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Introduction

1. The Compliance Committee held its sixth meeting in the offices of the Coordination
Unit in Athens, from 30 January to 1 February 2013.

1. Participation

2. The following regular and alternate members of the Committee attended the meeting:
Mr. Hawash Shahin, Ms. Daniela Addis, Mr. Nicos Georgiades, Mr. Louis Vella, Mr. Larbi
Sbai, Ms. Ekaterini Skouria, Mr. Novak Cadjenovic, Mr. Michel Prieur, Mr. Tarzan Legovic,
Ms. Rachelle Adam and Mr. José Juste Ruiz.

3. The Coordination Unit was represented by Ms. Maria Luisa Silva Mejias, Executive
Secretary and Coordinator of the Barcelona Convention, and Mr. Didier Guiffault, Legal
Adviser. Ms. Tatiana Hema of MEDPOL also attended the meeting.

4, The list of participants is set out in annex Il to the present report.

Agendaitem 1: Opening of the meeting

5. Ms. Maria Luisa Silva Mejias, Executive Secretary and Coordinator of the Barcelona
Convention, opened the meeting by welcoming the four new Committee members. She
recalled the role of the Committee pursuant to decision IG 20/1, to advise and assist the
Contracting Parties in meeting their obligations under the Barcelona Convention and its
protocols and, in general, to facilitate, promote and ensure compliance. She highlighted the
fact that, over the previous biennium, procedural issues had dominated the work of the
Committee, but that, in the current biennium, the spotlight would fall on substantive issues.
That focus was all the more important since the Contracting Parties were working on the
definition of more specific obligations, including through 11 closely targeted environmental
objectives which the Contracting Parties were required to meet. The same considerations
applied to the application of legally binding measures to the implementation of national plans
pursuant to article 15 of the Land-based Sources Protocol.

6. She drew attention to the increasing number of reports being submitted, which had
correspondingly increased the workload of the Secretariat and the Contracting Parties. She
also highlighted the updated system of reporting on line, via the internet, which was now in
operation.

7. With regard to the frequency of the Committee’s meetings, she recalled the provisions
of rule 4 of the Committee’s rules of procedure, which provided for two meetings per
biennium. She said, further, that she was contemplating two additional meetings in 2013, in
June and October, and concluded by stressing the importance of the relationship between
the Secretariat and the Committee members for the implementation of the Convention and its
protocols.

8. For his part, Mr. Larbi Sbai, Chair of the Committee, also welcomed the new
members and encouraged them to sign the solemn oath pursuant to rule 13 of the rules of
procedure. He drew attention to the substantive nature of the agenda and the quality of the
joint efforts conducted by the Committee and the Secretariat. He welcomed the Coordinator’s
proposal to hold an additional two meetings in 2013 and suggested that they should have a
duration of three days.
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Agenda item 2: Election of a Vice-Chair of the Compliance Committee
9. Following consultations with the Secretariat, and in coordination with the Chair of the

Committee, the Committee proceeded, in accordance with rule 6 of the rules of procedure, to
elect Mr. Novak Cadjenovic as Vice-Chair, replacing Mr. Osman Atila Arikan. One member
drew attention to the need for female representation on the Bureau of the Committee and
requested that the principle should be mainstreamed in the draft conclusions and decisions
at the current session. Another member expressed the wish that the Secretariat should
circulate the table of Committee members indicating the duration of their respective terms of
office.

10. The Chair suggested to the Committee, with the consent of the Secretariat, that the
Secretariat should be designated Rapporteur of the meeting.

Agenda item 3: Adoption of the provisional agenda and organization of work

11. The Committee adopted the provisional agenda and the provisional annotated
agenda set out in documents UNEP(DEPI)/MED CC.6/1 and 6/2. The provisional agenda
may be found in annex Il to the present report.

Agenda item 4: Submission of reports
4.1 Non-submission of reports and frequency of submission of reports

12. The Chair drew attention to the significant decline in the level of compliance with the
reporting requirement but noted that a number of Contracting Parties had expressed
willingness to submit their reports. In his view, the previous format for the reports was still
valid and should be maintained until the online reporting system had entered into operation.
Regarding the working paper prepared by the Secretariat on the submission of reports, he
suggested that the Secretariat should encourage Contracting Parties to submit their reports
for the 2010-2011 biennium and that the Committee should send a letter to those that had
not submitted theirs for the 2008—2009 biennium. Regarding the frequency of submission of
reports, he stated his belief that it should be aligned with the periodicity of the biennial
meetings of the Conference of the Contracting Parties.

13. The Coordinator said that the online reporting system would help ensure that reports
were submitted more frequently. One member, supported by others, stated the belief that the
reports were too heavy and that the Committee should request Contracting Parties to focus
on essential information. The format of the report was considered by many members to be
over-elaborated and they called for its simplification on the lines of the practices in other
Conventions.

14. The Chair recalled that Lebanon had never submitted a report and that non-
submission of a report constituted, in that regard, a substantiated case of non-compliance. In
his view, the Secretariat had a key role to play in that area, by ascertaining the reasons for
the non-submission of any reports.

15. Another member stated the view that what really mattered was the content of the
reports and the sharing of best practices. He asked whether the reports were circulated
among the Contracting Parties. Where their frequency was concerned, he favoured
maintaining biennial submission. Another member, supported by several others, also
considered it counterproductive to increase the intervals between the submission of reports.
One member suggested that a letter should be sent to all Contracting Parties to explain the
implications of each option. While he also favoured biennial submission, he recommended
that the Contracting Parties should be informed of the consequences of more or less
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frequent submission. Another member also advocated maintaining the annual frequency but
suggested that the questions should be reworded to make them clearer and more
straightforward.

16. One member voiced his surprise that to date no cases of non-compliance had been
identified. He proposed that the Secretariat should trigger the mechanism provided under
paragraph 23 of the Procedures and Mechanisms on Compliance, to identify the reasons that
led a Contracting Party not to submit its reports. In that context, the Chair pointed out the
usefulness of visiting the countries concerned to render the assistance that they needed. The
Coordinator emphasized the usefulness of information sharing, including the identification of
Contracting Parties that had not fulfilled their obligations. She pointed out that all multilateral
environmental agreements suffered from the same shortfall in the performance of their
reporting requirements and noted, in that context, that UNEP had launched the InforMEA site
for the sharing of information, including that relating to relations between the various
agreements. She urged the Contracting Parties to identify what meaningful contribution the
Committee could make in that area.

17. One member asked the Committee to look more closely into the underlying reasons
for non-compliance with the reporting obligation, including by holding workshops on
compliance, which could be organized by the Secretariat. He suggested that the issue of
non-compliance should be included in the agenda of the next meeting.

18. One member, supported by another, made several proposals, as follows. With regard
to the 2008-2009 biennium report, he suggested that the Chair send a letter to the six
Contracting Parties concerned, drawing attention to the previous letter on the matter and
enquiring into the reasons for non-submission and suggesting a deadline for response of
April 2013. It would then be up to the Committee at its next meeting in June to make
observations and specific recommendations based on the individual case of each of the six
Contracting Parties concerned. The Committee would have to appraise the adequacy of
those responses and propose solutions tailored to each situation. Regarding the report
guestionnaire, he asked whether the Committee had given its opinion on the content and, if it
had not, he suggested that the Committee should take up the issue by appointing a
rapporteur and that the content of the questionnaire should be considered at its next
meeting.

19. In response to the various statements, the Chair put forward the following proposals:
maintaining the biennial schedule for the submission of reports; inviting Contracting Parties
that were in default to attend Committee meetings; the organization of visits by the
Committee together with the Secretariat; an examination by members of the Committee of
one or more reports to identify the difficulties encountered by the Contracting Parties;
revising the report questionnaire for submission to the Contracting Parties at their eighteenth
meeting; the transmission of a letter to the defaulting Party by the Chair.

20. One member suggested that, as a first step, a very general letter could be sent,
followed by a more formal communication, then a visit to the country by the Coordinator and,
finally, a letter addressed to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, notifying the Minister that his or
her country had not met its reporting obligation.

21. The Coordinator said that the Secretariat would write to all Contracting Parties to
remind them of the deadline for the submission of reports for the seventeenth meeting of the
Parties. She suggested that, because of delays in putting the online reporting system into
operation, the deadline for the submission of reports should be postponed until the end of
March 2013.
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22. Following a discussion among the Committee members, it was agreed that the
Secretariat and the Committee would each write letters: the Secretariat would send a letter to
all the Contracting Parties which had not yet submitted their national reports for the 2010—
2011 biennium, while the Chair of the Committee would address a letter to the six
Contracting Parties which had not yet submitted their reports for the 2008—-2009 biennium.

23. The Chair invited three members of the Committee to draft a letter for him to sign.
Several Committee members had found the first version of the draft letter too legalistic and
formal and had counselled the Chair to soften the language a little. Others had insisted that it
was an administrative communication issuing from an authority which formed part of a legal
institution and that it should therefore cite the decisions of the Conference of the Contracting
Parties which vested powers in the Committee and justified its action. A new version of the
draft letter was submitted and was duly approved by the Committee members.

4.2 Detailed appraisal of the national reports submitted by the Contracting Parties
for the 2008—-2009 biennium and received by the Secretariat

24. The representative of the Secretariat introduced the paper and asked the Committee
for guidance as to further action to be taken. The Chair pointed out that several Contracting
Parties were not implementing the provisions of the Barcelona Convention and its protocols.
One member drew attention to the very uneven quality of the reports and suggested that a
letter should be addressed to those particular Contracting Parties that had not adopted
formal measures to incorporate the instruments into their national law. Another member
wondered why the Contracting Parties in question were not named in the report, and pointed
out that an anonymous document of that kind risked having less weight. The Chair said that
the lifting of anonymity could be considered when a working document was intended
exclusively for internal use by the Committee. One member also pointed out that, in the case
of Committee documents, there was no reason not to identify the Parties by name. He
suggested that, in essence, for an assessment of compliance, a distinction should be made
between output-related requirements and obligations relating to means or modalities of
action.

25.  One member pointed out that the Committee’s role was not to level complaints against
or impose penalties on Contracting Parties but instead to concentrate on drafting reports and
analysing the reasons for the failure by Contracting Parties to fulfil their obligations. He
recommended that the Secretariat approach the Contracting Parties, isolating five or six
substantive issues with a view to achieving a sound evaluation for the next meeting. The
Chair stated his belief that that exercise could be tricky since it was difficult to confront the
Contracting Parties and to ask them why they had not applied that principle. He
recommended that three or four main ideas should be selected from that synthesis and that
proposed solutions should be submitted to the Contracting Parties for consideration at its
next meeting.

26. One member drew attention to the provisions of paragraph 23 of the Procedures and
Mechanisms on Compliance, which authorized the Secretariat to send a letter to Contracting
Parties encountering problems in submitting their reports. He suggested that a draft could be
drawn up listing the criteria for an evaluation of the reports for the 2010-2011 biennium. The
draft submitted was intended to provide guidelines for the evaluation of reports, with a view
to identifying situations of actual or potential non-compliance. It also defined the criteria used
by the Secretariat and the Committee for the evaluation of reports submitted by the
Contracting Parties. The draft also proposed that an evaluation should be made of the report
format, so that amendments could be suggested.

27. Several members felt that the Secretariat and the Centre’s regional activities could
contribute to work involved in defining those criteria. Following a discussion, the Chair
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proposed that members should submit comments on the draft by the time of the Committee’s
next meeting in June, that its members should submit comments on the draft and that a
summary report should be prepared by the Secretariat for discussion at that meeting.

4.3 Assessment by theme of the implementation by the Contracting Parties of the
Dumping, Land-based Sources and Hazardous Wastes Protocols

28. The representative of the Secretariat presented working document CC.6/5. In her
presentation of the three protocols, the representative of MEDPOL stressed that a
considerable number of Contracting Parties were providing no information on significant
areas of the report format relating to technical aspects of the implementation of the three
protocols. She pointed out that several Contracting Parties had been unable, to date, to
provide the necessary data to MEDPOL on the technical application of the protocols,
including with regard to the submission of monitoring data.

e Where the Dumping Protocol was concerned, she pointed out that several
Contracting Parties were complying with the requirements of the Protocol banning
dumping at sea but that some had provided no information on the nhumber of permits
issued and their specifications, such as the quantity of materials being dumped. She
asked whether that lack of information might constitute a potential case of non-
compliance. Moreover, there was some uncertainty about the permits issued by the
Contracting Parties: she noted the difficulty of determining whether those permits had
been granted pursuant to the Protocol itself, which had entered into force, or on the
basis of amendments to the Protocol that had not yet entered into force. In the area of
reporting, she highlighted the efforts by Parties to take the technical data that they
had provided in their reports under the London Protocol in order, where appropriate,
to integrate them in the reports that they were to submit under the Dumping Protocol.

e Where the Land-based Sources Protocol was concerned, the representative of
MEDPOL stressed that a large number of Contracting Parties had reported on the
status of approvals by sector, the volume of emissions or the quantities emitted by
substance, pursuant to the various annexes to the Protocol. In addition, she noted
that some Contracting Parties had reported on the data generated by monitoring and
had provided information on the application and effectiveness of indicators. With
regard to the national action plans made under article 5 of the Protocol, she informed
the Committee that MEDPOL had undertaken an evaluation of all those plans.

e Lastly, with regard to the implementation of the Hazardous Wastes Protocol, the
representative of MEDPOL noted that most of the legal provisions of the Protocol had
been incorporated in the national law of the Contracting Parties. She attributed that
situation to the fact that those Parties which were members of the European Union
were implementing the Union’s guidelines and that the other Parties which were not
members of the European Union were directly applying the Basel Convention of
1989, which dealt with the full cycle of hazardous waste. She said that the Parties had
been invited to use the reports that they submitted under the Basel Convention as the
basis reports which they were required to prepare under the Protocol. She also noted
that the Contracting Parties had provided scant information in their reports on
technical aspects of the implementation of the Hazardous Wastes Protocol.

29. One member asked whether MEDPOL might possibly have sufficient information on
such key parameters as the level of the monitoring procedures and arrangements. Echoing
the comment by another member, who had highlighted the difficulty of ascertaining the exact
number of permits issued under the Dumping Protocol, the Chair stressed how difficult it was
to get accurate information on certain protocols.
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30. In response, the representative of MEDPOL said that the issues required further
clarification. In particular, she wondered whether, under the Dumping Protocol, the fact that
the Contracting Parties issued permits without providing specific information on those permits
constituted a case of non-compliance.

31. One member suggested that the Secretariat should take a position on all the points
raised by the representative of MEDPOL. Another member wondered what assistance could
be given to the Secretariat in evaluating such reports with a view to determining whether or
not there were cases of non-compliance. In response, the representative of MEDPOL said
that, when a lack of information had been identified, MEDPOL would write to the Contracting
Party concerned requesting the required information.

Agenda item 5: Opinion of the Compliance Committee on the application by
Contracting Parties of legally binding measures (article 15 of the
Land-based Sources Protocol)

32. The representative of the Secretariat gave an overview of document CC.6/6, exploring
the question of how legally binding measures under article 15 of the Land-based Sources
Protocol could be applied by the Contracting Parties in national law. The publication of
regional plans at the national level would be a useful element, but implementation of the
article remained uncertain because it was subject to the decisions of the Contracting Parties.

33.  One member, supported by another, stated the view that it was up to each country to
decide how to incorporate the decision into its national legislation. There was no one-size-
fits-all solution: every country had its own legal system and regional plans were applicable in
accordance with each legal system in place. The Chair pointed out that there were different
modalities for the incorporation of such measures into national law. In his view, the
Committee was not competent to interfere in the internal affairs of Contracting Parties but
that what really mattered was the effective implementation of those measures on the ground.

34. The representative of MEDPOL invited the Committee to give its opinion on steps that
could be taken to improve the legal clarity of the measures taken at the national level. She
noted that the reporting format would be based on the measures required by the regional
plans and that the draft reporting format for Mercury would accordingly be designed to
specify the necessary steps to ensure that the plan was followed. She hoped that the
Committee would focus on appraising the report format for that regional plan so that it could
serve as a model for the report format for other regional plans.

35.  One member expressed the opinion that the issue should not be taken up by the
Committee because it was the strict prerogative of the States Parties to the Protocol to
decide on the approach. Another member pointed out that, in the European Union, those
plans were accompanied by impact studies. The Chair said that it was premature to
comment on the plans and that, if MEDPOL noted a shortcoming, it was up to MEDPOL to
bring it to the Committee’s attention. The representative of MEDPOL confirmed that
MEDPOL was closely monitoring the implementation of the six regional plans, but that it was
still too early to report back on that issue. She added that, in 2014, MEDPOL would prepare
a report on the issue, which would be communicated to members. Regarding the reporting
table on mercury set out in annex lll to the document, she said that, if the model was
acceptable, MEDPOL would make it widely available and circulate it to the Committee. In
response to a question from a member, she said that no Contracting Party published the
permits that it issued on any website.

36. One member pointed out that they were not currently faced by the problem of non-
compliance and that if any Contracting Party had failed to meet its reporting obligation, it
could inform the Committee of the reasons for its difficulties in that regard. Another member
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stated the view that, if the Secretariat had not been informed, it was the Committee’s function
to seek clarification on the implementation of legally binding measures under article 15 of the
Land-based Sources Protocol. He believed that it was up to the countries themselves to
undertake the appropriate publicity procedures to incorporate those legal provisions into their
national law. Looking beyond the legal issues of applicability, he believed that the Committee
could give more effective advice on the implementation of those plans by recommending
impact studies to enhance their application.

37.  On the more general question of the submission of reports, one Committee member
suggested that the Secretariat should endeavour to ensure that the reporting coverage was
as full as possible. The information received from Contracting Parties would make it possible
to determine whether or not there were cases of non-compliance.

Agenda item 6: Referral to the Compliance Committee on its own initiative

38. The representative of the Secretariat gave an overview of working document CC 6/7.
The Chair recalled that, at the seventeenth meeting of the Conference of the Parties in
February 2012 in Paris, the Chair had welcomed the proposal to include the Committee’s
authority to take up cases on its own initiative in the Procedures and Mechanisms on
Compliance.

39. One member expressed his scepticism about the possibility of the Committee taking
up matters on its own initiative, as the self-trigger procedure was seldom used in compliance
mechanisms. He based his position on the fact that, on the one hand, it would be difficult to
frame an amendment recognizing that right and, on the other, that the Conference of the
Contracting Parties might be reluctant to adopt it because its entry into force would entail a
reduction of the Conference’s powers. Lastly, it was his belief that, in practice, the
amendment would bring no added value since the procedure for referral on the Committee’s
own initiative could only be launched with the unanimity of the Committee members.

40. One member asked if the Contracting Parties had reacted to the proposal. He agreed
that the issue could be raised but had reservations about its chances of success. Another
member believed, however, that it would be no bad thing to introduce a new method of
referral while stressing the need to reformulate the article.

41. One member stated the view that the self-trigger proposal was ambitious and that it
should be approached with due caution. That cautious attitude was shared by another
member, who stressed the importance of maintaining the Committee’s position: the
Committee, he said, must remain independent, maintaining its status as an autonomous third
party. He added that the existing tools, including the use of paragraph 23 of the Procedures
and Mechanisms on Compliance, should be explored first. Another member expressed the
opinion, however, that decision 1G.17/2 should be amended on those lines, otherwise the
Committee would be kept waiting indefinitely.

42.  One member was more in favour of the proposal and stressed the need to extend the
areas in which the Committee could act on its own initiative. He took as an example the
Espoo Convention, under which the Committee had the right "to gather information". Taking
that as a precedent, he suggested that the Committee might, through the Secretariat, solicit
requests for information from Contracting Parties on certain points relating to implementation
of the Barcelona Convention and its protocols.

43. To conclude the discussion, the Chair proposed that the Committee should request the
Secretariat to approach Contracting Parties for their reports. With regard to the proposal on
the self-trigger mechanism, he also proposed that Mr. Michel Prieur and Mr. Jose Juste Ruiz
should be entrusted with gathering amendments and comments from Committee members
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on the draft amendment proposed by the Secretariat in document CC.6/7 and with preparing
a revised document to be submitted for discussion at the Committee’s next meeting.

Agenda item 7: Strengthening the role of the Compliance Committee: amendment
to the Barcelona Convention and other measures to strengthen
the role of the Committee

e Incorporation of the Compliance Committee in the Barcelona Convention

44. The representative of the Secretariat introduced working document CC.6/8. The Chair
explained the reasons underlying the proposal to incorporate the Compliance Committee in
the body of the Barcelona Convention, pointing out that Contracting Parties were not aware
of the Committee. The aim of the current amendment — notwithstanding, however, the
complexity of the adoption procedure — was to ensure that the Committee’s role was better
illuminated.

45.  One member expressed his hesitation about the proposal, principally because its
adoption would involve setting in motion the very heavy amendment procedure provided
under article 22 of the Barcelona Convention. The undertaking seemed disproportionate to
him, because he found it hard to contemplate two thirds of the Contracting calling a
diplomatic conference to adopt a single amendment to the Convention. In his view,
furthermore, the adoption of such an amendment would make no substantive change to the
powers vested in the Committee and even risked weakening them. Lastly, he concluded that
an amendment of that nature would take years to enter into force and would end up being a
large-scale operation that brought scant results.

46. Another member stated his belief that the only way for the Committee to put itself on
the map was by doing its work and, in this regard, the proposed amendment would add
nothing where the substance of that work was concerned. He suggested, therefore, that the
proposal should be put on hold for a few years until the Committee’s profile had been raised
somewhat by the work done over that period and it could expect a favourable response to
the proposal.

47. One member, however, supported by another, was in favour of submitting the
proposed amendment. A third member considered that the proposal to enshrine the role of
the Committee in the Barcelona Convention would only have symbolic value because it
would not in any way affect the powers vested in the Committee. He wondered about the
advisability of undertaking the amendment procedure and also pointed out the inherent
difficulty of the exercise, due to the length of the amendment procedure, suggesting that
States would be reluctant to launch it for the sake of a single article. He also stressed the risk
of weakening the Committee over the intervening period until the amendment entered into
force. He recalled the precedent of the Espoo Convention, on respect of which a similar
amendment had been adopted by the Conference of the Contracting Parties but had still not
entered into force.

48. Following that round, the Chair proposed, first, that work should continue on the draft
amendment, giving consideration to the possibility of a State Party submitting the
amendment on conclusion of the process, and, second, that the Bureau should be sounded
out unofficially on the project.

e Amending the quorum

49. One member expressed the preference that Committee meetings should only be open
to regular members, which would entail amended the quorum rule, which was currently set at
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seven. Another member suggested abolishing the distinction between regular and alternate
members. A third member pointed out that paragraph 15 of the Procedures and Mechanisms
on Compliance stipulated a quorum of seven for the validation of meetings and paragraph 16
required a majority of three fourths of the regular and alternate members present and voting
for the adoption of decisions by vote.

50. Several Committee members stated their view that there was no need to fix a system
that was not broken, although they suggested removing the distinction between regular and
alternate members and increasing the Committee’s membership to 14 members.

51. Concluding the discussion, the Chair proposed that the Committee should retain the
provisions relating to the definition of a quorum in accordance with paragraph 15 of the
Procedures and Mechanisms on Compliance.

Agenda item 8: Proposed amendment to the rules of procedure of the Compliance
Committee

52. The representative of the Secretariat presented the amended draft rules of procedure.
The Chair commented on the proposed amendments to section 4.1, on the frequency of
meetings of the Committee (from a minimum of twice per biennium to a preferred frequency
of at least once per year) and section 4.2 on the competence of the Committee to set the
date of its meetings in prior consultation with the Secretariat.

53. One member wondered how to interpret rule 23, which stated that the Committee’s
working languages should be the official languages of the meetings and the conferences of
the Contracting Parties. The Chair recalled that the issue had been discussed at the
sixteenth meeting of the Contracting Parties, held in Marrakech. One member suggested the
clarification that the four official languages should be used subject to the necessary funding.
Several members pointed out that the issue was very sensitive and that re-submitting it to the
Conference of the Contracting Parties would risk opening a Pandora's box.

54. The representative of the Secretariat pointed out that amendments to the rules of
procedure adopted by consensus by the Committee must be submitted for review and
approval by the Bureau, subject to approval by the Conference of the Contracting Parties
pursuant to rule 32 of the rules of procedure.

Agenda item 9: Other matters
¢ Request by an observer to attend meetings of the Committee

55. The Chair drew attention to the request by a person to attend meetings of the
Committee as an observer. He recalled that such attendance was possible under the
provisions of section Ill, paragraph 13 (b), of the Procedures and Mechanisms on
Compliance, which stated that, unless the Committee decided otherwise, meetings of the
Committee should be open to observers in accordance with article 20 of the Barcelona
Convention and the rules of procedure for meetings and conferences of the Parties.

56. One member pointed out how open the exchanges had been between members of the
Committee over the previous three days and suggested that that openness might not have
been possible in the presence of an observer. Another member said that a distinction should
be drawn between observers under article 20 of the Barcelona Convention and third-party
observers, who were not covered by that provision.
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57. Following that discussion, the Chair concluded that, at that stage in the Committee’s
work, it was premature for an observer to attend its meetings. Applications to attend future
meetings of the Committee should, however, be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

¢ Venue for the Committee’s meetings

58. The Chair raised the issue of the venue for the Committee’s meetings, wondering
whether it might not be possible to hold the meetings not only in Athens but also in the host
countries of the regional activity centres. Several members expressed their interest in that
proposal. One member underlined the need to assess the financial implications of the
proposal. Another member expressed his reservation on the proposal, arguing that the
Committee should keep itself apart from the Contracting Parties, which it was responsible for
monitoring.

59. One member asked when the next meeting would be held. The Committee proposed
that the seventh meeting would be held in late June, at precise dates to be determined.

60. Following a discussion, the Chair proposed requesting the Secretariat to consider
holding the Committee meetings outside Athens in the host countries of the regional activity
centres. He also requested the Secretariat to review the possibility of holding the
Committee’s third meeting back-to-back with the eighteenth meeting of the Contracting
Parties, to be held from 3 to 6 December 2013 in Istanbul, Turkey.

e Availability of documents

61. One member suggested that the Secretariat should make all the working documents,
reports of its meetings and decisions relating to the Committee’s work available on line. The
Secretariat undertook to take the necessary steps to implement that suggestion.

Agenda item 10: Adoption of conclusions and decisions

62. The Committee reviewed the draft conclusions and decisions prepared by the
Secretariat for its sixth meeting, making several amendments and additions. The
representative of the Secretariat said that a new version of the draft would be circulated to
Committee members for their definitive approval and would be attached as annex lll to the
present report.

Agenda item 11: Closure of the meeting

63. Following the customary exchange of courtesies, the Chair declared the meeting
closed at 5.15 p.m.
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Agenda

Opening of the meeting.
Election of a Vice-Chair of the Compliance Committee.
Adoption of the provisional agenda and organization of work.
Submission of reports:
4.1 Non-submission of reports and frequency of submission;
4.2 Detailed evaluation of reports received by the Secretariat;

4.3 Evaluation by themes (dumping, land-based sources and hazardous wastes).

Opinion of the Compliance Committee on the application by Contracting Parties of
legally binding measures (article 15 of the Land-based Sources Protocol).

Referral to the Compliance Committee on its own initiative.
Strengthening the role of the Compliance Committee:

7.1 Proposed amendment to the Barcelona Convention;
7.2 Other possible measures to strengthen the role of the Committee.

Proposed amendments to the rules of procedure of the Compliance Committee.
Other matters.
Adoption of conclusions and decisions.

Closure of the meeting.
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Conclusions and decisions
Submission of reports

The Committee requested the Secretariat to write to Contracting Parties to remind
them of their obligation to submit their reports for the 2010-2011 biennium, and to do
so before 30 March 2013;

The Committee requested the Chair to write to the ministers of the six Contracting
Parties that had not met their reporting obligations for the 2008-2009 biennium,
requesting a response by 30 March 2013 explaining the grounds for the failure to
submit their reports. In the light of a careful assessment of the responses received,
the Committee will be able to prepare, with the help of the Secretariat, specific
recommendations tailored to the individual circumstances of each Contracting Party;

Given that the evaluations of the reports shall be strictly limited to internal use, the
Committee agreed that the Secretariat could mention the names of the Contracting
Parties that had not fulfilled their obligations;

The Committee requested the Secretariat, in accordance with paragraph 23 of the
Procedures and Mechanisms on Compliance as set out in the annex to decision
IG.17/2, to notify the Party concerned of the difficulties that had been identified as
preventing it from fulfilling its obligations, with a view to working with the Party on
ways of overcoming those difficulties;

The Committee was in favour of considering a new format for the biennial report to
make it simpler and more user-friendly;

The Committee was in favour of maintaining the biennial submission schedule for
national reports;

The Committee recommended that, in the process of considering the reports,
evaluation criteria should be defined for the 2010-2011 biennium. For that purpose,
the Committee entrusted Ms. Daniela Addis with leading a working group in gathering
proposed amendments or additions to the draft note on the definition of guidelines for
the evaluation of reports, with a view to identifying situations of actual or potential
non-compliance. The Committee requested the Secretariat to circulate a note to the
Committee members on the implementation of those guidelines and to submit
suggestions on the evaluation criteria for consideration at its next meeting;

Referral to the Committee on its own initiative

The Committee entrusted Mr. Michel Prieur and Mr. Jose Juste Ruiz with gathering
from members of the Committee amendments to and comments on the draft
amendment proposed by the Secretariat in document CC.6/7 and preparing a revised
document to be submitted for consideration at its next meeting;

Strengthening the role of the Committee

Proposed amendment to the Barcelona Convention: The Committee deemed it
premature to initiate the amendment procedure to incorporate the Committee in an
article of the Barcelona Convention. It instructed the Secretariat, on an unofficial
basis, to sound out the Bureau of the Barcelona Convention to determine whether
such a proposal was likely to succeed;
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4.

10 Quorum: The Committee decided to maintain the quorum provisions as set out in
paragraph 15 of the Procedures and Mechanisms on Compliance (annex to decision
1G.17/2);

Application of legally binding measures (article 15 of the Land-based Sources
Protocol)

11 The Committee was very concerned that the legally binding measures should be
effectively implemented. Where publicity measures were concerned, the Committee
was of the view that it was up to each Contracting Party to make the requisite
publicity arrangements for the incorporation of those measures in their domestic law;

Amendments to the rules of procedure

12 The Committee approved the amendments to its rules of procedure. The final draft of
the rules will be submitted to the Committee for approval at its next meeting and for
its transmission by the Secretariat to the Bureau of the Convention for consideration
and adoption at its meeting in July 2013;

Other matters

13 Admission of a third-party observer. the Committee deemed it premature, at the
current stage, to open its meetings to observers. It did, however, reserve the right to
consider any future such requests on a case-by-case basis;

14 Workshops: the Committee proposed that the Secretariat should, subject to the
availability of funds, organize workshops, together with Committee members, on
compliance for the benefit of MAP focal points;

15 Venue for the meetings of the Committee: the Committee proposed that its future
meetings, which would normally be held in Athens, could also be organized in the
immediate future in the host countries of the regional activity centres. In addition, the
Committee recommended that its third meeting could be held back-to-back with the
eighteenth meeting of the Contracting Parties, to be held in Istanbul from 3 to 6
December 2013;

16 Availability of documents: the Committee requested the Secretariat to post on the
MAP website all its working documents, the reports of its meetings and the decisions
relating to the work of the Committee.





