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Note by the Bureau of the M eeting of the Partiesto the Protocol on

Pollutant Release and Transfer Registers

1. Further to the decision of the Meeting of thetiEa to the Protocol on Pollutant
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Release and Transfer Registers at its first seq8@QE/MP.PRTR/2010/2, para. 43), the
Bureau of the Protocol developed a questionnaité thie support of the secretariat that
was distributed among Parties and Signatories ¢oPttotocol and other United Nations
Economic Commission for Europe member States oxdi@h 2011.

2. The questionnaire was intended to gather infaomaon the need for a technical

assistance mechanism to support implementatioheoProtocol. The questionnaire aimed
to (a) collect information on countries’ currentiaities on Pollutant Release and Transfer
Registers (PRTRs) (Part I); (b) to identify barsi¢o the implementation of PRTRs (Part
I1); and (c) to suggest solutions to the barrieemitified (Part 111).

3. The secretariat received a total of 25 respdrisethe questionnaire, 17 from Parties
to the Protocof,6 from Signatoriesand 2 from other ECE member States.

Responses to the questionnaire will be made dlaitan the following ECE web page:
http://live.unece.org/env/pp/prtr.cb.html.

The following Parties sent their responses taytiestionnaire: Belgium, Bulgaria, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, European Union, Germany, LatNetherlands, Norway, Romania, Slovakia,
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Capacity-building activities

4. The survey revealed that the main capacity-mgl@ctivities reported by countries
are as follows: (a) design of the main PRTR charéstics; (b) preparation of the PRTR
guidance documents; (c) national workshops PRTR ksimps; (d) design and
development of a PRTR that is accessible onling;pteliminary or related activities;
(f) setting up an information technology reportiogl for PRTR data flow; (g) and national
PRTR implementation. Most of the countries have lemgnted these activities or
implementation is ongoing. In general, countriest thave not implemented these activities
have made plans to do so.

5. A lesser number of countries have implemented fthlowing capacity-building
activities: (a) a feasibility study to assess éxgtapacity for a PRTR; (b) regional and/or
international PRTR activities; (c) development ofaional proposal; and (d) a pilot trial.

6. Some countries have implemented other capadaitgibg activities, in addition to
the activities mentioned above. The Czech Republiorts ongoing improvement of the
national PRTR website, with some updating of a riépg tool for operators, as well as a
session on diffuse sources on the website; Gedrggimplemented PRTR awareness-
raising activities; Sweden has implemented usabditrveys; Switzerland has organized
regular meetings of a PRTR working group and trejncourses for industry and other
stakeholders; and Armenia is planning local semsinarthe region and a pilot trial for
operators.

7. The results of the survey provide a basis fatebepromotion of PRTRs and
engaging more countries in making the availablermftion more accessible.

Barriersfor capacity-building activities

8. The survey reveals that the main barrier to ciggéuilding activities is limited
financial resources. Other notable obstacles redomclude: (a) poor cooperation with
other agencies in collecting environmental datajighited communication and cooperation
with industrial facilities; (c) the high cost of @igment; (d) difficulty in drafting legislation;
(e) limited expertise/know-how; and (f) limited énést in using a PRTR. In all the cases,
these barriers have been ranked between a medidnhigh level of importance. Some
countries have reported other barriers with a higihking of importance, for example,
Bulgaria specified it lacked a methodology for mstiing annual emissions to water and
from diffuse sources; a lack of consistency in ainiss values obtained using measurement
and estimation methods; a lack of instruments ¢atifly the PRTR facilities; and a lack of
guidance on how to assess confidentiality claines.the Netherlands there are difficulties
regarding the high cost of maintaining the systewh ia the integration of the system with
other reporting systems.

9. The results of the survey provide a basis fathr developments, such as the

organization of workshops with industrial facilgieauthorities and agencies responsible for
the data quality, aiming at increasing their awassnon the importance of the PRTR data-
collection and validation processes, as well agdryo obtain more financial resources to

achieve this objective.

Spain, Sweden (sent two responses), Switzerlaadptimer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northereldmd.
3 The Signatories that sent a response were Armégjarus, Georgia, Ireland, Poland and Serbia.
4 Azerbaijan and Belarus also sent their respotwsti®e questionnaire.
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Solutions for over coming obstacles

10. The responses received suggested the follomig types of solutions and actions
to overcome the existing obstacles: (a) furthemption and encouragement of bilateral
cooperation between countries that are advancemhprementing PRTRs and those that
require assistance; (b) provision of more informaton technical assistance opportunities
from existing programmes; (c) assistance in ordgagirechnical trainings for operators on
compiling PRTRs; (d) facilitation of access to fregftware available for managing PRTR
data flow; and (e) establishment of a capacityding fund to support capacity-building

activities.




