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INTRODUCTION

1. At its twenty-third and twenty-fourth sessions, Ewecutive Body elected the following
members to the Implementation Committee: Mr. AtletReim (Norway), Mr. Helmut Hojesky
(Austria), Mr. Volkert Keizer (the Netherlands), Mdenis Langlois (Canada), Mr. Christian
Lindemann (Germany), Mr. Christos Malikkides (CygpxuMr. Peter Meulepas (Belgium),

Mr. Stephan Michel (Switzerland) (Chairman), and Menja VidE (Croatia).

2. The Implementation Committee held two meetingsdf72 Its nineteenth meeting took
place in Geneva from 1618 April, and its twentieth meeting in Ottawa fr@8 to26 July.
Ms.Albena Karadjova participated on behalf of therstariat in both meetings.

SUBMISSIONS AND REFERRALS CONCERNING COMPLIANCE BY
PARTIESWITH THEIR PROTOCOL OBLIGATIONS

A. Follow-up to Executive Body decisions 2006/4, 2006/5, 2006/6, 2006/7 and 2006/8

3. Based on recommendations made by the Implement@bommittee in its ninth report
(ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3 and Add.1 and Add.2), the ExeauBody at its twenty-fourth session
adopted decisions concerning compliance by Grédoeyay, Spain and Denmark. In addition,
on the recommendation of the Committee, the ExeeBody closed the referral regarding
Iceland. As requested by the Executive Body, tloeesariat sent letters to the Ministries of
Foreign Affairs of the Parties concerned informihgm about the decisions.
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1. Follow-up to decision 2006/4 on compliance by Norway with
the Protocol on VOCs' (ref. 1/01)
Background
4, In its decision 2006/4, the Executive Body requi$he Committee to review Norway’s

progress and timetable for compliance with artkb) of the Protocol on VOCs. The
secretariat informed the Committee that it had adetter on 15 January 2007 to Norway’s
Ambassador in Geneva, drawing his attention talti@sion. It had received a written
submission from Norway on 30 March 2007 in respdogbe decision, as well as an update to it
on 19 June 2007, containing preliminary emissida flar 2006 and updated emission
projections. The response and its update had beriated to the Committee.

Consideration

5. The Committee was grateful to Norway for its writsubmissions and carefully
considered the information provided. The Committeted that the latest officially submitted
emission data showed that Norway had, in 2005 e&ekli compliance with its emission
reduction obligation for its national territory, Wit was still in non-compliance with regard to
its tropospheric ozone management area (TOMA) @oms$rojections for 2006, however,
confirmed Norway'’s earlier expectation that it wibalchieve compliance for its TOMA
emissions in 2006. Preliminary emission data f@&8eemed to confirm Norway'’s earlier
expectation that it would achieve compliance foffOMA emissions in 2006.

Recommendation to the Executive Body

6. On the basis of the above consideration, the Comenfecommends that the Executive
Body adopt the following decision:

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functibnise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2);

(@) Recallsits decisions 2001/1, 2002/2, 2003/1, 2004/6, 2ZD@hd 2006/4,

#1991 Protocol Concerning the Control of Emissioh¥olatile Organic Compounds or Their Transbouydar
Fluxes.
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(b)  Notesthe report provided by the Implementation Commaitte the follow-up to
decision 2006/4 on compliance by Norway with itigations under the Protocol on Volatile
Organic Compounds, based on the information pravimeNorway on 30 March and 19 June
2007 (ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras. 4—6), and in paldicits conclusion that Norway was in
2005 in compliance with its emission reduction gations under the Protocol for its national
territory, but remained in non-compliance with #mission reduction obligation for its
tropospheric 0zone management area emissions;

(c)  Welcomeshe achievement by Norway of compliance with itsission reduction
obligation for its national territory in 2005, afteix years of non-compliance;

(d)  Also welcomethe fact that Norway'’s final data for 2005 con@rto confirm a
downward trend in its tropospheric 0zone managemera emissions, and that, according to
preliminary data for 2006, Norway appears to beampliance in that year with its obligation to
reduce its tropospheric ozone management areaiermidsy 30 per cent from its 1989 level, as
required by article 2.2(b) of the Protocol;

(e)  Calls onNorway to provide the Implementation Committeeotiyh the
secretariat, by 31 March 2008, with information atbachieving compliance with its obligation
for the tropospheric 0zone management area emsssion

)] Requestshe Implementation Committee to review Norwayisafidata for 2006
and report to it thereon at its twenty-sixth sassio

2. Follow-up to decision 2006/5 on compliance by Greece with the
Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides’ (r ef. 2/02)

Background

7. In its decision 2006/5, the Executive Body reitedaits request to Greece, expressed in
its decision 2005/4, to provide the Committee byM&drch of each year, until compliance is
achieved, with a report describing the progrebas made towards achieving compliance and
listing the specific measures taken and schedolédlfil its emission reduction obligations

under the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides, settingadtimetable containing annual steps for the
achievement of these measures and indicating thegbed effects of each of these measures on
its nitrogen oxides (N emissions per year up to and including the yéaredicted

® 1988 Protocol Concerning the Control of Nitrogexid@s or Their Transboundary Fluxes.
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compliance. The secretariat sent a letter to Giedaabassador in Geneva on 15 January 2007,
drawing his attention to the decision and requgdgtim to forward it appropriately for action. It
had received a written submission from Greece oAd8 2007. The response had been
circulated to the Committee. A representative ad€ge (Mr. D. Hadjidakis) participated in the
consideration by the Committee, in accordance pattagraph 8 of the Committee’s Terms of
Reference. Mr. Hadjidakis made a presentation asd/@red questions put to him by the
Committee.

Consideration

8. The Committee noted with concern that Greece hadiade a presentation at the
twenty-fourth session of the Executive Body, asiestied in decision 2005/4.

9. The Committee was grateful to Greece for its respdn the secretariat’s letter from

15 January 2007 and carefully considered the writitormation submitted by Greece as well as
the additional information provided by the Greefresentative. It took note of Greece’s
expectation to achieve compliance by 2010 or befwme However, the Committee was not
convinced that the information about the measunespaojections provided by Greece was
sufficient to substantiate such expectation. Dabaiged indicated unrealistic emission
reduction projections in the transport sector. Muez, data for all sectors showed either
constant or upward trends in the period 1990-2@@%:h does not substantiate the projections
for 2010. The Committee also noted that Greecenlbaget revised its base year data, as
requested in decision 2006/5. At the request oCthmittee, the secretariat wrote again to
Greece on 22 June 2007 requesting that it prowuiddr information on the measures
envisaged, in particular in the sectors of roaddpart, national shipping, the use of solar and
wind energy, as well as more detailed informatibauw the calculation of their emission
projections. It received no response in time fetuentieth meeting.

10. The Committee concluded that the information reegiglid not meet the requirements of
paragraph 6 of decision 2005/4. It therefore retpaethe secretariat to remind Greece to make a
presentation at the twenty-fifth session of thedtxi@e Body in accordance with paragraph 8 of
that decision.

11. The Committee noted the long duration of non-coarge by Greece (since 1998) and
expressed its doubts about Greece’s expectatiaohi@ve compliance by 2010. The responses
provided to Executive Body decisions 2005/4 andé2B@emained insufficient. Based on these
findings and the repeated instances of lack of emdjon, the Committee was of the view that
Greece did not give sufficient attention to thisti@a Therefore, the Committee felt the need for
the Executive Secretary of UNECE to bring the igsuthe attention of the Minister of Foreign
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Affairs and the Minister of Environment of Gree@®e Committee also considered
recommending that the Executive Body issue a cattidsreece that more severe measures
would need to be applied if Greece did not take@mmate measures to come into compliance as
soon as possible. The Committee felt that the malkteuld first be discussed at the twenty-fifth
session of the Executive Body.

Recommendation to the Executive Body

12.  On the basis of the above consideration, the Imgigation Committee recommends that
the Executive Body adopt the following decision:

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidéiise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Recallsits decisions 2002/6, 2003/5, 2004/7, 2005/4 &b5;

(b)  Notesthe report provided by the Implementation Comreitbe the follow-up to
decision 2006/5 on compliance by Greece with itigations under the Protocol on Nitrogen
Oxides, based on the information provided by Greecé&3 and 17 April 2007
(ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras. 7-12), and in particittaconclusion that the information
provided by Greece did not meet the requirementieofsion 2005/4;

(c) Expresses its increasing disappointmanthe continuing failure of Greece to
fulfil its obligation to adopt and implement effae& measures to control and/or reduce its
national annual emissions so that these do noeeite emissions in 1987, and at its continuing
non-compliance since 1998 with the emission reduaatbligation under article 2.1 of the
Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides;

(d)  Notes with concerthat Greece has not provided the ImplementatiomiGittee
with information meeting the requirements of paagyr 6 of decision 2005/4, as reiterated in
paragraph 7 of decision 2006/5;

(e) Expresses its concethat Greece does not seem to give sufficient tidtemo the
matter of continuing non-compliance with the obligas under the Protocol;

() Once again strongly urgeSreece to fulfil its obligation under article 2fithe
Protocol as soon as possible, and to adopt anctie#y implement the measures necessary to
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achieve compliance with its obligations;

(g) Reiterates its requests Greece as articulated in paragraphs 6 andt8 of
decision 2005/4, as reiterated in paragraph 7afecision 2006/5;

(h)  Notes with concerthat Greece had not yet revised its base yeartddta
consistent with the rest of the data series, asastgd in paragraph 8 of decision 2006/5;

0] Requestshe Executive Secretary to bring this serious enatt continuing
non-compliance to the attention of Greece’s MimisteForeign Affairs and Minister of
Environment;

()] Requestshe Implementation Committee to review Greecetypss and
timetable, and report to the Executive Body therabits twenty-sixth session.

3. Follow-up to decision 2006/6 on compliance by Spain with the
Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides (r ef. 4/02)

Background

13. Inits decision 2006/6, the Executive Body reitedaits request to Spain, expressed in its
decision 2005/6, to provide the Committee by 31dWasf each year, until compliance is
achieved, with a report describing the progressr3mas made towards achieving compliance,
which should contain a timetable that specifiesys@ by which it expects to be in compliance,
a list of the specific measures taken or schedwlédlfil its emission reduction obligation under
the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides, and a descriptibtine projected effects of each of these
measures on its N@missions up to and including the year of predictempliance. The
secretariat informed the Committee that it had adetter on 15 January 2007 to Spain’s
Ambassador in Geneva, drawing his attention taltw@sion. It had received a written progress
report from Spain in May and July 2007 in respduastine decision. The progress report was
circulated to the Committee. Representatives ofrSiar. I. Pastor and Mr. A. Guijarro)
participated in the consideration by the Commitieeccordance with paragraph 8 of the
Committee’s Terms of Reference. They made a prasentand answered questions put to them
by the Committee.

Consider ation

14. The Committee noted the improved communication Biplain and was grateful for its
response, and carefully considered the informatmrtained in Spain’s report, as well as the
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additional information provided by its represertasi. The Committee welcomed the
commitment expressed by the Spanish representativesrk towards achieving compliance
with the obligations under the Protocol. It tookenof the policies and measures introduced or
planned to achieve compliance. However, the effeictsese measures were not quantified,
although work to do so was ongoing. The Committtedh that Spain no longer expected to be
in compliance by 2007, as indicated earlier (ECEAIR/2006/3, para. 19). The Committee
further noted with concern that Spain’s recalculamission data, including for the base year,
showed that Spain was even further away from canpé than estimated before. Spain could
not indicate a year by which it would be in comptia, either.

15. The Committee noted several inconsistencies innfleemation submitted by Spain and
concluded that, considering these inconsistencidslze lack of information as pointed out in
paragraph 14 above, the requirements under pata§rapdecision 2005/6 had not been met. It
therefore requested the secretariat remind Spairate a presentation at the twenty-fifth
session of the Executive Body in accordance witagraph 7 of that decision. Based on these
findings, and in particular the long duration ofa8ps non-compliance (since 1994), the
Committee considered recommending that the Exez@ody issue a caution to Spain that more
severe measures would need to be applied if Spainad take appropriate measures to come
into compliance as soon as possible. The Comnfete#that the matter should first be discussed
at the twenty-fifth session of the Executive Body.

Recommendation to the Executive Body

16.  On the basis of the above consideration, the Impigation Committee recommends that
the Executive Body adopt the following decision:

The Executive Body

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidiise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Recallsits decisions 2002/8, 2003/7, 2004/9, 2005/6 ar@bzm)

(b)  Notesthe report provided by the Implementation Comreitbe the follow-up to
decision 2006/6 on compliance by Spain with itdgailons under the Protocol on Nitrogen
Oxides, based on the information provided by Spaiay and July 2007,
(ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras. 13-16), and in particittaconclusion that the information
provided by Spain did not meet the requirement®updragraph 5 of decision 2005/6;
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(c) Expresses its increasing disappointmaithe continuing failure of Spain to fulfil
its obligation to adopt and implement effective swgas to control and/or reduce its national
annual emissions so that these do not exceed issiems in 1987 and at its continuing non-
compliance with the emission reduction obligatiomer article 2.1 of the Protocol on Nitrogen
Oxides since 1994;

(d)  Notes with concerthat Spain has not provided the Implementation @dtae
with information meeting the requirements of paagir5 of decision 2005/6, as reiterated in
paragraph 7 of decision 2006/6;

(e) UrgesSpain to address the numerous inconsistenciem@sien data and
projections contained in their written and verh#draissions;

)] Once again strongly urgeSpain to fulfil its obligation under article 2.1the
Protocol as soon as possible, and to adopt anctigtty implement the measures necessary to
achieve compliance with its obligation;

() Reiterates its requests Spain as articulated in paragraphs 5 and &afdtision
2005/6, as reiterated in paragraph 7 of its dei2@06/6;

(h)  Requestshe Implementation Committee to review Spain’sgoess and
timetable, and report to the Executive Body therabits twenty-sixth session.

4, Follow-up to Executive Body decision 2006/7 on compliance by
Spain with the 1991 Protocol on VOCs (ref. 6/02)

Background

17. Inits decision 2006/7, the Executive Body requi$he Committee to review Spain’s
progress and timetable for achieving compliancé waiticle 2.2(a) of the Protocol on VOCs.
The secretariat informed the Committee that it $&xat a letter on 15 January 2007 to Spain’s
Ambassador in Geneva, drawing his attention tal#wsion. It had received a written progress
report from Spain in May and July 2007 in respdiosine decision. The progress report was
circulated to the Committee. Representatives ofrSir. |. Pastor and Mr. A. Guijarro)
participated in the consideration by the Commitie@ccordance with paragraph 8 of the
Committee’s Terms of Reference. They made a prasentand answered questions put to them
by the Committee.
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Consideration

18. The Committee noted the improved communication Bpain and was grateful for its
response, and carefully considered the informat@rtained in its report as well as the
additional information provided by its representasi. The Committee welcomed the
commitment expressed by the Spanish representativesrk towards achieving compliance
with the obligations under the Protochltook note of the policies and measures introduare
planned to achieve compliance. However, the effeictsese measures were not quantified,
although work to do so was ongoing. The Commitiatedh that Spain had recalculated its base
year data as requested in decision 2006/7. It netidconcern, however, that Spain’s
recalculated emission data showed that Spain wers fewther away from compliance than
estimated before. Spain could not indicate a ygavtich it would be in compliance, either.

19. The Committee noted several inconsistencies imntloemation submitted by Spain and
concluded that considering these inconsistencidgtanlack of information as pointed out in
paragraph 19 above, the requirements under patagrapdecision 2006/7 had not been met. It
therefore requested the secretariat to remind Spaimake a presentation at the twenty-fifth
session of the Executive Body in accordance witagraphs 6 and 8 of that decision. Based on
these findings, and in particular the long duratd®pain's non-compliance (since 1999), the
Committee considered recommending that the ExezBody issue a caution to Spain that more
severe measures would need to be applied if Spainad take appropriate measures to come
into compliance as soon as possible. The Comnfitethat the matter should first be discussed
at the twenty-fifth session of the Executive Body.

Recommendation to the Executive Body

20. Onthe basis of the above consideration, the Impigation Committee recommends that
the Executive Body adopt the following decision:

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidmiseolmplementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Recallsits decisions 2003/8, 2004/10, 2005/7 and 2006/7;
(b)  Notesthe report provided by the Implementation Commitiaehe follow-up to

decision 2006/6 on compliance by Spain with itsgailons under the Protocol on Volatile
Organic Compounds, based on the information pravigeSpain in May and July 2007
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(ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras. 17-20), and in particitiaconclusion that the information
provided by Spain did not meet the requirementeupdragraph 6 of decision 2006/7;

(c) Expresses its disappointmexitthe continuing failure of Spain to fulfil its
obligation to adopt and implement effective meastoereduce its national annual emissions by
at least 30 per cent by the year 1999, using 1988& &ase year;

(d)  Notes with concerthat Spain has not provided the Implementation Citeen
with information meeting the requirements of paagir 6 of decision 2006/7;

(e) UrgesSpain to address the numerous inconsistencies msiemdata and
projections contained in their written and verh#draissions;

)] Strongly urgesSpain to fulfil its obligation under article 2.1 tbfe Protocol as
soon as possible, and to adopt and effectivelyempht the measures necessary to achieve
compliance with its obligation;

() Reiteratests requests to Spain as articulated in paragrérsd 8 of its decision
2006/7;

(h)  Requestthe Implementation Committee to review Spain’s pesg and
timetable, and report to the Executive Body therabits twenty-sixth session.

5. Follow-up to Executive Body decision 2006/8 on compliance by
Denmark with the Protocol on POP<® (ref. 1/06)

Background

21. Inits decision 2006/8, the Executive Body requetsie Committee to review Denmark’s
progress and timetable for achieving compliancé waiticle 3.5 (a) of the Protocol on POPs.

The secretariat informed the Committee that it $&xut a letter on 15 January 2007 to Denmark’s
Ambassador in Geneva, drawing her attention tal#dsgsion. It had received a written
submissiorfrom Denmark on 26 March 2007 in response to tlogsam. The secretariat further
wrote to Denmark on 22 June requesting furtherimédion on issues raised by the Committee.
It received a response on 6 July 2007. Both regmopsovided by Denmark had been circulated
to the Committee.

© 1998 Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants.
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Consideration

22.  The Committee was grateful to Denmark for its writsubmissions and carefully
considered the information provided. The Committeted that the latest officially submitted
emission data showed that polycyclic aromatic hgdrbons (PAHS) emissions in Denmark
continued to increase. It took note of Denmarkisdtives and measures, undertaken or planned
to be implemented in the next three years withaihe of reducing emissions from residential
wood burning. Denmark explained that the increaseisions of PAHs had resulted from the
increased use of biomass for domestic heatinglypdue to efforts to combat climate change.

23.  While acknowledging the technology programme taioedemissions from wood-

burning stoves, the Committee noted that, accorttirige information submitted by Denmark,
this programme would not yield results in a reabtaéime frame. The Committee expressed its
concern at Denmark’s expectation to achieve compdiaonly “in a not too far future”.

Recommendation to the Executive Body

24.  On the basis of the above consideration, the Impigation Committee recommends that
the Executive Body adopt the following decision:

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidrise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2);

(@) Recallsits decision 2006/8;

(b)  Notesthe report provided by the Implementation Comrmitt@ the follow-up to
decision 2006/8 on Denmark’s compliance with itBgattion under article 3.5(a) of the Protocol
on Persistent Organic Pollutants, based on thenrdgton provided by Denmark on 26 March
and 6 July 2007 (ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras. 21-a4} in particular its conclusion that
Denmark had failed to comply with the emission tun obligation with regard to polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons;

(c) Remains concerneat the continuing failure by Denmark to fulfil idligation to
take effective measures to reduce the emissioaadf of the substances listed in annex Il of
the Protocol from their level in 1990, as requibgdarticle 3.5(a) of the Protocol;
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(d)  Expresses disappointmethiat Denmark has indicated that it will achieve
compliance only “in a not too far future”;

(e)  UrgesDenmark to speed up the implementation of plai€medsures and/or take
additional measures as soon as possible to shtbeqgreriod of expected non-compliance with
its obligation under the Protocol on PersistentaDig Pollutants;

)] Calls onDenmark to provide the Implementation Committeepaigh the
secretariat, by 31 March 2008, with a report désogi the progress made towards compliance
and setting out a timetable that specifies the fpgawvhich Denmark expects to be in
compliance, lists the specific measures taken leedued to fulfil its emission reduction
obligations under the Protocol on Persistent OgRoilutants, and sets out the projected
guantitative effects of each of these measuressquoiycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons emissions
up to and including the year of compliance;

() Requestthe Implementation Committee to review Denmarksgpoess and
timetable, and report to the Executive Body therabits twenty-sixth session.

1. COMPLIANCE WITH REPORTING OBLIGATIONS

A. Follow-up to Executive Body decision 2006/10

25. In its decision 2006/10, the Executive Body noteat 0 Parties were not in compliance
with their strategies and policies reporting oliigas for 2006 (Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Greece, Icelmathnd, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Monaco, Moldova, Portugal, Romania,itspad the European Community). Four
of these Parties (Iceland, Liechtenstein, Luxemp@und Romania) had not complied with their
reporting obligations for 2004, either. The searatanformed the Committee that it had sent a
letter to all of the above-mentioned Parties oarfudry 2007, drawing their attention to the
Executive Body’s decision asking them to provide@mplete their responses by 31 January
2007.

26. The secretariat reported that the following ningiPs.had provided all or some of the
missing responses following the letters and remident by the secretariat: Belarus, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Moldova, Speinl the European Community (see Table 8).

27.  The secretariat informed the Committee that, dedptters sent by the secretariat
following the twenty-fourth session of the ExecatBody eliciting responses by 31 January
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2007, Cyprus, Estonia, France, Greece, Icelandjd,dtiechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Monaco, Portugal and Romania had not responddteta@06 questionnaire at all or had only
responded partially. Moreover, four of these Paytieeland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and
Romania, had not yet provided any response to@Bd fuestionnaire, either.

28. The Committee expressed its concern that Cypruenkes France, Greece, Iceland,
Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, MooaPortugal and Romania had not
responded to the 2006 questionnaires, despiteethest by the Executive Body, and thus had
failed to comply with their obligations to report etrategies and policies.

29. The Committee was deeply concerned that IcelaretHtenstein, Luxembourg and
Romania had, moreover, not responded to the 208dtignnaire, despite the repeated requests
by the Executive Body, and thus had failed to cymyith their obligations to report on
strategies and policies for four consecutive years.

B. Compliance with emission data r eporting obligations

30. Asrequested by the Executive Body in its workpliéem 1.2)
(ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.2, annex, as adopted byHkecutive Body at its twenty-fourth
session), the Implementation Committee evaluategptiance with the emission data reporting
obligations of the Parties to the seven Protoaofsiice. The evaluation covered the
completeness and timeliness of reporting, buttsajuality. It was based on the data reported to
the secretariat up to 20 July 2007. (The legalhdlrig deadline for the Protocol on VOCs, the
1994 Protocol on Sulphijthe Protocol on POPs, the Protocol on Heavy Megaid the
Gothenburg Protocland the recommended deadline for the other potgpwas 15 February
2007.) Tables-I7 give an overview of the emission data reportedeuthe seven Protocols in
force in 2005. The overview shows whether the datee reported for the base year, if
applicable, and for the most recent years sinceitey into force of the Protocols for individual
Parties. The Committee could not assess compliayp&arties with their obligation to report
gridded data for 2005 under the Protocol on PQfesPtotocol on Heavy Metals and the
Gothenburg Protocol, as the information about géported data was not available in time for its
meetings.

71994 Protocol on Further Reduction of Sulphur Biniss.
81998 Protocol on Heavy Metals.
91999 Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophicatiand Ground-level Ozone.
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1. 1985 Protocol on Sulphur'®: compliance with article 4,
concerning reporting of annual emissions

31. Table 1 gives an overview of emission data repdniethe Parties to the 1985 Sulphur
Protocol and shows that reporting under the Prdisawot yet complete. Nineteen of the 22
Parties to which the obligation applied had suleditomplete emission data for 2005 under the
Protocol: Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cdaathe Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, the NetherlaRdsyay, the Russian Federation, Slovakia,
Sweden, Switzerland and Ukraine. No data were veddrom Italy, Liechtenstein and
Luxembourg. Liechtenstein was also missing dat2@@?2, 2003 and 2004.

32. Inits ninth report (ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, parg, the Committee concluded that,
as of 25 July 2006, three Parties were not yebimmiance with their emission reporting
obligations under article 4 of the 1985 Sulphurnt&rol: Liechtenstein for 2002, 2003 and 2004;
and Italy and Luxembourg for 2004. Italy and Luxemiy had since submitted data for 2004.
Liechtenstein remained in non-compliance.

33. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 209 fdllowing three Parties were not
in compliance with the emission data reportinggdtions under article 4 of the 1985 Protocol
on Sulphur: Liechtenstein for the years 2002, 2@084 and 2005; and Italy and Luxembourg
for 2005.

2. Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides: compliance with article 8,
concerning emission data reporting

34. Table 2 gives an overview of emission data repdiethe Parties to the Protocol on
Nitrogen Oxides and shows that reporting undePttmeocol is not yet complete. Twenty-seven
of the 31 Parties to whom the reporting obligatpplied had submitted complete emission data
for 2005 under the Protocol: Austria, Belarus, Befy Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Gegm@neece, Hungary, Ireland, Lithuania,

the Netherlands, Norway, the Russian FederatiavaRia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
Switzerland, Ukraine, the United Kingdom and thetébh States. No data were received from
Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, and the Europ€ammunity. Liechtenstein was also missing
data for 2002, 2003 and 2004.

35. Inits ninth report (ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, pai#®), the Committee concluded that,

101985 Protocol on the Reduction of Sulphur Emissiontheir Transboundary Fluxes by at least 3cpat.
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as of 25 July 2006, five Parties were not in coarpie with their emission reporting obligations
under article 8 of the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxidgschtenstein for 2002, 2003 and 2004; and
Italy, Luxembourg, Spain and the European Commuity2004. Italy, Luxembourg, Spain and
the European Community had since submitted datad®4. Liechtenstein remained in non-
compliance.

36. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 20 fallowing four Parties were not in
compliance with their emission data reporting dtiigns under article 8 of the Protocol on
Nitrogen Oxides: Liechtenstein for the years 23, 2004 and 2005; and Italy, Luxembourg
and the European Community for 2005.

3. Protocol on VOCs: compliance with article 8.1,
concerning emission data repor ting

37. Table 3 gives an overview of the emission datantepdy the Parties to the Protocol on
VOCs and shows that reporting under the Protocobis/et complete. Sixteen Parties submitted
final and complete data for 2005 by 15 February72@@e legally binding deadline (see
Executive Body decision 2002/10): Austria, Bulgatiee Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Monaco, the &t&hds, Norway, Slovakia, Sweden,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom. One Party, BRefg submitted complete data for 2005 by
10 April 2007. One Party, Spain, submitted comptita for 2005 by 1 June 2007. No data
were received from ltaly, Liechtenstein and Luxenmgo Liechtenstein is also missing data for
2002, 2003 and 2004.

38. Inits ninth report (ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, pal&), the Committee concluded that,
as of 25 July 2006, four Parties were not in coarle with their emission data reporting
obligations under article 8 of the Protocol on VOUOschtenstein for the years 2002, 2003 and
2004; and Italy, Luxembourg and Spain for 2004y)tauxembourg and Spain had since
submitted data for 2004. Liechtenstein remaineabin-compliance.

39. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 20@@et Parties were not in compliance
with their emission data reporting obligations unalicle 8 of the Protocol on VOCs:
Liechtenstein for the years 2002, 2003, 2004 ardb28nd Italy and Luxembourg for 2005.

4, 1994 Protocol on Sulphur: compliance with article 5.1(b) and article 5.2,
concerning emission data reporting

40. Table 4 gives an overview of the emission datantepdy the Parties to the 1994
Sulphur Protocol (including annual totals and geiddiata for EMEP Parties for 2005) and
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shows that reporting under the Protocol is nocpetplete. Nineteen of the 27 Parties submitted
complete emission data for 2005 under the Protiogdl5 February 2007, the legally binding
deadline (see Executive Body decision 2002/10)t#ayjsBulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hundagland, Monaco, the Netherlands,
Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland liedUnited Kingdom. Canada also
submitted data for its sulphur oxides managemesatsafSOMA). Four Parties, Belgium,

Croatia, Greece and Spain, submitted completefda005 after the legally binding deadline.
No data were received from lItaly, Liechtensteinxdmbourg and the European Community.
Liechtenstein was also missing data for 2002, 20482004.

41.  For gridded data, 18 of the 25 Parties to whonreperting obligation applied submitted
2005 data in the EMEPgrid. Twelve Parties submitted gridded data bydiadline of 1 March
2007: Austria, Bulgaria, Denmark, Finland, Germanyngary, Ireland, Norway, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Sweden and Switzerland. Six Parties stibahgridded data for 2005 after the
deadline: Belgium, Cyprus, the Czech Republicy]t8pain and the United Kingdom. No
gridded data for 2005 were received from CroatianEe, Greece, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands and the European Community. Gréseehitenstein, Luxembourg and the
European Community are also missing gridded datado0.

42. Inits ninth report (ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, pal&.), the Committee concluded that,
as of 25 July 2006, four Parties were not in coame with their emission data reporting
obligations under the 1994 Protocol on Sulphurchtenstein for 2002, 2003 and 2004; Croatia
for 2003 and 2004; and Italy, Luxembourg, Spain tnedEuropean Community for 2004.
Croatia, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain and the Europ@éammunity have since submitted missing
data for 2003 and/or 2004. Liechtenstein remaingtbin-compliance.

43. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 208 fallowing four Parties were not in
compliance with their emission data reporting adtiigns under the 1994 Protocol on Sulphur:
Liechtenstein for 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005; Italysembourg and the European Community
for 2005; Croatia, France and the Netherlandstiddgd data for 2005; and Greece,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and the European Commiinitgridded data for 2000 and 2005.

M The Cooperative Programme for Monitoring and Eviduaof the Long-range Transmission of Air Pollutaim
Europe.
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5. Protocol on POPs. compliance with article 9.1 (b),
concerning emission data repor ting

44. Table 5 gives an overview of the emission datantepidy Parties to the Protocol on
POPs and shows that reporting under the Protocuitiget complete. Twenty of the 27 Parties
to whom the reporting obligation applied had subedimission data for 2005 for all three of
the reported POPs by 15 February 2007, the lebailying deadline (see Executive Body
decision 2005/1): Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, thee€@z Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
France, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Molaothe Netherlands, Norway, Romania,
Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland and the United KimgdOne Party, Belgium, submitted
complete data for 2005 by 11 April 2007. One P&tgyvakia, submitted complete data for 2005
by 2 May 2007. No data for 2005 were received ftoetand, Italy, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg
and the European Community. Liechtenstein wasraissing data for the base year, 2003 and
2004. Luxembourg was also missing data for 20@dy Hnd Lithuania were also missing data
for the base year. Romania was missing data fobdise year and 2004.

45.  Inits ninth report (EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, para. 2it)e Committee concluded that by

26 July 2006, 12 Parties were not in compliancé wieir emission data reporting obligations
under the Protocol on POPs: the Czech Republithtobase year; Sweden for the base year and
2003; Norway for the base year and 2004; Icelame;Htenstein, Romania and the European
Community for the base year, 2003 and 2004; Gernf@n3003 and 2004; and Denmark,
Finland, Luxembourg and Switzerland for 2004. Trech Republic, Denmark, Germany,
Finland, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland d@dBEuropean Community subsequently
provided the missing historical and base year dett@reas Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and
Romania remained in non-compliance.

46. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 208 fallowing seven Parties were not
in compliance with their emission data reportindjgations under the Protocol on POPs:
Iceland? and the European Community for 2005, Italy forbase year and 2005, Lithuania for
the base year, Luxembourg for 2004 and 2005, Rarfanithe base year and 2004, and
Liechtenstein for the base year, 2003, 2004 an8.200

2 |n its ninth report (ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/, para. 3#)e Committee requested the secretariat to teéequestion
of Iceland's compliance back to the Committeeefdad did not fulfil its reporting obligations imte.
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6. Protocol on Heavy M etals: compliance with article 7.1(b),
concerning emission data reporting

47. Table 6 gives an overview of emission data repdniethe Parties to the Protocol on
Heavy Metals and shows that reporting under théoBob is not yet complete. Twenty-two of
the 26 Parties to whom the reporting obligationliggphad submitted complete emission data
for 2005 by 15 February 2007, the legally bindiegdline (see Executive Body decision
2005/1): Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, the Czech Réipubenmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Mooathe Netherlands, Norway, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Sweden, Switzerland and theddriKingdom. One Party, Belgium,
submitted complete data for 2005 by 11 April 200@.data were received from Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg and the European Community. Liechtensted the European Community were
also missing data for the base year, 2003 and 20@|_uxembourg for 2004. Romania was
missing data for the base year, 2003 and 2004.

48. Inits ninth report (EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.1, para. 2¢)e Committee concluded that by
26 July 2006, four Parties were not yet in comm@with their emission reporting obligations
under the Protocol on Heavy Metals: LiechtenstRimmania and the European Community for
the base year, 2003 and 2004, and Luxembourg fof.2lhis situation has remained
unchanged.

49. The Committee concluded that, as of 25 July 208 fallowing four Parties were not in
compliance with their emission data reporting adigns under the Protocol on Heavy Metals:
Liechtenstein and the European Community for treelyear, 2003, 2004 and 2005; Romania
for the base year, 2003 and 2004; and Luxembourgd04 and 2005.

7. Gothenburg Protocol: compliance with article 7.1(b),
concerning emission data repor ting on sulphur, nitr ogen oxides, ammonia and VOCs

50. Table 7 gives an overview of emission data repdniethe Parties to the Gothenburg
Protocol and shows that reporting under the Prétgamot yet complete. Seventeen of the 20
Parties to whom the reporting obligation applied babmitted complete emission data for 2005
by 15 February 2007, the legally binding deadlsee(Executive Body decision 2005/1):
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,n@&ery, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Romania, Slovakiayéhia, Sweden, Switzerland and the
United Kingdom. One Party, Spain, submitted coneptiata for 2005 by 1 June 2007. No data
were received from Luxembourg and the European Qamityn

51. The Committee concluded that, as of 26 July 209 fallowing two Parties were not in
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compliance with their emission data reporting ddiigns under the Gothenburg Protocol:
Luxembourg and the European Community for 2005.

8. Conclusions

52. The Committee, taking into account its previousatasions regarding Parties’ reporting
of their emission datd noted that there was continuing improvement incttvapleteness of
emission data reported by Parties under the prigtoiceluding the newly-in-force Protocol on
POPs, Protocol on Heavy Metals and Gothenburg Bobt€oncerning the timeliness of
reporting, the Committee noted that Parties séilaed to improve their performance in order to
meet binding obligations with regard to timing (wi@pplicable) and also to avoid undue
pressure on the secretariat and the responsibleFEdiire in processing the submissions. The
Committee was concerned by the fact that Liechéémstas the only Party that had still not
reported emission data from 2002 onwards.

C. Compliance by Partieswith their obligationsto report on
strategies and policiesfor air pollution abatement

53. Asrequested by the Executive Body in its workpliéem 1.2)

(ECE/EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.2, annex, as adopted byHkecutive Body at its twenty-fourth
session), the Committee evaluated compliance Welreéporting obligations under the seven
Protocols in force relating to strategies and pedicincluding technology-related reporting
obligations. This evaluation was made on the bafsise replies by Parties to the 2006
guestionnaire on strategies and policies, whiclelmen made available on the Internet. Table 7
below provides an overview of reporting up to 2y 2007 by Parties to the Protocols that are

in force. No Party provided the information reqditender the Protocols outside the framework
of the questionnaire.

54. It should be noted that, as in previous yearsCiiamittee only considered timeliness
and completeness of Parties’ replies to the masttequestionnaire, not the quality or the
adequacy of the answers.

¥ See EB.AIR/1998/4; EB.AIR/1999/4, para. 28; EB.A600/2, para. 21; EB.AIR/2001/3, para. 41;
EB.AIR/2002/2/Add.1, para. 18; EB.AIR/2003/1/Addphra.17; EB.AIR/2004/6/Add.1, para. 19;
EB.AIR/2005/3/Add.1, para. 27; and EB.AIR/2006/3(4A4, para. 25.
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1. 1985 Protocol on Sulphur: compliance with article 6, concer ning reporting
on national programmes, policies and strategies

55.  Nineteen of the 22 Parties to the 1985 Sulphurdeodtto which the obligation applied
replied to the section of the questionnaire retatonthe Protocol (question 1). Cyprus and the
United Kingdom also replied to this section, althloduhey are not Parties to the Protocol. Three
Parties (France, Liechtenstein and Luxembourghdideply to the questionnaire and therefore
may not be in compliance with their reporting olatigns under article 6 of the Protocol. The
obligation did not apply to Lithuania, which accdde the Protocol in March 2007.

2. Protocal on Nitrogen Oxides. compliance with article 8.1 (a)(f),
concer ning infor mation exchange and annual reporting

56. Twenty-four of the 29 Parties to the Protocol otrd¢jen Oxides to which the obligation
applied replied to all the questions in the sectalating to the Protocol (questions 2-6).
Slovenia also replied to this section, althoughRhatocol entered into force for it only in April
2006. Two Parties who replied to the questionn@ngprus and the European Community) did
not reply to questions 3-5. Three Parties (Greleeehtenstein and Luxembourg) did not reply
to the questionnaire. Five Parties (Cyprus, Greldeehtenstein, Luxembourg and the European
Community) therefore may not be in compliance wiitkir reporting obligations under article 8
of the Protocol. The obligation did not apply tahLiania, which acceded to the Protocol in May
2006.

3.  Protocol on VOCs: compliance with article 8.1 and 8.2,
concer ning infor mation exchange and annual reporting

57. Seventeen of the 21 Parties to the Protocol on Vi@@lged to all questions in the section
relating to this Protocol (questions 7—12). Can&jaorus, the Russian Federation and Ukraine
also replied to this section, although they areanBarty to the Protocol. One Party who replied
to the questionnaire (France) did not reply to fieistion. Three Parties (Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg and Monaco) did not reply to the questaire. Four Parties (France,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Monaco) therefore matybe in compliance with their
reporting obligations undarticle 8.1 and 8.2 of the Protocol.

4. 1994 Protocol on Sulphur: compliance with article 5.1 (a) and 5.1(c),
concerning reporting

58. Twenty of the 26 Parties to the 1994 Sulphur Ptttz which the obligation applied
replied to all questions in the section relatinghis Protocol (questions 13-18). Cyprus also
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replied to some of the questions in this sectitthpagh it ratified the Protocol only in April
2006. Ukraine also replied to this section, althoiigs not a Party to the Protocol. Two Parties
who replied to the questionnaire (France and threfigan Community) did not reply to this
section. Four Parties (Greece, Liechtenstein, Lubang and Monaco) did not reply to the
guestionnaire. Six Parties (France, Greece, Liashéé, Luxembourg, Monaco and the
European Community) therefore may not be in compkawith their reporting obligations under
article 5.1 (a) and 5.1(c) of the Protocol.

5. Protocol on POPs. compliance with article 9.1 (a), concer ning reporting

59. Seventeen of the 25 Parties to the Protocol on R®®R&ich the obligation applied
replied to all questions in the section relatinghis Protocol (questions 19-30). Belgium and the
Russian Federation also replied to this sectigdhpagh Belgium ratified the Protocol only in
May 2006 and the Russian Federation is not a Raity Two Parties who replied to the
guestionnaire (France and the European Commuridy)at reply to this section. One Party who
replied to the questionnaire (Estonia) did notydplquestion 28. Five Parties (Iceland, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Romania) did notyréplthe questionnaire. Eight Parties
(Estonia, France, Iceland, Latvia, Liechtensteuixembourg, Romania and the European
Community) therefore may not be in compliance wlitkir reporting obligations under article
9.1 (a) of the Protocol. The obligation did not lggp Italy and Lithuania, which ratified the
Protocol in June 2006.

6. Protocol on Heavy M etals: compliance with article 7.1 (a),
concerning reporting

60. Eighteen of the 27 Parties to the Protocol on Hédetals, to which the obligation
applied, replied to all questions in the sectidatieg to this Protocol (questions 31-35). The
Russian Federation and Ukraine also replied tosthision, although they are not Parties to the
Protocol. Two Parties who replied to the questimeng-rance and the European Community)
did not reply to this section. One Party (Cyprusl) bt reply to question 32. One Party
(Lithuania) did not reply to questions 31-34. HRarties (Latvia, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Monaco and Romania) did not reply to the questioen&line Parties (Cyprus, France, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Monaco, Romamd the European Community)
therefore may not be in compliance with their réipgrobligations under article 7.1 (a) of the
Protocol. The obligation did not apply to Estoniduich ratified the Protocol in March 2006.
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7. Gothenbur g Protocol: compliance with article 7.1 (a),
concerning reporting

61. Sixteen of the 20 Parties to the Gothenburg Prétocahich the obligation applied
replied to all questions in the section relatinghie Protocol (questions 36—49). Belgium,
Canada and Ukraine also replied to this sectighpabh they are not Parties to the Protocol.
Cyprus also replied to this section, although dealed to the Protocol only in 2007. Four Parties
(Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Romania) did negiy to the questionnaire and therefore
may not be in compliance with their reporting olatigns under article 7.1 (a) of the Protocol.
The obligation did not apply to France, which apgiathe Protocol in April 2007, and to
Hungary, which approved the Protocol in Novembei620

8. Conclusion
62. Thirteen Parties were, as of 25 July 2007, nobmgliance with all their reporting
obligations under the seven Protocols, based oauhkiation of their replies to the 2006
questionnaire on strategies and policies:

(&) 1985 Protocol on Sulphur: France, Liechtensteith Luxembourg;

(b) Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides: Cyprus, Greecechienstein, Luxembourg and the
European Community;

(c) Protocol on VOCs: France, Liechtenstein, Luxearg and Monaco;

(d) 1994 Protocol on Sulphur: France, Greece, lteadtein, Luxembourg, Monaco
and the European Community;

(e) Protocol on POPs: Estonia, France, Icelanthidaliechtenstein, Luxembourg,
Romania and the European Community;

() Protocol on Heavy Metals: Cyprus, France, Lattiiechtenstein, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Monaco, Romania and the European Cortygun

(g) Gothenburg Protocol: Latvia, Luxembourg, Pgaiuand Romania.

D. Recommendationsto the Executive Body

63. Inview of the fact that certain Parties have ranhplied with their reporting obligations,
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the Committee recommends that the Executive Bodyiithe following decisions:

Compliance by Parties other than Iceland, Liechtenstein, L uxembourg and Romania with
their obligationsto report on strategies and policies

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidnise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(&) Takes notef the tenth report of the Implementation Committgth respect to:

0] The follow-up to Executive Body decision 2006/1aeling compliance
by certain Parties with their reporting requirense(i@CE/EB.AIR/2007/3,

paras. 25-29);

(i) Compliance by Parties with their obligations toagmn strategies and
policies for air pollution abatement (EB.AIR/200/f#&ras. 53—62 and Table 8);

(b) Recallsthat its decision 2006/10 noted that four Pariéseland, Liechtenstein,
Luxembourg and Romania — that were among thoséifigehat its twenty-third session as not
yet being in compliance with their obligations &port on strategies and policies were still not in
compliance, and that those Parties were called tgpprovide the missing information no later
than 31 January 2006 (ECE/EB.AIR/87/Add.1, annelX) VI

(c) Notes with satisfactiothat Belarus, Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Finldneland,
Moldova and Spain have completed their replie£1¢02006 questionnaire and have thus
complied with their obligation to report on stratesgand policies;

(d) Notes with regrethat Cyprus, Estonia, France, Greece, Latvia,uattia, Monaco,
Portugal and the European Community are not in diamge with their strategies and policies
reporting obligations for 2006;

(e) Remindsall Parties of the importance not only of comptyimlly with their
obligations to report on their strategies and peticas required under the protocols, but also of
submitting their reports on time;

(f) Urges in particular, Cyprus, Estonia, France, Greeesyih, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Monaco, Portugal, Romania and the EBangCommunity, since they have not
replied to the 2006 questionnaire, to provide rasps to the 2008 questionnaire without delay
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in order to comply with their reporting obligation;

(g) Requestshe Implementation Committee to review the progmsde by the above-
mentioned Parties with regard to their reportingstvategies and policies and to report thereon at
its twenty-sixth session.

Compliance by Parties other than Liechtenstein with their obligationsto report on
emissions
The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and funcidrise Implementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Takes notef the tenth report of the Implementation Commitiéth respect to
compliance by Parties with their emission data répg obligations under the Protocols,
identified on the basis of information provided BMIEP (ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras.
30-52 and Tables 1-7);

(b)  Regretghat Iceland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Ronmeaand the European
Community have still not reported final and comelemission data for up to 2005;

(c) Regretghat Croatia, France, Greece, Luxembourg, the ékethds and the
European Community have still not reported griddath up to 2005 under the 1994
Sulphur Protocol;

(d)  Urges

() Croatia to provide the missing gridded data for220@der the 1994 Sulphur
Protocol;

(i)  France to provide the missing gridded data for 20@der the 1994 Sulphur
Protocol;

(iii) Greece to provide the missing gridded data for 20@02005 under the
1994 Sulphur Protocol,

(iv) Iceland to provide its missing data for 2005 urttierProtocol on Persistent
Organic Pollutants;

(v) lItaly to provide its missing data for 2005 undez 1985 Sulphur Protocol,
the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides, the Protocol ofatile Organic Compounds,
the 1994 Sulphur Protocol, and its missing dat2@f}5 and the base year under
the Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants,
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(vi) Lithuania to provide its missing base year dataeutide Protocol on
Persistent Organic Pollutants;

(vii) Luxembourg to provide its missing data for 2005eamitie 1985 Sulphur
Protocol, the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides, the &rot on Volatile Organic
Compounds and the Gothenburg Protocol, data fo# 20@ 2005 under the
Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants and th&Pol on Heavy Metals, as
well as data for 2005 and gridded data for 200020@5 under the 1994 Sulphur
Protocol;

(viii) The Netherlands to provide the missing gridded &&t2005 under the
1994 Sulphur Protocol;

(ix) Romania to provide its missing data for the base gad 2004 under the
Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants;

(X) The European Community to provide its missing dat®005 under the
Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides, the Protocol on P&sisOrganic Pollutants and
the Gothenburg Protocol, data for the base ye@®3,22004 and 2005 under and
the Protocol on Heavy Metals, as well as data @@52and gridded data for 2000
and 2005 under the 1994 Sulphur Protocol;

(e) Remindsll Parties of the importance not only of comptyilly with their
obligations to report emission data under the R including (where applicable) in
accordance with any legally binding deadlines amthats, but also of submitting their
final and complete data on time to ensure theieffiooperation of the Convention;

() Requestshe Implementation Committee to review the progreasle by the
above-mentioned Parties with regard to their emsseporting obligations and to report
thereon at its twenty-sixth session.

Compliance by Iceland, Liechtenstein, L uxembourg and Romania with their obligationsto
report on strategies and policies

The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidiseolmplementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Recallsits decision 2005/8 and its decision 2006/10, incwlit urged Iceland,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Romania to complyheir obligations to report on
strategies and policies;
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(b)  Takes notef the tenth report of the Implementation Committéth respect to:

(i) The follow-up to Executive Body decision 2006/1§arling compliance
by certain Parties with their reporting requirense(ifCE/EB.AIR/2007/3,

paras. 25-29);

(i) Compliance by Parties with their obligations toadn strategies and
policies for air pollution abatement (EB.AIR/2007f&ras. 53—62 and Table 8);

(c) Expresses its concethat Iceland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Rombai

not responded to the 2004 questionnaire on stedegid policies, and did not respond to
the request in decision 2005/8 and decision 2006 18ply to the 2006 questionnaire,
and thus remained in non-compliance with theirgailon to report on strategies and
policies for four consecutive years;

(d)  Urgesliceland, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Romanighigs context, to
provide responses to the 2008 questionnaire wittlelaty in order to comply with their
reporting obligation;

(e) Requestshe Implementation Committee to review the progmade by Iceland,
Liechtenstein, Luxembourg and Romania with regartieir reporting on strategies and
policies and to report thereon at its twenty-sseission.

Compliance by Liechtenstein with its obligationsto report on emissions
The Executive Body,

Actingunder paragraph 11 of the structure and functidétiseolmplementation
Committee (Executive Body decision 2006/2),

(@) Takes notef the tenth report of the Implementation Commitigth respect to
compliance by Parties with their emission data répg obligations under the Protocols,
identified on the basis of information provided BYIEP (ECE/EB.AIR/2007/3, paras.
30-52 and Tables 1-7);

(b)  Expresses its concethat Liechtenstein is the only Party that has epbrted
emission data since 2002 and has thus remaineahitompliance with its obligation to
report emission data for four consecutive years;
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(c)  UrgesLiechtenstein to provide, as a matter of urgentiythea missing data for
2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005 under the 1985 Sulploio&yl, the Protocol on Nitrogen
Oxides and the Protocol on VOCs; data for 200232@6d 2005, as well as gridded data
for 2000 and 2005 under the 1994 Sulphur Protaoud; data for the base year, 2003,
2004 and 2005 under the Protocol on POPs and ttedet on Heavy Metals;

(d)  Requestshe Implementation Committee to review the prograasle by
Liechtenstein with regard to its compliance wigheémission reporting obligation and to
report thereon at its twenty-sixth session.

[, IN-DEPTH REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE BY PARTIESWITH THE
GOTHENBURG PROTOCOL

64. Asrequested by the Executive Body in its workditam 1.2), the Committee continued
and completed its in-depth review of complianceHh®y Parties with the Gothenburg Protocol,
including progress towards compliance with the 264flonal emission ceilings. For this
purpose, it used as a basis the emission datateeldoy Parties to EMEP in the 2007 reporting
round as well as the responses to the 2006 quasairenfor the review on strategies and policies.
The Committee limited its review to the obligationbad identified for priority review
(EB.AIR/2006/3/Add.2, chapter IV, para. 29). Theading obligations of Parties under article 7
are dealt with separately in chapter Il above.

65. The Committee acknowledged the outstanding amdunbik carried out by the
secretariat in relation to the in-depth review sgwbgnized its need for additional resources to
support work for the in-depth review of protocoighe future.

66. In conducting its work, the Committee was mindfitre fact that the purpose of its in-
depth review was to assess the general “stateatthti@f the Protocol in question rather than to
determine whether particular Parties were or wetamcompliance with their obligations.
However, in the conduct of its in-depth review afties’ compliance with the Protocol’s
obligations, the Committee did not assess oveoatigliance and based its in-depth review — as
indicated above — only upon the responses recéovdee 2006 questionnaire and the reported
emission data. The Committee tried to avoid as nascpossible to draw conclusions or provide
its own interpretation of the responses providgdaking into account only the “text” of the
responses as provided.

67. The Committee faced great difficulties in condugtan in-depth review of Parties’
compliance based on the responses as providedaamg to the conclusion in many instances
that “evaluation was not possible”. To a largesextthese difficulties were caused by
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inconsistencies or perceived obvious mistakesefdisponses provided, or often by incomplete,
unclear or less relevant responses. For exampsanre cases the responses reported on
emission limit values which were different from slearegulated in the annexes of the Protocol,
without specifying that these constituted an aléue emission reduction approach. Also
references to European or national legislationdignot provide further details on numerical
values were, as in past in-depth reviews, not demsd by the Committee as sufficient answers.
The complexity of the annexes to the Protocol &edfact that questions in the 2006
guestionnaire were in some cases not clear orfgpenbugh contributed to a certain degree to
the inconsistencies or incomplete responses bPahies. Aware of these difficulties, the
Committee, after its first meeting in 2007, reqaddhe secretariat to ask those Parties whose
answers were not sufficient to make an assessmeanbimit additional information. The
Committee considered the information providedsasécond meeting.

68. The Committee noted in particular that when theafdgest available techniques (BAT)

in certain installations is regulated on a casedge basis through permits, it would not
necessarily for all cases result in the same eamniggduction as would be achieved by applying
emission limit values. Therefore, where a Partgmefd to the use of BAT or permits based on
BAT as an alternative approach to the use of eondgnit values for a certain category of
sources, but did not demonstrate conclusively\hidt this approach that it achieved the same or
higher emission reductions as by applying emiskioit values, the Committee deemed that it
was not in a position to assess compliance.

69. When a Party stated that no (new) source withipegific source category for which the
Protocol contains obligations existed in the coyritte Committee concluded that the obligation
was “not applicable”.

70. The Committee assessed the replies to the 200@iquesire by the 20 Parties for which
the Protocol was in force at the date this questior had to be completed. It noted that the
obligations for the application of limit valuesriew stationary sources, referred to in article 3,
paragraph 2 and measures referred to in artiggardgraph 8, of the Protocol, entered into force
in May 2006 for 16 Parties (the Czech Republic, ark, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Rumé&lovenia, Spain, Sweden, the United
States and the European Community) — in Octobe8 2@0Bulgaria, in July 2006 for Slovakia,
in December 2006 for Switzerland, and in March 2fa&he United Kingdom — while the
responses to the 2006 questionnaire on strateggepdaicies were provided by 31 March 2006.
In view of this, the conclusions with respect tegdt Parties with reference to the obligations in
sections B, C and E below are provisional and daaotain any legal assessment. The
obligation for application of limit values for fu'eand new mobile sources under article 3,
paragraph 5, and the limit values for gas oil meférto in annex IV, Table 2, does not yet apply
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to Bulgaria, as that country had made a declarafpmn ratification that it wished to be treated
as a country with an economy in transition for pleposes of the timescales under article 3.

A. Pr ogr ess towar ds compliance with article 3.1

71. Article 3, paragraph 1, requires Parties that lvemission ceiling in any table in annex
Il to reduce and maintain the reduction in theimaad emissions in accordance with that ceiling
and the timescales specified in that annex. Furtbex, Parties are required, as a minimum, to
control their annual emissions of polluting compdsiim accordance with the obligations in
annex l.

72. The Committee concluded that the latest availaffieially submitted emission data
showed that five Parties to the Gothenburg Protfibel Czech Republic, Latvia, Lithuania,
Romania and Slovakia) have already achieved tl@di0 2mission ceilings for all four pollutants
covered in annex ll; three Parties (Bulgaria, Swealed Switzerland) have achieved their
emission ceilings for three of the four pollutargsd one Party (Luxembourg) has achieved its
emission ceilings for two of the pollutants. Eigterties have achieved their emission ceiling for
at least one of the pollutants for which they hameemission ceiling: Denmark, Finland, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, the UnkKetydom and the United States. Three
Parties (Germany, Spain and the European Communatyg still to achieve compliance with all
of the four pollutants.

B. Compliance with article 3.2

73.  Article 3, paragraph 2, requires Parties to apipdylimit values specified in annexes IV,
V and VI of the Protocol to each new stationaryrsewvithin a stationary source category as
identified in those annexes, no later than the doakes specified in annex VII. As an alternative,
Parties may apply different emission reductiontsgis that achieve equivalent overall
emission levels for all source categories togefhiee. timescale defined in annex VIl is one year
after the date of entry into force of the Protdowolthe Party in question.

1. Limit values, specified in annex |V

(i)  Limit values for sulphur oxides (SCmissions from boilers

74. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé fuestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b, that eight Parties (the Czech Republic,
Finland, Germany, the Netherlands, Slovakia, Slae8pain and the United States) were in
compliance with this obligation.
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75. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Roia) did not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etmlvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for SQemissions from
boilers.

76. The Committee found that the following seven Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aredefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
SO emissions from boilers: Bulgaria, Denmark, LithiaamNorway, Sweden, the United
Kingdom and the European Community.

77. The Committee found the following Party to be impmmmpliance with this obligation:
Switzerland.

(i)  Limit values for sulphur content of gas oil

78. The Committee concluded from the responses to@bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaesii, that five Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Germany, the Netherlands and the Uniteddom) were in compliance with this
obligation.

79.  Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Raajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for sulphur content of
gas oil.

80. The Committee found that the following eight Partied submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
sulphur content of gas oil: Denmark, Finland, Noyw@lovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland
and the European Community. The Committee concltigicthe incomplete responses for this
question may be the result, to a certain exterth@particularly unclear description of the iritia
guestion in the 2006 questionnaire. The obligaitiamot applicable to the United States.

81. The Committee found the following two Parties toitb@on-compliance with this
obligation: Lithuania and Slovakia.
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2. Limit values, specified in annex V

() Limit values for mono-nitrogen oxides (N@®missions

82. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoes3B, that four Parties (the Czech Republic,
Germany, Spain and the United States) were in damg# with this obligation.

83. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Roia) did not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NQ emissions.

84. The Committee found that the following six Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NOy emissions: Bulgaria, Finland, Lithuania, NorwaweSlen and the European Community.

85. The Committee found the following six Parties tam@on-compliance with this
obligation: Denmark, the Netherlands, Slovakiay8iva, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

3. Limit values, specified in Annex VI

(i)  Limit values for volatile organic compounds (VOEsjissions from storage and
distribution of petrol

86. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé fuestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (a), that seven Parties (the Czech
Republic, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, §fawitzerland and the United States) were
in compliance with this obligation.

87. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Rioia) did not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for VOCs emissions
from storage and distribution of petrol.

88. The Committee found that the following two Partiresl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedetiore it was unable to determine their
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compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
VOCs emissions from storage and distribution ofgieFinland and Norway.

89. The Committee found the following seven Partiesg¢on non-compliance with this
obligation: Bulgaria, Denmark, Slovakia, Sloverayeden, the United Kingdom and the
European Community.

(i)  Limit values for non-methane volatile organic compads (NMVOCSs) emissions
from adhesive coating

90. The Committee concluded from the responses to@bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaesP (b), that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Nethatls Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the
United States and the European Community) werenmptiance with this obligation.

91. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Raajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from adhesive coating.

92. The Committee found that the following two Partesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from adhesive coating: Swedenthad)nited Kingdom.

93. The Committee found the following two Parties toitb@on-compliance with this
obligation: Denmark and Switzerland.

(i)  Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from wood andtaidamination

94. The Committee concluded from the responses to@3é guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoaes3P (c), that 13 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Ntetherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, the United States and the European Commuméitse in compliance with this obligation.

95.  Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Raajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallether they had complied with their
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obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from wood and plastic lamination.

96. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from wood and plastic laminati8mweden, Switzerland and the United
Kingdom.

(iv) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from coating psses in the car industry

97. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (d), that 12 Parties (the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Nethet&amMNorway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the
United States and the European Community) weremmptiance with this obligation.

98. One Party, Switzerland, claimed to have no caryctdn in its country, as a
consequence of which the Committee consideredlihgation to be not applicable to that Party.

99.  Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Raajedid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etaimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from coating processes in the car industry.

100. The Committee found that the following three Pariad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from coating processes in thenghrstry: Bulgaria, Sweden and the
United Kingdom.

(v) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from coating psses in various industrial
sectors

101. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (e), that 10 Parties (Bulgaria, Finland,
Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, SliveBpain, the United States and the
European Community) were in compliance with thisgation.
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102. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajedid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etmlvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from coating processes in various industrial sector

103. The Committee found that the following four Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from coating processes in varindastrial sectors: the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Slovakia and Sweden.

104. The Committee found the following two Parties toif@on-compliance with this
obligation: Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

(vi) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from coil coating

105. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaesP (f), that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Norway, Slkia, Slovenia, Spain, the United States
and the European Community) were in compliance thii obligation.

106. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from coil coating.

107. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from coil coating: Denmark, theiéelands and Sweden.

108. The Committee found the following two Parties tol@on-compliance with this
obligation: Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

(vii) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from dry cleaning

109. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0é guestionnaire on strategies and
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policies, and in particular the responses to qoe<P (g), that 14 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Ntetherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, the United Kingdom, the United States aed&dbropean Community) were in
compliance with this obligation.

110. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from dry cleaning.

111. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from dry cleaning: Sweden and &wiand.

(viii) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from manufactuohcoatings, varnishes,
inks and adhesives

112. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (h), that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, Finland,
Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, SlizvaRlovenia, Spain, the United States and
the European Community) were in compliance witl tibligation.

113. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etmimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from manufacturing of coatings, varnishes, inks addesives.

114. The Committee found that the following four Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2haegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from manufacturing of coatinggnighes, inks and adhesives: Denmark,
Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

115. The Committee found the following Party to be imremmpliance with this obligation:
the Czech Republic.
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(ix) Limit values for NMVOCSs emissions from printing ggsses

116. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (i), that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Nethaillg Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the United
States and the European Community) were in cong@iavith this obligation.

117. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from printing processes.

118. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from printing processes: Denmaik &weden.

119. The Committee found the following two Parties tol@on-compliance with this
obligation: Switzerland and the United Kingdom.

(x) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions manufacturinphdrmaceuticals

120. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qae<P (j), that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Nethaallgs Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the
United States and the European Community) werenmptiance with this obligation.

121. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from manufacturing of pharmaceuticals.

122. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aredefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from manufacturing of pharmacelgicDenmark, Sweden and
Switzerland.
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123. The Committee found the following Party to be imremmpliance with this obligation:
the United Kingdom.

(xi) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from conversibnatural or synthetic rubber

124. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (k), that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Netheaa Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and
the United States) were in compliance with thisgailon.

125. One Party, Switzerland, claimed to have no rubbedycrction in its country, as a
consequence of which the Committee consideredlihigation to be not applicable to that Party.

126. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from conversion of natural or synthetic rubber.

127. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from conversion of natural or kgt rubber: Denmark and Sweden.

128. The Committee found the following two Parties toil@on-compliance with this
obligation: the United Kingdom and the European Gumity.

(xii) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from surface rileg

129. The Committee concluded from the responses to@06é guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qor<P (), that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, Finland,
Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, SleavaRlovenia, Spain, the United States and
the European Community) were in compliance witk tiligation.

130. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
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from surface cleaning.

131. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aredefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from surface cleaning: Denmarke@wm and Switzerland.

132. The Committee found the following two Parties toif@on-compliance with this
obligation: the Czech Republic and the United Kimigd

(xiif) Limit values for NMVOCSs emissions from extractibnepetable and animal fat
and refining of vegetable oil

133. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3d (m), that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania,\May, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the
United States and the European Community) weremnptiance with this obligation.

134. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajedid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etmlvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from extraction of vegetable and animal fat anthief) of vegetable oil.

135. The Committee found that the following three Parhiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedetiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from extraction of vegetable anidnal fat and refining of vegetable oil:
the Netherlands, Sweden and Switzerland.

136. The Committee found the following Party to be imremmpliance with this obligation:
the United Kingdom.

(xiv) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from vehiclenisfiing

137. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaes3b (n), that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Nethails Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain and
the United States) were in compliance with thisgailon.
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138. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Roia) did not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from vehicle refinishing.

139. The Committee found that the following five Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hanegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from vehicle refinishing: Denmé&gkyeden, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the European Community.

(xv) Limit values for NMVOCs emissions from impregnattbwooden surfaces

140. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qae<P (0), that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Netheals Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the
United States and the European Community) weremmptiance with this obligation.

141. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etmimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.2 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for NMVOCs emissions
from impregnation of wooden surfaces.

142. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.2hwiegard to the application of limit values for
NMVOCs emissions from impregnation of wooden swefadenmark, Sweden and
Switzerland.

143. The Committee found the following Party to be imremmpliance with this obligation:
the United Kingdom.

C. Compliance with article 7.1 (a)(i)

144. Article 7, paragraph 1 (a)(i), requires Partieschfiave used alternative strategies under
articles 3.2 and 3.3 to document the strategiebespand their compliance with the
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requirements of those paragraphs.

145. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaestD, that three Parties had applied different
emission reduction strategies: Finland, Norway @we&den. Finland referred to documentation
on such strategies. The Committee concluded teasubmitted information was insufficient to
determine whether these strategies achieve ovaradision levels equivalent with those
achieved by application of limit values referredrtarticle 3.2. The Committee concluded that
the replies which were submitted by Norway and Smedere insufficient to determine whether
they had complied with their obligation to documsath alternative strategies.

146. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajedid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteimaether the obligation under
subparagraph (i) of that paragraph was applicableese Parties.

D. Compliance with article 3, paragraph 5

147. Article 3, paragraph 5, requires Parties to apipiytivalues for the fuels and new mobile
sources, identified in annex VIII, no later thae timescales specified in annex VII. The
timescales defined in annex VII are: (a) for Partidich are not countries with economies in
transition, the date of entry into force of thetBool, or the dates associated with the measures
specified in annex VIII and with the limit valugsesified in annex IV, Table 2, whichever is the
later; and (b) for a Party which has declared wdepositing its instrument of ratification that it
wishes to be treated as a country with an econonransition, five years after the date of entry
into force of the Protocol or five years after tteges associated with the measures specified in
annex VIl and with the limit values in annex IVable 2, whichever is the later. Bulgaria is the
only Party to be considered under section D aanamy in transition. As a consequence, the
obligations under article 3, paragraph 5, do notyply to Bulgaria. It did, however, report
limit values for most of the relevant categoriedemannex VIII and annex IV, Table 2.

1. Limit values specified in annex VI

()  Limit values for passenger cars and light-duty ebds in accordance with Annex
VIII, Table 1 of the Protocol

148. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaedtil (a), that 13 Parties (the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Ngr&ovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
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Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United Stated the European Community) were in
compliance with this obligation.

149. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for passenger cars and
light-duty vehicles.

150. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.%hanegard to the application of limit values for
passenger cars and light-duty vehicles: Finland&meden.

(i)  Limit values for heavy-duty vehicles if Europeteady-state cycle(ESC) and
European load-response(ELR) tests are used inrdacge with annex VIII,
Table 2 of the Protocdl

151. The Committee concluded from the responses to@06é guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaetil (b)(i), that 12 Parties (Denmark, Finland,
Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Slovakia, StoagSpain, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom, the United States and the European Contyjunere in compliance with this
obligation.

152. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for heavy-duty vehicles
if the ESC/ELR test is used in accordance with anfid, Table 2 of the Protocol.

153. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedetiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.%hanegard to the application of limit values for
heavy-duty vehicles if the ESC/ELR test is useddoordance with annex VIII, Table 2 of the
Protocol: Germany and Sweden.

154. The Committee found the following Party to be imremmpliance with this obligation:
the Czech Republic.
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(i)  Limit values for heavy-duty vehicles if Europeansient cycle (ETC) test is used
in accordance with annex VIiI, Table 3 of the Poutb

155. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaestil (b)(ii), that 14 Parties (the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Ntetherlands, Norway, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the Uni&tdtes and the European Community) were
in compliance with this obligation.

156. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajedid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for heavy-duty vehicles
if the ETC test is used in accordance with anndk Yhble 3 of the Protocol.

157. The Committee found that the following Party hatmitted replies which were either
incomplete, unclear or less relevant, and theragfawas unable to determine its compliance with
the obligation under article 3.5 with regard to #mplication of limit values for heavy-duty
vehicles if ETC test is used in accordance withexrvilll, Table 3 of the Protocol: Sweden.

(iv) Limit values for diesel engines for non-road mohilechines (ISO 8178) in
accordance with annex VIII, Table 5 of the Protocol

158. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaetil (c), that 13 Parties (the Czech Repubilic,
Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Ngr&ovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United Stated European Community) were in
compliance with this obligation.

159. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal, Romamd the European Community) did
not respond to the questionnaire at all. Due to fagure to comply with their reporting
obligation under article 7, paragraph 1 (a), then@uitee was unable to evaluate whether they
had complied with their obligation under articl® 8vith regard to the application of limit values
for diesel engines for non-road mobile machine®(8378) in accordance with annex VIII,
Table 5 of the Protocol.

160. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, ardefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.3hanegard to the application of limit values for
diesel engines for non-road mobile machines (ISE8Bin accordance with annex VIII, Table 5
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of the Protocol: Finland and Sweden.

(v) Limit values for motorcycles and three- and foureeters (>50 crfi >45 km/h) in
accordance with annex VIII, Table 6 of the Protocol

161. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaestil (d), that one Party (the United States) was
in compliance with this obligation.

162. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for motorcycles and
three- and four-wheelers (>50&nx45 km/h) in accordance with annex VIII, Tablefghe
Protocol.

163. The Committee was unable to determine the commianthe responses of 14 Parties
with the obligation under article 3.5 with regaedthe application of limit values for motorcycles
and three- and four-wheelers (>50¢m45 km/h) in accordance with annex VIII, Tableféhe
Protocol: the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland,n@aty, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland|thiged Kingdom and the European
Community. The reason why compliance could notdsessed for these Parties was that the
new EURO standards (Stage IIl) for motorcycles Wwtdce applicable in these countries
(apparently) allow higher N@mission limit values than the Stage | standargslaged in Table
6 of annex VIII of the Protocol. While no test pedtre is addressed in Table 6, the new Stage
[Il emission limit values, representing the lastelepment of technical progress, were based on
an advanced test procedure. This test procedurenwaels more representative of real-world
vehicle operation and its impact in terms of exhansissions than the procedure normally
connected with Stage |. It was further noted thatadvanced test procedure used was
considered equivalent with the procedure of thes20BECE Global Technical Regulation

No. 2.

(vi) Limit values for mopeds (>50 ém45 km/h) in accordance with annex VIII,
Table 7 of the Protocol

164. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoestl (e), that 13 Parties (the Czech Republic,
Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Ngr&dovakia, Slovenia, Spain,
Switzerland, the United Kingdom, the United Stated the European Community) were in
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compliance with this obligation.

165. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal, Romamd the European Community) did
not respond to the questionnaire at all. Due to fadure to comply with their reporting
obligation under article 7, paragraph 1 (a), then@uttee was unable to evaluate whether they
had complied with their obligation under articl® 8vith regard to the application of limit values
for mopeds (>50cfh >45 km/h) in accordance with annex VIII, Tablefthe Protocol.

166. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedetiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.3hanegard to the application of limit values for
mopeds (>50cr3r,| >45 km/h) in accordance with annex VIII, Tablefthe Protocol: Finland and
Sweden.

(vii) Limit values for fuels in accordance with annexi VIlables 8 and 10, of the
Protocol: petrol

167. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoe<tR (a), that 12 Parties (the Czech Republic,

Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the NethettamNorway, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland,
the United Kingdom and the United States) wereomliance with this obligation.

168. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Boia) did not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for fuels in accordance
with annex VIII, Tables 8 and 10 of the Protocol.

169. The Committee found that the following Party hatmitted replies which were either
incomplete, unclear or less relevant, and therafawas unable to determine its compliance with
the obligation under article 3.5 with regard to #mplication of limit values for fuels in
accordance with annex VIII, Tables 8 and 10 ofRhatocol: Sweden.

170. The Committee found the following two Parties tal@on-compliance with this
obligation: Slovakia and the European Community.

(viii) Limit values for fuels in accordance with annexi VIables 9 and 11 of the
Protocol: diesel
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171. The Committee concluded from the responses to@06é guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaestR (b), that 11 Parties (the Czech Republic,
Finland, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norv&lovenia, Spain, Switzerland, the United
Kingdom and the United States) were in complianitk this obligation.

172. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.5 with regard to the laggtion of limit values for fuels in accordance
with annex VIII, Tables 9 and 11 of the Protocol.

173. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.3hwiegard to the application of limit values for
fuels in accordance with annex VIII, Tables 9 afhdbithe Protocol: Sweden and the European
Community.

174. The Committee found the following two Parties toil@on-compliance with this
obligation: Denmark and Slovakia.

E. Compliance with article 3.8

175. Atrticle 3.8 requires Parties to apply, as a minimtine ammonia control measures,
specified in annex IX of the Protocol. This artidiees not apply to the United States, by virtue
of article 3.10 (b).

1. Ammonia control measur es, specified in annex | X

() Publication and dissemination of an advisory coflgand agricultural practice to
control ammonia emissions

176. The Committee concluded from the responses to@06é guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoe#B, that six Parties (Bulgaria, Denmark,
Germany, Lithuania, Slovenia and the United Kingdlerare in compliance with this obligation.

177. One Party, the European Community, reported thptementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of iterivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation not applicébiehat Party.
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178. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etilvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.8 with regard to the fdiion and dissemination of an advisory code
of good agricultural practice to control ammoniassions.

179. The Committee found that the following five Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.8hanegard to the publication and dissemination
of an advisory code of good agricultural practizedntrol ammonia emissions: the Czech
Republic, Finland, the Netherlands, Slovakia, apdis

180. The Committee found the following three Partiebéan non-compliance with this
obligation: Norway, Sweden and Switzerland.

(i)  Steps taken to limit ammonia emissions from theotifertilizers based on urea

181. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaest#, that 12 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Xtetherlands, Norway, Slovenia, Sweden,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom) were in compdia with this obligation.

182. One Party, the European Community, reported thatementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of iterivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation to be not @pplee for that Party.

183. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etlvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.8 with regard to thepstéaken to limit ammonia emissions from the
use of fertilizers based on urea.

184. The Committee found that the following two Partiesl submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.8hwiegard to the steps taken to limit ammonia
emissions from the use of fertilizers based on:us&@vakia and Spain.
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(iif) Prohibition of the use of ammonium carbonate fizeils

185. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaestb, that six Parties (Bulgaria, Germany, the
Netherlands, Norway, Slovenia, and Spain) wereommiance with this obligation.

186. One Party, the European Community, reported thptementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of iterivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation to be not applie for that Party.

187. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.8 with regard to thelpbition of the use of ammonium carbonate
fertilizers.

188. The Committee found that the following Party hatriited replies which were either
incomplete, unclear or less relevant, and therafamas unable to determine its compliance with
the obligation under article 3.8 with regard to pinehibition of the use of ammonium carbonate
fertilizers: Slovakia.

189. The Committee found the following seven Partiebdan non-compliance with this
obligation: the Czech Republic, Denmark, Finlanithliania, Sweden, Switzerland and the

United Kingdom.

(iv) Measures taken to limit ammonia emissions from meaapplication

190. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoestb, that 11 Parties (Bulgaria, the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Nletherlands, Norway, Slovenia,
Switzerland and the United Kingdom) were in compudi@ with this obligation.

191. One Party, the European Community, reported thptementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of itsrivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation not applicéttehat Party.

192. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruiajadid not respond to the
questionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to eteallaether they had complied with their
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obligation under article 3.8 with regard to the swaas taken to limit ammonia emissions from
manure application.

193. The Committee found that the following three Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aredefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.8haiegard to the measures taken to limit
ammonia emissions from manure application: Slove&ain and Sweden.

(v) Use of low-emission storage systems for new skioses on large pig and poultry
farms or techniques that have been shown to redogssions by 40 per cent or
more compared to the reference as listed in guidatacument V (Executive Body
decision 1999/1)

194. The Committee concluded from the responses to@0Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qaesti’, that seven Parties (the Czech Repubilic,
Denmark, Germany, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Si@/eand Switzerland) were in compliance
with this obligation.

195. One Party, the European Community, reported thatementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of iterivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation not applichtiehat Party.

196. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Ruajadid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynpith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etealvether they had complied with their
obligation under article 3.8 with regard to the oéow-emission storage systems for new slurry
stores on large pig and poultry farms or technighashave been shown to reduce emissions by
40 per cent or more compared to the referencestesllin guidance document V.

197. The Committee found that the following seven Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aredefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.8hanegard to the use of low-emission storage
systems for new slurry stores on large pig andtpotdrms or techniques that have been shown
to reduce emissions by 40 per cent or more compart reference as listed in guidance
document V: Bulgaria, Finland, Norway, Slovakiaa®p Sweden and the United Kingdom.

(vi) Use of housing systems for new animal housing iy Ipig and poultry farms
which have been shown to reduce emissions by 2€ep¢ior more compared to the
reference as listed in guidance document V (Exeelbdy decision 1999/1)
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198. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé guestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qoegtB, that five Parties (Germany, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Slovenia and Switzerland) were in d@npe with this obligation.

199. One Party, the European Community, reported thptementation of the measures
covered by annex IX was the responsibility of iterivber States; as a consequence, the
Committee considered the obligation not applicéttehat Party.

200. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal, Romamd the European Community) did
not respond to the questionnaire at all. Due to tadure to comply with their reporting
obligation under article 7, paragraph 1 (a), then@uitee was unable to evaluate whether they
had complied with their obligation under articl® 8vith regard to the use of housing systems for
new animal housing on large pig and poultry farnmicv have been shown to reduce emissions
by 20 per cent or more compared to the referendistad in guidance document V.

201. The Committee found that the following seven Partiad submitted replies which were
either incomplete, unclear or less relevant, aedefiore it was unable to determine their
compliance with the obligation under article 3.8haiegard to the use of housing systems for
new animal housing on large pig and poultry farnmicv have been shown to reduce emissions
by 20 per cent or more compared to the referentistad in guidance document V: the Czech
Republic, Denmark, Norway, Slovakia, Spain, Swealeth the United Kingdom.

202. The Committee found the following two Parties toibb@on-compliance with this
obligation: Bulgaria and Finland.

(vii) Documentation on other systems or technigues founmgastorage and animal
housing with a demonstrably equivalent efficiency

203. The Committee concluded from the responses to@Bé uestionnaire on strategies and
policies, and in particular the responses to qae#tb, that the obligation was not applicable to
15 of the Parties which had provided responses.

204. Four Parties (Latvia, Luxembourg, Portugal and Raajedid not respond to the
guestionnaire at all. Due to their failure to coynwith their reporting obligation under article 7,
paragraph 1 (a), the Committee was unable to etimaether they had an obligation under
article 3.8 with regard to the documentation oreogystems or techniques for manure storage
and animal housing with a demonstrably equivaléitiency. The same applied to Slovakia,
which had provided unclear and less relevant arswequestions 43-49.
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F. Conclusions

205. On the basis of the information reviewed, the Cottgaicould conclude for only one
Party that it was in compliance with all the obtigas of the Gothenburg Protocol which were
taken into consideration in this in-depth reviewso far as they were applicable to it. For 19
Parties, the Committee was not able to assess @moplwith one or more of these obligations
due to incomplete information. Thirteen PartieseMaund to be in non-compliance with one or
more of the obligations reviewed.

V. COOPERATION WITH OTHER BODIESUNDER AND OUTSIDE THE
CONVENTION

206. In 2005, the Committee asked the secretariat tp keeformed of further developments
in relation to improving the quality of the emissidata reported by Parties. Accordingly, the
secretariat provided information on forthcomingpmsals by the Bureau of the EMEP Steering
Body for reorganization of the emissions work untther Convention and its implications for the
work of the Committee. Mr. Langlois informed ther@mittee about the results of the work of
the ad hoc group of legal experts charged withengirig the legal obligations of revising the
Emission Reporting Guidelines.

207. The Committee thanked the secretariat and Mr. lasdbr the information. It invited
the secretariat to continue to keep it informedefelopments in this area of work.

V. OTHER BUSINESS

208. On the basis of an informal paper prepared by Mdémann and Mr. Langlois, the
Committee discussed more severe measures thatlmewadplied in cases of long-lasting non-
compliance by Parties.

209. On the basis of an informal paper prepared by Miz&r, the Committee further
discussed how to address failure by Parties to tomith the obligations for application of
emission limit values and how to assess the uBAdfand alternative reduction strategies in an
appropriate manner. The Committee reiterated teatgmportance of all the obligations of the
Convention and its Protocols and the fact thatllggdl obligations were equally binding upon
Parties.

V1. FURTHER WORK

210. The Implementation Committee considered and apprasalraft workplan for 2008 (see
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annex) and agreed to submit it to the twenty-Si#ission of the Executive Body.

211. It tentatively scheduled its twenty-first meetimgte held from 7 to 9 April 2008
tentatively in Dubrovnik, Croatia, and its twengesnd meeting from 1 16 July 2008 in

Geneva.
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Table 1. Emissionsreported by Partiesto the 1985 Protocol on Sulphur

Party Base year Annual totals

Year 1980 2001 2002; 2003 2004 20045
Austria X X X X X X
Belarus X X X X X X
Belgium X X X X X X
Bulgaria X X X X X X
Canada X X X X X X
Czech Republic X X X X X X
Denmark X X X X X X
Estonia X X X X X X
Finland X X X X X X
France X X X X X X
Germany X X X X X X
Hungary X X X X X X
ltaly X X X X X B
Liechtenstein X X - - - -
Lithuanid n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Luxembourg X X X X X -
Netherlands X X X X X X
Norway X X X X X X
Russian Federation X X X X X X
Slovakia X X X X X X
Sweden X X X X X X
Switzerland X X X X X X
Ukraine X X X X X X
Total 100% 100 % 96 % 969 96% 86%0

! Lithuania ratified the Protocol on 15 March 200id &ad no legal obligation to report this roundh@ligh it did).
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Table 2. Emissionsreported by Partiesto the Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides

Party

Y ear

Base year

Annual totals

1990

2001

2002

2003

2004

20(

Austria

X

x

Belarus

>

Belgium

Bulgaria

Canada

Xi X X

XXX X X

XXX XX

XXX x X

XXX XX

Cyprus

>
=2
QD

>
=

a

/a

>

X

X

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

X XX XX XXX X

Italy

XX XX XX X XXX

X XE XX XX XX XX

Xix XX XX XXX X

Liechtenstein

XXX X X XX X X XX

Lithuania

>
=2
QD

>
=

a

n/a

/a

>

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Norway

Russian Federation

Slovakia

XX XX X

XXX XX

X XXX X

X X Xix X

X XX x

Slovenia

>
~
QO

=}
=

a

/a

>S5

/a

>

Spain

Sweden

Switzerland

Ukraine

United Kingdom

United States

XiXIXIXIXIXIXIX XX XXX XX X X X XX X X X X X X X X X

XX XX X X

Xixi Xixi Xix

EC

x

x

XXX XX XX

XXX XX XX

XiXix Xix Xix

Total

100%

100 %

96 %

96%

979

879

No data received.
n/a  Not applicable.
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Emissionsreported by partiesto the Protocol on VOCsin accordance with
Executive Body decision 2002/10
Party Annual totals TOMAs*
Year 2002 2003 2004 2005

Austria X X X X'
Belgium X X X X
Bulgaria X X X X7
Czech Republic X X X X7
Denmark X X X X7
Estonia X X X X7
Finland X X X X'
France X X X X'
Germany X X X X7
Hungary X X X X7
Italy X X X -
Liechtenstein - - - -
Luxembourg X X X -
Monaco X X X X'
Netherlands X X X X7
Norway X X X 'y
Slovakia X X X X'
Spain X X X X
Sweden X X X X7
Switzerland X X X X'
United Kingdom X X X X7
Total 95 % 95 % 95 % 86%
Notes

* Reported according to the format in annex | amntkarill, Table 11l of the Emission Reporting Guiitels; see
Executive Body decision 2002/10, para. B 2 (a)d@ed data reported according to Executive Bodysitati
2002/10, para. B 2 (c) will be shown each fifthrysi@rting with 2005 data.
X" Data received on time (only for the current repaytiound)
X Data received late (only for the current repatiound)

No data received
n/a  Not applicable
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Table 4. Emissionsreported by partiesto the 1994 Protocol on Sulphur in accordance with
Executive Body decision 2002/10

Gridded data
Party Annual total§SOMAs * for EMEP

Parties?

Year 2001 2002 2003 2004 200p 2000 20p5

Austria X X X X X7 X X'
Belgium X X X X X n/a X
Bulgaria X n/a n/a X X nla X
Canada n/a n/a n/a n/a X n/a n/a
Croatia X X X X X X -
Cyprug X n/a n/a n/a X n/a X
Czech Republic X X X X X' X X
Denmark X X X X X' X X'
Finland X X X X X' X X'
France X X X X X' X -
Germany X X X X X" X X'
Greece X X X X X - -
Hungary X X X X X7 n/a X
Ireland X X X X XT X X'
Italy X X X X - X X
Liechtenstein X - - - - - -
Luxembourg X X X X - - -
Monaco n/a X X X XT n/a n/a
Netherlands X X X X X7 X -
Norway X X X X X7 X X'
Slovakia X X X X X7 X X'
Slovenia X X X X X7 X X'
Spain X X X X X X X
Sweden X X X X X7 X X'
Switzerland X X X X X7 X X'
United Kingdom X X X X X7 X X
EC X X X X - - -
Total 100%, 96% 96% 96% 85% 81%  75¢6

Notes
! Reported according to the format in annex | antearill, Table 11l of the Emission Reporting Guiitels; see Executive
Body decision 2002/10, para. C.4.
2 Reported according to the formatsfX50km grid specified in annex V of the EmissicepRrting Guidelines; see
Executive Body decision 2002/10, para. A.1 (c)d@eid data only required on five-yearly basis, 208& submitted in
2007.
X" Data received by the required deadline (only fer¢hrrent reporting round)
X Data received late (only for the current repagrtiound)

No data received
n/a  Not applicable.

! Canada submitted data for its SOMA on 15 Febraafy.
2 Cyprus ratified the 1994 Sulphur Protocol on 26ilA2006, so technically should have reported geifidata for 2005.
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Table 5. Emissionsreported by Partiesto the Protocol on POPsin accordance with
Executive Body decision 2005/1

Party Base year Annual totals

Year 1990 2003 2004 2005

Diox = PAH HCB | Diox | PAH & HCB| Diox: PAH HCB| Diox PAH HCB

Austria (1987) X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
Belgium X X X n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a X X X
Bulgaria X X X X X X X X X X' X' X'
Canada n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfja n/a n/a f/a n/a n/an/a
Cyprus X X X X X X X X X e X' X'
Czech Republic X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
Denmark X X NA X X NA X X NA X7 X' NAT
Estonia (1995) X X X n/a n/a n/g X X X X X' X'
Finland (1994) X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
France X X X X X X X X X X' X' X'
Germany X X X X X X X X X X' X' X'
Hungary X X X X X X X X X X' X' X'
Iceland X X NE X X NE X X NE - - -
Italy - - - n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfal - - -
Latvia X X X X X X X X X X' X' X'
Liechtenstein - - - - - - - - - - - -
Lithuania - - - n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a nfal X7 XT NAT
Luxembourg X X X X X X - - - - - -
Netherlands X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
Norway X X NE X X X X X NE X' X' NE'
Republic of Moldova X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
Romania (1989) - - - n/a n/a n/q - - - X X' X'
Slovakia X X X X X X X X X X X X
Slovenia X X X X X X X X X XT X7 X7
Sweden X X X X X X X X X X X' X'
Switzerland X X X X X X X X X xT X' X'
United Kingdom X X X X X X X X X X X7 X7
EC NE NE NE NE NE NE| NE NE NE - - -
Total 82% 82%  82%)| 95% 95% 95% 88% 88% 88fp 82% 82% %

Notes
X" Data received by the required deadline (only ferdarrent reporting round)
X Data received late (only for the current repatiound)

No data received

n/a  Reporting obligation is not applicable

NA  “Not Applicable” (notation key from the Emissidreporting Guidelines signifying that emissions esnsidered by the Party to never occur).
NE “Not Estimated” (notation key from the Emissi@eporting Guidelines signifying that emissions rmagur, but have not been estimated in the
submission. Parties are requested to give the meamissions have not been estimated. (In the dake &C, EU25 totals are difficult to estimate
given the lack of information from individual Staje

! Denmark submitted a letter explaining that HCBeimtory was not available.
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Table 6. Emissions reported by Partiesto the Protocol on Heavy Metalsin accordance with
Executive Body decision 2005/1

Party Base year Annual totals

Year 1990 2003 2004 2005
Austria (1985) X X X xXT
Belgium X X X X
Bulgaria X X X XT
Canada n/a n/a n/a n/a
Cyprus X X X X7
Czech Republic X X X X7
Denmark X X X XT
Estonia -X n/a n/a X7
Finland X X X X7
France X X X XT
Germany X X X XT
Hungary X n/a X XT
Latvia X X X XT
Liechtenstein - - - -
Lithuania X X X XT
Luxembourg X X - -
Monaco (1992) X X X XT
Netherlands X X X X7
Norway X X X XT
Republic of Moldova X X X X7
Romania (1989) - - - X7
Slovakia X X X X7
Slovenia X X X XT
Sweden X X X XT
Switzerland X X X XT
United Kingdom X nla X XT
United States n/a n/a n/a n/a
EC - - - -
Total 88 % 87% 84% 89%

X" Data received by the required deadline (only fier ¢urrent reporting round).
X Data received late (only for the current repagtiound).

- No data received.

n/a  Reporting obligation is not applicable.
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Table 7. Emissionsreported by Partiesto Gothenburg Protocol in accordance with
Executive Body decision 2005/1

Party Base year Annual totals
Year 1990 2005
VO

SO,  NOx VOCs NH; | SO NOx o  NHs
Bulgaria X X X X X' X' X' X'
Czech Republic X X X X X X7 X7 X7
Denmark X X X X X X' X' X'
Finland X X X X X' X' X' X'
Germany X X X X X X' X' X'
Hungary X X X X X' X' X' X'
Latvia X X X X X' e X' X'
Lithuania X X X X xT X' X' X'
Luxembourg X X X X - - - -
Netherlands X X X X X X7 X' X'
Norway X X X X X' e X' X'
Portugal X X X X X e X' X'
Romania X X X X X X7 X7 X7
Slovakia X X X X X e X' X'
Slovenia X X X X X7 xT X7 hd
Spain X X X X X X X X
Sweden X X X X X X' X' X'
Switzerland X X X X X X' X' X'
United Kingdom X X X X X X7 X' X'
United States n/a n/a n/a n/a nfa n/a n/a /a
EC NE NE NE NE - - - -
Total 100% . 100% 100% 100% 90% 90% 90%  90P6

Notes

X" Data received by the required deadline (only ferchrrent reporting round)
X Data received late (only for the current repagtiound)

No data received
n/a  Reporting obligation is not applicable
NA  “Not Applicable” (notation key from the EmissidReporting Guidelines signifying that emissions @asidered by the Party
to never occur).
NE “Not Estimated” (notation key from the EmissiBeporting Guidelines signifying that emissions ragur, but have not
been estimated in the submission. Parties are stgflito give the reason emissions have not beenatstl. (In the case of the EC,
EU25 totals are difficult to estimate given theka information from individual states)
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Table 8. 2006 Review on Strategies and Policies. Responsesreceived by Partiesto the Protocolsin force

Party 1985 1988 1991 1994 1998 1998
Protocol Sulphur NOx VOCs Sulphur POPs Heavy Metals | Gothenburg
(Q.1) (Q.2-6) (Q.7-12) | (Q.13-18) | (Q.19-30) (Q.31-35) . 36-

1. Austria A A A A A A

2. Belarus B B A
3. Belgium A A A A m

4. Bulgaria A A

5. Canada A A \\\\\\\\\
6. Croatia \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\-j—\
;. gypr%sR n \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ DRI
. Czech Republic
9. Denmark B B B
10. Estonia A A A
11. Finland A A A
12. France None A None
13. Germany A A A A A
14. Greece A More. AMIMIIIMMY___Norze_ MIMHIMHIIIIIIIIImiiminninme
15. Hungary @ b Ad P d A A T A AN
16. Iceland A M e AADhbdDDIH DD i e,
17. Ireland \\\\\\\\\\\\\“\\\\\\\\\\“\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\g\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
18. Italy A | A | A | A T
19. Latvia i i nmny,_None None
20. Liechtenstein None| None MMM
g tlthuant;a c (No#3§-34) B <
. Luxembourg one _one _one _one one one one
23. Moldova \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\&\\\\\\\\\\\\N&\\\\\\\\\\\\\ d hinmy
24. Monaco N\ ‘ N None N\
25. Netherlands A A B A A A A
26. Norway A A A A A A B
27. Portugal O R £
28. Romania \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ None | __ None |
gg Elussign Federation > W& A
31. Slovenia N A A A A
32. Spain x\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\
33. Sweden A A A A A A A
34. Switzerland A A
35. Ukraine A A T A
36. United Kingdom \\\\\\—__
37. United States DLAMIMTE. 2 ;- ad ;2 a. ; ;nins.,.y A A
38. European Communi A ANMNY € (No#3-5) Al B B
A. Response to all questions related to the Protecalived by the deadline of 31 March 2006 (30 A20D6 for the Russian Federation).
B. Response to all questions related to the Prbteceived, but not by the deadline of 31 March@(&0 April 2006 for the Russian Federation).
C. (no#...) Response to all questions relatebigdProtocol received, except those specified.
None: No response received to any question regattis Protocol.

I:l Not applicable (not Party to the Protocol).

EI Responded to one or more questions, although uradiegal obligation to do so.

1/ Cyprus replied to questions 13-17, althoughtified the Second Protocol on Sulphur on 26 A20106 (with entry into force in July 2006).
2/ Estonia ratified the Protocol on Heavy Metals2drMarch 2006 (with entry into force in June 2006)

3/ ltaly ratified the Protocol on POPs on 20 JuB@&and Lithuania on 16 June 2006 (with entry fotee in September 2006).

4/ Lithuania acceded to the Protocol on Nitrogem@x on 26 May 2006 (with entry into force in Aug2606).

5/ The Protocol on Nitrogen Oxides entered intaddior Slovenia on 5 April 2006.
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Annex

Annex

Draft workplan for 2008
1.2 COMPLIANCE REVIEW

Description/objectivesReview of compliance by the Parties with theiligdtions under the
Protocols to the Convention.

Main activities and time schedul&ny submission or referral made under paragrafi) 8f the
Committee's functions will be dealt with as a ptigrand the Committee may have to adjust its
workplan and time schedule accordingly. In thisarelgthe Committee will continue to review
the progress made by the Parties in response tsialestaken by the Executive Body based
upon the Committee’s recommendations, as well@as¢ed for possible additional measures for
dealing with non-compliance on a case-by-case bake Implementation Committee will also
evaluate the reporting by the Parties on their sionis data and their strategies and policies,
including the reporting on technology-related ofiligns. It will start an in-depth review of
compliance by the Parties with the 1998 ProtocdPops and the 1998 Protocol on Heavy
Metals, with a view to completing them in 2009. Temmittee will continue its dialogue with
appropriate bodies and experts. It will also cargito consider, as appropriate, compliance
issues related to obligations in the protocols #énatnot subject to specific reporting
requirements, such as provisions dealing with mebeand monitoring. Furthermore:

(a) The twenty-first meeting of the Implementat©@ommittee will tentatively be
held in Dubrovnik, Croatia, on 7-9 April 2008;

(b) The twenty-second meeting of the Implementa@ommittee will tentatively be
held in Geneva on 14-16 July 2008;

(c) The eleventh report by the Implementation Catte will be submitted to the
Executive Body at its twenty-sixth session.



