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 A. Background and acknowledgements 

The seminar on risk assessment methodologies was held on 4 December 2018 in the 
framework of the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the United Nations 
Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention on the Transboundary Effects of 
Industrial Accidents (Industrial Accidents Convention) (Geneva, 4–6 December 2018). 

The overall aim of the seminar was to support UN member States, notably Parties to the 
Convention and the beneficiary countries of its Assistance Programme1, in their efforts to 
implement the Convention by providing an opportunity to exchange information and share 
experiences and practices in the use of effect and risk assessment methodologies. 

The seminar was substantively prepared by a small group on risk assessment, comprising 
members of the Bureau (Mr. Martin Merkofer (Switzerland), Mr. Michael Struckl (Austria) 
and Ms. Jasmina Karba (Slovenia)), the Working Group on Implementation (Mr. Raphael 
Gonzalez (Switzerland)), and supported by the UNECE secretariat (Ms. Claudia Kamke and 
Ms. Franziska Hirsch) and a consultant to the UNECE secretariat (Ms. Rebecca Wardle). 

The small group held several face-to-face meetings and communicated by email to prepare 
the seminar. It also drafted supporting documents for participants, moderators of the 
sessions and speakers in advance of the seminar, notably the official background 
document for the seminar (ECE/CP.TEIA/2018/1) and the flyer containing the seminar 
programme, which were made available on the UNECE webpage.2 The organization of the 
seminar would not have been possible without the excellent leadership by the members of 
the small group and the active contributions of the speakers, moderators and the 
participants at the seminar. 

The present report contains the key findings from the seminar, the results of the 
evaluation forms from the seminar and possible follow-up activities suggested by the 
participants and members of the small group. The report was prepared by the UNECE 
secretariat, thanks to a financial contribution by Switzerland. The conclusions contained 
herein were agreed upon by the small group on risk assessment and the moderators of the 
seminar. 

  

  
  1 At the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties, the Assistance Programme was renamed to the Assistance and 

Cooperation Programme. 
  2 Available from https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=50370 and http://www.unece.org/index.php?id=46249. 

https://www.unece.org/index.php?id=50370
http://www.unece.org/index.php?id=46249
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B.  Attendance  

The seminar was attended by a total of 125 participants. Among the participants were 
representatives of 37 Parties3 to the Convention, six non-Parties4 within the UNECE region 
and two representatives of a country outside the UNECE region (Brazil attended via 
WebEx).  

In addition, representatives of three United Nations organizations participated in the 
meeting: the United Nations Office for Disaster Reduction (UNISDR) and the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) / Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 
Affairs (OCHA) Joint Environment Unit. Representatives of the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development (OECD), the Center for Emergency Situations and Disaster 
Risk Reduction (CESDRR), the Interstate Council on Industrial Safety of the Commonwealth 
of Independent States (CIS Interstate Council) and the Union for the Mediterranean 
attended. The following non-governmental organizations (NGOs), academic institutions 
and industry associations were also represented: CENIT Hydrocarbon transport and 
logistics; Eco Peace NGO; the European Chemical Industry Council (CEFIC); the Institution 
of Chemical Engineers (IChemE); and the Giurgiulesti International Free Port, Danube 
Logistics. 

  

  
 3 Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Estonia, European 

Union, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Montenegro, Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland. 

  4 Georgia, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. 
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C.  Key points and conclusions of the seminar 

The seminar comprised five thematic sessions over one full day. Session I provided an 
overview of risk assessment methodologies in the context of the UNECE Industrial 
Accidents Convention, the Sendai Framework for Risk Reduction 2015–2030 (Sendai 
Framework) and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). Sessions II, III and IV entailed 
presentations by country representatives and organizations from the UNECE region, which 
provided an opportunity to raise awareness of the role and different types of effect and 
risk assessment methodologies used by countries in the UNECE region for industrial 
accident prevention, preparedness and response. The speakers discussed the most 
important issues relating to the use and implementation of such methodologies, 
evaluation criteria and risk acceptance values. 

The seminar continued with a panel discussion (session V) on the topic of the needs and 
opportunities related to the implementation of effect and risk assessment methodologies 
under the Convention and concluded with a summary of the seminar and potential follow-
up activities. The key points and conclusions are outlined in the sections below. 

 I. Key points and conclusions from Session I: Linking effect and risk 
assessment methodologies with the UNECE Industrial Accidents 
Convention, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015–
2030 and the Sustainable Development Goals 

Session I was moderated by Ms. Jasmina Karba (Ministry of Environmental and Spatial 
Planning and Chair of the Conference of the Parties) and set the scene for the seminar on 
effect and risk assessment 
methodologies. Mr. Martin Merkofer 
from the Federal Office for the 
Environment, Switzerland, started 
with providing an overview of the 
scope and objectives of the seminar, 
the selection process for the 
cases/presentations, and the basic 
concepts of effect and risk assessment 
methodologies and evaluation criteria. 

Mr. Leo Iberl (Bavarian State Ministry of the Environment and Consumer Protection, 
Germany and Chair of the Working Group on Implementation) provided an evaluation of 
the implementation reports and recommendations by the Working Group on 
Implementation. Among others, his presentation showed that the seminar was organized 
based on the needs expressed by countries in their national reports on the 
implementation of the UNECE Industrial Accidents Convention, specifically to “Share 
information on risk assessment methodologies to evaluate the potential transboundary 
effects of hazardous activities”. Both Mr. Iberl and the UNECE secretariat highlighted that 
the Convention, as a legal instrument for improving industrial safety, supports its Parties 
and beneficiary countries in assessing and reducing risks related to industrial hazards. The 
legal provisions (namely articles 4, 6 and 8 and annexes III and V) show that the 
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undertaking of risk assessments and evaluations are integral to implementing the 
Convention. The secretariat also recalled that, in accordance with the location criteria 
(ECE/CP.TEIA/12, annex II, Decision 2004/2) adopted by the Conference of the Parties to 
facilitate the identification of hazardous activities, a hazardous activity falls under the 
scope of the Convention if it lies within 15 kilometres from the border (air path) or if a 
hazardous substance can reach a potentially affected country within 48 hours of average 
flow velocity (water path). This shows that the location criteria currently allow for a 
harmonized application by all UNECE countries when identifying hazardous activities under 
the scope of the Convention. 

The presentations by the UNECE secretariat and UNISDR highlighted the interlinkages and 
importance of risk assessment in light of the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction, the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and the Convention’s legal 
provisions and its long-term strategy to 2030. Both presentations emphasized that the 
Sendai Framework, in particular, represents a positive shift in focus from disaster 
management to risk management, which has enhanced the relevance of the Convention 
and its implementation in meeting important global commitments. The secretariat 
highlighted that the Convention can help its Parties in their attainment of the SDGs and 
the Sendai Framework, as a number of their targets are directly relevant or can be 
associated to risk assessment and prevention, preparedness and response to industrial 
accidents. 

It was therefore stressed that risk assessment and management is crucial not only in 
implementing the Convention, but also in view of the targets, priorities and indicators set 
out in the Sendai Framework and the SDGs for UN Member States worldwide. 
Furthermore, the UNECE secretariat explained that the Convention’s revised long-term 
strategy to 2030 acts as a vehicle for implementing the legal provisions of the Convention 
and these relevant global commitments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 - The linkages between the UNECE Industrial Accidents Convention, its Long-term Strategy for the 
Convention to 2030, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 and the Sustainable 
Development Goals 
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Mr. Adam Fysh, UNISDR, made links between national risk 
assessment and the UNISDR Global Assessment Report 
(GAR) and GAR Atlas (a risk data platform), which are 
important for the assessment and subsequent 
management of risk in national, international and multi-
national structures. In addition, the UNISDR Words into 
Action Guidelines for National Disaster Risk Assessment 
were mentioned as an important vehicle for knowledge 
translation and converting complex concepts into 
practical tools for understanding risk. He emphasized that 
UNISDR’s focus is on reducing risks and vulnerabilities 
rather than disasters, and that the organization’s scope 
has expanded with the Sendai Framework beyond natural 
hazards to a much wider range that includes 
technological hazards. He highlighted that risk 
assessment for industrial accident prevention is a holistic, interconnected and interlinked 
process. National, local, transboundary and global risk assessment are not separate 
envelopes, but they are all interlinked and part of a more complex global framework. 

 II. Key points and conclusions from Session II: Overview of different effect 
and risk assessment methodologies among UNECE member States 

Session II was moderated by Mr. Michael 
Struckl (Federal Ministry for Digital and 
Economic Affairs, Austria and member of the 
Convention’s Bureau) and provided an 
overview of different effect and risk 
assessment methodologies used by UNECE 
countries. The first presentation in this session 
by Mr. Serkan Girgin of the European 
Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC), 
provided an overview of the basic concepts and 
benefits of two software tools for risk analysis that have been developed by the JRC and 
are available for use by all countries: the ADAM and Rapid-N tools. These tools are useful 
in analysing the risks of chemical accidents including those caused by natural hazards 
(‘Natech’5 accidents). Mr. Girgin noted that training for experts of UNECE countries outside 
the European Union in using these tools could possibly be implemented in the future.  

  
  5 Natural-hazard-triggered technological disasters  

Figure 2 - UNISDR's Words into 
Action Guidelines: National Disaster 
Risk Assessment 
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The following presentations by the representatives of Belgium, Italy, the Russian 
Federation and Serbia highlighted that there is a variety of risk assessment methodologies 
and differences in the approaches used by countries in regard to terminology, scenarios 
for major accidents and databases on failure frequencies, criteria for impact and exposure, 
endpoint values as well as risk acceptability criteria. Ms. Karola Imbrechts spoke about the 
government of Flanders’ (Belgium) new Manual for Risk Calculations which is based on 
quantitative risk assessments. Meanwhile, Italy uses a hybrid method of a quantitative 
assessment of the potential consequences of an accident and a qualitative estimation of 
the frequency of accident scenarios, whereby the ‘top events’ (i.e. worst-case accident 
scenarios) are generally selected, as indicated by Mr. Roberto Emmanuele from the 
national fire brigade.  

The Russian Federation has developed quite a number of regulations and documents on 
risk assessment methodologies for their quantitative risk assessments. Mr. Mikhail 
Lisanov, Centre for Risk Analysis, noted that some of the main differences between the 
Russian Federation risk assessment methodologies and other countries’ methodologies are 
associated with differences in impact and destruction criteria, assumptions applied in 
practice, and in the acceptability criteria. The presentation by Mr. Bojan Srdic of the 
Ministry of Environmental Protection of Serbia, on the other hand, showed that his 
country uses a consequence-based approach to risk assessment, which involves modelling 
the effects of an accident and a vulnerability analysis and the consideration of the worst-
case scenario. He showed that Serbia applies risk assessment methodologies not only for 
human risks, but also for environmental risks as groundwater and surface water pollution.  

Figure 3 - RAPID-N Methodology, European Commission Joint Research Centre 
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Interestingly, a comparison table of individual risk acceptability criteria used in different 
countries around the world was presented by the Russian Federation, and in the 
subsequent discussions the participants suggested that it could possibly be elaborated for 
the entire UNECE region in the future. The table highlighted that some countries are using 
similar elements for risk assessment approaches, for example the Russian Federation uses 
similar individual acceptable risk criteria as the Netherlands.  

The participants also learned about the challenges that many countries face in the use and 
implementation of risk assessment, such as the absence of reliable databases on failure 
frequencies, equipment reliability, incidents and accident rates, as well as a lack of quality 
software tools. Ms. Karola Imbrechts of the government of Flanders also highlighted 
another challenge that authorities and industry/operators face: the variance in results of 
the risk assessments, due to methods described too little in detail, variability in the 
competency/quality of the external safety expert and the software tool used. The “Project 
Unification” by the government of Flanders was an interesting project that sought to avoid 
differences in risk assessment results; however, it was revealed that even within the same 
national approach differences in results may occur. Therefore, it is important to have a 
detailed methodology to ensure consistent results, preferably also with calculation 
examples. 

This session underlined that risk acceptability criteria and approaches can be, on the one 
hand, very different despite geographical proximity and, on the other hand, very similar 
despite geographical distances between UNECE countries. It also showed that, while 
UNECE countries use different approaches, they often face similar challenges in 

Not acceptable Grey zone Acceptable 

Figure 4 - Comparison table of different countries' individual risk acceptability criteria. Source: Centre for 
Risk Analysis, Russian Federation 
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conducting risk assessments. This underlines the need for information sharing and 
exchanging information on different approaches to understand and manage risks, 
especially in a transboundary context. This session also showed how Serbia, as a 
beneficiary country of the Industrial Accidents Convention’s Assistance Programme6, has 
effectively established a sustainable, robust system for risk/effect assessment in recent 
years. 

 III. Key points and conclusions from Session III: Evaluation criteria for risks 
related to major accident hazards for the protection of humans and the 
environment and risk acceptance values 

Evaluation criteria for risks related to major accident 
hazards for the protection of humans and the 
environment and risk acceptance values, was covered 
in session III, moderated by Mr. Gerhard Winkelmann-
Oei of the German Federal Environment Agency, co-
Chair of the UNECE Joint Expert Group on Water and 
Industrial Accidents and member of the Convention’s 
Bureau.  

Ms. Anneke Raap of the Dutch Ministry for Infrastructure and Water provided details of 
the Netherlands’ methodology for quantitative risk assessment and evaluation criteria for 
both humans and the environment. Ms. Raap noted that the Netherlands uses different 
risk and evaluation approaches to it neighbours, Germany and Belgium. Despite the 
differences in risk/evaluation approaches used by these neighbouring countries, if a 
hazardous activity is located near the border, the authorities and the public of the 
neighbouring country are provided with an opportunity to make comments on the 
Netherlands’ analysis and evaluation for that particular case. Through transboundary 
cooperation and agreements, the authorities and the public in potentially affected areas of 
neighbouring countries can be engaged in discussions about the analysis and evaluation 
criteria used by the Netherlands and about the measures taken to reduce the risks. It was 
acknowledged by the moderator that cooperation between these countries (Belgium, 
Germany, the Netherlands, and also Switzerland) is exemplary. 

Switzerland also uses quantitative evaluation criteria to quantify the damage that could be 
inflicted upon the population or the environment, as explained by Mr. Raphaël Gonzalez of 
the Swiss Federal Office for the Environment. Switzerland employs a 2-step process for 
evaluating the risks against the set thresholds. Mr. Gonzalez highlighted that a consistent 
approach to assessing risk reports and the provision of clear criteria to determine the level 
of acceptable risks are important. In Switzerland, the legally binding criteria are based on 
the societal risk and not on the individual risk. Furthermore, risk assessment is not only 
applied for human risks, but also for environmental risks as groundwater and surface 
water pollution as in Serbia. 

  
  6 The Industrial Accident Convention’s Assistance Programme was renamed the Assistance and Cooperation 

Programme at the tenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties (4-6 December 2018, Geneva) 
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The moderator of this session highlighted that while it is reasonably straightforward to set 
thresholds for risk acceptability it is much more difficult to apply them, to communicate 
the results and to reach consensus amongst all stakeholders that these thresholds are 
going to be accepted. Therefore, it is important that the authorities elaborate the 
thresholds/risk acceptability criteria together with industry and the public to ensure that 
the results are better accepted. Mr. Gonzalez mentioned that Switzerland’s national 
thresholds are contained in an enforcement document, which is updated when new 
findings are available.  

The presentation by Ms. Zsuzsanna Gyenes, a representative of the Institution of Chemical 
Engineers (IChemE), showed the relevance of performance indicators as an additional 
element of risk assessment.  

During the discussion the point was raised that the transportation of hazardous activities 
via pipelines poses serious risks7, and that authorities need to ensure that these risks are 
adequately assessed and managed. Switzerland explained that it had included pipelines as 
well as transport routes in its Major Accident Ordinance, in line with article 5 of the UNECE 
Industrial Accidents Convention, due to the high risk related to this hazardous activity. In 
addition, issues relating to Natech events (e.g. floods and earthquakes) were mentioned 
by the Netherlands and it was noted that evaluation criteria are yet to be developed. The 
participants agreed that it was important to address these risks, as promoted in the 
revised long-term strategy for the Convention to 2030, which was adopted at the tenth 
meeting of the Conference of the Parties to the Industrial Accidents Convention. 

  
  7 It was also noted that the Joint Expert Group on Water and Industrial Accidents has developed Safety Guidelines 

and Good Practices for Pipelines, available from: http://www.unece.org/environmental-policy/conventions/industrial-
accidents/publications/official-publications/2015/safety-guidelines-and-good-practices-for-pipelines/docs.html 

Risk report 
• Detailed risk analysis with estimation of magnitude of possible harm to 

population and / or environment based on multiple scenarios. 
• Probability / Consequence diagrammes (plot of societal risk). 
• Identification of safety measures to minimize risk. 
• Evaluation of risk acceptability upon Major Accidents Ordinance 

evaluation risk criteria. 

Figure 5 - Key contents of a risk report, Federal Office for the Environment Switzerland 

http://www.unece.org/environmental-policy/conventions/industrial-accidents/publications/official-publications/2015/safety-guidelines-and-good-practices-for-pipelines/docs.html
http://www.unece.org/environmental-policy/conventions/industrial-accidents/publications/official-publications/2015/safety-guidelines-and-good-practices-for-pipelines/docs.html
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It was also mentioned that the key question for authorities and experts is in relation to 
which type of risk assessment methodology and evaluation criteria is best for a certain 
type of risk. Therefore, a classification of risks and the types of methodologies that could 
be used to assess them would be useful.  

 IV. Key points and conclusions from Session IV: Specific application of effect 
and risk assessment criteria by UNECE member states in a transboundary 
context 

Session IV, moderated by Mr. Pawel Dadasiewicz 
(Head of Division and representative of the 
Inspectorate for Environmental Protection, Poland 
and Vice-Chair of the Convention), was dedicated to 
the application of effect and risk assessment criteria 
in a transboundary context. The first speaker, Mr. 
Michael Struckl, spoke about the role of land-use 
planning in industrial safety concerns, including in a 
transboundary context. He recalled the legal context 

and article 7 of the Convention (which requires Parties to seek the establishment of 
policies on the siting of new or modified hazardous activities and on significant 
developments in areas which could be affected by transboundary effects of an accident). 
His presentation also demonstrated that the role of land-use planning in the industrial 
safety context involves policies and measures such as establishing safety distances 
between hazardous activities and sensitive areas or restrictions of use and development 
within the area around hazardous activities.  

 

Figure 6 - Risk mapping for earthquakes and 
evaluation criteria, source: Ministry for 
Infrastructure and Water, Netherlands 
evaluation criteria 
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Mr. Struckl noted that the UNECE Guidance on land-use planning, the siting of hazardous 
activities and related safety aspects, which was published in 2017, outlines the basic 
concepts and different approaches to risk assessment and land-use planning.  

It also contains good practice examples from UNECE countries 
in integrating and applying these approaches. However, he 
highlighted that there is not a “one and only” formula for 
handling safety and land-use planning issues and therefore 
the Guidance can only show the various solutions and 
approaches. 

 

 

 

 

Ms. Svetlana Stirbu (representing the Danube Logistics SRL, operator of the Giurgiulesti 
International Free Port in the Republic of Moldova) presented a risk assessment case at 
the Port’s oil terminal. She expressed the need for further training of experts in performing 
risk assessments as well as cooperation with neighbouring countries. 

On the topic of training, the following presentation by Ms. Eszter Szilágyi of the Hungarian 
National Directorate General for Disaster Management reported on the international 
exercise on the prevention of industrial accidents and water pollution control, which was 
organized by Hungary in 2017. Experts from Hungary and neighbouring countries (as well 
as 17 international experts) participated in this exercise and learned about emergency 
responses to simulated accidents at a refinery on the Danube River that have the potential 
to cause transboundary water pollution. It involved effective cooperation between the 
professional fire fighters, the fire department of the refinery and other authorities.  

 

 

 

This session, although dedicated to transboundary cooperation, demonstrated that none 
of the presentations addressed or provided case examples of the application of risk/effect 
assessment in a transboundary context. It highlighted that the application of different 
methods by neighbouring countries poses a challenge to transboundary cooperation and 
the joint assessment of risks with potential cross-border effects, especially if, like in the 
case of the Netherlands, neighbouring countries (Belgium and Germany) use different 
approaches. It also became evident that countries often do not know which risk 

Figure 7 - Elements of the UNECE Guidance on land-use planning, the siting of hazardous facilities and related 
safety aspects 

Figure 8 - Photos of international response exercise on the Danube River, Hungary, September 2018 
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assessment approaches the neighbouring countries use. Accordingly, this demonstrates 
the need for more information sharing and cooperation between neighbouring and 
riparian countries on their risk assessment methodologies, with a view to improving 
transboundary risk/effect assessment based on a compatible approach for jointly 
analyzing and evaluating risks that have potential cross-border effects. 

 V. Key points and conclusions from Session V: Panel discussion on needs 
and opportunities 

The seminar continued with a panel discussion on the topic of the needs and opportunities 
related to the implementation of effect and risk assessment methodologies under the 
Convention, moderated by an expert from the Netherlands, Mr. Chris Dijkens. Seven 
delegates participated as panellists in this session: Mr. Eivitas Tupikas, Ministry of the 
Interior Fire and Rescue Department, Lithuania; Ms. Svetlana Stirbu, ICS Danube Logistics 
SRL, Giurgiulesti International Free Port, Republic of Moldova; Ms. Anneke Raap, Ministry 
of Infrastructure and Water, Netherlands; Ms. Rachel McCann, Health and Safety 
Executive, United Kingdom; Ms. Torill Tandberg, Norwegian Directorate for Civil 
Protection, Norway, Chair of the OECD Working Group on Chemical Accidents and member 
of the Convention’s Bureau; and Ms. Zsuzsanna Gyenes, Institution of Chemical Engineers 
(IChemE). 

Each of the panellists stated their opinion on the 
advantages and disadvantages of the different 
methodologies, approaches and experiences that 
were presented in sessions II-IV, and the needs 
and opportunities for risk assessment 
methodologies, with respect to their 
countries/institutions, as elaborated below. 
These statements underlined that each country 
has its own characteristics and its own policies 
and legislation; therefore, it is not surprising that 

each has different methodologies and approaches to risk/effect assessment.  

The panellists noted that authorities, operators and other relevant stakeholders need to 
understand how the different methodologies work in order to decide which ones to use in 
certain circumstances. Many countries, including the United Kingdom and Norway, require 
risk assessments to be carried out but do not specify a particular type of method to be 
used for that assessment. Instead, a number of countries (mostly within Europe) have 
developed guidance on risk assessment methodologies, which recommend, for example, 
the use of quantitative risk assessments for some types of industries/projects and 
qualitative assessments for others. The discussion highlighted the importance of taking on 
board all the different methodologies and understanding what works best for that 
particular project in the context of that country. The participants considered it useful to 
share such information with one another to get a better overview of which methodologies 
could be used for a specific type of risk. 
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The panellists from Norway and the Netherlands highlighted that consultations between 
authorities, operators and the public, further to the development of guidelines on 
different risk assessment methodologies can support the relevant stakeholders in using 
them and are prerequisites for developing a workable effect and risk assessment 
procedure. In this respect, an advantage of risk assessment is that the use and 
development of different methodologies brings 
together stakeholders to discuss safety measures. For 
example, consultations held with respect to the 
development of new guidance provides an opportunity 
to obtain input and agreement from various industries 
and stakeholders before it is published. Developing and 
applying risk assessment methodologies therefore 
requires a joint effort between stakeholders. 
Furthermore, it was highlighted that the OECD Guiding 
Principles for Chemical Accident Prevention, 
Preparedness and Response contains “Golden rules” for 
all the relevant stakeholders (authorities, 
industry/operators, the public, etc) which state that 
“risk assessments should be undertaken from the 
earliest stages of design and construction, throughout 
operation and maintenance”.  

The panellist from ICS Danube Logistics SRL agreed that it is important for authorities to 
involve specialists from industry to develop methodologies and perform the risk 
assessment. However, the Republic of Moldova does not use such an approach, as 
industry/operators are not involved in such consultations, and therefore this is an area for 
improvement. She noted different specialists need to be involved to identify risks from 
different perspectives. 

In response to the moderator’s question on 
ideas for future work in this field, a number 
of participants provided input. Several 
countries suggested that the classification of 
risks and a short description of the different 
types of methodologies that could be used 
to assess that risk would be useful for both 
authorities and industries. Participants 
indicated their readiness to provide the 
UNECE secretariat with this information for 
their country, if desired. Furthermore, it was suggested that those classifications and 
descriptions could be documented in a short guidance or on a webpage. In addition, the 
delegate from the Republic of Moldova suggested that good practices (with a 
benchmarking aim) should be shared between countries and the outcomes of those 
assessment should be categorized according to the types of industries (such as LNG). 
Moreover, information on those outcomes should be provided – with a particular focus on 
the additional technical measures that were identified to reduce the risks of those 
industries.  
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The input from participants during the discussion highlighted that the sharing of such 
information and good practices would be beneficial for countries across all UNECE sub-
regions. The participant from Kazakhstan revealed that the matter is of great interest to 
his country, especially access to information on what is being done by other countries and 
the taking up best practice. The participant from Cyprus stated that key issue is the 
application of various methodologies and the involvement of operators and their effective 
implementation of assessment results. In keeping with earlier comments made by the 
panellists, he also noted that competent authorities need to have a good understanding of 
the methodologies to determine whether the operators are implementing them correctly.  

The discussion on transboundary aspects highlighted the importance of understanding 
which methodologies neighbouring countries use (and by that understanding each other’s 
decisions) and learning from other countries’ practices. In relation to the question of the 
need for a uniform approach to risk assessment, the panel and other participants who 
expressed their opinion agreed that it is not practical or appropriate to strive for a uniform 
approach throughout the region. The general consensus was that uniformity or 
harmonizing should not be the objective but instead the exchange of information on the 
methodologies used, sharing case examples, consultations and cooperation between 
experts (within and between countries) should take place. The participants and panellists 
stressed that it would be useful to gain information about countries’ good and bad 
practices too when sharing experiences in the use and implementation of risk/effect 
assessment methodologies. This could be done by describing anonymous cases. 
Furthermore, this information should be accessible to all UNECE countries.  

In regard to the type of support needed, 
the participants highlighted in their 
statements that UNECE should play a 
crucial role in this process and they made 
several concrete proposals for how UNECE 
could support countries, such as through 
the development of online training and 
guidance materials8, conducting webinars 
following countries’ peer reviews, the 
classification / categorization of risks and 

related methodologies, the description of existing methodologies and case examples 
(mapping), the elaboration of a comparison table of the different methodologies used by 
countries, assistance and capacity development activities, transboundary cooperation, and 
a review of the Convention’s location criteria. The participants also recommended that 
UNECE cooperate with other international organizations on the topic of risk assessment, 
such as the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre, OECD and UNISDR, to support 
countries in, for example, information exchange and bilateral or multilateral discussions on 

  
  8 In addition to the existing tools and guidance materials developed by the UNECE Industrial Accidents Convention, 

such as the safety guidelines and good practices (available from: http://www.unece.org/environmental-
policy/conventions/industrial-accidents/publications.html) and the online training tool, as well as the existing 
guidance materials developed by UNISDR such as the Words into Action guidelines: National disaster risk 
assessment (available from https://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/52828)  

http://www.unece.org/environmental-policy/conventions/industrial-accidents/publications.html
http://www.unece.org/environmental-policy/conventions/industrial-accidents/publications.html
https://www.unisdr.org/we/inform/publications/52828
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methodologies. The panellist from ICS Danube Logistics SRL noted that it would be useful 
to have UNECE involved in joint workshops, trainings or discussions between neighbouring 
countries on transboundary risk assessment. This would help to develop a safety culture 
within and amongst countries. 

 VI. Summary of the key conclusions of the seminar 

Based on the points raised at the seminar, Mr. Struckl delivered a summary of each 
session, the key conclusions as well as potential follow-up activities. Among others, he 
stressed in particular the following aspects of which the participants took note of: 

• The seminar clearly demonstrated that there is a variety of risk assessment 
methodologies in the UNECE region available – some focusing on prevention 
measures, others on emergency response or frequency of safety inspections, etc. 
There are even more risk assessment methodologies in the UNECE region than were 
presented during the seminar. In light of this, a possible follow-up activity could be to 
classify/categorize the methodologies based on different safety aspects and decision 
steps within the individual methodology – and such could for example be included 
with case studies in a guidance document. There was consensus among the 
participants that it would not be practical to develop a harmonized / uniform risk 
assessment methodology for the entire UNECE region. 

• Risk assessment and management are crucial for industrial accident prevention under 
the Convention and they help to implement the global commitments under the Sendai 
Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development and its SDGs. National, local, transboundary and global risk assessments 
are all interlinked. 

• Transboundary risk assessment poses a challenge to UNECE countries due to the use of 
different methodologies and also the lack of information about the methodology used 
by neighbouring countries. This demonstrates the need to further exchange 
information among neighbouring countries about the methodologies used to improve 
the joint understanding and analysis of risks. The description of case examples 
(mapping) could be considered to provide and share information among UNECE 
countries on the risk assessment methodology used in a specific case and a summary 
or link to further information on the resulting technical safety measures and provisions 
implemented to reduce the risks. 

• UNECE plays a crucial role as a platform for making information about risk assessment 
methodologies accessible to all UNECE countries, in developing a well-based 
awareness for safety issues fostering a safety culture and in supporting countries in 
addressing the needs and opportunities mentioned in session V.  

• As mentioned in session I of the seminar, the Industrial Accidents Convention currently 
uses location criteria, which are found under paragraph 5 of the Guidelines to facilitate 
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the identification of hazardous activities for the purposes of the Convention9, to assist 
countries in identifying hazardous activities that fall within the scope of the 
Convention. In view of the many different risk assessment methodologies, some of 
which were presented today, it was proposed that a review of the location criteria 
could be considered, taking into account effect and risk assessment methodologies10. 
The participants recommended that during any update of the location criteria, it would 
also be important to take into account the need for a harmonised application of the 
location criteria.  

 D. Participants’ evaluations of the seminar 

The fulfilment of the seminar objectives was evidenced by the key points and conclusions 
outlined in this report, the participants’ evaluation forms and the recommendations that 
emerged from the seminar. The results of the participants’ evaluations are summarised 
below. 

I. Results of the ratings 

Following the seminar, 43 evaluation forms were submitted by the participants to the 
UNECE secretariat. The evaluation forms contained ratings (“no opinion”, “very 
unsatisfactory”, “unsatisfactory”, “satisfactory” and “very satisfactory”) for the 
participants to select from in response to questions regarding the organizational/practical 
arrangements for the seminar, their overall satisfaction (in terms of relevance of the 
content, structure, etc) and the extent to which the seminar goals were achieved, as well 
as questions for the participants to respond to in writing. Please see attached a copy of the 
evaluation form in English, which contains the combined results of the participants’ ratings 
of the seminar. 

Overall, the results of the participants’ ratings of the seminar were very positive, with 90% 
of the total number of the participants’ ratings being “very satisfactory” (56%) or 
“satisfactory” (34%), as shown in figure 9 below. As shown in Figure 10 below, the 
organization and practical arrangements for the seminar received the highest number of 
“very satisfactory” ratings (223), and both the participants’ overall satisfaction with the 
seminar and the extent to which the seminar goals were achieved were evaluated 
positively with 188 “very satisfactory” ratings each. 

 

 

  
 9 See Decision 2004/2 in ECE/CP.TEIA/12, annex II: https://www.unece.org/env/teia/guidelines.html.  
 10  Following the seminar on risk assessment methodologies, the Conference of the Parties at its tenth meeting (4-6 

December 2018, Geneva) decided, by adopting Decision 2018/1, that the location criteria (contained in the 
Guidelines to facilitate the identification of hazardous activities for the purposes of the Convention) should be 
reviewed, taking into consideration effect and risk assessment methodologies, for consideration at a future meeting of 
the Conference of the Parties. 

https://www.unece.org/env/teia/guidelines.html
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Organization and practical 
arrangements for the seminar 4 3 2 1 0 

Sub-total 223 96 20 1 4 

 

Overall Satisfaction with the seminar 4 3 2 1 0 

Sub-total 188 122 18 8 8 

 

The extent to which the seminar goals 
were achieved: 4 3 2 1 0 

Sub-total 188 145 21 6 27 

 

 

 

Very satisfactory = 4    Satisfactory = 3   Unsatisfactory = 2   Very unsatisfactory = 1    No opinion = 0 

 Figure 10 - Tally of the participants' ratings of the seminar 

 Very satisfactory  

 

Satisfactory  Unsatisfactory  Very unsatisfactory  No opinion 

 4 3 2 1 0 

TOTAL – 43 PARTICIPANTS 599 363 59 15 39 

Figure 9 - Combined results of participants' ratings of the seminar on risk assessment 
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II. Key comments on the practical arrangements, structure, content 
and lessons learnt 

The UNECE secretariat received a total of 47 written comments from 22 participants, 
provided in the evaluation forms. The participants’ comments on the main lessons learnt, 
the gaps identified and the positive aspects of the seminar, can be summarised as follows: 

• The seminar provided knowledge and a sound overview of the role of risk 
assessment in the context of the Convention.  

• The presentations highlighted that a lot of countries are using effective risk 
assessment methodologies, however the presentations were too short to 
cover all of the important details of the methodologies.  

• Sharing experience is important, as there are many different methods that can 
be used for risk assessment. 

• Every country should have its own set of methodologies for risk assessment 
but when consulting with neighbouring countries, they need to take into 
account the differences. 

• The relevance of risk/effect assessment to the achievement of the SDGs and 
other global frameworks was highlighted and of interest to countries. 

The participants also put forward the following comments and ideas in their evaluation 
forms on the organizational/practical arrangements and on possible improvements for 
future seminars, which can be summarized as follows: 

• The seminar was very well organized and professional, with available materials 
and well-developed agenda, but with short breaks. 

• The presentations were well prepared and delivered. 

• Useful and practical information was provided to the participants. 

• Allow more time for discussions and questions from the floor in each session. 

• More practical examples are needed in the presentations. 

• Fewer, longer presentations should be included in the programme, to allow 
more time for the speakers to provide further detail on the risk assessment 
methodologies. 

The above comments demonstrate that the organization of a seminar on the topic of risk 
assessment was very welcome and considered extremely useful. The seminar was 
professionally organized and provided a good overview of the different methodologies 
available to participants. At the same time, the participants’ comments show that there is 
a need to further exchange information and experience on the methodologies, especially 
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to learn more about and discuss the details and underlying assumptions of the 
methodologies, for which the one-day seminar did not provide sufficient time. The 
comments made will be taken into account in the organization of follow-up activities on 
risk assessment.   

 E. Recommended follow-up activities for possible future 
implementation 

The seminar participants concluded that future work is desired to improve the 
understanding, application and effective implementation of the different risk and effect 
assessment methodologies. The potential follow-up activities listed below were developed 
by the small group on risk assessment, based on the discussions held at the seminar, the 
summary delivered by Mr. Michael Struckl at the end of the seminar, and the comments 
provided in the participants’ evaluation forms. The implementation and timing of these 
follow-up activities will be assessed by the Bureau of the Industrial Accidents Convention 
in cooperation with the secretariat. 

Ultimately, the seminar highlighted that there is a request to further share and exchange 
information on risk assessment methodologies, including through the following activities, 
which could be implemented in the short, medium or long term: 

• Knowledge hub: Establish a risk/effect assessment “knowledge hub”, accessible to 
all UNECE countries and to support the exchange of information and experiences. 

• Collect information: Approach UNECE countries to collect information on:  

o the different risk assessment methodologies that each country uses, 

o case examples of their experiences in the use and implementation of 
risk/effect assessment methodologies (both good and bad practice examples 
which may be anonymous, if need be), and 

o case examples of transboundary risk/effect assessment. If real cases are not 
available, possibly consider the implementation of a pilot project with 
volunteer Parties as a starter. 

• Webpage on countries’ methodologies and case examples: Information on the 
methodologies (e.g. deterministic, probabilistic) that UNECE countries use and case 
examples (both good and bad practice examples) of risk/effect assessments could be 
posted on the UNECE webpage, with some comments on the lessons learned and 
challenges in terms of implementation.   

• Comparison table: A comparison table of the different risk assessment 
methodologies and/or risk acceptability criteria used by UNECE countries could be 
elaborated. 

• Guidance / categorized by industry: Develop a guidance document which provides 
information on the good and bad practice examples of countries’ use of risk/effect 
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assessment methodologies, and the outcomes of those assessments. The examples 
could be categorized according to the type of industry (e.g. LNG). For each case 
example, information on the additional technical measures that were identified to 
reduce the risks of those industries 

• Description (mapping) of methodologies / interactive mapping of case examples: 
Support the mapping of existing methodologies and case examples, which identifies 
the key methodologies that countries are predominantly using. This could be in the 
form of interactive mapping, which provides short descriptions of the risk/effect 
assessment methodologies used in those cases and the outcomes, possibly with links 
to further information. 

• Webinars: Organize webinars, possibly to share experiences in the use and 
implementation of risk assessment methodologies, such as the outcome of 
countries’ peer reviews.  

• Classification of risks and methodologies: Create a classification of risks along with 
short descriptions of the different types of methodologies that could be used to 
assess those risks. The classifications and descriptions could be documented in a 
short guidance or on a webpage.  

• On-line training: Develop online-training on the types, use and implementation of 
risk assessment methodologies, for both competent authorities and operators to 
use.  

• Transboundary cooperation: Contribute to the establishment or development of 
safety culture across the UNECE region through the organization of transboundary 
exercises, workshops, trainings, etc.  

• Assistance / capacity development: Provide support (e.g. assistance activities, 
capacity development, awareness-raising) to countries that lack expertise on 
risk/effect assessment. Furthermore, in the longer term, possibly establish an 
"effect/risk assessment school" with curricula, materials and educators that provide 
such assistance to countries in need of such support. 

• List of software tools: Create and distribute a list of available software tools related 
to risk/effect assessment to all Parties and beneficiary countries of the Industrial 
Accidents Convention.  

• Review of the location criteria: In a future review of the location criteria (contained 
under paragraph 5 of the Guidelines to facilitate the identification of hazardous 
activities for the purposes of the Convention), take into consideration effect and risk 
assessment methodologies11.  

  
 11 In addition, it would also be important to take into account the issue of a harmonized application of the location 

criteria. 
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In terms of selection and implementation of the potential follow-up activities listed above, 
see section F. below on the next steps.  

 F. Conclusion and next steps  

Based on the analysis of the evaluation forms, the key conclusions and outcomes of the 
discussions at the seminar, it can be concluded that the organization of the seminar was 
successful and that the seminar objectives were achieved. In particular, the seminar 
successfully:  

• Informed the risk reduction community about the concept and role of effect and risk 
assessment and the methodologies for industrial accident prevention, preparedness 
and response (including the main elements of the methodologies, the origin of the 
assumptions and their endpoint values such as risk criteria); 

• Raised awareness of the different effect and risk assessment methodologies used by 
UNECE countries; 

• Presented the procedures for implementing effect and risk assessment 
methodologies and the lessons learned from those experiences; 

• Highlighted the benefits and relevance of effect and risk assessment methodologies 
for implementation of the Convention, the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk 
Reduction 2015–2030 and the SDGs; 

• Identified needs and opportunities for the use of risk assessment methodologies in 
order to improve industrial accident prevention, preparedness and response; and 

• Provided input into the future work of the Industrial Accidents Convention, including 
potential follow-up activities in the short, medium and long term.  

In particular, the seminar highlighted that risk/effect assessment is an integral part of 
industrial safety policy and is a prerequisite for implementing the Industrial Accidents 
Convention, and many countries in the UNECE region are using effective assessment 
methodologies. However, the Convention’s Parties and beneficiary countries of its 
Assistance Programme still require further support in addressing issues relating to the use 
and implementation of assessment methodologies. Furthermore, no case examples of 
transboundary risk assessment were presented at the seminar, highlighting that 
transboundary cooperation on this topic is an area for improvement.  

The Bureau was mandated to determine specific follow-up activities, based on the 
discussions held at the seminar, the results from the evaluation forms and the detailed 
seminar report. Accordingly, it is envisaged that the Bureau, at its fortieth meeting 
(Geneva, 12 February 2019), to be held jointly with the thirty-eighth meeting of the 
Working Group in early 2019, will determine the specific activities to be carried out during 
the period 2019–2020 and consider those to be addressed in the future, taking into 
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consideration the discussions at the seminar and the opinions expressed by the 
participants in their evaluation forms, as analysed and presented in this report. 

   



   Annex I – Copy of the evaluation form containing the combined results of the 
participants’ ratings of the seminar  

Evaluation Forms (43) 
Seminar on risk assessment methodologies  

Geneva, 4 December 2018 
Organization and practical 
arrangements for the seminar 4 3 2 1 0 
Availability of seminar documentation 
in English, French and Russian in due 
time before the seminar 

33    8 1 1  

Usefulness of practical information for 
participants 

28 13 1  1 

Online registration (information 
provided, clarity of registration 
process, deadline, etc.) 

37 5 1   

Seminar venue, location and 
arrangement of the seminar room 

30 11 2   

Time schedule, duration of the seminar 
and agenda items 

17 21 5   

Support provided by UNECE 
secretariat before /during the seminar 

36 5 1  1 

Quality of headphones / microphones / 
interpretation  

17 19 7   

Provision of publications at the seminar 25 14 2  2 

Sub-total 223 96 20 1 4 

Overall Satisfaction with the 
seminar 4 3 2 1 0 

Relevance of the seminar to your area 
of expertise or work 

22 17 3  1 

Knowledge and practical skills 
obtained for your future work  

16 21 2 1 3 

Providing a forum for exchange of 
information with other participants and 
to establish contacts  

31 7 3 1 1 

Usefulness and relevance of the good 
practices that were presented 

22 16 3  2 

Presentations: relevance, quality, 
clarity, usefulness  

21 20 2   

Panel/Discussions: efficiency, quality, 
clarity, usefulness 

24 13 3 3  

Reviews/conclusions/outcomes/ 
decisions taken at the seminar 

23 16 1 2 1 

Structure of the programme 29 12 1 1  

Sub-total 188 122 18 8 8 

The extent to which the seminar 
goals were achieved: 4 3 2 1 0 
Enhancing understanding about the 
role of effect and risk assessment for 
industrial accidents prevention, 
preparedness and response 23   16     3  1 
Raising awareness of effect and risk 
assessment methodologies used by 
member States and in particular the 
Parties to the Convention and the 
beneficiary countries of its Assistance 
Programme 

14 7 2  20 

Presenting the overall approach and 
concept of effect and risk assessment 
analysis by explaining the main 
elements and the relationship between 
them  

21 20 1 1  

Presenting the procedures for 
implementing effect and risk 
assessment methodologies and the 
lessons learned from those experiences  

18 20 3 1 1 

Providing a forum for the exchange of 
ideas and good practices with a view to 

24 15 3  1 
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their adoption  

Providing input into the future work of 
the Convention 

21 17 1 2 2 

Improving your understanding of the 
provisions of the UNECE Industrial 
Accidents Convention 

22 17 2 1 1 

Raising awareness of the need to 
consider NATECH risks 

24 16 3   

Raising awareness of the linkages to 
the Sendai Framework for Disaster 
Risk Reduction and the Sustainable 
Development Goals 

21 17 3 1 1 

Sub-total 188 145 21 6 27 

 4 3 2 1 0 

TOTAL – 43 PARTICIPANTS 599 363 59 15 39 
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