for change. At the same time, it
was stressed that new elements could be addeck tpritess if worked out jointly with
partner organizations, pending establishment atesgic partnerships.

Workplan

14.  The workplan adopted by COP-6 envisaged thotwitees for the exchange of
information:

(@) A workshop on sharing good practices for impmgvcost-effectiveness for
major accident prevention policies;

(b) A workshop on sharing good practices for insieg public involvement in
national work on industrial safety;

(c)  The exchange of experience in preparednessespdnse.

15.  The Bureau supported the organization of thekefmp on cost-effectiveness, which
was held jointly with EC and Poland on 12 Octob&tRin Warsaw, back to back with the
meeting of the Committee of Competent Authoritieshe EU Seveso Il DirectiveThe
workshop focused on formulating concrete solutidosinfluence the development of
national or international systems for achievingdretost-effectiveness for major accident
prevention. The workshop discussed different opputies — mainly around inspections
and evaluation of safety documentation — for insieg the effectiveness and contributing
to costs optimization for major accident preventidhe Bureau subsequently decided to
include in its proposal for the new workplan (ECBITEIA/2012/9) the development of a
guide on methodology for hazard rating.

16. The secretariat sought the support of the se@e servicing the Convention on
Access to Information, Public Participation in Dséon-making and Access to Justice in
Environmental Matters (Aarhus Convention) in ariagg the public involvement
workshop. The Bureau and the Working Group agrlatthe workshop should allow for
the exchange of good practice between all ECE merobentries on ways to increase
public participation in the area of industrial dgfelt would also be crucial for the
workshop to have active participation by non-gowveental organizations. The secretariat
was requested to continue its cooperation withAlehus Convention secretariat with the
aim of organizing the workshop jointly once a leadintry came forward.

17.  In addition, the Working Group Chair, with tbepport of the secretariat, prepared
short documents describing the rationale, objestisad scope of the two outstanding
activities — the public involvement workshop ande tlexchange of experience in
preparedness and response. These were circuladédiddoal points for the Convention, but
this has not resulted in the identification of leamintries for the two activities so far, and
consequently the activities were not implementethébiennium.

Directive 96/82/EC of 9 December 1996 on the adrdf major-accident hazards involving
dangerous substances.
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C.

Assistance Programme

18. The COP requested the Bureau and the Workinggson Implementation to ensure
that the Strategic Approach under the ConventioAssistance Programme was
implemented, and to:

(@)  Approve activities to be executed under theigtance Programme based on
the national action plans managed by the beneficiauntries;

(b) Monitor the application of the Strategic Apach for each country
participating in the Assistance Programme;

(c)  Monitor the progress achieved by each cousming the overall progress
achieved with Assistance Programme activities.

19. As also requested by the COP, the Bureau amdAtbrking Group submitted a
report to the COP at its seventh meeting (COP-7)poogress achieved under the
Assistance Programme (ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/5).

20. COP-6 had also invited the Bureau and the Wigrroup, in cooperation with the
secretariat, to continue delivering needs-driveitlguce on strengthening the capacities of
those countries in Eastern Europe, the CaucasusCamtral Asia and South-Eastern
Europe that still had to implement the basic taskder the Convention, and to organize
relevant visits or awareness-raising missions,exessary, and to report on the COP at its
seventh meeting. In addition, the COP had encodr&gsnia and Herzegovina to finalize
its report on the implementation of basic taskthi preparatory phase and to submit it to
the Bureau.

Strategy

21.  The Bureau and the Working Group on Implenterabserved that procedures for
managing the Assistance Programme had been putaire pand should be applied.
However, the implementation of the procedures wjaina responsibility of the two bodies,

so they agreed to consider a more effective shasfnigsponsibilities. The Chairs of the
two bodies, together with Bureau Vice-Chairs angpsuted by the secretariat, were
entrusted to review the current arrangements.

22.  Subsequently, the Bureau and the Working Gadrgided that, before a long-term
solution was worked out and applied, an interim wéwvorking would be implemented
through the creation of a core group, consistingnefnbers of both bodies, to handle some
specific Assistance Programme tasks. The core gnasgpled by the Working Group Chair
and further consisted of the two COP Vice-Chairsl dhe Working Group member
representing the United Kingdom. (See the progrepsrt on the Assistance Programme
for details of the core group’s subsequent work.)

23.  On the basis of options presented by the carepgthe Bureau and the Working
Group on Implementation recommended that the Workirg Group be entrusted in the
future with the monitoring of the Strategic Approach and the review of self-
assessments and action planbut that the Working Group Chair might invite nisers of
the Bureau to provide their support. It was agréned the core group would continue the
evaluation of the self-assessments and action platis COP-7, after which the new
arrangement should be introduced.

24.  The core group reported on the evaluationhef self-assessments provided by
beneficiary countries under the Assistance Progrenwhich were generally disappointing
though there were also examples of good self-asssgs. Only 10 out of 15 countries
submitted their self-assessments to the secretaridtonly four action plans were received.
Countries were requested to submit new self-assgsmbut only Belarus had done so.
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The Bureau decided that action should be takemsore implementation of the Strategic
Approach.

25. In view of the project proposals that the cdest might send to the secretariat
following the preparation of the action plans, Buweau and the Working Group requested
the secretariat to create a template for projespgsals. The template was also to contain
instructions on the submission of project propodaisAssistance Programme countries
and, in particular, it was to highlight that it st be submitted by an officer of the
competent authorities together with an officiatdetThe Bureau proposed the template

to the COP for endorsement as one of the tools féhe implementation of the Strategic
Approach.

26. In addition, in the light of lessons learnedring project implementationthe
Bureau recommended to the COP that the Working Grop develop outline terms of
reference for the implementation of projects withinthe Assistance Programme

27.  Furthermore, the Bureau agreed that new regjfi@sprojects under the Assistance
Programme would only be considered once the beagficountry had applied the cyclic
approach, including self-assessment using theanalis and criteria.

Workplan

28. The workplan adopted by COP-6 foresaw the Wolg Assistance Programme
activities in the biennium:

(@) A project on improvement of the legal basis@aorgia;

(b)  On-site inspections for Croatia, Serbia andftmener Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia;

(c) A workshop on indicators and criteria for Asaige Programme beneficiary
countries;

(d)  The Danube Delta project involving the RepuldfcMoldova, Ukraine and
Romania;

(e) Other projects approved by the Bureau and WigrkiGroup on
Implementation, subject to the availability of humasources;

) Two advisory missions.

29.  Georgia subsequently informed the Bureau aedNbrking Group that the country
would not start the implementation of the projecti@gislation, since it would risk overlap
with a similar project, but broader in scope, fuththy the EU.

30. The Bureau and the Working Group, accordinthéomandate from the COP, also
accepted for implementation the following capaditytding activities in 2011 and 2012:

(@) An awareness-raising workshop on the Convention Turkmenistan,
organized jointly with the ECE Convention on Enwincental Impact Assessment in a
Transboundary Context;

(b)  Training sessions on the identification of hdpais activities for Kyrgyzstan,
Tajikistan and Uzbekistan;

(c) A follow-up project on safety evaluation in thBalkans for further
strengthening the capacities and knowledge of ésparCroatia, Serbia and the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, which was to belengented at an oil storage facility in
Croatia.
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31.  The Bureau considered the following furtherpmsals:

(& A project on improving preventive measures @laBus. The Bureau and the
Working Group stressed that the project proposat weissing the self-assessment
component confirming the country’s need for theéstaace project;

(b) A German-funded project on building awareness ymung safety
professionals in Armenia. The Bureau and the Warkémoup took note of the information
and agreed that if the project was to fall under Assistance Programme and trigger
further discussion, then a project proposal frone theneficiary country requesting
assistance, together with the documents as requimddr the Strategic Approach, should
be provided. The Bureau later agreed that a projemtkshop in Armenia should be
reflected in the financial report to COP-7;

(c) A project on improving safety at tailings maeagent facilities in Ukraine,
likely funded by Germany, and possibly linked tpracess for developing a checklist for
tailings management facilities, should the elabonabf the checklist be included in the
Convention’s workplan for 2013-2014.

32.  The Bureau also decided to contact Montenegddravestigate whether the country
would like to participate to the Assistance Progmam

33.  The activities identified above are describediétail in the progress report on the
Assistance Programme.

D. Strategic partnerships

1. Strategy

34. The Bureau and the Working Group on Implemériadecided to establish a joint
task force to identify key strategic partners andlésign actions facilitating cooperation
with them. Since these partnerships would be ckdioiaensuring a long-term sustainable
and predictable financial mechanism, it was furthgreed that the same task force should
address the financing area as well as prepareldmefgr involvement of Parties and other
stakeholders.

35. The Chair of the Bureau was requested to leadvork of this task force, with its
members being the two COP Vice-Chairs, the Workargup Chair, Mr. Forint and the
Working Group members representing the Republidalfiova and the United Kingdom.

36. The task force identified a number of orgamiret with which the Convention
should try to establish strategic partnerships. ditganizations were split into two groups:
priority partners; and other partners. The focusefstablishing or expanding cooperation
would be given initially to the priority partners.

37.  The identified priority partners were:
(@)  The other ECE environmental conventions;
(b) EC;

(c)  The Joint Environment Unit of the United NasoDffice for Coordination of
Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) and the United Natidasvironment Programme (UNEP);

(d)  The UNEP Sustainable Consumption and Produ@&ranch;
(e) The OECD Programme on Chemical Accidents;

(f)  The European Chemical Industry Council (CEFEXergy, Health, Safety
and Environment (HSE) and Logistics Programme;

()  The European Process Safety Centre (EPSC).
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38. The Bureau and the Working Group on Implem@nahoted the importance of
industry and of industrial associations and theeefappreciated seeing CEFIC and EPSC
among the priority partners.

39.  The other partners were:
(@)  The International Labour Organization;
(b)  The World Health Organization;

(c)  The United Nations Economic and Social Comroisdor Asia and Pacific
and other United Nations Regional Commissions;

(d)  The Inter-Organization Programme for the Somathagement of Chemicals.

40.  With regard to priority partners a two step+@agh was suggested, comprising the
convening of bilateral meetings followed up witljoant-partner meeting. In preparing the
meetings, the task force would clearly specifydach partner: the area for cooperation; the
contribution sought form the partner; and the Catiea’s contribution to the partner. The
task force would also agree on the teams for etiedilateral meetings.

41.  The Bureau and the Working Group requestedahlk force to proceed with the
organization of the bilateral meetings. Subseqyeht two bodies asked the task force to
assess the priority partners with respect to thaev€ation’s priorities, to rank the initiatives
being taken to build partnerships and to suggestiwinitiatives should be focused on. In
addition, the task force was to identify specifativties with partner organizations to be
proposed for the next workplan under the Convention

Workplan

42.  Besides strategic work on building partnershipdertaken by the Bureau and the
Working Group on Implementation, the workplan agaplby COP-6 foresaw two activities
in the area of strategic partnerships:

(& A workshop with the Water Convention to discties progress achieved in
the prevention of accidental water pollution 25rgeater the Schweizerhalle accident;

(b) A meeting with partner organizations to cooad@joint activities.

43. Members of the Bureau and the Working Groupej a steering group to make
substantial arrangements for the workshop, heldend 9 November 2011 in Bonn,
Germany. The outcome of the workshop included renendations for future activities to
address the remaining challenges in the preveriorccidental water pollution (see
ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/10).

44.  The task force was requested to work towardmging, with the support of EC, a
multi-stakeholder meeting on industrial safetywaich invited international organizations
and programmes could explore synergies for theiviies on industrial safety. This was
superseded by the decision of OECD to hold a sinedeent in October 2012; the Bureau
asked the secretariat to invite the Chair of theCOEWorking Group on Chemical
Accidents to present the outcome of the OECD eter@OP-7. The Bureau agreed that
such events might be held on a regular basis, théh organization being rotated between
the strategic partners, and that ECE might hodt smcevent, depending on the outcome of
the OECD event, in the period leading up to théttigOP meeting.

45.  Various contacts with partner organizationsemerade, as well as with the ECE
Committee on Housing and Land Management and thérdgnmental Protection Agency
of the United States of America, as outlined below.
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3.

Other ECE environmental conventions

46.  With regard to expanding cooperation with otB&E environmental conventions,
the task force suggested that the Chair shouldf@a meeting with the chairs of the other
four conventions and the Chair of the ECE CommitieéEnvironmental Policy to discuss
common issues between the conventions, includirgpramon project that was under
development. The meeting was held on 22 Novembgt 28d led to: (a) the elaboration of
a joint input from the five conventions to suppthré¢ preparations for the United Nations
Conference on Sustainable Development; (b) preipasafor the review of the reform of

ECE that occurred in 2005; and (c) ongoing workdamtification of synergies between the
ECE conventions.

47. A second meeting took place on 16 April 20XByjling further input to the review
of the ECE reform being carried out by the Exe@ittommittee of ECE. The preparation
of a joint strategy document was begun and there agreement to share convention
workplans to identify possible joint activities mojects.

European Commission

48. The Chair, the Director of the ECE Environméitision and the European
Commission (EC) Environment Directorate-General mdBrussels on 26 March 2012 to
lay the basis for a partnership between ECE andrldding cooperation on industrial
safety. A second meeting was planned between tke th Geneva in autumn 2012.

49.  The secretariat promoted the Convention’s dietsy and reported on the work
towards establishing strategic partnerships, thnatgyparticipation in an EU Committee of
Competent Authorities meeting held in Warsaw on Q&ober 2011. The secretariat
expected to participate in the Committee of Comptefeuthorities meeting being held in
Nicosia in September 2012.

Joint UNEP/OCHA Environment Unit and UNEP Sustanable Consumption and
Production Branch

50. The secretariat presented a project propasalevelopment of an online training
platform on prevention, preparedness and respanseltistrial accidents. The project was
elaborated jointly with the Joint UNEP/OCHA Enviroant Unit and was to involve the
UNEP Sustainable Consumption and Production Brafibk. Convention was expected to
bring to the project substantive expertise for dgyieg the training programme. The
Bureau and the Working Group on Implementation aypd the project proposal. The
secretariat subsequently provided an update onvtik at the Bureau's final meeting of
the biennium, in Stockholm.

OECD Chemical Accidents Programme

51. The Chair and the secretariat contributedhto May 2012 OECD workshop on

management of Natech accidents (see section A abdweaddition, the secretariat

participated in the annual meeting of the OECD VitmgkGroup on Chemical Accidents,

held from 5 to 7 October 2011, and will again ma#ptte in its October 2012 meeting,
including by contributing to a special session oteinational programmes on chemical
accident prevention, preparedness and responseBuiteau and the Working Group on
Implementation considered that further work shcagdcarried out with OECD to identify

possible joint activities in the Convention’s 202824 workplan and the OECD Chemical
Accident Programme’s 2013-2016 workplan.
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10.

European Chemical Industry Council’'s Energy, Halth, Safety and Environment and
Logistics Programme

52.  No progress was reported with regard to CEFIC.

European Process Safety Centre

53.  The secretariat began talks with a represeataiff EPSC and was invited to a
meeting of the EPSC steering group.

ECE Committee on Housing and Land Management

54.  An important seminar on land-use planning adobazardous industrial sites, an
activity in the previous workplan, had been helkgm€OP-6. The Bureau therefore decided
to discuss its outcome in the current biennium. Heginar was organized by the
Convention jointly with the ECE Committee on Housend Land Management.

55.  The Bureau and the Working Group on Implenteriadecided that joint actions
with the Bureau of the Committee on Housing andd_Banagement should be explored
to promote the outcome of The Hague seminar foldimg further awareness about the
linkage between safety and land-use planning. Boethd, it was decided that a joint leaflet
should be produced and joint efforts should be nfadehe organization of subregional
safety and land-use planning seminars. The joitibre should be undertaken as soon as
possible.

56. At the request of the Bureau and the Workingupr the secretariat made a
presentation to the Committee on Housing and Larahddement at its seventy-second
session, held in Geneva on 3 and 4 October 2014 .Ciimmittee expressed its support to
the joint work on safety and land-use planning aachmitted to submit proposals for the
joint activities through its Bureau. However, n@posals were received. The Chair wrote
to the Chair of the Committee on Housing and Landnkbement. No response was
received. The secretariat was asked to follow up.

Environmental Protection Agency

57.  The Chair reported on his discussion on thev€etion with representatives of the
Environment Protection Agency of the United Stated an agreement that a letter should
be sent to the Agency from the secretariat invitexgewed involvement in the work of the
Convention. No response to the letter was received.

Financing

58.  The Conference of the Parties entrusted thed&uto elaborate the details of the
sustainable financial mechanism. In addition, therkplan adopted by COP-6 foresaw
meetings to establish the financing mechanism, doneetings and bilateral visits. As
requested by the COP, the Bureau submitted a diaftainable financial mechanism
(ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/6) to COP-7 for its consideratand adoption.

Sustainable financial mechanism

59.  As noted above, the Bureau and the Workingu@ian Implementation established
a task force to work on strategic partnerships arglistainable financial mechanism. A
description of the process leading to the elabamadif the mechanism is set out below.

60. The task force began by identifying the follog/ielements crucial for a sustainable
financial mechanism:

11
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(@  The workplan core activities and the costseafratariat extrabudgetary staff
would be covered by Parties through voluntary foiaihand in-kind contributions;

(b)  The Assistance Programme activities would besoed through voluntary in-
kind and financial contributions from Parties oraingh their project funds, EC or other
partners or industry project funds;

(c)  The contributions should be differentiated ags$antial, expected and
additional contributions:

0] The substantial voluntary contributions woulte the basis for the

implementation of the workplan. A contribution wdulbe recognized as a
substantial one for a Party if it exceeds the arhaina reference contribution

calculated for that Party. The reference contrdutis an amount calculated as a
fraction of the biennial workplan applying the sabf assessments for the
apportionment of the expenses of the United Nations

(i)  The expected voluntary contributions would thee necessary support for
ensuring full implementation of the workplan. Thentribution would be calculated
for a Party by applying the scale of assessmenttheodifference between the
workplan cost and the substantial contributionse €kpected contribution would be
calculated only for those Parties that did not tesubstantial contributions;

(iii)  Additional contributions would be sought fro available project funding
from Parties, industry, EC, programmes or initiatiy especially for Assistance
Programme activities.

61. The mechanism should also specify the proeeftura call for contributions. With
the call, each Party should be informed of theintdbution level with respect to the
biennial workplan. For Parties providing substdrda@ntributions, the level of contributions
in past years should be referred to, and for theeroParties the reference contribution
should be included. The mechanism should also lesttadp procedure (fund-raising visits)
for involving Parties as donors in the implememtatof the biennial workplans. Further,
the mechanism should include a procedure for th@ifization of activities in cases where
insufficient resources were available for the falplementation of a workplan.

62. The first draft sustainable financial mechanisas supplemented by an example,
showing the calculated 2012 contribution level &tirthe Parties in accordance with the
mechanism.

63.  The Bureau and the Working Group then deciblatithe following issues should be
further dealt with by the mechanism: (a) the userefular budget resources for
implementation of the biennial workplans; (b) earkirag of contributions; and (c) the
inclusion or exclusion of EC in the calculationtieé level of expected contribution.

64. The Bureau and the Working Group agreed that document containing the
sustainable financial system, once prepared, shbeldopen for consultation with all
Parties.

65. Having reviewed the second draft mechanismpBilveau and the Working Group
suggested: to contain the indicative amounts fécutating the workplan activities in an
annex to the document; to add a column in the tafitean example specifying the level of
contributions for resource requirements of US$ Rioni to add information on the use of
the Convention’s trust funds; and to further sifyplnd clarify the text in a number of
instances to make the document more reader-friendly

66. The Bureau discussed and agreed on a third dogument on the sustainable
financial mechanism, which makes only brief refeeeno the United Nations scale of
assessments. The Bureau decided that the valmekaid contributions should be reflected
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more strongly in the document. The Bureau also esigkd the engagement of other
stakeholders and the need to identify actions woerage their financial contributions.

There was agreement that the document would prdeidietters being sent to Parties that
had neither made nor pledged cash or in-kind doutions, proposing a contribution

calculated on the basis of the entire budget ferGbnvention’s workplan (not the amount
outstanding) in combination with the scale of assemts. The Bureau asked that the
current scale of assessments (see A/RES/64/248pHe available through the website.

67. The Bureau decided that the note by the se@etm the use of financial resources
2011-2012 (ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/4) should be circulat®dParties in August 2012, along
with the provisional agenda for COP-7 (ECE/CP.TRB/ with a request that they come
to the COP meeting with comments reatlye Bureau proposed that the COP consider
and adopt the sustainable financial mechanism

Monitoring of the financial situation

68.  The secretariat reported regularly on thenfona situation of the Convention. The
Bureau and the Working Group on Implementation egjte be cautious with regard to the
availability of funds, in particular due to the eeorating financial situation and

introduction of budget cuts, including for interigaial cooperation, in a number of the
Parties, some of them being among the Conventorsrs.

69. The Bureau also agreed that an active appréaclkensuring additional funding

should be undertaken in order to build a financéserve for 2013—2014 workplan. The
Bureau and the Working Group expressed their b#iiaf, with the implementation of the
sustainable financial mechanism, the Conventiorulshbe able to attract a good level of
contributions in the future.

70.  The Bureau and the Working Group invited thai€and Mr. Kozlenko to meet the
representatives from the Permanent Mission of thesRn Federation in Geneva and
discuss the possible use of Russian funds for thevéhtion and explain the sustainable
financial mechanism. The secretariat was requeetptepare a proposal to be shown at the
meeting to link the funds with the workplan aciie$ aimed at ensuring adequate and
proper application of Convention’s indictors andtesia by the Assistance Programme
beneficiary countrie$.

Joint Ad Hoc Expert Group on Water and
Industrial Accidents

71. The COP had entrusted the Bureau to electdkshair on behalf of the Industrial
Accidents Convention to lead the Joint Ad Hoc Expgéroup on Water and Industrial
Accidents. The Bureau and the Working Group askesl Working Group member
representing Romania to serve as the Joint Expentiisco-Chair, working on the task to
elaborate the methodology for contingency planfiangccidents with potential impacts on
transboundary watercourses, in cooperation with ¢heChair representing the Water
Convention, Mr. Kovac (Hungary), and the Water Gamtion’s secretariat.

72.  Subsequently, the secretariat presented Yrie# ideas discussed by the Joint
Expert Group at its May meeting (Geneva, 31 May120ar the outline and content of the
methodology. The Joint Expert Group co-Chair regnéag industrial accidents later
reported on the progress in elaborating the metloggoand on the feedback received to

2 A first meeting was organized in July 2012; adalfup meeting was expected in September 2012.
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the draft document at the workshop with the Wateny@ntion to discuss the progress
achieved in prevention of accidental water pollotid5 years after the Schweizerhalle
accident. Consequently, the document, initiallyiglesd to include both hazard and crisis
management, focused only on crisis management.Bihieau and the Working Group
supported this focus.

73. At the final Bureau meeting, the secretarigboreed on progress with the
development of what had by then become guidelines drisis management on
transboundary watersThe Bureau recommended that the COP decide whetheto
continue or abandon this work.The Bureau agreed to contact the the Joint Ex@ndsp
co-Chair representing industrial accidents to rejae update on the status of the work and
the schedule for future steps.

Protocol on Civil Liability and Compensation for Damage
Caused by the Transboundary Effects of Industrial
Accidents on Transboundary Waters

74. As requested by COP-6, the Bureau submittedC@P-7 a report on the
implementation of the agreed three steps to suppatification of the Protocol
(ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/7).

75.  The Bureau and the Working Group on Implemé@ntaxamined the conclusions of
the study carried out by the Institute for EuropEawironmental Policy under the first step
of the approach: to strive to better understandtwiagional legislation was required to
implement the Protocol in the light of differencestween the Protocol and other civil
liability instruments. They agreed that work shoualshtinue on the second step, i.e., to
carry out case studies based on realistic poteatieidents to understand the implications,
including the benefits, of implementing the Protoop other instruments. The secretariat
was requested to facilitate the implementation hef second step in cooperation with
interested donor countries. In addition, the Chail the secretariat were invited to inform
EC about the availability of the first study durireg planned consultation meeting in
Brussels.

76. The secretariat subsequently presented a mbposthe implementation of the
second step. The Bureau asked that the seconthestegrried out and asked the secretariat
to contact the Chair of the Water Convention Burgasee what financial resources she
had available. The Bureau decided that the repd®&f@P-7, and to the upcoming session of
the Meeting of the Parties to the Water Conventsbrguld provide an update on the three
steps and include in an annex the executive sumuofattye study carried out for the first
step; the full study should be made available envihbsite.

77.  Ms. Michielssen informed the Bureau of possitilanges to the corresponding EU
legislation — the Environmental Liability Directive— foreseen in the coming years. The
Bureau agreed that this important information sticalso be included in the paper for
submission to COP-7, but that the second step ghmilcarried out as already decided by
COP-6.

Directive 2004/35/EC of 21 April 2004 on environmtel liability with regard to the prevention and
remedying of environmental damage.
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United Nations Economic Commission for Europdndustrial
Accident Notification System

78. In the absence of a lead country for the omgditin of the fifth consultation of
points of contact, the Bureau and the Working Groaplmplementation requested the
secretariat to invite representatives of the poinfscontact to hold an electronic
consultation to brainstorm on the future of the usttdial Accident Notification (IAN)
System and formulate recommendations in this refyarthe consideration by COP-7. The
secretariat issued a questionnaire at the samectimging out a communications exercise
using the System and reported back to the Burehe. Secretariat presented possible
recommendations in this regard.

79.  The Bureau broadly agreed with many of the menendations, and asked that they
be included in the Bureau’s report to COP-7, aefd:

(@)  The Bureau or the secretariat could contadt @acty to insist on the respect
of the obligation to identify a body to act as a@npmf contact, and to provide official
contact details of the body, which is operationhhdurs a day, seven days a week;

(b)  The secretariat could repeat the communicatescise at the weekend or
at night, without announcing the exact date. Exexicould be repeated periodically;

(c)  The content of the secretariat’s report toBloieeau could be presented to the
COP, as an official document, an informal docunueras a presentation;

(d)  The IAN System could be repaired to provide eudstrator access, but this
might require funding of a consultant;

(e) Inadequacies in the IAN System could be coegicbut this would require
funding of a consultant. The consultant could, #xample, ensure that a secure
communications protocol is used and that repordécéie whether institutional points of
contact have received notifications sent;

) The IAN System could be upgraded in line witioposals made in the replies
to the questionnaire. This would require fundin@aonsultant;

(@) A meeting of the points of contact could bedhébr which funding would be
required.

80. The Bureau did not consider that the SysteruldHaze abandoned as yet nor, at this
stage, was it necessary to hire a consultant tprisklems with the softwar@he Bureau
recommended to the COP that it urge Parties and o#tr countries to register in the
System and to constantly update the contact detailsf their points of contact. The
Bureau asked the secretariat to revert to thoséeBathat had not responded to the
consultation process, to remind them of their ailgns under the Convention. Points of
contact should be encouraged also to carry out rfreguent and intensive exercises,
including field exercises and with the involvemehteighbouring countries.

81. At the same time, however, the Bureau recognifaat some Parties might wish to
abandon the System. Such Parties would need to ri#rate that alternative systems
already in place would satisfy the requirementhefConvention, including with respect to
other Parties potentially affected.

Amendment of the Convention

82.  The Bureau and the Working Group on Implenteniaagreed to propose to COP-7
to reactivate the Working Group on Developmenteidse the Convention’s annex | and to
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V1.

align it with the United Nations Globally HarmonizeSystem of Classification and

Labelling of Chemicals, as had been undertakertfferEU Seveso Directive. The draft
amendment should be finalized in time for its cdagation and possible adoption at the
COP meeting in 2014. The Bureau saw a leadingfool&C in the drafting of the revised

annex .

83. In addition, Bureau members considered, amdhgrgossible amendments, the
revision of the Convention’s scope and definitioims,view of the red mud accident in

Hungary, and the opening of the Convention to ceesmtoutside the ECE region. Bureau
members expressed differing views as to whetherWeking Group on Development

might be tasked initially with only identifying anelvaluating other amendments, with a
view to eventual adoption in 2016, or whether therkihg Group should be expected to
draft a possible amendment to the Convention ie fion the COP meeting in 2014.

84. The Bureau therefore agreed that different @gugres to amendment should be put
before the COP, and that a list of possible top&sncluded in the short official document
for the COP-M{ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/8). The Bureau hoped to come &dmwvith a proposal
for the Chair of the Working Group on Developmeanadvance of COP-7.

Other activities under the workplan

85. The workplan adopted by COP-6 included a nunafesther activities not falling
clearly within the Long-term Strategy, including G and meetings of the Bureau and of
the Working Group on Implementation.

Seventh meeting of the Conference of the Parsie

86. The Bureau and the Working Group expressed thygpreciation of the work
undertaken by Sweden to prepare COP-7. The twaebatkcided that there was no agenda
item that would merit a high-level segment.

87. Representatives of Sweden proposed an evetheonendering of support to the
local level from national authorities in preparessiand response. The Bureau agreed that
the event be held and proposed a number of spetakbreaden the appeal of the event and
to strengthen its relevance to the scope and pomgsof the Convention. The Bureau
decided that the event should be reflected in apag® summary, to be annexed to the
COP-7 meeting report.

88.  The Bureau concluded that it should not inpitgate companies to COP-7, but that
stakeholders who had already been identified asegfic partners should be invited, as well
as relevant United Nations programmes and agenkigsarticular, it was suggested that

two or three of the organizations already identdifées strategic partners should be invited to
present to the COP, under the agenda item on thg-term Strategy, how they contributed

to prevention of, preparedness for and responsmdostrial accidents and how they

cooperated with the Convention.

89. Ms. Eriksson, the focal point for the host doynSweden, reported that her
organization could not finance the participatiordefegates from Parties with economies in
transition in the COP meeting and that it wouldcheeebe covered from other sources. The
secretariat informed the Bureau that Switzerlardikiadly provided funding to support the
participation of eligible delegates representingt@# Asia and Azerbaijan.

90. The Bureau discussed in some detail a projpgstile Chair and Vice-Chairs for the
future composition of the Bureau and the Working@r on Implementation, to be put
before COP-7. The proposed composition of the Bureas completed, including the
Chair, but with the current Vice-Chairs indicatitigpir willingness to take on an ordinary
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membership role. The proposed Working Group on émgntation membership was
nearly complete.

91. The Bureau also provided substantial feedbackraft documents being prepared
by the secretariat for consideration by COP-7.

Meetings of the Bureau and the Working Group oimplementation

92.  The Bureau and the Working Group met jointlyfaur occasions (see para. 2). The
Bureau also met separately, on 27 and 28 June 28d2jid the Working Group on
Implementation, on 29 and 30 March 2012. The resofitthe Working Group’s work is
described in part in the present document, but nmodetail in the progress report on the
Assistance Programme (ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/5) and ikth seport on implementation
(ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/3).

93. The Working Group Chair regularly informed ®Bareau on the status of reporting
within the 2010-2011 reporting round on the implatagon of the Convention, and had
submitted the conclusions and recommendations eokitkth report on implementation to
the COP. The Bureau asked the Working Group Charésent the report to COP-7.

94. The Bureau highlighted the usefulness of prgsgrat COP-7 some of the good

practices revealed in the national implementatigports. It decided to invite the Czech

Republic and Germany to present their joint indpest and Serbia to present the use of
indicators and criteria in preparing its natiomapiementation report. At the same time, it
was also recognized that some countries lackedhdarstanding of the Convention’s basic
requirements and that tailored assistance wasfterseeded.

95. The Bureau expressed strong concern that the Russid-ederation had again
failed to submit the implementation report, thereby failing to fulfil its obligation
under the Convention. The Bureau also expressed ithsappointment that none of the
committed countries under the Convention’s Assistate Programme, that were not
Party to the Convention, had reported. The Bureau suggested that COP should also
express its strong concern regarding both thegatgins.

Development of the new draft workplan

96. The Bureau requested that the recommendatiom® fthree major regional
workshops and seminars held since COP-6 be clastene prioritized. The Working
Group on Implementation was invited to review thester of recommendations vis-a-vis
the needs indicated by Parties and other ECE mencbentries in the national
implementation reports submitted within the 201Qt20eporting round. The Working
Group should further make suggestions for spedifitivities to be considered for the
2013-2014 workplan, also taking into account thgaitives of the partner organizations.
The Chair was invited to consult on the recommdndatin the area of prevention of
accidental water pollution with the Chair of the &fiag of the Parties to the Water
Convention.

97.  The Working Group Chair presented to the Buwddts final meeting the requested
clustering. The clustering had been followed bygakection of four priority activities that
derived from the workshops and seminars and thatda correspondence in the national
implementation reports:

(@) A guide on methodology for hazard rating;

(b)  Criteria or standards for safety and land-ulserng, incorporating long-
term trends;
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(c)  The exchange of experience and good practicesg Parties and promotion
of the continuous organization of bilateral exessifor preparedness;

(d)  Addressing the risk of complacency in ensupngvention and maintaining a
high level of safety.

98. The Working Group Chair suggested that athefactivities might be performed in

cooperation with possible partners, such as OEGDoEEPSC. Projects and the way of
working should be clearly defined before being ateé into the workplan. In addition,

hazard rating and assessment, as a follow-up t&€CERACI project, was relevant to the
Convention and had not been addressed.

99. The Bureau suggested that the next Burealg wdeted at COP-7, assign a Bureau
member to each activity in the workplan, with ther@u member being responsible for
observing implementation of the activity and fgpeeting at the end of the biennium how it
was organized or, as appropriate, why it had nehlmganized. At the same time, Bureau
members noted that it was not the role of the Buréa be involved in the actual
implementation of projects.

100. The Bureau decided that each new workplarigcthould be briefly described in a
separate informal document, and asked the Working&Chair and the two Bureau Vice-
Chairs, with the support of the secretariat, tdtdrad circulate the document.

101. The Bureau agreed that the workplan shoultebised in line with its comments,
including making clear that financial resourceslddae made available in cash or in kind.
The workplan should also reflect on the results tloé clustering activity and the
conclusions of the sixth report on implementatibhe Bureau emphasized the importance
of sharing the draft workplan with other ECE maltdral environmental agreements.

Resources

102. COP-6 adopted the workplan for 2011-2012 dsdcaérresponding budget and
mandated the Bureau to oversee the implementatfothe workplan and raise the
additional funds for requested activities withire tAssistance Programme. COP-6 also
requested its Bureau to draw up, with the suppbth® secretariat, a budget for the next
two-year period for adoption at the seventh meetifige budget is provided in the
document setting out a draft workplan for consitieraby COP-7 (ECE/CP.TEIA/2012/9).

103. The Bureau and the Working Group on Implententaexpressed appreciation to

Germany for providing an associate expert to suppoe work under the Assistance

Programme from November 2011. The secretariat nttetl the increased secretariat
capacity, with the establishment of an additiondtabudgetary post and the provision of
an associate expert, would enable the secretariaeet better the expectations of the ECE
countries. However, the secretariat also remindedwo bodies that the extension beyond
2012 of the two extrabudgetary secretariat postgldveequire that appropriate funding be

secured prior to COP-7.

104. The secretariat informed the Bureau and tloekivg Group that a regular budget
post at the P-4 level would be made available tier Convention, replacing a P-3 regular
budget post. The P-4 post would have the functiothe secretary to the Convention. To
maintain the secretariat capacity, as decided byP-®Dthe incumbent of the P-3
extrabudgetary post would manage the Assistanogrérone.




