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Policy options to address the conclusions of the review of sufficiency and effectiveness of
the Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone, as amended in 2012
		Options to address the conclusions of the review of the Gothenburg Protocol, as amended in 2012
	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Co-chair TFEIP: Leverage:
I’m sure that we all want the Protocol (in whatever form) to be “efficient” i.e. achieving the established goals of the Convention but putting in the minimum effort/resources. So, adding the concept of “leverage” to several sections of the paper could be particularly helpful in succinctly explaining which goals are expected to be “easier”/more “difficult” under different options for the Protocol.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: We cannot give a quantitative assessment in this paper. The ease with which certain goals can be achieved will differ between countries
In addition to cost-effectiveness, other criteria, e.g. political feasibility, also play a role.
The comparison of policy options) wil provide more info on these issues.
	Comment by Peter Meulepas: UK: general introductory remarks:
- The United Kingdom (UK) would like to thank the WGSR Chair, Vice-Chairs, and Expert group members for the diligent work in preparing options for consideration and discussion at the Sixty-First WGSR. The UK recognizes the tight deadlines that this has required and additional work by members to draft the documents in time.
- The UK thanks members for preparing the document in advance of the WGSR to allow for written comments by Parties. We believe transparency and inclusiveness will help make meaningful discussion between current Parties and non-Parties to the Protocol, which may allow further work to be done to increase implementation of air quality management and ratification of the Convention’s protocols towards the long-term objectives for the region.
- The UK notes however, that certain elements of the document are currently incomplete, which does create difficulties in commenting on all elements of the document and recommendations the document makes.
- The UK limits these comments to the content of the document, and therefore should not be read as any positions that the UK may take in future meetings
	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: general introductory remarks
The EU and its Member States would like to thank the Expert Group on the Policy Options Document (EGPOD) for their dedicated work to prepare this second report and appreciate the possibility to provide comments.
We trust the EGPOD will continue with refinements and restructuring of the report, notable in context of the section on “Comparison of policy options”. 
Our comments contain a few suggestions for easier reading and also include proposals for additional policy options not covered in the current version of the EGPOD document and which might merit assessment as part of this process. Please note that these comments are meant to help make the policy options document as complete as possible and is not to be seen as an indication that we support these options in the next step.
Throughout the text we suggest to distinguish more clearly between “Convention Parties” (“Countries” seems to be used as a synonym which should be avoided) and “Parties/non-Parties” (to the GP) to improve the readability and enhance clarity.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Advice not to further restructure / reverse text of the current document. Current document is submitted as an official document (with translation) for WGSR-61. Based on comments received, we will update this version and prepare an informal tracked-changes document for WGSR-61. To avoid making it too messy and more difficult than necessary for Russian-speaking countries, changes in this new informal tracked-changes version should be kept to a minimum and current layout and structure are best preserved. Restructuring again would unnecessarily complicate the tracked-changes version and discussions at the WGSR
[bookmark: _Hlk135748703]		Submitted by the expert group on policy option development
	Summary

		At its forty-second session (Geneva, 12–16 December 2022), the Executive Body adopted the final report on the review of the Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone (Gothenburg Protocol), as amended in 2012 (ECE/EB.AIR/150/Add.2, forthcoming). The Executive Body recognized the need to address the conclusions of the review and requested the Working Group on Strategies and Review to develop options for next steps and to make recommendations on appropriate policy responses. It decided that a dedicated ad hoc group of experts should be convened by the Chair of the Working Group.
	The present document, prepared by the ad hoc group, provides a list of policy options accompanied by their comprehensive analysis. The Working Group is invited to discuss the options and recommendations of the ad hoc group and to provide its own recommendations to the Executive Body meeting at its forty-third session (Geneva, 11–14 December 2023).

	




[bookmark: _Toc125724092][bookmark: _Toc133925936][bookmark: _Toc135231568]	I.	Introduction
1.	The review of the amended Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone (Gothenburg Protocol) was initiated by the Executive Body at its thirty-ninth session (Geneva, 9–13 December 2019) through paragraph 1 of its decision 2019/4.[footnoteRef:2] At its forty-second session (Geneva, 12–16 December 2022), the Executive Body decided through paragraph 6 of its decision 2022/4 that the review had been completed and adopted the final report on the review (ECE/EB.AIR/150/Add.2, forthcoming). [2: 		All Executive Body decisions referred to in the present document are available at https://unece.org/decisions. ] 

2.	The present document responds to paragraph 8 of decision 2022/4, in which the Executive Body requests the development of policy options to address the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review. In accordance with paragraph 9 of said decision, an ad hoc group of experts was established for this purpose.
3.	The purpose of this document is to provide information that can help the Executive Body to take a decision on possible next steps to respond to the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review and in doing so contribute to the achievement of the Convention’s long-term objectives. The approaches presented in this document are not necessarily stand-alone in nature, but rather could be combined in several possible pathways for action. To enable a transparent and inclusive process, a draft of the ad hoc group’s report was shared with National Focal Points for input on 24 March 2023. This draft was discussed during an informal intersessional webinar (17–18 April 2023).
4.	The key conclusions on the adequacy of the obligations and the progress made towards the achievement of the objectives of the amended Gothenburg Protocol can be found in paragraph 90 of the report on the review of the Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone, as amended in 2012 (see informal document to the forty-second session of the Executive Body: ‘Report on the GP review revised following Parties’ comments’). Briefly summarized, these conclusions, among other things, state that:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Summary review conclusions have been removed to reduce word count. References to paragraphs 90 and 91 of review conclusions retained.
(a)	Despite the emission reductions achieved by Parties as a result of the introduction of measures to achieve the long-term objectives of the amended Gothenburg Protocol, adverse effects on human health, ecosystems and materials persist;
(b)	Current legislation will not be sufficient to achieve the long-term objectives of the amended Gothenburg Protocol. Increased emission reduction efforts will be necessary;
(c)	To increase the effectiveness of the amended Gothenburg Protocol, ratification and implementation will also need to be increased. This will require new solutions to remove barriers to ratification. The emission reduction potentials for current non-Parties are still particularly large;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text change suggested by CA
(d)	To achieve the long-term objectives of the amended Protocol, it will not be sufficient to rely solely on available technical measures (i.e. Best Available Techniques (BATs)). Non-technical and structural measures, synergies of climate and energy policies, as well as additional efforts outside the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (ECE) region could deliver the required additional reductions;
(e)	In particular, additional action is needed in the agricultural sector (ammonia (NH3) and methane (CH4)), the energy sector (nitrogen oxides (NOx)), road transport (NOx, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), black carbon (BC) and non-exhaust particulate matter (PM)), (international) shipping (NOx), solvent use (VOCs), domestic wood burning (fine particulate matter (PM2.5), BC and VOCs), agricultural residue burning (PM2.5 and BC), gas flaring (BC and CH4) and landfills (CH4);
(f)	In addition to reduced emissions of NOx, VOCs and CH4 within the ECE region, global CH4 reductions are needed to further reduce ground-level ozone (O3) in the ECE region.
5.	In addition, paragraph Paragraph 91 of the report on the review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol includes suggestions for next steps and further work. These are summarized as follows: 
(a)	Consider different options for making further progress towards the long-term objectives of the amended Protocol, including the option of a revision thereof;
(b)	Consider additional action on NOx, SO2, PM2.5 (BC), VOCs and in particular NH3 emissions;
(c)	Consider potential action to achieve CH4 reductions to reduce O3;
(d)	Remove and take due consideration of barriers to ratification of the amended Gothenburg Protocol and implementation of abatement measures (technical annexes);
(e)	Apply a multi-pollutant/multi-effect approach in identifying possible future air pollution control policies, taking into account non-technical measures and synergies with other policy areas.
65.	Section II of the present document provides a description of the available policy options, which were identified based primarily on their ability to respond to the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review, taking into consideration the long-term objectives of the Convention. Section III provides an analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of the policy options described in section II. Section IV applies a set of criteria to the different policy options to determine how effective those options could be at meeting environmental objectives Based on the information and analysis presented in these two sections II–IVand the two summary tables made available as an informal document to the sixty-first session of the Working Group on Strategies and Review, recommendations for next steps are proposed in section IV.
	II.	Description of policy options	Comment by Peter Meulepas: UK: Comments on Chapter II: 
a. The structure of options is sensible and importantly includes the option not to change the current protocol. However, the description of this is limited and does not address whether amending other protocols (like the EMEP protocol) could have a positive affect on implementation and ratification of the 2012 amended Gothenburg Protocol. 
b. Similarly, it is hard to differentiate between option 1 and 4. Many of the same activities could take place without changing the current protocol. Therefore, amalgamating these could be beneficial regarding the word count. This could include a note that a hybrid approach could be taken to put together complimentary options. 
c. Regarding option 2, the approach to include additional pollutants as part of amending the protocol is weighted heavily on methane. It would be beneficial to address whether other pollutants should also be treated in a similar way (i.e., black carbon) or existing pollutants could be addressed in different ways in the protocol (i.e., Ammonia) to the same level of analysis.  	Comment by Peter Meulepas: a. amending other protocols:
The EMEP protocol covers the financing of EMEP
activities: A possible revision of this protocol is not currently under discussion. The budget allocation can be adjusted without a revision of this protocol. Possibly linked also to the discussion on MSC-E funding. The discussion about a possible change in the budget should be postponed until after it is clear how the conclusions of the GP review will be addressed.
Older protocols: the termination of the older protocols (except for HM and POP) is already covered in article 18bis of the AGP.
HM and POP protocol: the long-term strategy prioritises the Stockholm Convention and the Minamata Convention for further action on HM and POPs (unless in case of unintentional releases like PAHS and dioxins, and HM not covered by Minamata). One option is to link further reductions of PAHs, dioxins, heavy metals to reductions of PM (and include them in the GP), but this was not addressed in the review.

b. support actions (capacity building, awareness raising, financial support, ….) can be independent from a revision or equivalent action. Capacity building etc is something that can be continued or even enhanced regardless of other action.

c. the need to elaborate more in this paper on CH4 is greater than on BC and NH3. To see what more can be added for BC and NH3 given the word count	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: The text could be shortened further if examples and repetitive passages were removed and some other (less essential) text with mainly additional information was shifted to footnotes. This would give more room for the analysis of advantages and disadvantages and/or the comparison of different policy option.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: It would have been useful to be more specific. In any case, we will have to make sure that the new draft also stays below the word count (and thus remove unnecessary text where necessary)
76.	A number of policy options are available to address the adopted conclusions of the review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol. These options are grouped into four main approaches, as summarized in table 1 below. Each of the approaches, as well as the options described within them, can be stand-alone or used in combination with any number of the other options. For example, one pathway could be to combine approach 1 (no revision) with approach 3 (develop a new instrument); another could be to combine approach 2 (revise amended Gothenburg Protocol) with approach 4 (cross-cutting). As the Gothenburg Protocol Review's conclusions demonstrate additional action is needed, doing nothing/taking no additional action is not considered as an option in this document. Cross-cutting Approach 4 could be combined with any of the other three approaches to enhance effectiveness and/or ambition, or could be stand-alone.The list of options contained in this section is not exhaustive.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Notes Alina: Allie suggested adding the following text: As the Gothenburg Protocol Review's conclusions demonstrate additional action is needed, doing nothing/taking no additional action is not considered as an option in this document	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Repetitive with paragraph 9 below.
Table 1
Overview of the main approaches to policy options	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: We would welcome if the paper could also contain the “zero option”, mainly for comparison purposes.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: It is not clear what is meant with ‘zero option. Doing nothing or business as usual or something else? The business as usual is already covered by approach 1.
From the conclusions of the review it is already clear that additional actions are necessary: the zero option is therefore not an option and we should not waste space in this document on this option. Also, this document will not be able to give a quantitative comparison compared to a so-called ‘zero’ option.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: clarifying sentence added, as discussed
	Approach No.
	Outline

	
	

	1
	Status quo (Continue with ratifying and implementing amended Gothenburg Protocol in its current form(no revision)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This seems like a more appropriate description of the approach and also helps to distinguish it from approach 2.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: disagree: this term is misleading. Continuing with the amended GP  implies further ratification and implementation of current-non Parties: meaning going beyond current status quo, and also new commitments as new incoming Parties would have to propose appropriate ERC’s. 	Comment by Davis, Allison L: resolved in discussions/edits reflected throughout doc now	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added 'ratifying' to avoid a possible misinterpretation. It is not just about further implementation of the protocol by parties that have already ratified it, but also by new parties to the protocol.

	2
	Revise amended Gothenburg Protocol
(a) Targeted revisions of Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI
(b) Comprehensive revisions of Protocol text and annexes	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: We would like to suggest that the options a) and b) listed under Approach 2 are reversed in their order, i.e. to start with the option of a comprehensive revision and then picking-up on possible options for a targeted revision only. In our opinion, this would improve the structure and make the text more accessible as well as would allow for better referencing. E.g. amendments of annex IX are (in greater detail) described in lit b of option b) of Approach 2 whereas only briefly mentioned under option a) of Approach 2	Comment by Peter Meulepas: As explained above, restructuring/reversing should best be kept to a minimum. Reversing the order would also no longer fit the current logical structure of (i) continuing with current protocol, (ii) targeted revision and (iii) thorough revision 

	3
	Develop new instrument(s)/measure(s)
(a) Non-binding instrument(s)/measure(s)
(b) Binding instrument(s)/measure(s)

	4
	Cross-cutting: Continue and/or eEnhance capacity-building, awareness- raising, cooperation and other support
(a) Capacity-building and awareness-raising
(b) Awareness-raising	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: It seems this one is not, in fact, a standalone approach, since, if chosen, it would necessarily take place alongside one of the other 3 approaches. So we have 3 options (with their respective sub-options) and each one can have this capacity building element as a bolt-on. Not sure it should be listed as a separate "Approach". Can we call it an "add-on" or something along those lines instead, for clarity?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: This approach/action is/remains essential to get current non-parties on board over time. Further capacity building and similar action may even be more important in this sense than a new revision of the protocol. I would therefore not subordinate this approach/option to the other three. Increasing capacity building and similar action (as opposed to continuing at current levels) can be considered an option in itself. In the Convention work plans, this option also receives separate attention.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: short additional clarification added, as discussed
(c) Cooperation outside the ConventionCommunication, outreach and cooperation
(cd) Other support	Comment by Davis, Allison L: edits to shorten/align sub-options in the text


87.	For convenience, a summary table of how each approach listed in table 1 above corresponds to the issues/themes raised in the review conclusions that need to be addressed is available as an informal document to the sixty-first session of the Working Group on Strategies and Review. It summarizes the extent to which these themes can be addressed by each of the approaches. Any further The reorganisation clean-up of articles of the amended Gothenburg Protocol is not retained as a theme in the table, as this would only be possible and/or relevant in the case of the revision of the text of the amended Gothenburg Protocol.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: Table 2, containing the “overview of relationship between GP review conclusions (themes) and the policy approaches”, is useful as this currently provides the best hint at what problems we try to solve. It presents the information in a concise and structured way, which makes it easier for the reader to get an overview. Some aspects of this overview of issues should also be presented in the main body of the text.
In table 2 commentary on theme 8 (Improving emission inventories), it is stated that Approaches 1 and 3a “would not specifically address emission inventory improvements”. Why is this the case? It would be possible to improve the emission inventories by other, non-binding means, notably via the guidebook.
Also in respect of theme 8, it is stated that approach 4 would have “some potential to address lack of capacity”. The case here seems understated and that there is great potential, with emission inventory improvement being one of the main topics for current capacity-building and knowledge support.
Would it make sense to consider options that could tackle NH3 and CH4 in a synergetic way ? (so somehow merging themes 3 and 5)?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Regarding comment on EI improvement: the focus is not on the regular and continuous improvements through updates of the GB, but on improving EI of current non-Parties.	Comment by Peter Meulepas [VMM]: The summary table in the informal document is updated to account for EU comments	Comment by John Salter: Added ‘any further’ to differentiate from options above 	Comment by John Salter: Changed to ‘re-organisation’ for better translation 
98.	The four above-mentioned approaches are described in detail below; these approaches are not prioritized and the options within each approach are non-exhaustive. 
	A.	Approach 1: Continue with ratifying and implementing the amended Gothenburg Protocol in its current form(no revision)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: It could be helpful to add a sentence discussing if/how this approach could be combined with approach 4.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See as example sentence in original draft of January. Can be reinserted.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added
109.	This approach maintains the status quo and would involve continuing to work with the ratification and implementation of the amended Gothenburg Protocol in its current form, including continued scientific work as envisaged by the Protocol, but would not involve new commitments or increased ambition to reduce air pollutant emissions. This approach would focus on reporting of emissions and implementation of emission abatement measures, compliance review, exchange of information and technology, awareness-raising, research, development and monitoring. This is the least ambitious approach as the number of possible initiatives without amending the Gothenburg Protocol is limited. Approach 1 would logically be accompanied by a continued focus on capacity building, awareness-raising, and/or other cooperation or support (cross-cutting Approach 4). Further initiatives could include:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Continuing with the amended GP  implies further ratification and implementation of current-non Parties: meaning going beyond current status quo, and also new commitments as new incoming Parties would have to propose appropriate ERC’s. Hence disagree with these additions.
(a)	Continuing work to improve Convention Parties’ emission inventories, harmonizing emission inventories for air pollutants with those for greenhouse gases; 
(b)	Making operational improvements to flexibility provisions to further facilitate implementation/compliance, such as: 
(i)	Guidance on the application and reporting of different emission reduction strategies in accordance with articles 3 (2)–(3) and 7 (1) (a), and guidance on what the term “technically and/or or/and economically feasible” means throughout the Protocol; 	Comment by John Salter: Corrected order
(ii)	Amending existing guidance (e.g., for the adjustment procedure).
(c)	Updating existing and developing new guidance documents on abatement techniques.
(d)	Addressing methane through scientific work to quantify the benefits of current global efforts to reduce CH4 emissions on ozone concentrations. Further efforts could be made to improve understanding of the air quality, human health and ecosystems benefits of reducing CH4 as an ozone precursor beyond what has already been included in the Global Methane Assessment or other studies.[footnoteRef:3]  [3: See Global Methane Assessment: Benefits and Costs of Mitigating Methane Emissions (Nairobi, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 2021); and Global Methane Assessment: 2030 Baseline Report – Why Act Now: a New Era for Accelerated Implementation (Nairobi, UNEP, 2022).] 

B.	Approach 2: Revise the amended Gothenburg Protocol 
1110.	A distinction has been made between targeted Two pathways for revisions have been identified. The first pathway is through revisions to Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI onlyand a comprehensive revision of the Protocol text and all its annexes, as amendments to Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI may become effective within one year of adoption for those Parties that have accepted the Ssilenceexpedited ratificationamendment procedure pursuant to article 13 bis (6)–(7) of the Protocol regarding amendments to annexes IV to XI which shall be adopted by consensus of the Parties present at a session of the Executive Body. For new incoming Parties, however, the regular ratification procedure will still apply.New incoming Parties, however, will first still have to accede to the protocol using the regular ratification procedure.. The second pathway is a comprehensive revision of the Protocol text and all its annexes.. 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: It is not a ratification procedure	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: Regarding the statement contained in the introductory part of Approach 2 (in “11.”), that “for new incoming Parties, however, the regular ratification procedure will still apply”, we would like to share that we have lately received a different opinion from the CLRTAP Secretariat and their Treaty Section:
“If, upon acceptance of the Amendments, [a Convention Party] does not declare that it does not accept the procedure set out in article 13 bis, paragraph 7 with respect to Amendments to annexes IV to XI, no further action would be required for [that Party] to be bound by the Amendments adopted by [EB] decision [xxxx].”
Hence, our legal understanding is that the regular ratification procedure would for new incoming Parties [to the GP] also only apply for the (revised) GP Protocol and those annexes that are not subject to the expedited procedure (given that the expedited procedure has been accepted upon ratification).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Due to successive editing this paragraph has lost some clarity. What is meant is that for amendments to TA IV-XI current Parties to the protocol that have accepted the expedited procedure do not have to do anything, while current non- Parties still have to ratify the Protocol first under the traditional procedure: see proposal to change sentence.
[bookmark: _Hlk135041775]		Approach 2(a) Targeted revisions of Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI 
1211.	This option approach includes amendments to one or more of Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI, for which acceptance using a Ssilence the expedited amendment procedure is now optional. New amendments to these Ttechnical Aannexes may include minor changes or an overall revision that could include the introduction of specific provisions for countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and other non-Parties, with the aim of further facilitating ratification and implementation. Targeted revisions to Ttechnical Aannexes could include the following:
(a)	Improvements to current flexibility provisions (e.g., timescales in Aannex VII) and/or the introduction of additional/different flexibility provisions to overcome barriers to ratification and implementation;
(b)	Specific/single amendments to Ttechnical Aannexes IV–XI to the Protocol (e.g., specific simplification of requirements; removing certain ELVs, adding derogations, …);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Could the EGPOD provide a more clear example/examples of what those amendments could be and why this could be helpful?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: For example
removing certain ELVs of less important activities that are a barrier for ratification
 including certain exemptions in the TA (derogations from applying ELVs under certain circumstances)
 …
Added a few examples	Comment by John Salter: Additional wording not required for same meaning 
(c)	Restructuring Ttechnical  Aannexes IV–XI (e.g., by source category and/or by including separate sections for countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia,[footnoteRef:4] Western Balkan countries[footnoteRef:5] and Türkiye); [4: 	Countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia include Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, the Republic of Moldova, the Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan are not Parties to the Convention. ]  [5: 	Western Balkan countries include Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, North Macedonia, Montenegro and Serbia.] 

(d)	Focusing/concentrating first on emission limit values for new installations in the Ttechnical Aannexes (to avoid expensive retrofitting of existing installations in poorer economies) and/or focusing on key categories or most cost-effective solutions in the  Ttechnical Aannexes. In this context, removing (parts of the) mandatory technical annexes on emission limit values and moving to non-mandatory guidance.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added this sentence, as 'removing mandatory TA' is also addressed under approach 2(a) in chapter 3. Moving the analysis on 'removing mandatory TA' in chapter 3 from 2(a) to 2(b) would interfere too much with current text under 2(b) 
13. 	The Executive Body may adopt a decision declaring that requirements set by the technical annexes shall not be subject to compliance review.
1412.	It should be noted that some amendments to the technical annexes also require amendments to the text of the Protocol. For such amendments, the standard regular ratification procedure must be followed pursuant to article 13 bis (2) of the amended Gothenburg Protocol (e.g., changes to Technical Annexes that would also require changes to existing definitions in article 1, or that would require changes to the text in article 3 regarding the basic obligations).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: An example here would be useful to demonstrate where the limitations are of this approach.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Examples are plenty and much dependent on how and to what extent we wish to change TA. For example: changes to TA that would also require changes to definitions in article 1 (e.g. def for ‘new’); changes to TA that would also require changes in article 3 (e.g. article 2bis / 2ter) or to article 3bis (flex transitional arrangements). Also rearranging from pollutant to sector would likely require changes to article 3. And so on. …
Added a few examples	Comment by Peter Meulepas: consistency
Approach 2(b) Comprehensive Rrevision of the Protocol text and annexes
1513.	This option approach includes a comprehensive revision of the whole amended Protocol, including its text, annex I, obligations to reduce emissions as specified in annexes II–III, and technical annexes IV–XI and all annexes.[footnoteRef:6] A comprehensive revision of the text of and the annexes to the Protocol addressing (all/part of the) conclusions of the review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol could include the following: 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Overall, this seems an odd mix of descriptions and pronouncements on whether the option is good or bad, which seems more appropriate in the pros/cons section. Then some of it is simply describing what the option is or how it would be done.  Would be better to be a bit more systematic.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: More specificity would have been welcome [6: 		Note: (i) for amendments to the text and annex II the regular ratification procedure applies; (ii) for amendments to annexes I and III an expedited amendment procedure applies; and (iii) for amendments to annexes IV–XI an expedited amendment applies for those Parties that accepted this procedure upon ratification. ] 

(a)	New emission reduction commitments – specified for each Party and each pollutant currently regulated covered by the amended Protocol, to be attained by a specified target year, and possibly specifying interim targets. Negotiation of on new emission reduction commitments could take placebe based on modelled scenarios (multi-pollutant, multi-effect) showing how agreed targets for the protection of aimed at protecting human health and the environment could be met in a cost-effective way;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Very hard to set targets based on a notion of adequacy in protecting human health and the environment……..many pollutants covered by GP are considered non-threshold by Canada, and are harmful at any level	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Within AGP we agreed on objectives in line with Annex I.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Notwithstanding, changes are fine
(b)	Specific amendments/focus on annex IX and/or complementary action – recognition that measures are needed to stay below achieve achieve NH3 emissions ceilingsreduction commitments; strengthen existing measures on, for example, manure application/storage and animal housing in annex IX and extend its scope (e.g., by lowering current thresholds and/or includingto include cattle), while taking due account of current barriers and other concerns; ; focus on the most cost-effective and reliable measures for NH3 emission abatement; further define how to reduce losses from the whole nitrogen cycle such as the consideration of including NOx from soil, incorporate new and state-of-the-art Best Available Techniques (BAT)s for NH3 reductions, potential policies on food choice as part of an NH3 reduction plan;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: In respect of an option to amend annex IX (ammonia): updating the scope (e.g. consideration of what is phrased as mandatory vs optional, size of installations, cattle or no cattle) would be an interesting option. However, this may need further analysis in the advantages/disadvantages section. For example, the risk of adding new ratification barriers, speed at which annex would become out-dated etc. This has been an issue with technical annexes generally. It could be considered to keep the ammonia annex as a framework obligation and to refer all details to the separate guidance document. This would allow for more flexible updates via the guidance document - as needed.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: We cannot take this kind of analysis in too much detail in this document: there is simply not enough space to do so.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: On addressing barriers: see general info in paragraphs (f) to (i).
Some text added	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text change suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: We need to change ‘emission ceilings’ to ‘emission reduction commitments’ and in that context ‘achieving’ can remain.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: We find the reference to ammonia emission “ceilings” on page 5 inappropriate. We should speak only of ERCs in this context.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Agree
(c)	Expanding the scope of the Protocol to include requirements on for other ozone precursors, in particular CH4 – a number of options are available to address CH4 in a revision of the amended Gothenburg Protocol. Specific options to address CH4 outside of a revision of the amended Protocol could also include development of a new binding or non-binding instrument (see approach 3 for more detail), and/or additional capacity-building (see approach 4 for more detail). Options to address CH4 as part of a revision of the Gothenburg Protocol include:, including:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: We also suggest that the structure of the document follow the outlined table of contents in chapter 2 for easier reading. For example the options listed under Approach 2b (“Comprehensive revisions of Protocol text and annexes”) regarding methane (lit c) already contain parts of the analysis that should be undertaken in Chapter 3. We suggest shifting any text that does not solely describe an option to a more appropriate Chapter, i.e. 3 or 4.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: The structure of chapters 2 and 3 now follow the structure of summary table as appropriate (some changes made)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text change suggested by CA
(i)	Adoption of national emission reduction targets/ and/or optimized national/regional methane (CH4)  reduction commitments, which could be binding or non-binding, collective or individual. A bBinding emission reduction commitments on  CH4 couldwould set an example for other regions and might include a smaller number of countries; and may possiblye overlap with complement (or contribute to achieve) other targets such as the Global Methane Pledge, complement work under the Arctic Council to develop a potential collective CH4 reduction goal, and/or sector-specific CH4 targets such as under the North American Leaders’ Summit. It should also be considered that some initiatives may become obsolete by the time a revision of the Gothenburg Protocol has entered into force. Given that, for example, the Global Methane Pledge has a 2030 goal, aAny potential target on CH4 should could be framed as “building on the efforts” of other fora like the Global Methane Pledge such as to  and commit to reduce methane emissions by a higher percentage by a future date (e.g., 2040)addressing the remaining share of CH4 after global emissions thereof have been reduced by at least 30 per cent below 2020 levels (Pledge commitment);[footnoteRef:7] 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This paragraph requires further edits to complete the sentences and provide clarity on its content.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: This seems to have been done?	Comment by John Salter: Changes to improve readability	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: While the targets themselves could overlap with targets in other fora, linking to other fora formally in a revised Protocol would not be appropriate (i.e., a voluntary pledge link the GMP vs a binding Protocol?). We view such linkages and opportunities for collaboration to be relevant for Approach 4.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See ch III, part D	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: How could/would constraints from the Arctic Council impede this goal?	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: I think with the addition of complement this might be resolved? I think the idea is that even with the constraints experienced currently by AC, this work under LRTAP (which complements AC) could still go on - and would in fact fill the gap caused by the current constraints.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: As the Global Methane Pledge is a separate, voluntary commitment, it is not clear how this would relate to a potential binding/non binding commitment on methane in a revision of the Protocol. Recommended edits to clarify. [7: 		Global Methane Pledge, p. 2, first operative paragraph. Available at www.ccacoalition.org/en/resources/global-methane-pledge. ] 

(ii)	A new technical annex on CH4 (and/or an integrated annex for agricultural emissions, potentially with a synergetic approach to CH4 and NH3) could potentially be addresseddeveloped and adopted by a separate Executive Body decision in accordance with article 13bis of the amended Gothenburg Protocol and, thus, ratified separately. CH4 emission limit values for certain activities could be included in this annex. Potential issues for consideration include dDifferent requirements could be considered like by sector, a new technical annex including emission limits and/or other emission requirementsand BATs, and the further elaboration of guidance documents on best available techniques and practices for major activities in certain sectors such as landfills, coal mining, oil and gas, as well as agriculture. Recognizing existing work on best practices and technical guidance for these sectors from other international fora is key to avoid duplication. Guidance documents could be shared with other multilateral environmental agreements and initiatives. Regarding facilitation of the uptake of renewable gases, technical annexes could be too stringent or result in barriers to implementation. Key sources of CH4 differ between parts of the ECE region., Therefore, uniform requirements on all CH4-producing activities may be less cost-effective to achieve certain emission reductions.. There is also a risk that technology is evolves ing rapidly meaning thatand CH4 limit values could will quickly become out-of-date. Sector-focused approaches such as guidance for monitoring and reporting of data for the oil and gas sector (leak detection, remote sensing) could be considered. There is a risk of duplication of efforts – at the regional/global scale the International Methane Emission Observatory is already taking on satellite remote sensing work. At the facility level, the Oil and Gas Methane Partnership 2.0 – a voluntary partnership of oil and gas companies that has reporting requirements and CH4 targets, etc. – requires remote sensing for oil and gas facilities;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: What does this mean? Do we mean that a new technical annex could be created by a separate decision? Or are we supposing that we first create a new technical annex and then modify it via successive EB decisions? Unclear what this sentence is proposing.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added further clarification: with reference to article 13 bis. Of course a new technical annex on CH4 could also be developed as part of the full revision of the AGP	Comment by Peter Meulepas: We are about to adopt a GD on CH4 at EB43	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Doesn't seem the best use of limited UNECE time and resources to develop guidance for these sectors when such guidance already exists elsewhere. Suggestion for adding a sentence here to acknowledge existing work of other fora focused on methane.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Sector specific reductions could be very difficult for countries to commit to; it would be useful for the document (e.g., in the advantages/disadvantages section) to further discuss the feasibility of such an option.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: In this context, the following in this paragraph is already added: " ...Key sources of CH4 differ between parts of the ECE region. Therefore, uniform requirements on all CH4-producing activities may be less cost-effective to achieve certain emission reductions .."	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Addition suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Amended added sentence a bit
(iii)	Compiling, reviewing and improving CH4 emissions information – the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) requires reporting of emissions annually on 15 April for all years, from the base year to two years prior o the current reporting year, by Aannex 1 Parties. Parties provide both tabular emissions data and a National Inventory Report describing data sources and methods. All this information is publicly available on the UNFCCC website.[footnoteRef:8]https://unfccc.int/ghg-inventories-annex-i-parties/2021 The data must meet reporting requirements for annex 1 countries,2 including three tiers of reporting, and are reviewed through an established process. There are also international UNFCCC working groups, which aim for continual improvement to CH4 emissions information. The Arctic Council Expert Group on Black Carbon and Methane Summary of Progress and Recommendations includes historical and projected CH4 emissions for parties that provide this information, which are aligned with UNFCCC reporting. This option duplicates existing UNFCCC emissions data collection, review and improvement. More information is needed on the scope of this work and it should be narrowed to differentiate from existing work; for example, describing specific convention data need that are not available from the UNFCCC inventory. The Parties to the Convention could consider potentially encouraging/requiring countries not currently submitting CH4 data to the UNFCCC inventory to do so under the Gothenburg Protocol.  However, although this option was assessed for completeness, work to compile, review, and improve CH4 emissions information should not be considered as a viable revision to the Gothenburg Protocol because this work is being undertaken by UNFCCC.[footnoteRef:9] Any inventory-related information that might be required by the Convention to support work under the Gothenburg Protocol should make use of the existing UNFCCC inventory;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: Moreover, options 3 and 4 regarding methane (methane emission information; quantifying the benefits of current global efforts) under Approach 2 could be shifted to Approach 4 (in particular where links to UNFCCC and CCAC are already established) since they clearly focus on cooperation and do not require a revision.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: (iv) is moved to approach 1.
(iii) is retained under Approach 2b as mandatory reporting on CH4 would require amendments to the text of GP 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Further information is needed on what would actually be done here.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: The link to the option is unclear as it doesn't say what the option would entail. Compiling information may not necessarily be duplicating work however improving and possibly reporting is.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Is there any additional reporting on methane beyond what is already done under UNFCCC that could be considered/valuable? [8: 	See https://unfccc.int/ghg-inventories-annex-i-parties/2021. ]  [9: ] 

(iv)Quantifying the benefits of current global efforts to reduce CH4 emissions on ozone concentrations: CH4 mitigation is currently a global climate change priority. Countries are taking action to reduce CH4 emissions under a variety of global forums. These efforts are geared towards mitigating the climate warming impacts of CH4. Further efforts could be made to improve understanding of the air quality, human health and ecosystems benefits of reducing CH4 as an ozone precursor beyond what has already been included in the Global Methane Assessment. Likewise, quantifying health and ecosystem benefits of ozone reductions could allow for the calculation of the economic benefits of global CH4 efforts. Better quantification of these impacts would help to: reinforce the value of considering air quality and climate change together when developing and selecting emission mitigation strategies; quantify the economic value of CH4 measures, incorporating climate and health benefits across sectors; and, identify whether any air quality-relevant mitigation gaps persist. However, the Convention would need to ensure that new information is being provided and that it does not duplicate existing studies and ongoing work under other initiatives (see, e.g., the Global Methane Assessment, launched by the Climate and Clean Air Coalition and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Addition suggested by CA
(d)	Expanding requirements on BC by including, for example, specific emission reduction requirementscommitments and emission, reporting requirements on BC, by including new emission requirements on PM that also reduce on BC (as a component of PM) in Aannex X (with a focus on sectors with high shares of BC in PM), and/or by including specific emission requirements on BC from certain activities like agricultural residue burning, flaring, shipping and domestic heating and/or a separate annex on BC. Technical information on options and measures is available in several documents. For example the report on ‘Prioritizing reductions of particulate matter from sources that are also significant sources of black carbon’ (ECE/EB.AIR/2021/6) identifies main measures and sectors to reduce PM-emissions that also significantly reduce BC (including non-technical measures). Also TFTEI’s technical document on the ‘Review on black carbon and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons emission reductions induced by particulate matter emission abatement techniques’ is a very useful reference to consider in this context;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Further elaborated to accomodate a comment from the UK	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text change suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: fine
(e)	Expanding the application of article 3 (8) and (10) on ammonia control measures as specified in annex IX beyond the geographical scope of the Cooperative Programme for Monitoring and Evaluation of the Long-range Transmission of Air Pollutants in Europe (EMEP), in combination with the options considered as part of updating annex IX as per paragraph 15 13 (b) above;
(f)	Focusing on overcoming barriers to ratification and implementation, such as by adding new flexibilities like timescales that would, for example,could allow for sufficient extend time for retrofitting or gradual decommissioning of old installations, by allowing alternative base years for the emission reduction commitments, and/orby indicating in the revised text that new measures/requirements would not be mandatory for new Parties (idea proposed by the Coordinating Group on the promotion of actions towards implementation of the Convention in Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia (Coordinating Group)). Additional ratifications of the amended Gothenburg Protocol and , or an update thereof, are, rather, a means to an end, although their value and merit as legally binding long-term commitments by Parties, should not be underestimated;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: This option seems to have strong links with capacity building, could be helpful to elaborate on the linkages between such options in the document.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: There are links, but this paragraph focuses on protocol related barriers. Other barriers (political, financial, …) are addressed under Approach 4.
(g)	Introducing a staged approach to ratification , where (revised) Ttechnical Aannexes are accepted and ratified gradually (ratification of one annex at a time, or as appropriate)., This requires an amendment to the Protocol text to scope in this gradual approach to ratification.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in the paragraph: suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Made a few edits to account for CA's comment on degree of specificity it added (see below)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This idea should be split between "staged ratification" which is similar to what has been called the step-wise ratification approach for several years and the "phased commitments" approach. The idea of phased commitments rather than ratification has not been discussed before and should be separated to avoid confusing the two ideas, or assuming that both are attached to each other. They are not meant to be complementary but separate ideas.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: okay	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: These two options seem to be separate stand-alone proposals that have their own validity. Both could be proposed separately rather than listed as an either or option as worded here	Comment by Peter Meulepas: okay
(h) Introducing a phased approach to the basic obligations (emission reduction commitments, technical emission reduction requirements like emission limit values), or where the Protocol is ratified in one goat one time, with phased commitments the basic obligations (and increasing ambition levels) phased in over time and explicitly described in the Protocol itself.  Both This options requires amendments to the Protocol text to introduce this gradual approach to the basic obligations. For further information, see section III; [Placeholder – this section is pending additional information]	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: EG POD please to confirm whether this degree of specificity is correct, or if this idea is meant to also capture commitments related to the annexes.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: ERCs and technical requirements such as ELVs should remain logically aligned, as the technical requirements serve to achieve ERCs. Thus, a phased approach to ERCs should go hand in hand with a phased approach to technical annexes (if they are retained).
I suggest to use the more general term 'basic obligations' (title of article 3 of AGP), thus capturing all. Also reporting obligations can be phased in over time.
Also, a phased approach to emission reducion commitments (ERCs) requires further improvements of the quality of the emission inventories of current-non Parties. The present GP has not set yet ERCs for these countries, and at the moment the emission invntories of these countries are likely not yet of sufficient quality to set meaningful ERCs for them (for near or further future).
(hi)	Allowing automatic incorporation of relevant emission limit values in the technical annexes upon ratification for specific groups of countries (similar to the approach for Canada under article 3 (11 bis) of the amended Gothenburg Protocol);
(ij)	Replacing some or all technical annexes by referring to new and (to be updated) existing guidance documents, to allow Parties to implement the emission reduction measures they consider most effective.Given that guidance documents can be updated without requiring ratification processes, this would also allow these document to better keep pace with advances in mitigation technologies.;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Replace just by new guidance documents?  so no update of the technical annex?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Not only new, but also updates. Mainly updates actually.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Addition suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Move to paragraph 32(c) in Ch 3, as this is info on pros/cons
(jk)	Addressing all articles of the Protocol and assessing them for continued relevance. If some articles are limited in their use or contain timescales which have passed, these could be amended. In addition, updates to articles could be considered to reduce the administrative burden of older protocols. Other proposals could be to add some additional preambular and operational text on short lived climate pollutants, including CH4 as an ozone precursor. spent l	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: These items are listed as sentence fragments and should be clarified into sentences	Comment by Salter, John: attempted to differentiate ideas into separate sentences 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Made a few additional edits

ike the timescales, updating the preambular text to include stronger language on CH4 as an ozone precursor, include more specific information on short-lived climate pollutants in general, updating the language on the articles to reduce the administrative burden associated with the older protocols. 
C.	Approach 3: Develop new instrument(s) or measure(s)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: The benefits of developing a new instrument are still unclear. Is there a strong set of advantages for doing so?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: The pros and cons of a new versus revised protocol were listed in the first version of this paper (with references to previous papers on the subject).
Form should follow function. For example, in the case of a thorough overhaul of the protocol that would require numerous amendments, for example by introducing a phased approach and a complete revision of the basic obligations and the structure of the annexes, a new instrument might be the more logical choice: although the current protocol is well known and can be used as a benchmark, there are many flaws in this legal instrument: too complex, too many requirements, various barriers, not the right flexibilities, unbalanced between sub-regions, etc. The choice for a new instrument remains largely political, largely depending on the new scope and number of amendments to be made (if the revised protocol would no longer resemble the present protocol, why still call it the Gothenburg Protocol.
Also, a new instrument can be a non-binding instrument.
See additional text in chapter III	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: It would be very useful to explain why this is being considered, given GP was developed to eventually replace all the individual pollutant protocols.  It would be good to provide the rationale for the approach being included for consideration. 

What problem is this solving?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See comment above	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See response to US comment
1614.	This approach could include one or more new binding and/or non-binding instrument(s) or measure(s), or a combination thereof. A new instrument could be considered to replace or complement the amended Gothenburg Protocol (i.e. a new kind of multi-pollutant protocol and/or a complementary instrument for a specific pollutant (i.e. CH4). Under this approach, there are binding and non-binding options that could be undertaken, some of which have overlaps with approaches 1–2 and 4.
		Approach 3(a) Non-binding instrument(s)/measure(s)
[bookmark: _Hlk135035564]1715.	A non-binding instrument could include:
(a)	Developing voluntary programmes such as the Batumi Action for Cleaner Air (2016–2021) initiative (ECE/BATUMI.CONF/2016/7), under which Governments were invited to voluntarily commit to implementing specific individual actions to combat air pollution and share their successes and further challenges with others. Further to this, Convention Parties  are encouraged to implement commitments that would implement and potentially lead to ratification of the protocols to the Convention. The final Report on the Implementation of the Batumi Action for Cleaner Air (2016–2021) (ECE/NICOSIA.CONF/2022/7 shows that 87 commitments were completed or in progress. An option would be to utilize and revive this non-binding initiative under in conjunction with a new treaty or protocol, but equally useful in case of a ‘no revision’ of the Gothenburg Protocol (approach 1);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Is there an evaluation of BACA to see if the effort has resulted in air quality benefit etc?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: A final report is available: see https://unece.org/media/news/371518#:~:text=The%20Batumi%20Action%20for%20Cleaner%20Air%2C%20adopted%20in%202016%2C%20is,completed%20or%20are%20in%20progress.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Does this idea need to be revived only under a new treaty or Protocol? Or can it can be done as part of approach 1 as well? If so, should that be reflected in approach 1?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: It can be done in different ways. This initiative is not specifically linked to a revision of the GP or a new binding instrument, hence reflected under approach 3a (non-binding instrument).
Paragraph 6 already explains that each of the approaches, as well as the options described within them, can be stand-alone or used in combination with any number of the other options., and that for example, one pathway could be to combine approach 1 (no revision) with approach 3 (develop a new instrument).
Some text added.
[bookmark: _Hlk135035680](b)	Developing also links to and taking example of existing commitments of other international agreements and initiatives to which Parties to the Convention are also a party, which may help to further achieve the long-term objectives of the Convention or a new protocol. This could include:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: It's not very clear to us what this means/what the benefit could be.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Examples are given in (i) and (ii): benefits: see chapter 3
(i)	Developing a framework of voluntary targets for additional action on air pollution, such as done by the Convention on Biological Diversity Global Biodiversity Framework for biodiversity conservation. Through such an instrument, Parties to the Convention could agree on common aspirational targets, actions and implementing and reporting measures. Such an agreed instrument would appear as more of a commitment than the Batumi initiative, but would still not be legally binding;
(ii)	In addition to the action noted above under approach 2b on a comprehensive revision of the Gothenburg Protocol, additional voluntary actions to fulfill the global ambition of the Global Methane Pledge, which is operationally overseen by the Climate and Clean Air Coalition, could also be considered.
(c)	Undertaking greater action to build momentum towards implementing measures – this option could be informed by other conventions and consider involving multiple levels of Government and communities. This could include: 
(i)	Moving from a focus on compliance to a more facilitating role for the Convention and promoting technical areas for improvements (such as inventories, policy measures, technical guidance for abatement) to help non-Parties to the Gothenburg Protocol to take further steps to implement measures to reduce air pollution; 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Instead of moving from, could streamline compliance to take less effort and also increase the science and facilitating role. The legally binding aspect of the Convention is important, even if we do decide to take a different approach from the current on compliance.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Compliance efforts are already quite minimal. The focus is currently only on compliance with ERCs and reporting. I would also point out that the US and CA currently do not seem to have any requirements in the protocol that they can be in non-compliance with (indicative obligations, references to national legislation).
(ii)	Building in cooperation with existing programmes from the World Bank, the Climate and Clean Air Coalition, or the C40 Cities Climate Leadership Group to encourage more action at the national or subnational level. 
(d)	To some extent, the creation of the forum for international cooperation on air pollution could allow any of the above measures to be undertaken as part of the forum, as well as building more links to other regions and organizations tackling air pollution.. For example, the BACA initiative could be revived as an international version within the forum. 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Greater discussion in this paper on the possible role(s) for FICAP would be quite useful.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Given the word count we cannot go in too much detail on the role of FICAP: can be done outside this paper. Added one example.
		Approach 3(b) Binding instrument(s)/measure(s)
1816.	A binding option could be a new binding instrument, replacing the existing Gothenburg Protocol, or a new protocol with different or additional obligations to the existing Gothenburg Protocol. As a new treaty is a clean slate, the obligations could be very different from the existing provisions of the Gothenburg Protocol:
(a)	A new treaty to cover multiple pollutants – a new treaty could be initiated to deal with existing and new pollutants together in a new or different “framework/structure” than the Gothenburg Protocol. The choice for a new treaty may depend on the scope and number of amendments to be made;
(b)	A sector-based treaty – a new protocol or treaty could instead seek to harmonize production, trade, or reduce proliferation of emissions of certain sectors, such as the International Maritime Organization does for shipping emissions, or the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer does for hydrofluorocarbons; 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: This could be an interesting approach to making further progress on a variety of pollutants. Would this be viewed as complementary to the GP rather than replacing?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Could be both, but if overlapping too much with GP, it should replace it, to avoid this overlap, inconsistencies, remaining barriers to current GP.
This comment somewhat contradicts earlier comment by US ("The benefits of developing a new instrument are still unclear. Is there a strong set of advantages for doing so?")
(c)	A single pollutant treaty – a new treaty could instead look again at targeting single air pollutants for action by Parties, which was the practice of the Convention prior to the 1999 Gothenburg Protocol. This could be aimed at swift action against certain pollutants/ozone pre-cursors (i.e. CH4) and include a specific emission reduction target for each Party; 
(d)	A phased approach treaty – a new treaty could take account of different levels of development of air quality management by allowing Parties to make “phased” commitments to a protocol towards an overall objective. This would build up ratification of provisions as countries are able to implement measures to address air pollution. This could be modelled on existing frameworks employed by European Union Framework Directives as an example.
	D.	Approach 4: Continue/expandEnhance capacity-building, awareness-raising, cooperation and other support
1917.	Regardless of which approach or options are chosen, capacity-building, awareness- raising, cooperation and other support are cross-cutting efforts that could be continued and/or expanded to help to further address the Gothenburg Protocol review’s conclusions and long-term Convention objectives. This is a flexible approach that includes actions that could be initiated in the short- term, sustained in the long- term, and adjusted/changed to best serve the Convention’s objectives. These options are described further below. These potential activities could be tailored to and combined with any other approach (and/or options within the other approaches) presented in this document, and the cross-cutting approach is intended to be a very flexible option that can be tailored to complement the other approach(es) selected. 
2018.	The level of complexity, effort, timeline and resources required for this approach would depend largely on the number of activities selected and the extent to which the Executive Body would like to increase capacity-building, outreach and cooperation under the Convention. Selection of this approach would also require further discussion on the resources required and on who would be responsible for each action (e.g., the secretariat, the Chair of the Executive Body, task forces, Convention Parties, etc.). Political will would be important for the success of actions in cross-cutting approach 4. A visible political Executive Body decision could help to generate political will in support of expanded capacity-building and cooperation.
		Approach 4(a) Expand cCapacity-building efforts
2119.	This option approach identifies several actions Convention Parties could take, subject to availability of resources, to advance capacity-building efforts within the UNECE region that provide long-term and targeted support in countries and on topics where further action on air quality management could have the greatest impact in line with approaches 1–3. Specific activities could include:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Within the UNECE region or outside or both? Currently reads as within the UNECE region with non-Parties	Comment by Davis, Allison L: comment addressed
(a)	Needs assessment (update of 2012 needs assessment included in document ECE/EB.AIR/2012/15) – review the current work on capacity-building, awareness- raising, communication and cooperation to evaluate the effectiveness of current approaches and identify possible gaps in the Convention’s current work plan, including work items not currently funded;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Assuming this is for the UNECE region, we have done this before. May be better to ask the Secretariat to provide their summary of work (which they have) and the work items needed that are not currently funded.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: comment addressed	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added reference to previous needs assessment: first one was in 2004, second one in 2012, so perhaps time do make an update
(b)	Identify and match available resources/assistance with capacity needs/gaps;
(c)	Workplan – identify opportunities in the 2024–2025future workplan activities for “science”, “policy” and “compliance” to strengthen information exchange, capacity-building and links between the Convention’s task forces and non-Parties;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Likely too soon; suggest not to specify
(d)	Review the task forces’ mandates (i.a. potentially on the basis of the needs assessment) and include separate sections for non-Parties;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This was recently done. What kind of changes would be added to the mandates of task forces that would require the inclusions of separate sections for non-parties? Task Forces are just made up of experts in their fields who have an interest in participating in the TF...more information here would be useful to understand what types of information would be added to the mandates and therefore what kinds of activities would be required for these experts to undertake.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: This is just an idea presented to the TF. It is up to TF to see if this could be useful. 	Comment by Davis, Allison L: no changes required	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added "i.a. potentially on the basis of the needs assessment"
(e)	Identify specific follow-up activities or coordination actions targeting countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, Western Balkan countries and Türkiye, taking into account the request of the Executive Body made at its forty-second session to review the Coordinating Group’s mandate;[footnoteRef:10] [10: 		ECE/EB.AIR/150 (advance version), para. 24 (f). ] 

(f)	Continue to translate relevant documentation and communication materials into Russian and, upon request, provide support for their translation into other national languages;
(g)	Strengthen the Convention’s technical assistance to non-Parties  to the Protocol with the aim of providing targeted, long-term support that responds to country-specific challenges and contexts.  Technical assistance could include additional action such as support for monitoring networks (including low-cost sensors and passive samplers), further support for emissions inventories and emissions projections, and/or support to develop country-specific implementation action plans.	Comment by Åsen Eli Marie: Should we add "to the Protocol", or not needed after adding "within the UNECE region" in the beginning of paragraph 19?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: In case of possible confusion, best keep it
		Approach 4(b) Increase aAwareness-raising activities

2220.	Actions to further raise awareness could include, subject to availability of resources, the following:
(a)	Review of the effectiveness of the Convention’s communication and public outreach plans, including the Convention and task force websites, and development/implementation of a plan to make enhancements to improve effectiveness (possible role for secretariat);
(b)	Implement public awareness-raising campaigns on the human health impacts of air pollution (possible role for secretariat);
(c) Host additional national clean air dialogues (possible role for secretariat and/or task forces);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: within UNECE?  if not, could be a FICAP role.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: FICAP covered under task forces, no changes required.
(d)	Extend air pollution monitoring in countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and Western Balkan countries to build awareness among the general public and decision-makers. This could also include the creation of additional real-time data portals with publicly available information (possible role for the Task Force on Integrated Assessment Modelling and/or Convention Parties);
(e)	Organize high-level events to raise political awareness among decision-makers, not only those responsible for the environment, but also among those responsible for other policy areas that are higher on the political agenda (e.g., energy, climate, finance, agriculture) (possible role for the secretariat, Convention Parties and/or the Task Force on International Cooperation on Air Pollution (TFICAP));
(f)	Host relevant Convention meetings, such as task force meetings, periodically in countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, Western Balkan countries and Türkiye (possible role for secretariattask forces);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Costs could be a consideration here, as they would for any country	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See heading of this paragraph “subject to availability of resources” …	Comment by Davis, Allison L: no changes required	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Change wording  -in the context of capacity building	Comment by Davis, Allison L: clarification added	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: May be more appropriate for the task forces. Seems like this might be quite difficult for the Secretariat and resources are not available at present for this.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Task Forces / Parties / ….	Comment by Davis, Allison L: change made.
(g)	Increase international pressure for further action on air pollution, including implementation and ratification, such as by discussing the Convention in ministerial meetings, including air pollution in bilateral agreements, etc. (possible role for Parties and/or TFICAP); 
(h)	Host additional outreach events at key international meetings (e.g., side events at meetings organized by UNFCCC, the Climate and Clean Air Coalition, the United Nations Environment Assembly of UNEP, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)) (possible role for the secretariat, Parties and/or TFICAP);
(i)	Use of the forum for international cooperation on air pollution and TFICAP to raise awareness and build political will. 
		Approach 4(c) Strengthen cCooperation with other organizations or bodies outside of the Convention to further raise awareness and improve technical capacity	Comment by Davis, Allison L: no changes needed	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: This has a multitude of benefits without requiring large amounts of resources
2321.	Such actions could include, subject to availability of resources, further cooperation with entities including, but not limited to: 
(a)	The science-policy panel on pollution: In its resolution 5/8, the United Nations Environment Assembly of UNEP decided that a science-policy panel should be established to contribute further to the sound management of chemicals and waste and to prevent pollution. The scope of the panel is being negotiated in a series of open-ended working groups through 2024; these discussions provide an opportunity for the Convention’s stakeholders to advocate for the inclusion of air pollution in the scope. The panel, once set up, could also present opportunities to elevate the science and work of the Convention, produce global or regional assessments beneficial for the work of the Convention, and could raise global awareness of the latest science on air pollution. The Parties to the Convention could consider greater outreach and cooperation with UNEP and the science-policy panel during its setting up and once the panel is active. Such engagement could be a role for the secretariat, the Chair of the Executive Body, TFICAP and/or Parties;
(b)	The World Health Organization (WHO): Cooperation with WHO could build upon existing cooperation through the Task Force on Health (TFH)  and focus on raising awareness of the public health impacts of air pollution and the importance of taking action at all the global, regional and national levels to address air pollution. Technical cooperation could also present opportunities to input and utilise to seek complementarity with and contribute to WHO databases, tools, and initiatives, and access to technical and scientific advisory groups. including the global air pollution and health technical and scientific advisory groups. Such cooperation could benefit the Convention’s scientific work and also raise awareness at key public health and political levels. This Such engagement  could be a role for the secretariat (outreach) or the task forces (technical cooperation);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Should cite our joint Task Force on health with WHO and how this is different and what the current needs are.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added
(cb)	The World Meteorological Organization (WMO): Cooperation with WMO could present opportunities for the Convention to share its scientific work more broadly and to cooperate on work with WMO on globally relevant data and modelling. The WMO annual Air Quality and Climate Bulletin, which, among other things, provides updates on global distribution of air pollutants, which could be a useful tool for awareness-raising. Such engagement could be a role for the task forces;
(dc)	UNFCCC: Cooperation with UNFCCC could present opportunities for high- level events at the annual COP meetings, of the Conference of the Parties to raise awareness of the links between air pollution and climate change and identified areas for joint cooperation.. Strengthened cooperation with UNFCCC could also include making use of UNFCCC CH4 data sets to project ozone levels and health impacts. Such engagement could be a role for the secretariat, Executive Body Chair, and/or Convention Parties;
(ed)	IPCC: Cooperation with IPCC could present opportunities for joint workshops or targeted assessments (e.g., quantifying the benefits of global efforts on methane) to highlight the complementarities and need for action between air pollution and climate change. Such engagement could be a role for the task forces;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: And this could include the benefit assessment mentioned above on methane.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added this example
(ef)	The Climate and Clean Air Coalition: Cooperation with the CCAC’sCoalition’s proposed new Air Quality Flagship and existing Methane Flagship presents opportunities for the Convention to amplify action on air pollution and build upon a strong, existing global effort. The Flagships provide scientific assessments and tools that support decision-making, political engagement at all levels, awareness-raising and national action. Such engagement could be a role for the Convention as a whole.task forces and TFICAP in particular.  Many Convention Parties are already CCAC active Coalition members. Other forums, such as the Global Methane Initiative, , which has deep technical knowledge and significant training materials related to methane mitigation. could also be considered;
(fg)	UNEP: Convention Parties’ cooperation with UNEP could help to shape UNEP focus areas, both in terms of priority topics and regions. UNEP could also be a useful partner in developing and amplifying platforms, tools and resources on air quality management, which could include elements developed by and useful for Parties. the Convention, including non-Parties to the Gothenburg Protocol. Such engagement could be a role for the task forces, the secretariat and/or the Executive Body Chair. Convention Parties could also engage with UNEP through funded programmes, the UNEP Committee of Permanent Representatives and  UNEA the United Nations Environment Assembly of UNEP.
(g) The science-policy panel on pollution: In its resolution 5/8,[footnoteRef:11] UNEA decided that a science-policy panel should be established to contribute  to the sound management of chemicals and waste and to prevent pollution. The scope of the panel is being negotiated in a series of open-ended working groups through 2024; The panel, once set up, could also present opportunities to elevate the science and work of the Convention, produce global or regional assessments beneficial for the work of the Convention, and could raise global awareness of the latest science on air pollution. The Convention could consider greater outreach and cooperation with the science-policy panel during its scoping and once the panel is active. Such engagement could be a role for the secretariat, the Chair of the Executive Body, the scientific bodies, Task Forces and Parties. [11: UNEP/EA.5/Res.8. ] 

		Approach 4(d) OInitiate other support/action to address barriers that current non-Parties face
2422.	Additional action and other kinds of support may be needed to address barriers to ratification and implementation that current non-Parties face (for more details on these barriers, see informal document no. 2 for the forty-second session of the Executive Body).[footnoteRef:12] Potential options to expand other support could include:  [12: 		Available at https://unece.org/sites/default/files/2022-11/Item%203_Barriers%20to%20ratification%20and%20implementation%20and%20solutions.pdf. ] 

(a)	Increased voluntary contributions. Continue fundraising and calls to Convention Parties to provide financial support to support ratification and implementation of the Gothenburg Protocol. One possibility is that, if a needs assessment is completed, countries could identify in-kind and financial support in service of the gaps identified in the needs assessment. This could be the role of the secretariat and specific centres/task forces;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Co-chair TFEIP: Para 24 a): The comments relating to a “needs assessment”, in the context of funding, are most welcome.
Several years ago, we (TFEIP/Aether) gave a presentation to the EMEP Steering Body showing several options for improving the way funding information is presented to/shared with the Steering Body. The aim was to bring much more transparency to current funding arrangements and more clearly link Convention funds to deliverables. We consider this improvement in transparency to be a necessary first step, before it is then possible to review whether funding is being directed to priority activities, as well as the extent to which the total level of funding falls sort of the needs. We would be happy to look at this again, and offer our expertise in data visualization to support the Secretariat with this task.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: noted.
(b)	New funding mechanism. Develop a new funding mechanism linked to the amended Gothenburg Protocol (or to a new instrument, if appropriate) to support implementation. It should be noted that, depending on how such a mechanism is developed, this may require a revision to the Protocol. Setting up this funding mechanism would require a thorough analysis – coordination could be carried out by the secretariat;
(c)	Coordinated outreach to financial institutions. Initiate a dialogue with financial institutions such as the World Bank, the Asian Development Bank or the European Investment Bank[footnoteRef:13] to explore funding opportunities for non-Parties (e.g., to finance/reduce the costs of mitigation measures). This could be the role of the secretariat and/or TFICAP;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: And TFICAP?	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added [13: 		Executive body decision 2018/5, annex, para. 73. ] 

(d)	Develop a mid-term strategy and/or country-specific implementation action plans for current non-Parties. Develop a specific mid-term strategy for non-Parties, drawing an appropriate distinction between the three following groups of current non-Parties: (a) the countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia; (b) the Western Balkan countries; and, (c) Türkiye. Such a strategy should identify what is technically and politically feasible for these countries by certain target years. This strategy could also be paired with country-specific implementation action plans that provide more detail on the steps countries would need to follow to improve implementation of the amended Gothenburg Protocol and make progress towards ratification. This could be developed coordinated by the Secretariat as part of the Convention’s capacity building work.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Secretariat as part of capacity-building work?	Comment by Davis, Allison L: added	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Changed 'developed' by 'coordinated': strategies and plans are best prepared by the appropriate experts from non-Parties, together with experts from TF's and Parties 
III.	Advantages and disadvantagesAnalysis of policy options	Comment by Peter Meulepas: UK: Comments on Chapter III: 
a. Correspondingly, if option 1 and 4 were combined there could be a fuller description of potential advantages of leaving the protocol unamended, but where additional activities could help with implementation and ratification of the protocol. This could include where resources and finances could be reallocated by the Convention to help implementation of the current protocol by non-parties. 
b. We note a placeholder on the idea of introducing ‘staged’ or ‘phased’ approaches (para 39) to the implementation and/or ratification of a revised protocol to help EECCA countries to progress air quality management. We would welcome more information on this and views of EECCA countries on the advantages for them in taking this approach.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: We find the chapter on “advantages and disadvantages of policy options” somewhat unclear and, in some aspects, incomplete. For example, some of the considerations around amending annex IX (ammonia) may need to be teased out. The methane analysis would also benefit from a discussion on advantages and disadvantages of the options in chapter 2.
There is a potential confusion between discussions of “advantages/disadvantages of options” with subchapters “advantages/disadvantages of approaches”. In chapter 3 we would like to see a more complete analysis of the options in chapter 2.
Similarly, amendments on technical annexes and the potential that these might also require amendments of the core protocol is something which will need to be considered.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: This section is a bit unclear to us still as it appears to be a mix of further describing the options and analyzing them. We recommend making the advantages and disadvantages in each section more clear.
An informal document with a table differentiating advantages and disadvantages of each option would be very beneficial here	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Maybe we go back to calling this section an analysis of the options, rather than direct adv/disadv?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: agree	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: General comment on this section is that sometimes the advantages and disadvantages are clear, and others not.  Should be a bit systematic this report is going to include a section like this.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Maybe we go back to calling this section an analysis of the options, rather than direct adv/disadv?
2523.	Section III discusses provides an analysis of the risks, the advantages and disadvantages of the policy options described in section II and combinations thereof. This includes specific considerations for countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, Western Balkan countries and Türkiye. Regarding the analysis of the CH4 options, we refer to paragraph 13(c), where the information and analysis on the CH4 options was largely collected..	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Suggested as easy solution) instead of trying to split  info on CH4 between ch 2 and 3.
	A.	Advantages/disadvantages of aApproach 1: Continue with ratifying and implementing the amended Gothenburg Protocol in its current form(no revision)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Disadvantage not mentioned.  It should at least include that there will be no additional reductions.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Done	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Further added a sentence
2624.	The Convention has 51 Parties, 31 of which are Parties to the original Gothenburg Protocol and 27 28 of which have accepted the 2012 amendments thereto.[footnoteRef:14] Among Parties to the Protocol as amended are the European Union and most of its member States, Norway, Switzerland, United Kingdom, countries of Western Europe andand of North AmericaCanada and the United States of America. Countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, Western Balkan countries and Türkiye have not yet ratified the amended Protocol. The review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol concluded that the emission reduction potential for current non-Parties is still particularly large. More ratifications and improved implementation could increase the effectiveness of the amended Gothenburg Protocol.[footnoteRef:15] Among possible initiatives to remove barriers towards ratification, helping countries to improve their emission inventories seems to be the most helpful one. 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: What is meant here? EU includes Parties in Western Europe.  Is it Norway, Switzerland, UK?  Suggest just listing, there is not a way to lump them together necessarily.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Done.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Suggest avoiding the use of "North America" which can be ambiguous as it often includes Mexico.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: As Mexico is not a Party to the Convention, a reference to NA should in this context not be too ambiguous.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Maybe to people within the Convention it is clear that Mexico is not a party. To those unfamiliar and outside the Convention, NA implies Mexico.  [14: 		As at 28 July 2023. ]  [15: 		ECE/EB.AIR/2022/3, para. 89 ( e)–(f). ] 

2725.	A possible advantage of relevance for approach 1 seems to be that, in the absence of any other policy developing activity, current and possible new Parties would have the opportunity to fully focus on the implementation of the Gothenburg Protocol as amended. However, developments since 2012 indicate that it is unlikely that a large number of additional Convention Parties will ratify the amended Protocol due i.a. to its complexity. The long-term objectives of the Gothenburg Protocol are unlikely to be achieved with approach 1.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Perhaps this can be reworded to indicate that the amended GP has not yielded a significant increase in ratifications, and that not many more are expected due to its complexity. Something along those lines to give a reason why this statement is being made.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Done.
26. A clear disadvantage to this approach is that no significant further emission reductions would be expected. Combined with enhanced capacity building, awareness raising and/or other voluntary actions, some further progress in achieving reductions and objectives can of course be expected, but this is unlikely to be sufficient.
	B.	Advantages/disadvantages of aApproach 2: Revise the amended Gothenburg Protocol	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: It would be helpful to be clearer about the advantages versus disadvantages? It is not clear what they are sometimes	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Maybe we go back to calling this section an analysis of the options, rather than direct adv/disadv?
27.	The Gothenburg Protocol has a long history and is a well-known instrument within the community of stakeholders dealing with air pollution and beyond. Its added value is widely recognized, as demonstrated by the Convention’s long-term strategy.
28.	As a binding instrument, and through the shared ambition of its Parties, continuing with the Gothenburg Protocol would further help and motivate countries to adopt national measures and to further contribute to the highly valued science developed under the umbrella of the Convention (tools, methodologies, etc.).
		Approach 2(a) Targeted revisions of technical annexes IV–XI 
29.	Minor/specific amendments to the technical annexes	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added as analysis on these options (described in chapter 2) was still missing. To accomated comments from EU/UK/US ...
(a)	An important advantage of minor/specific amendments to the technical annexes IV to XI (like adding certain derogations from applying emission limit values or amendments to the timescales in Annex VII) is their rapid entry into force (within one year) for those Parties that have accepted the expedited amendment, as opposed to the entry into force of amendments to the Protocol under the regular ratification procedure.
(b)	Such amendments to the technical annexes IV-XI however will likely not be sufficient to fully address the conclusions of the review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol and to make the necessary progress towards achieving the Protocol’s the long-term objectives.
30.	Additional separate sections in the technical annexes:
(a)	Currently, the technical annexes are divided into three sections: a section for the EMEP region, a section for Canada and a section for the United States of America. The separate sections respect the difference in governance between the countries of these areas. One option is to provide separate section(s), with their own requirements, for the countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, the Western Balkan countries and Türkiye. The rapid entry into force for some Parties of amendments to the technical annexes under the silence procedure can be seen as an advantage;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This seems out of place. Perhaps this is a separate bullet?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: The rapid EOF is a key advantage (there was a reason why this option was deliberately added to article 13 in 2012)  	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: It seems out of place with this para which is largely just describing how the technical annexes are set up/how they could be set up. Not sure what the link is to the EOF in this bullet specifically. Maybe it's a separate advantage? 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added in new seperate paragraph above.
(b)	The focus of the annexes could also be shifted from expensive retrofitting of existing installations to new installations. Consideration should be given to the share that the total cost of additional policy measures represents in gross domestic product (GDP) when setting the ambition levels for the countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, the Western Balkan countries and Türkiye;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Should be distinct from 'additional seperate sections'. Moved down
(cb)	The countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and Western Balkan countries are moving at different speeds, have different needs and face different barriers to ratification. A “one-size-fits-all” solution to overcoming all barriers is difficult to find or may not even exist. A major barrier to ratification is the complex and demanding nature of the technical annexes. Countries fear that It is also possible that a new revision of the amended Gothenburg Protocol will further increase the complexity of the technical annexes (i.e. by introducing new stricter uniform limit values for all). The introduction of separate sections in the technical annexes for these current non-Parties would allow for a tailor-made approach. Combined with a staged ratification approach or a phased commitments approach , this would allow for more ratifications over time (see analysis under approach 2(b));	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Some non-parties?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Could also include other convention countries, …	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: If it's both I rewrote it to avoid use of either and made it a more general statement.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: fine	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This should be clarified for how the staged/phased approach is distinguished above. The recommendation is to split them into staged ratifications and phased commitments.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Since EGPOD is meant to discuss this further I have not further changed it.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Referred to analysis on appraoch 2(b)
(dc)	One risk or disadvantage of this option is the possibility of compromising ambition and accountability to make meaningful reductions as the requirements may be reduced to the minimum ambition level of the slowest-moving country. There may also be challenges with implementation for some non-Parties. Emission inventories continue to need improvement, as some countries are still using the tier 1 approach. Relying solely on emission inventories to assess the level of implementation of the Protocol may not lead to adequate information. Making the technical annexes less complicated may assist with this assessment. 
31.	Focus on new installations
(a)	The focus of the annexes could also be shifted from retrofitting of existing installations to new installations. Retrofitting existing installations is more expensive, complex and demanding and not always feasible due to installation specific or local circumstances, and therefore a potential barrier to ratification. Consideration could be given to the share that the total cost of additional policy measures represents in gross domestic product (GDP) when setting the ambition levels for the countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, the Western Balkan countries and Türkiye. 
(b) The absence of emission requirements on existing plants may however make existing plants less likely to be replaced. Smart flanking policies and appropriate financial support for (cleaner and more efficient) new plants can mitigate such risks;
2932.	Removing mandatory Technical Aannexes IV–XI:
(a)	The practical usefulness of the Ttechnical Aannexes needs to be taken into consideration. That is to say whether they are best implemented through: mandatory technical annexes; non-mandatory guidance documents; or a combination of both (with, e.g., only mandatory requirements for key categories and/or new installations). This issue is relevant to both Parties and current non-Parties. For current non-Parties in particular, this is likely to depend on whether the technical annexes could be simplified or restructured (with, e.g., specific sections for Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia) and/or whether a phased approach to commitments/annexes would be applied). In addition, the current technical annexes continue to act for some as a barrier to ratification, being considered overly prescriptive and complicated. In particular, extending Annex IX and X with respectively additional requirements on NH3 and BC and/or adding a new Technical Annex on CH4 may result in additional ratification barriers;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: As above, could EG POD please confirm if the phased commitment approach applies to only emission reduction commitments, or also any commitments under the annexes.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: See reaction above	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: EGPOD to discuss therefore no changes made before Aug 9 EGPOD deadline.
(b)	Enforcement/compliance verification (by the Implementation Committee) of the obligations arising from Aannexes IV–XI is very difficult and time-consuming and is currently rarely carried out, however if the requirements are mandatory, the countries that have the requirements still have a legal obligation to meet the requirements.  In other words, someone could hold them accountable besides the Implementation Committee;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Agree this is too much work to assign to the IC.  However, if the requirements are mandatory, the countries that have the requirements still have a legal obligation to meet the requirements.  In other words, someone could hold them accountable besides the IC.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Yes, that is perhaps another disadvantage of TA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: added in this text.
(c)	At the current rate of ratification and entry into force of the Convention’s protocols, technical annexes are out-of-date before they become legally applicable (annexes to the amended Gothenburg Protocol were established and negotiated years before their adoption in 2012). Technical Aannexes are rigid, unlike guidance documents, which can be updated more easily (without requiring a ratification process) and regularly (e.g., every five years). Guidance documents are better suited to keep pace with advances in mitigation technologies;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Additon as proposed by CA in paragraph 13(j)
(d)	On the other hand, the (mandatory) emission limit values in the technical annexes serve to: achieve the emission reduction commitments of annex II; achieve directly and indirectly the objectives of the Protocol; and, ensure a basic level playing field for countries and sectors. Their mandatory nature may provide higher confidence/certainty in achieving set targets (emission reduction commitments);
(e)	Imposing emission reduction commitments (Aannex II) without imposing emission limit values (Aannexes IV–XI) allows for more flexibility in achieving the emission reduction commitments (e.g., by also allowing non-technical measures to be valued, such as encouraging the replacement/phasing out of old plants), but the lack of underlying mandatory requirements can, in turn, make it more difficult to achieve the emission reduction commitments;
(f)	If it were decided to delete Aannexes IV–XI and rely solely on the BAT guidance documents, those documents would have to be thoroughly revised to clearly define the (most up-to-date) BATs and the emission levels that can be achieved with them, as well as their applicability. The degree/nature of revisions of the guidance document is dependent on the decision taken on what to do about the technical annexes;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Would they also need a revision if we updated the Technical annexes?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Yes, but could be less prescriptive / specific (because of different purpose)	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Added this detail in a bit. 
(g)	Replacing Aannexes IV–XI with non-mandatory guidance documents would shift the focus of the Gothenburg Protocol solely to the emission reduction commitments, as the remaining basic obligation (besides reporting). For countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and Western Balkan countries such commitments have not yet been calculated/set. Although some improvements have been made because the quality of their emission inventories for many is still insufficient. A transition to a Protocol retaining only annex II would require additional efforts to improve these countries’ emissions inventories, as they are a prerequisite for setting meaningful emission reduction commitments.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Reporting is also an obligation...perhaps what is meant is the remaining emission reduction related obligation?	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Yes. Reporting does not reduce emissions.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Done.
		Approach 2(b) Comprehensive revisions of Protocol text and annexes 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Paragraph 30 and 31 read like introductory paragraphs and might be better placed at the beginning of this section rather than mixed in with the comprehensive revision.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Moved these above.
30.	The Gothenburg Protocol has a long history and is a well-known instrument within the community of stakeholders dealing with air pollution and beyond. Its added value is widely recognized, as demonstrated by the Convention’s long-term strategy.
31.	As a binding instrument, and through the shared ambition of its Parties, continuing with the Gothenburg Protocol would further help and motivate countries to adopt national measures and to further contribute to the highly valued science developed under the umbrella of the Convention (tools, methodologies, etc.).
3233.	A comprehensive revision would allow for the option of committing to more ambitious emission reductions for those Parties that can do so (including updated emission reduction commitments on current pollutants, as well as new commitments for new pollutants), while also allowing for the consideration of further flexibilities to be included in the Protocol, such as an indication in the revised text of the Protocol that new measures and/or reporting provisions are might not be mandatory for new Parties. This would allow for an increased ambition, but also provides the mechanism for new Parties to ratify the Protocol without leaving any country further behind. Alternatively a new Party at the time of ratification could “express its intention” to be a Party to the unamended version of the Protocol (compare with Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, art. 40 (5)).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: I am personally fine with these.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: fine
3334.	Following tThis approach would for example allow for the technical annexes to be made non-mandatory for new Parties (current non-Parties). They could instead be used as advisory guidelines instead of obligations. This would allow the focus to be shifted slightly from obligations (emission limit values, emission reduction commitments) to benefits/policy targets (from “stick” to “carrot”). This could be used as an entry point that could generate greater political will and commitment from current non-Parties (e.g., air quality in major cities and its impact on health).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: I am personally fine with these.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: fine
3435.	Furthermore, the removal of the time limits for flexible mechanisms’ application from the text would become possible in a comprehensive reviewrevision, as well as adding new general flexibility provisions. Parties might wish to consider where this option would need to be accompanied by the “implementation  action plans” for each country to ensure eventual implementation of all delayed measures. Allowing more flexibility may however give rise to several risks (creating undesired loopholes, lead to more diverging obligations, reducing level playing field and coherence, etc.);	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: What is meant here is: ‘implementation action plans’, not implementation of action plans	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Done.
3536.	As previously mentioned (see paras. 12 11 and 15 13 above), under this approach, if the technical annexes are retained, separate/specific conditions for countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia (e.g., a special annex listing countries and respective obligations) could also be added, as has been established for Canada and the United States of America, but for countries outside the geographic scope of EMEP. Automatic incorporation of relevant limit values in the technical annexes upon ratification by countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia and other countries not yet Parties to the current Protocol into the technical annexes (similar to the approach for North America) could also be considered to facilitate ratification.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph  suggested by CA
3637.	There is a risk that ratification by current non-Parties would become even more difficult if the level of ambition for all were set too high in a revised version of the Protocol. A comprehensive revision needs to also consider solutions to the main barriers, especially regarding the implementation of the emission limit requirements of the technical annexes. Further raising the level of ambition should be considered, along with new approaches for the technical annexes (e.g., phased approach, separate sections instead of new uniform stricter limit values applicable to all Parties).
3738.	FurthermoreAlternatively, the amended Gothenburg Protocol could be revised in a way that would allow for incremental ratifications of separate groups of new (bundled) amendments (similar to the approach used when amending the Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text change suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: I am personally fine with this.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: fine
3839.	As previously mentioned (see paragraph 34 35 above) regarding the time limits for the application of flexible provisions, removing the time limits and/or extending the timescales for the application of limit values could be useful. A customized approach could be used for the timescales according to the specific circumstances of a given country (different for each country, to be declared upon ratification).
3940.	A staged approach to ratification (gradual ratification of one annex at a time) or a phased approach to the basic obligations (phased in over time in the protocol) could also be considered: This refers more specifically to an approach where one of the two following paths is taken:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: TBD based on EGPOD discusison.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Changes removed: this intro is a repetition of description in chapter 2: not needed. Instead shortened paragraph	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: Given that this is a new idea that was raised during the Saltsjöbaden workshop, we recommend separating the two concepts as staged ratification is similar to what has been discussed in the past "step-wise ratification". This new approach focusses more on adding provisions to the Protocol text to allow for different emission reduction commitments (and also annexes? EG POD please clarify), rather than focusing on ratification itself. It allows for a build up of ambition for reductions, but doesn't expect the highest level of ambition immediately. These two ideas should be distinguished so one does not seem like it is related or dependent on the other.	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: TBD based on EGPOD discusison.
(a)	Emission reduction commitments and/or the technical annexes (by pollutant or sector) are accepted and ratified gradually (staged ratification);
(b)	The Protocol is ratified in one go, with phased commitments described in the Protocol itself (phased implementation). [Placeholder – this section is pending additional information]
40(a).	The staged ratification approach is an option already widely supported by (several) countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia. Preference for such an approach has been expressed in the past. Although the phased commitments approach is a newer idea that requires further discussion on how it could be implemented in practice, early information also indicates support by these countries;	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: TBD based on EGPOD discussion.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: US: Could the benefits of the staged approaches (staged ratification and phased commitments) be elaborated further?	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: TBD based on EGPOD discussion.
(b)	This The staged ratification approach would allow for a focus first on those annexes (if they remain mandatory as they are) regarding which countries have made the most progress and/or on what they want to prioritize and thereby make progress in gradual implementation that can be demonstrated to the outside world. This approach could also allow for the application of a tiered approach over time, prioritizing key categories and having a set of minimum requirements (harmonized for all Parties). Prioritization to commitments (in the technical annexes) can also be achieved through the phased commitment approach;
(c)	If this either the phased commitments or staged ratification approaches were to be used for annex II, Parties would be able to apply progressively increased emission reduction commitments, with possibly different timing per pollutant.  Keeping the requirements of the technical annexes aligned with such progression would could be a challenge.
41(d).	The staged ratification approach might lead to legal and procedural complexity and possibly to additional administrative burden, as each country (the countries of Eastern Europe, the Caucasus and Central Asia, the Western Balkans countries or Türkiye) could take its own path to ratification. While the use of the phased commitment approach would likely lead to less additional legal complexity as the Protocol would be ratified once. Additional legal complexity would be less for a staged commitment approach where the Protocol would be ratified only once.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: TBD based on EGPOD discussion.
42.(e)	For Aannexes IV–XI (grouped by pollutant, as is currently the case, or by sector), this staged ratification and/or phased commitment approaches  could also have an undesirable impact on the intended integrated (multi- pollutant/multi-effect) and/or synergistic approach (should each Party choose its own path), time horizon (given the significant period of time needed for a new protocol to enter into force and the even greater period of time required for the staged phased commitments to become effective) and might compromise the overall ambition level. Due consideration of the integrated multi-pollutant, multi-pollutant approach within a staged approach would be a challenge. The horizontal Aannex VII on the timescales for the application of the limit values also needs to be taken into consideration. A possible risk with a phased commitment approach is that it may not speed up ratifications, but rather delay them, in the event that a Party does not want to ratify until it is also certain that it can meet its requirements set for the second or third phase. In addition, the more stringent requirements envisaged in the protocol for subsequent commitment phases could be outdated before they would become applicable.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Staged ratification and phased commitment	Comment by Dominique Pritula [EC GC]: Added in this detail but also TBD based on EGPOD discussion.
43(f).	A process for monitoring the implementation of the obligations of the Protocol using either of thesethis approaches would need to be created and might increase the workload of the group tasked with tracking said process (e.g., the Implementation Committee).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Text changes in this paragraph suggested by CA
C.	Advantages/disadvantages of aApproach 3: Develop new instrument(s)/measure(s)	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: In respect of “advantages/disadvantages” of approach 3 (new instruments), perhaps the starting point and focus here is more the question of why we would need such new and novel approaches? Given that, as noted in the text, the advantages and disadvantages are similar to revising the Protocol itself, but coming with big potential risks and disadvantages in terms of discarding the current functional framework and assigning resources to new negotiations without a good reason to do so.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Further text added	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This section could also highlight that even if a new binding instrument is chosen, this does not stand down the GP, the AGP or any of the other Protocols. Perhaps this is then considered another drawback that a new binding instrument would increase the number of Protocols under the Convention and with the others still in force, may significantly increase the administrative burned on parties.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Added text
4441.	There are advantages, disadvantages and risks involved in taking the “new treaty” approach, both for binding and non-binding frameworks. Overall, it should be noted that often the advantages and disadvantages of a new treaty are similar in some respects to a full revision of the Gothenburg Protocol. Particularly in case of a broader or different scope/approach (e.g. framework approach: see below) and/or numerous amendments, a new Protocol could be deemed to be most appropriate (form following function).  
4542.	Previous analysis by the ad-hoc group of legal experts[footnoteRef:16] shows that there are only minor legal differences when considering a new treaty or full revision of the Gothenburg Protocol in terms of ratification by Parties and non-Parties to the existing Protocol. Therefore, primarily any advantages and disadvantages are political rather than legal in this respect. There are, however, a number of factors that should be taken into consideration when deciding for a revision of the current Protocol or a new instrument: [16: 		See informal document No. 14, submitted to the twenty-sixth session of the Executive Body. Available at https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/documents/2008/EB/EB/Informal%20Documents/14%20amendment%20v%20%20new%20protocol%20and%20successive%20treaties%20version%202.pdf; and informal document No. 3, submitted to the forty-fifth session of the Working Group on Strategies and Review. Available at https://unece.org/fileadmin/DAM/env/documents/2009/EB/wg5/wgsr45/Informal%20docs/No%203%20Amended%20versus%20new%20Protocols%20CLRTAP%2C%20FINAL.pdf.] 

(a)	A new Protocol could potentially touch on a broader set of issues than would be the case with an amended version and could avoid the potential complexity of numerous (separate) amendments to the existing Protocol. On the other hand a new Protocol could lead to lengthy and unpredictable negotiations;
(b)	In the case of a new protocol, consideration should be given to the issue of how to deal with existing protocol obligations dealing with the same subject matter (including the older protocols on sulfur, VOCs and nitrogen oxides). It would also add another Protocol to the exceedingly complex situation with numerous Protocols under CLRTAP and also yet another instrument increasing the complex situation of International Environmental Law in general;
(c). Some Convention Parties may find it more difficult to conclude ratification of a new instrument as opposed to amendments to an existing instrument to which they have already shown a political commitment, either by virtue of signature or ratification;
4643.	Many of the advantages and disadvantages of new binding and non-binding agreements are similar to the issues discussed in the sections on approaches 1–2 and 4. Therefore, this section The following will only focus on the options not dealt with in those sections:
(a)	The “framework” approach using aspirational targets would have advantages in being able to show long-term aspiration and potentially tangible goals towards a long-term objective, which the current Gothenburg Protocol with its current targets would take longer to achieve. It could also ensure more ratifications from the outset and faster entry into force, increasing as such the commitment of all Convention Parties. However, the disadvantages of aspirational targets lie in how they are reported, enforced and achieved. Also, the objective of a new treaty would have to be demonstrably different from that of the existing Gothenburg Protocol, which would be challenging to determine and negotiate; 
(b)	A sector-based treaty would allow for an entirely different approach to air quality management across the ECE region. The advantages of this would be to integrate sectors and products fully into the regulation of air pollutants and harmonize standards across the region (although this may not be possible in all regions). Further advantages would be to control emissions from various products and industries (i.e. transport) in a harmonized way across the ECE region. However, the disadvantages are the administrative burdens involved in enforcing a protocol of this kind and the ambition required of Convention Parties to negotiate such a protocol. Further analysis could be done to understand the benefits and drawbacks of protocols such as the Montreal Protocol in managing the production and sale of hydrofluorocarbons; 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Addition suggested by CA
(c)	A single pollutant treaty has a one significant advantage in that it could be negotiated faster than a framework (depending on its ambition). Therefore, it could be employed to provide a quicker solution to individual problems or pollutants (i.e. CH4). However, the main drawback would be the relationship between a single pollutant and existing framework protocols. This could add to the administrative burden on Parties in terms of reporting and of whether any provisions have cross-overs to other Protocols (i.e. the Gothenburg Protocol). Also, the single pollutant approach (as well as the sector-based approach) is likely less cost-effective in achieving targets than the integrated multi-pollutant, multi-effect approach used by the Gothenburg Protocol.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Suggested by CA
4744.	The overall advantage of the “new treaty” approach is that it would involve considering managing air quality within the ECE region in an entirely different way, employing new and novel approaches. Under this approach, it would be possible to consider issues identified during the Gothenburg Protocol review (and other sources) and come up with new solutions to meet new objectives. It would also be an opportunity to consider the collective objectives of the Convention and respond to a changing environment and atmosphere in a holistic way. 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: It is not clear why a new treaty would be better in this regard?  Would be good to clarify what is the problem this will solve.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: In case of a complete different scope / approach a new treaty may be the more logical option 
4845.	However, to achieve this goal, sustained ambition and effort is required by all Convention Parties to define a higher or different ambition for a new kind of protocol to achieve the outcomes of the Gothenburg Protocol review (and any other problems being considered). Any new treaty would likely require other changes across the Convention and potentially increase the administrative burden on Parties and the secretariat to report, enforce and make further changes to the protocols. 
	D.	  ￼￼: Continue/expand Enhance capacity- building, awareness-raising, cooperation and other support 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: Approach 4 is not an approach on par with the others. Indeed, it should not be labelled “approach”. It is a list of other things, beyond protocol discussions, that we as Parties can and should discuss separately, probably in context of work plan activities and as tasks for subsidiary bodies. Indeed, the key point here is (51). All of these considerations are caveated by “resources permitting”.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: noted. per EGPOD discussions, we plan to keep this as an approach, but have added chapeau text to clarify that it would very well likely be combined with another approach, as a way to enhance ambition.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: This approach/action is/remains essential to get current non-parties on board over time. Further capacity building and similar action may even be more important in this sense than a new revision of the protocol (focus on implementation). Approach 4 is therefore best not made subordinate to the other 3 approaches and given equal visibility in this document.  Increasing capacity building and similar action (as opposed to continuing at current levels) can be considered an option in itself. In the Convention work plans, this option also receives separate attention.
4946.	Cross-cutting approach 4 is a flexible approach with the primary advantages of being implementable in the short term and flexible in that it could be tailored to any action or priority the Convention might pursue. The approach could be combined with any of the other approaches presented in this document.
5047.	Action on approach 4 could begin quickly, as many possible actions are a continuation or expansion of existing Convention efforts. Moreover, there is no need to wait for other approaches – and potentially lengthy and complex negotiations – to be implemented before taking action. Additionally, this approach could be both a short-term action, as well as a sustained, long-term investment in the Convention’s priorities. The approach’s flexibility would be an advantage, as prioritization of and adjustments to capacity-building, outreach and other cooperation could occur often, such as each time the Executive Body reviews and adopts a two-year workplan or when new priorities emerge. While additional capacity-building, outreach and cooperation with other entities and forums would require significant effort on the part of the secretariat, task forces, the Chair of the Executive Body and Convention Parties, the overall level of effort would be low compared to that required for approaches 2 and 3, as approach 4 would not require negotiations. For the same reasons, approach 4 has the advantage of being less complex than other actions.
5148.	The approach also has significant potential to encourage implementation and to build political will, which might be beneficial to encourage ratification. Capacity-building efforts directly linked to the Convention priorities and future actions, responsive to non-Party needs, and implemented with a long-term strategic approach could lessen barriers to implementation and ratification. Another benefit of this approach is it would be unlikely to make the playing field less level than it currently is for Parties and non-Parties to the Protocol, and in fact has significant potential to build capacity and raise the level of technical expertise of non-Parties. This approach could be one way for the Convention to invest in overcoming differences between Parties and non-Parties. 
5249.	Awareness-raising, including with the general public and with key political officials, in a strategic fashion could also help to galvanize the necessary political will for non-Parties to sustain actions to improve air quality management and move towards ratification. Cooperation with other international forums could also be valuable in furthering build political will among non-Parties, and importantly, encouraging global action on air pollution outside of the ECE region that could benefit air quality in the region. Cooperation outside of the ECE region could raise the ambition of this approach significantly.
5350.	The disadvantages of this approach include the fact that the approach by itself would likely not be sufficient to respond to the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review, and other action would be needed to address challenges such as global reductions in CH4 to reduce ground-level ozone in the ECE region, or the need to update technical annexes. 	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: In our view, this is clear that this approach on its own will not be sufficient to address the GP review conclusions.	Comment by Davis, Allison L: addressed w deletion of likely.
5451.	Capacity-building and increased cooperation are very resource intensive and progress is slow. The effectiveness of these actions remains difficult to assess. Much depends on stable and adequate employment of air quality experts within the Party concerned and on the availability of technical and financial resources to continue the process in a sustainable manner.
5552.	Another key disadvantage of this approach is that Convention resources are limited; thus, effective implementation of expanded capacity-building, outreach and cooperation efforts would likely require discussion on how to most effectively use limited resources and might likely require additional financial and/or human resources from current Parties to the Protocol, the secretariat and other partners. If no, or only limited, additional resources were available, capacity-building, outreach and other cooperation might only be increased at the expense of other tasks carried out within the framework of the Convention.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: This conversation needs to happen anyway, particularly in the context of limited secretariat resources. Recommend removing "likely".	Comment by Davis, Allison L: ok - comment addressed.
5653.	As the effectiveness of capacity-building, outreach and cooperation would drive this approach’s contribution to the achievement of the Convention objectives, it would be important for actions pursued to have a clear scope and intended impact and for the effectiveness of actions to be regularly reviewed and incorporated into further efforts. Visibility of the Convention’s commitment to actions in cross-cutting approach 4, such as through an Executive Body decision or another means, could help to drive political will and improve the effectiveness of actions.
5754.	Additionally, at the country level, it might not be possible to overcome through Parties’ efforts some barriers to further progress such as lack of political will, personnel turnover, or insufficient human resources. Country buy-in and commitment to making steady progress and the necessary institutional investments would be crucial to the long-term success of any capacity-building or outreach undertaken. 
	IV.	Comparison of policy options
58.	This section will present a qualitative comparison of the policy options using the following criteria, which are considered important in evaluating the options:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU:
It would be interesting to discuss here and during WGSR the relative merit of various options to solve the problems we have identified. If there is no problem, then we don’t need to solve it.
Reflection on enforceability / “implementability” might also be required. Some options might be very nice on paper but un-implementable or not feasible.
Level of ambition should not be the only “effectiveness” criteria, as indicated in para 54, first bullet. There should also be something on “expectable achievements”.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: 'Enforceability' is a difficult topic to address, as the IC/EB has no real powers to impose penalties when in non-compliance with mandatory/non-mandatory obligations.
'Implementability' is added to 'ambition level': should be captured by 'effectiveness' (which means: the capability of producing a desired output/result). When something is deemed effective, it means it has an intended or expected outcome '.
Not clear what is exactly meant by 'expectable achievements': if referring to achieving objectives, this is difficult to assess w/o scenario calculations.
(a)	Level of ambition: extent to which a particular approach could achieve a meaningful (adequate) ambition level to make further progress towards the long-term objectives of the Gothenburg Protocol (effectiveness);
(b)	Level of effort: extent to which negotiations would be needed and level of effort required to pursue and develop a particular approach;
(c)	Expected timeline: time required to (ratify and) implement a particular approach (short/medium/long term);
(d)	Costs and resources: extent to which an intended level of ambition could be achieved for a given level of resources/costs/administrative burden (efficiency), according to the ability of each Party; 
(e)	Level of complexity: extent to which a particular approach would increase legal complexity; 
(f)	Level playing field: ability of a particular approach to maintain a minimum level playing field (general minimum standards) to avoid distortion of competition between countries and sectors; extent to which diverging obligations between current Parties and non-Parties could be avoided;
(g)	Potential to encourage ratification and/or implementation: ability of a particular approach to address ratification and/or implementation barriers;
(h)	Future-proof: potential to remain relevant in the future; agile requirements that could easily be updated; ability to take into account non-technical measures and synergies (maintaining coherence with long-term climate neutrality and key objectives in other policy areas). [Placeholder - The comparison of the policy options will in the following/final version of this document be presented in a summary table. The conclusions from this table will further contribute to arriving at the appropriate recommendations]
V.	Recommendations	Comment by Peter Meulepas: UK: Comments on recommendations 
Without the paper being complete it is hard to comment on the recommendations. By adding the criteria of chapter IV to the analysis of chapter III it will be easier to formulate expert recommendations for the Parties to consider.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: EU: It would be useful if the recommendations chapter could answer these questions: is there a need to consider using the approaches 2b or 3? (if yes: which one seems better and what type of problems could we solve by it?) and is there a need to also continue separate discussion on other type of activities and measures, e.g. guidance documents, capacity-building activities, funding mechanisms..? (resources permitting).	Comment by Peter Meulepas: The answer to which problems each approach can address is provided in summary table in informal document.
Other type of acitivities: can be determined on the basis of an update of the needs assessment: added sentence in last paragraph.
The choice between revision or new protocol is on the one hand politcal, but also largely depends on the extent by wich we want to introduce changes / new approaches (form following function)
5955.	The following recommendations are expert opinions based on the analysis of the above sections III to dateabove and do not preclude other actions that Convention Parties may wish to discuss to address the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review. A complete comparison between the approaches on the basis of a set of and the assessment criteria in section IV is also still pending and will beis available as an informal document to the sixty-first session of the Working Group on Strategies and Review. for the final draft to be submitted to the Executive Body at its forty-third session and reflected in the recommendations.This comparative summary has been prepared to support the formulation of these recommendations.
6056.	Some action is possible without opening formal negotiations (see approaches 1 and 4). Such action could be taken to make further progress in addressing transboundary air pollution within the ECE region, but would likely not be sufficient to achieve the Protocol's long-term objectives over time, nor would they fully address the conclusions of the review of the amended Gothenburg Protocol.
6157.	However, toTo address and respond to more fully the conclusions of the Gothenburg Protocol review, further action could be considered by Convention Parties to should:	Comment by Peter Meulepas: CA: It is confusing for the recommendations to offer several approaches. Ideally, the recommendations (or combinations of recommended options) of this paper should be based on the ad hoc group's capacity as experts, and the experts should come to agreement (based on the information presented in this paper) on which approach is most appropriate (and realistic) to take (regardless of political views) to address the conclusions of the GP review. Also (c) does not actually seem to be a recommendation on a path forward but rather something that should be taken into consideration under any approach that is chosen.	Comment by Peter Meulepas: Regarding c) (synergies): climate and energy policies as well as domestic air pollution policies will take us far, but more will need to be done, in particular for EECCA/WB countries (large potentials still exist).

When deciding on a GP revision or new instrument, focus should be on its added value (not only on the level of ambition): what can the Convention offer on top of climate and energy policies (aiming at long-term climate neutrality) and on top of own domestic air pollution policies; focus at what best can be done at Convention level (see SAR 2016); focus on EECCA/WB countries; focus on  pollutants/sectors less/insufficiently addressed by climate and energy policies, like NH3 (agriculture), PM and BC (biomass combustion, …), …  In a nutshell, recommendation c) is ‘more’ than something to be taken into consideration: it should set the scope of what we additionally do within the Convention.
(a)	Cconsider a comprehensive revision of the text and annexes of the amended Gothenburg Protocol (approach 2b) with due regard to removing barriers to ratification and implementation, as well as while also working to settingachieve further emission reductions and to begin this work in 2024 at the 62nd session of the Working Group on Strategies and Review. targets.
6058. (b)	In undertaking a comprehensive revision of the Gothenburg Protocol the revision process could include consideration of the following key priority areas : Also consider a “hybrid” approach, which would combine a revision of the protocol (approach 2b) in the long term while also undertaking shorter-term action short of a revision (approaches 1, 3a and 4); 
· Update emission reduction commitments for existing pollutants;
· Consider new specific emission requirements for black carbon and/or as component of PM;
· Address ammonia emissions with stricter emission requirements, and more broadly;
· Address methane as an ozone precursor;
· Update the technical annexes of the Protocol, including through simplification, restructuring and/or removal of the annexes, as appropriate
· Consider further and/or different flexibilities and approaches to address barriers to ratification and implementation, including a phased approach (to ratification or commitments).
· Further consider the synergies with other policy areas, such as climate and energy, and work closely with other forums addressing these issues.
(c)	Further consider the synergies with other policy areas, such as climate and energy, and work closely with other forums addressing these issues.
6259.	No matter whichIn parallel, whichever approach is chosen, any activities that do not require opening formal negotiations should be given appropriate consideration by the Executive Body and, subject to availability of resources, be added to future workplans of the Convention workplans. Prioritisation of these activities can be determined on the basis of an updated needs assessment (see paragraph 19(a)).
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