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. OPENI NG CF THE MEETI NG

1. The tenth nmeeting of the Open-ended Wrking Group of the Parties to
the Montreal Protocol was held at the headquarters of the United Nations
Envi ronnment Programe, Nairobi, from5 July to 8 July 1994.

2. The neeting was opened at 10 a.m on Tuesday, 5 July 1994.

3. In her opening statenment Ms. Elizabeth Dowdeswel |, the Executive
Director of the United Nations Environnment Progranme, wel com ng the

del egates to Nairobi, recalled that since the Wrking G oup had net in

Nai robi five years previously, in 1989, the inplementation of the Mntrea
Protocol had gone fromstrength to strength. According to the Wshi ngton-
based World Watch Institute the total worl dw de production of CFCs had
declined by 60 per cent since 1988 and that was one of the key indicators
nmeasuring the health of the planet. She was also pleased to report a
steady increase in the nunmber of Parties to the Montreal Protocol; the
Protocol had been ratified by 137 Parties, the London Arendnent by

88 Parties and the Copenhagen Amendment, which had entered into force on
14 June 1994, by 28 Parties. She urged all States which were non-Parties
to those three legal instrunents to ratify them as soon as possible. The
need for inmediate ratification was particularly urgent because of two

i nportant devel oprments, the phase-out of halons on 1 January 1994 and the
pl anned phase-out of CFCs by January 1996, in which all States should play
a part, in the international efforts to restore the ozone |ayer.

4. She paid tribute to the Co-Chairs and nenmbers of the Technica

Options Committees and the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel for
produci ng the extensive report which was to be considered by the Wrking
Group. Referring to nom nations for essential-use exenptions for the
producti on and consunption of controlled substances, she proposed that
recomendati ons for exenptions should only be allowed for those Parties who
had subm tted conmpl ete data on producti on and consunption of ozone

depl eti ng substances before the due dates as provided under Article 7 of

t he Prot ocol

5. Anot her issue on the agenda was the classification and

recl assification of devel oping countries as operating under Article 5;

| ate reporting by the Parties from devel oping countries had given rise to
several practical problens, in relation to the continuation of assistance
fromthe Miultilateral Fund. She hoped that the Working Goup at its
current meeting could find viable solutions to some of those problens.
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that the Working G oup had been authorized by the Fifth Meeting of the
Parties to take decisions on the nodalities and ternms of reference of the
eval uati on and advi se the Secretariat appropriately.

7. Referring to Parties with economies in transition, who had requested
speci al status under the Protocol, UNEP and the other inplenmenting agencies
of the d obal Environment Facility would be attenpting to assist those
countries. As a first step a three-day workshop on the inplenentation of
the Montreal Protocol for the 15 countries of the forner Soviet Union would
be held in Belarus from 15-17 August 1994. She would |ike to encourage

bil ateral assistance and al so assi stance from GEF for those countries and
ot her countries of Eastern Europe, in order to inplement the Protocol

8. Finally, she referred briefly to the issue of unpaid contributions to
the Trust Funds under the Montreal Protocol, and appealed to the Parties to
neet their conmitnments and pay their contributions in full and in good
time, so that all the programres to phase out ozone-depleting substances
could be fulfilled and the Ozone Secretariat be supported appropriately.

11, ORGANI ZATI ONAL MATTERS
A. Attendance

9. The following Parties to the Montreal Protocol were represented:
Al geria, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahanas, Bangl adesh, Bel gi um
Beni n, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Caneroon, Canada, Centra

African Republic, Chile, China, Colonbia, Costa Rica, Cbte d'lvoire,
Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Dom nica, Ecuador, Egypt,
Eur opean Community, Finland, France, Ganbia, Germany, Ghana, G eece,
Hungary, India, lran (lIslanmc Republic of), Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan
Kenya, Kuwait, Ml awi, Ml aysia, Ml dives, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico,
Net her | ands, New Zeal and, Ni ger, Norway, Pakistan, Panana, Peru

Phi | i ppi nes, Pol and, Republic of Korea, Romani a, Russian Federation

Sai nt Lucia, Sanpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Slovakia, South
Africa, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Ukr ai ne, United Kingdom United Republic of Tanzania, United States of
Arerica, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam Zanbia, Zi nbabwe.

10. The following States not Parties to the Protocol were al so
represented: Estonia, Holy See, Mongolia, Morocco.

11. oservers of the following United Nations Secretariat units, bodies
and speci alized agencies were also present: GCeneral Agreenment on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), International Civil Aviation Oganization (ICAO,
International Maritime Organization (IMJ), United Nations Devel opnent
Programe (UNDP), United Nations Environnent Programe (UNEP),

United Nations Industrial Devel opnment Progranme (UNIDO, Wrld Bank.

12. The foll owi ng other organi zations were also represented: African
Centre for Technol ogy Studies (ACTS), Alliance for Responsible Atnospheric
Policy (ARAP), Association of Home Appliance Manufacturers (AHAM, Centre
for International Environnmental Law, Centre for Science and Environnment
(ESAC), dimate Network Africa (CNA), Col onbia University, Eco’Terra

Envi ronnent al Defense Fund, Danish Hal on Banki ng System Dupont Canada,
Inc., European Chem cal Industry Council (ECFIC), GFL Limted, G eat Lakes
Chemical Corporation, Geen Africa Society International, G eenpeace
International, International Council of Environmental Law (ICEL), Hal ozone
Technol ogi es, Inc., Industrial Technol ogy Research Institute (ATRI),

I nternational Pharmaceutical Aerosol Consortium (IPAC), Japan Flon Gas
Associ ation (JFGY), Japan Industrial Conference for Ozone Layer Protection
(JICoP), Japan Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Industry Association
(JRAIA), Kenya Energy and Environnental Organization (KENGO, Marco/Ashrae
(Saudi Arabia Chapter), Safety H -Tech, The Charles Stark Draper
Laboratory, Inc.

B. Election of officers

13. M.J. Carstensen (Denmark) and M. A Consalez (Mexico) (acting in
the absence of M. J. Mateos (Mexico)) served as Co-Chairmen, in accordance

/...



UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 6
Page 3
with the decision of the Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol.

14. On the proposal of the Co-Chairman from Denmark, M. Jose Anpeso
(Phil'i ppi nes) was el ected Rapporteur

C. Adoption of the agenda

15. After proposals fromthe floor, the nmeeting adopted the provisiona
agenda contained in docunent UNEP/ QzL.Pro/WG 1/10/1 as anmended, as
fol | ows:

1. Openi ng of the neeting.

2. Organi zational matters:
(a) El ection of officers;
(b) Adoption of the agenda;
(c) Organi zati on of work.

3. Ternms of reference and nodalities for a report to neet the
requi renent of section Il, paragraph 4 of decision |V/18 of the
Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protoco
(decision V/12).

4. Provi sion of information on the supply of controlled substances
to Parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the
Montreal Protocol (decision V/25 and paragraph 59 of
UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 5/ 12, report of the Fifth Meeting of the Parties
to the Protocol).

5. (a) Classification of certain devel oping countries as not
operating under Article 5 and reclassification of certain
devel opi ng countries earlier classified as not operating
under Article 5 (decision V/4).

(b) Situation of the country Parties with economes in
transition.

6. Consi deration of the report of the Scientific Assessment Pane
on the inmpact on the ozone |ayer of continued use of recycled
control | ed substances (decision |V/ 24, paragraph 6).

7. Consi deration of the report of the Technol ogy and Economic
Assessnent Panel on:

(a) Nom nations for essential uses, for 1995, of hal ons
(deci sion V/18 and decision |V/25);

(b) Nomi nati ons for essential uses of controlled substances
ot her than hal ons (decision V/18 and decision |V/25);

(c) Supply of halons to Parties operating under paragraph 1
of Article 5 of the Protocol (decision V/16);

(d) Total emissions resulting fromtrace inpurities, em ssion
during nanufacture, etc. (decision IV/12, paragraph 3);

(e) Recycling of controlled substances (decision |IV/ 24,
par agraph 7);

() Eval uation of alternatives to HCFCs (decision |IV/ 30
paragraph 1);

(9) Li st of products containing controlled substances from
Annex B (paragraph 3 bis of Article 4 of the Mntrea
/...
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Prot ocol and decision |V/28);
(h) Recommendati ons of the TEAP regardi ng net hyl brom de;
(i) Options for refrigeration and the role of hydrocarbons.
8. O her matters.
9. Adoption of the report.
10. Cl osure of the neeting.

D. Oganization of work

16. The Working Group decided that it would begin its work by considering
agenda item 3 and woul d take up the remaining itens in the order in which
t hey appeared in the agenda.

17. During his first intervention in the discussion, the representative
of Australia said that he was pleased to report that his country had, on
30 June 1994, deposited the instrument of ratification of the Copenhagen
Anmendnent to the Mntreal Protocol

I11. REVIEWUNDER SECTION |1, PARAGRAPH 4 OF DECI SION | V/ 18
OF THE FOURTH MEETI NG OF THE PARTIES TO THE
MONTREAL PROTOCOL ( DECI SI ON V/ 12)

18. Openi ng the di scussion of agenda item 3, the Chairnan drew attention
to documents UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ WG 1/10/2 and UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ CRP. 1,
prepared, respectively, by the Ozone Secretariat and jointly by the United
States and Venezuel a. He asked the Ozone Secretariat first and then the
United States to introduce those docunents.

19. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat said that, in order to
nmeet the deadline of 31 March 1995 for the evaluation and revi ew of the
financial nmechanism it was inportant that the Open-ended Wirki ng G oup
take a decision at the present neeting regarding the terns of reference,
nodal i ti es, organization and nmode of financing of the evaluation. The
financing of the review was not in the budget of the Ozone Secretariat,
since it had been nmandated as a separate review by the Fifth Meeting of the
Parties. He suggested that a possible procedure for financing would be to
obtain a loan or grant fromthe Miultilateral Fund, |eaving the fina
decision on funding to the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

20. The representative of the United States thanked the Ozone Secretari at
for preparing a docunment on this issue and stated that, in order to
facilitate a thorough review of the financial mechanism his country, in
consultation with others and together with Venezuela, had prepared a
docunent with an alternative set of ternms of reference for the review Two
key issues were the need to undertake the review as soon as possible, in
order to conmplete it before the nmeeting of the Wirking Group in 1995, and
the establishment of a steering comittee of the Qpen-ended Working G oup
to oversee the review as it was being carried out. In that context, he
appeal ed to the Open-ended Wrking Goup to select for that conmittee
menbers with experience in evaluating nmultilateral assistance programres.

21. Al the representatives who spoke thanked the Ozone Secretariat and
the United States and Venezuel a for preparing docunents

UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 2 and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ CRP. 1, respectively, and
many of them said both papers were useful in providing a good basis for
preparation of final terms of reference. Al representatives al so agreed
that it was necessary to undertake the review of the financial nechanism as
a matter of urgency.

22. One representative considered the docunent prepared by the
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United States and Venezuela to be particularly useful and drew attention to
el ements contained therein such as the ODS i npact of the use of the
increnmental cost criteria in sectors tending to be inherently
cost-effective and the assessnent of how a project was selected and the
steps, costs and tine involved in its devel opnent. One other
representative considered the docunent prepared by the Secretariat and the
proposal s devel oped therein to be npbst suitable. One other representative
said that the detail to be incorporated in the terms of reference had to be
appropriate to ensure that the review team could explore all avenues
required. Finally, one representative stressed the need for as specific
terms of reference as possible in order to ensure an appropriate focus for
the revi ew

23. Many representatives said that the two papers before the Wrking
Group included vital issues which should be in the final report. One
representative said the review would help to determine the best |long-term
needs of the Multilateral Fund. The scope of the review needed to exam ne
not just where the financial mechani smwas today, but also where it was

goi ng, and thus had to be forward-looking. |In addition, he continued, the
revi ew shoul d exam ne the experience and | essons from ot her reviews of
simlar financial mechanisms. One other representative said the eval uation
of the pilot phase of the A obal Environnment Facility (CGEF) was inportant
in that context. One representative believed it was necessary for the
terms of reference to address the issue of cost-effectiveness and how to
have t he biggest possible effect on ODS phase-out with the |limted noney
avai l able. He also wi shed to see included the i ssue of cooperation between
t he i npl enenti ng agencies, the Executive Conmittee and the two comittees
under the Protocol. One other representative, referring to the issue of
cost-effectiveness in the review, believed it was necessary to study the

i nk between approval and inplenentation of projects and between reporting
of data by countries operating under Article 5 and to include that issue in
the terms of reference to be decided. One other representative supported
the need for such an exam nation. One representative wished to see
included in the terns of reference an exam nation of the extent to which
the activities of the Miultilateral Fund were in conformty with the
activities of other simlar funds such as CEF, as well as an assessnent of
t he degree of inplenentation of not-in-kind alternatives.

24. On the question of financing the review, several representatives said
they believed it should not be funded fromthe Miltilateral Fund. One of

t hem bel i eved such funding woul d be outside the core functions of that

Fund. One other representative said that, due to its urgency, the
financing of the study of the review was a question of expediency. The

Mul tilateral Fund was |larger than the Trust Fund of the Protocol, and
therefore funds might be easier to obtain fromthat source. Article 10 of
the Protocol, he pointed out, did state that the Miultilateral Fund was
responsi ble for rel ated support costs and such a review could be said to
fall under that category. Several representatives supported the idea of a
loan fromthe Miultilateral Fund, to be repaid fromthe Trust Fund. A
nunmber of representatives held the view that funding fromthe Trust Fund
woul d be preferable, and some accepted that this could nean extra costs for
them The representative of Australia doubted that the Trust Fund woul d be
able to fund the review, in view of its low level. He suggested that

vol untary contributions nmight be possible and his country woul d be prepared
to contribute in such a case. The representative of Norway supported that

i dea. The representative of France, while pointing out that his country
woul d al so be prepared to contribute to such voluntary funding, said he
woul d prefer contributions to be conpul sory rather than voluntary.

25. Wth reference to the appoi ntnent of consultants for the review, one
representative said that the consultants could be provided by the

i mpl ementi ng agenci es out of the budget which existed for the services they
provided. One representative said the selection of consultants was

i mportant in order for their evaluation to be as independent as possible.
Anot her representative considered it inmportant that clear criteria should
be established regarding the choice of consultants. Severa

representatives pointed to the need for inpartiality and integrity in the
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candi dates and transparency in their selection. One representative
stressed the need for there to be adequate geographical representation in
the selection of consultants. One other representative w shed to know how
the consultants woul d be selected and if the Open-ended Wrking Goup would
have a say in their appointnment; the Chairman responded that it would be
an issue to be discussed by the small working group. Another
representative was of the opinion that the issue, including the choice of
consul tants, could best be handl ed by the Ozone Secretariat.

26. Wth regard to the question of a steering group or panel of experts
to guide the process of the review, sone representatives agreed with the
proposal of the United States that the nenbers of the panel needed skills
in a nunber of areas. One of themsaid that, in the search for the right
conbi nati ons of expertise, it mght even be necessary to | ook outside the
menbership of the present Wbrking G oup, and he hinself had specific

i ndividuals in mnd whom he would Iike to nomi nate for positions on the
panel . Supporting that view, and suggesting that those nom nations be
further exam ned, one other representative urged countries to cast their
nets as wide as possible in order to assenble the best possible teamfor
the task. A nunber of representatives from devel opi ng countries stressed
that the panel of experts should conprise equal participation of both
countries operating under Article 5 and others. One representative pointed
to the need for the panel to have equitabl e geographical and regiona

bal ance.

27. One representative, supported by a number of others, suggested that
it might be worthwhile to establish a small working group to consider both
sets of proposed terns of reference in detail. |In reply, the Chairman of

t he Open-ended Working Group said that he first wi shed to seek views from
the floor concerning both drafts. As alnost all representatives that took
the floor requested to be considered for menbership of the small working
group, the Chairman proposed that a group of 12 countries be established to
amal gamat e the proposals included in both texts. That group shoul d consi st
of Canada, China, Colonbia, France, Germany, |ndia, Kenya, Mauriti us,

Pol and, United Kingdom United States and Venezuela. The merged text
resulting fromthat group's discussions would serve as a basis for further
consi deration by a larger group. The nandate of the small working group
woul d al so cover consideration of the funding of the review and the
conposition of the steering conmittee or panel of experts that woul d guide
the review. One representative suggested the small working group m ght

wi sh to address the inplementing agencies' accountability to Article 5
countries, particularly concerning the flow of funds and the vol unme of
funds reaching the project.

28. The smal |l working group subsequently submitted to the Working G oup
had before it newly prepared draft terms of reference for a study on the
financi al mechani sm prepared by the small working group. Introducing the
draft, the Chairman of the snall working group said that there were three
mai n topics contained in the terms of reference. First, a study of the
financial nmechanism second, the conposition of the steering panel

third, the budget for the study. A tinmetable for the study, setting out

i ndi cative nmilestones, was included as an annex to the docunent. The

rel evant provisions concerning a steering panel had al so been detail ed.
The Chairman said that the nanes of the experts to sit on the steering
panel had to be approved by the present neeting of the Open-ended Working
Group and he requested the regional groups to provide appropriate nanes as
soon as possible. He stressed that, in view of the tight schedul e, each
group of Parties should submit the nanes of candi dates who were not only
em nently qualified and experienced, but who would al so be available to
attend the appropriate neeti ngs when necessary.

29. Turning to the budget of the study, the Chairnman of the small working
group said that a ceiling of US$ 450,000 has been set. That inmposed sone
limts, but it was hoped that the consultants could find a way to remain
within the agreed costs. It had been agreed that the Open-ended Wirking

/...
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Group should request a | oan of US$ 450,000 fromthe Multilateral Fund
That issue woul d be decided at the next Meeting of the Parties.

30. The observer fromthe Environnental Defense Fund, al so speaking on
behal f of Greenpeace and of the Centre for Science and Environnent (India),
said that Parties should consider the inclusion of representatives from
NGOs in the evaluation, as had been the case in the evaluation of GEF
None of the agencies, he said, should be tasked with doing their own

eval uation through consultants: it should be conducted i ndependently of
each agency. The evaluation should exam ne use of the term "cost-

ef fecti veness of full ODS phase-out”, keeping in nmnd the twin objectives
of Ri o, environnent and equity. |t should exam ne whether the Fund had
been successful in funding ODS phase-out with the hi ghest possible

envi ronnental benefit. It should assess how effective, in both

envi ronnental and economic terns, the original definition of increnenta
costs had been, as well as how that had been inplenented. It should

i nclude an assessnent of how arrangenents between the Executive Comrittee
and each i npl enmenting agency had devel oped, as well as between agenci es.
It should include an analysis of the role of NGOs at every stage of the
project's cycle. It should consider the need for ongoing regular reviews
of the Fund's activities. It should focus on how the eval uati on woul d
interface with the ongoing review, under Article 5, paragraph 8, of the
Protocol. Finally, it should nmake recomendations for future activities,
with a focus on recomendi ng nodifications to the Fund's operations.

31. After an exchange of views on the document, it was agreed that it
woul d be adopted, with a minor verbal anendment. The terns of reference
and the nmodalities of the review are attached as annex | to the present
report of the Working G oup.

32. The Working Group al so selected the follow ng menbers of the Steering
Panel for the evaluation and review of the operation of the Financia
Mechanism fromthe non-Article 5 Parties, M. Jean Quesnel (Canada), Ms.
Moni que Barbut (France) and M. Paul Horwitz (United States); fromthe
Group of Latin American and Cari bbean States, M. Juan Mateos (Mexico);
fromthe Goup of Asian States, M. Vinay Shankar (India); fromthe G oup
of African States, M. Sateeaved Seebal uck (Mauritius).

33. The representative of Australia said that in nomnating the menbers
of the Panel, it was the intent of the non-Article 5 Parties that the Pane
menbers woul d be avail able for consultations with non-governmnenta

organi zations during the course of the study. Those countries hoped that

i ndi vi dual Panel nenbers being selected by the Article 5 countries would
al so be open to such consultations. It was also the belief of the non-
Article 5 countries that the Panel should elect its own Chairman after it
had net as a group.

34. In nom nating the Panel nenber fromthe Goup of Latin Anerican and
Cari bbean States, the representative of Venezuela said that the G oup of
Latin Anerican and Cari bbean States had opposed the financing of the review
of the financial mechanism by neans of a |loan fromthe Miultilateral Fund to
the Ozone Secretariat. |Its opposition was based on the | ack of foresight
on the part of the Secretariat, the fact that, in not naking a provision in
its budget for the costs of the review, a solution had been proposed which
went against Article 10 of the Protocol, since it was not envisaged in that
Article the resources of the Miultilateral Fund should be enployed for such
purposes. The G oup wi shed to place on record its intention to bring up
its views at the thirteenth neeting of the Executive Conmittee of the

Mul tilateral Fund, to the effect that the Fund's resources should only be
used for authorized purposes, and that the Wrking Goup's request should
not set a precedent but should be considered only as an exceptional and
once-only request. The Group also wished to draw attention to the offer
made of voluntary contributions to cover the costs of the review, and
expressed the hope that those offers would eventually be quantified and
definite.

35. Referring to the remarks of the representative from Venezuel a, made
/...



UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 6
Page 8

on behalf of the Latin American and Cari bbean G oup, regarding the alleged
| ack of foresight on the part of the Secretariat, the Secretariat clarified
that it had, with considerable foresight, placed the issue of the review
before the Fifth Meeting of the Parties in Novenmber 1993, two years in
advance. The Secretariat had not suggested any financial provision in the
budget of the Secretariat for the review since it had recommended that the
revi ew shoul d be nanaged by the Executive Conmittee in view of the nmany
comon el enents with the review under Article 5, paragraph 8, of the

Prot ocol being conducted by the Executive Conmittee. The Fifth Meeting
consi dered the budget and the issue of the reviewin two different
subgroups. The subgroup that considered the issue of the review had
recommended the review to be nmanaged by the Secretariat and not by the
Executive Comittee whereas the subgroup on the budget, unaware of this
deci sion, did not provide for the costs of the reviewin the budget of the
Secretariat. The reports of the subgroups had come in the | ast nonents of
t he Bangkok meeting and had been approved by the Fifth Meeting of the
Parties.

36. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda item 3

V. PROVISION OF | NFORVATI ON ON THE SUPPLY OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES
TO PARTI ES OPERATI NG UNDER PARAGRAPH 1 OF ARTICLE 5 OF THE
MONTREAL PROTOCOL (DECI SI ON V/ 25 AND PARAGRAPH 59 OF
UNEP/ OZL. PRO' 5/ 12, REPORT OF THE FI FTH MEETI NG
OF THE PARTIES TO THE PROTOCOL)

37. I ntroduci ng agenda item4, the Chairman referred to the notes
prepared by the Ozone Secretariat as contai ned in docunent

UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 2, paragraphs 14-18. |In particular, he referred to
paragraph 17, which set out some questions with respect to decision V/ 25,
adopted by the Parties at their Fifth Meeting, on the provision of

i nfornmati on on the supply of controlled substances to Parties operating
under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol

38. The representative of the United States said that while his country
supported the intent of decision V/25, it was concerned that it might not
be currently possible to fulfil its requirements. At the Fifth Meeting of
the Parties, his country had proposed an alternative systemto that set out
in the decision, but tine constraints had not allowed a full consideration
of that proposal. The proposal had envi saged the use of contracts for the
sal e of Annex A and B substances as the main reporting docunments. The

Chai rman requested the proposal in witing and the representative agreed to
produce the text. Another representative, while agreeing with the previous
speaker, said that he preferred the idea of a nodel letter rather than a
contract, stating the volume and nature of the substance supplied, to be
the basis for the reporting of information.

39. Several representatives expressed the view that the provisions of
decision V/25 were not really workable. Many representatives said that
greater flexibility should be granted to devel oping countries in meeting
the provisions of the decision. Several representatives said that they
shared a concern regarding the pre-certification provisions of the decision
and believed that post-certification procedures would be nore workabl e.

40. One representative said decision V/25, in changing the basis of trade
from"enterprise to enterprise"” to "CGovernnent to Government", caused
hardship to users and interference in trade, as CGovernnents m ght have to
all ocate requests for controlled substances to individual private
suppliers. He was in favour of |leaving the trade in controlled substances
to the internal regulating nechani sns of individual Governnents,
particularly since the reporting of data for such trade had al ready been
covered by other reporting requirenments. Finally, he stated that his
country was in favour of dropping decision V/25 entirely. Severa
representatives supported this view, and some of those representatives said
that a sinpler procedure should be found i nstead of the procedure envi saged

/...
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i n decision V/25.

41. The Chairman said he noted that there were representatives in favour
of dropping decision V/25 and asked whet her other representatives supported
the retention of that decision. Several representatives took the floor in
support of retaining the decision. The Chairman then stated that he
believed it was clear that the Wrking Goup had to | ook into decision V/25
to see whether better neasures could be found to regul ate the supply of
control | ed substances to Parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5
of the Montreal Protocol

42, He believed that would be useful to establish a snmall working group
to discuss guidelines for the inplenentation of decision V/25, perhaps
along the lines of the proposal by the representative of the United States,
in order to see how that decision could be adjusted to satisfy the concerns
of Article 5 countries. He asked the Secretariat to distribute the text of
the United States proposal to all delegates as soon as it was avail able, at
least in the English version. He proposed, therefore, to | eave this agenda
itemfor the tine being and to establish a small subgroup. This

woul d conprise the representatives of Venezuela, Australia, Mlaysia, the
United States, Republic of Korea, Norway, |ndia, Netherlands, Egypt and
France. He hoped that the subgroup could produce a paper on how gui del i nes
for the inplenmentation of decision V/25 m ght | ook

43. The Chai rman of the subgroup on decision V/25 subsequently introduced
a draft proposal which had been prepared in response to the concerns of
some Parties that the requirenents placed on Article 5 Parties by the
current version of the decision were excessively burdensonme and constituted
a barrier to free trade. Many countries wel coned the proposal as a good
response to the concerns of the developing countries. Many of the
devel opi ng countries, however, mentioned that their concerns regarding
bureaucratic del ays hanpering trade necessary for themwere still not fully
al I evi ated though they would not stand in the way of the adoption of the
proposal by the Wrking G oup.

44, Fol | owi ng a discussion of the draft proposal, the Working G oup
agreed to recomrend the followi ng draft decision for the consideration of
the Sixth Meeting of the Parties:

In order to facilitate inplenmentation of the Protocol's provisions
concerning the supply of controlled substances to nmeet the basic
donestic needs of Parties operating under Article 5, paragraph 1, the
Parties decide to substitute the follow ng for decision V/25:

1. In cogni zance of the basic donestic needs provisions of

Articles 2A to 2E and Article 5, [and decision I/12C] and for the
purpose of the reporting requirements under Article 7, Parties wll

i nstruct conpani es exporting controlled substances fromtheir
countries to notify, within [30] [60] days after the time of export,
the focal points of both the concerned Governnents of the names of
exporting and inporting countries and the quantities exported [and the
nanes of conpanies to which exported].

2. [ For each Party operating under Article 5 who inports or produces
control | ed substances under these provisions, the report required
under Article 7 shall describe the steps undertaken to ensure that
such inports and/or production have been used to satisfy its basic
donesti c needs. ]

3. The Secretariat shall prepare and distribute to the Parties
exanpl es of letters that could be used by conpanies for the purposes
descri bed in paragraph 1 above[, and shall publish the data provided
in paragraph 2 as part of its reports under Article 7].

[* Deci sion 1/12C states: "Basic donmestic needs" referred to in

Articles 2 and 5 of the Protocol should be understood as not to all ow

producti on of products containing controlled substances to expand for
/...
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t he purposes of supplying other countries.]

45. Foll owi ng the adopti on of the decision, the Chairnman stated that the

i ssue of the practicality of paragraph 1, on which concerns had been
expressed by a nunber of del egations, could be considered in the tine
before the Sixth Meeting of the Parties and taken up again at that Meeting,
i f necessary.

46. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda item 4

V. CLASSI FI CATI ON OF CERTAI N DEVELOPI NG COUNTRI ES AS NOT OPERATI NG UNDER
ARTI CLE 5 AND RECLASSI FI CATI ON OF CERTAI' N DEVELCOPI NG COUNTRI ES EARLI ER
CLASSI FI ED AS NOT OPERATI NG UNDER ARTICLE 5 (DECI SION V/ 4), and

SI TUATI ON OF THE COUNTRY PARTI ES W TH ECONOM ES | N TRANSI Tl ON

47. Before offering agenda item5 for discussion by the Wrking G oup, the
Chai rman gave the floor to the President of the |Inplenmentation Comittee
under the Non-Conpliance Procedure for the Mntreal Protocol, to allow him
to make a brief presentation on the conclusions of the Conmittee's neeting
t he previous day which he considered woul d be of relevance to the

di scussi on.

48. The President of the Inplenentation Committee said that the di scussion
in that nmeeting had revol ved around three main themes: data reporting by
both Article 5 and non-Article 5 countries; aspects of classification and
recl assification of Parties operating under Article 5; and a proposal made
by the representative of the Russian Federation concerning the granting of
speci al status under the Montreal Protocol to those countries with
econom es in transition. Concerning the provision of data by Parties

whi ch, he said, was the basis of information provided by the Secretari at,
the President said the situation in general had inproved, but there was
still serious concern about the |lack of, or delay in, the reporting of data
by both Article 5 and non-Article 5 Parties. The Conmittee had anal ysed
the relative situation of certain Article 5 countries that had received
support fromthe Multilateral Fund. After discussion anmong the nenbers of
the Conmittee and the representatives of the inplenenting agencies, it had
been agreed that |arge nunbers of countries still had problens wth
reporting. It had also been agreed that it would be necessary to have a
neeting of the Inplenentation Conmittee back-to-back with the Sixth Meeting
of the Parties to which the Ozone Secretariat could invite non-reporting
countries so that they could explain their situation and difficulties to
the Conmittee. There had al so been discussion within the Comrittee about
whet her it would be useful or possible to |ink the provision of support to
Parties with their performance in reporting data. No clear recomendation
had been arrived at, and it had been decided to bring the subject to the
attention of the Open-ended Worki ng G oup

49. Concerning the reclassification of certain countries as to whether or
not they were operating under Article 5, paragraph 1, the President of the
I mpl ementation Committee referred to the questions contained in paragraphs
21 (a) to (d) of document UNEP/ OzL.Pro/Ws 1/10/2. He said that discussions
had highlighted two sets of views on the issues raised. The inplenmenting
agenci es had stressed the need for clear guidelines with regard to
eligibility for assistance fromthe Fund and inplenmentation of projects in
the reclassified countries. However, the need to be flexible had been
noted, taking into account the problems and difficulties faced by certain
countries. Regarding paragraph 21 (a), it had thus been agreed that the
answer should be yes. Anything else was a policy matter to be deci ded by
t he Open-ended Working Group. It had to be pointed out that a Party's
failure to provide data could lead to a situation of non-conpliance. In
addition, the Cormittee had rai sed the question of considering a tine-cap
on how long Parties could be tenporarily classified in the absence of the
reporting of data by them
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50. Wth regard to paragraph 21 (b), the President said the Conmttee had
al so agreed that the answer should be yes. |t had considered the status of
the Party at the tine of approval of a project to be the decisive factor in
continuing to inplement the project. |If the status of a country were to
change, that should not interfere with the inplenmentation of a project
al ready approved. |n connection with paragraph 21 (c), the President

reported that the Conmmttee had decided that this involved two questions,
whi ch shoul d be clearly separated. The first, concerning whether the
Parti es should be allowed to correct their data, should be answered yes, if
only for reasons of the need for accurate data. The second part,
concerning reclassification on the basis of corrected data, had net with no
cl ear consensus. The necessity of a clear and firmbasis for the work of
the financial nechani smwould ensure that the situation should not be
changed retroactively. Wth regard to paragraph 21 (d), the President
reported that the Committee had not explicitly addressed that point,

al t hough one nmenber had expressed the viewthat, in dealing with Parties
seeki ng a wai ver of past contributions, the way they were dealt with should
depend on whether or not data had been subnmitted in tine.

51. Wth regard to the granting of special status to countries with
econom es in transition, the President reported that the representative of
t he Russian Federation had raised the matter, but no detail ed di scussion on
t he subj ect had taken place, since it had not been clear what the

Russi an Federation wanted the Committee to do. As the question had al so
been rai sed el sewhere previously, the President suggested that one way to
address it would be to use the possibilities included in the terns of
reference of the Inplenmentation Conmittee, whereby a country could submt
to the Conmittee details of the problens it was experiencing in conplying
with the obligations of the Protocol

52. Finally, he stressed his personal opinion that it was necessary to
have continuity anong the nenbers of the Comrittee as that was the basis
that made its work possible. It would be useful if, in future, countries
seeking a position on the Committee could al ready suggest one designated
individual to fulfil the tasks, so that continuity could be naintained. He
wonder ed whether a specific recommendati on could be made to the Meeting of
the Parties in that connection

A. Cassification of certain devel oping countries as not operating
under Article 5 and reclassification of certain devel oping
countries earlier classified as not operating
under Article 5 (decision V/4)

53. Introducing item5 (a) of the agenda, the Chairnan referred to the
note prepared by the Secretariat contained in document

UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 2.  The representative of the Republic of Korea
pointed to a factual error contained in paragraph 20 (c) of that docunent,
and asked the Secretariat to correct or delete that subparagraph. It was
agreed that the representative's clarification would be recorded in the
report of the Working G oup.

54. One representative, supporting the idea of tenporary classification
said that 34 such countries currently came into that category. Many coul d
fully neet the criteria of operating under Article 5 if information were
forthcom ng. In that connection, the provisions of decision I1/10 were
rel evant and the Inplenmentation Conmttee had in fact recomended a
revision to that by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties. He suggested that
there should be no further tenporary classifications, since it was not
clear that the countries remaining to be classified and not on the Iist of
34 had the characteristics considered necessary for inclusion under
Article 5. Some representatives considered that it would be appropriate
t hat when recl assified those countries continued to neet the phase-out
schedul es applicable to Parties not operating under Article 5 and that it
woul d not be appropriate for themto call upon the resources of the
Multilateral Fund. Several representatives agreed that there should be a
time limt on tenporary classifications. One representative said that a
/...
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ti me-cap already existed, since specific tinme frames were already set out
under the Protocol. Sone representatives doubted whether countries could
continue to be classified by the Secretariat if no data had been made
avail able. Several representatives said that data reporting was becom ng
nore and nore inportant, and expressed concern about the fact that

i nformati on was | acking, since conpliance was an inportant question. One
of them said Parties should experience no advantages in failing to report
or in reporting late. The subm ssion of inconplete or estinmated data, he
said, mght be acceptable and dealt with differently. Agreenent on

non- conpl i ance rul es had been reached at the Fourth Meeting of the Parties.
The role of the Inplenmentation Comrmittee clearly showed how to foll ow up
on this. One other representative wondered if it were possible for the
Secretariat to prepare a docunent, listing Parties that were not in
conpliance with the obligations of the Protocol, and outlining how they
could be regarded as non-Parties after a certain tine period. After that
period trade with them could be suspended. In reply, the President of the
| mpl enentation Committee said that the only way Parties could be found to
be not in conpliance would be through a non-conpliance procedure approved
by the Fourth Meeting of the Parties.

55. Wth regard to whether the Executive Conmittee of the Miultilatera

Fund shoul d continue to consider projects in the absence of data-reporting,
some representatives said it was necessary to | ook at the Parties
tenporarily classified as operating under Article 5 that were not providing
data. One of themsaid there was no justification for considering projects
if a country provided no data after a country progranme had been put in

pl ace.

56. One representative froma devel oping country stated that his country
had started to inplenent the Protocol in 1992. |Infornmation on ozone-

depl eti ng substances had been collected and could be subnmitted to the Ozone
Secretariat at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

57. Several representatives said that countries should be allowed to be
reclassified on the basis of clarified data. However, several added, the
new data had to be carefully evaluated. Several representatives said that
per haps a new net hodol ogy was needed. Corrected data had to be subject to
defined conditions, and the |nplenmentation Comittee should be eval uating
such data closely. One other representative doubted whet her

recl assification should be allowed, saying it seemed against the spirit of
t he Prot ocol

58. One representative referring to paragraph 21 (d), said that, as
governed by Article 7, paragraph 3 of the Protocol, if a Party had
submitted data and had been reclassified it had the right to request a

wai ver of its contributions. H's own country had submtted data for 1993,
during which year consunpti on of Annex A substances had fallen bel ow 0.3 kg
per capita. Therefore, it was no |onger under an obligation to contribute
to the Multilateral Fund. One representative said that a country

recl assified as operating under Article 5 should be able to follow the new
time frame set out in that Article and should not contribute to the
Multilateral Fund. One other representative, supporting that statenent,
said that the basic fact was that the Protocol itself did allow for
reclassification. Two questions were involved: first, a budgetary
guestion. Countries may have been expected to contribute, but had not as
yet. That was an accounting question and perhaps not a mgjor one. Second,
there was always the consideration that those countries should be all owed
to draw on the Fund and exerci se the 10-year period of grace allowed to
countries operating under Article 5. Another representative said it was
very inportant to decide whether countries be allowed to draw fromthe Fund
and use the 10-year grace period.

59. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat said that he sought
guidelines for the Secretariat and for the Secretariat of the Miltilatera
Fund. Al Parties had to subnmit base data within three nonths of the entry

/...
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into force of their status, and the data for the year within nine nonths of
the conpletion of the year. As decided by the Second Meeting of the
Parties, to enable quick action, the Ozone Secretariat could temporarily
classify countries in the absence of a data report. |In a few cases, the
classification had been incorrect, as the country had turned out to be
using either nore or less than the threshold figure of 0.3 kg per capita.
VWere the classification of countries changed after receipt of data, the
Secretariats needed to take many actions and the questions raised in
docurment UNEP/ Ozl . Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2 need to be answered urgently to enable the
Secretariats to proceed further

60. The Chairman subsequently introduced draft principles he had prepared
regarding treatnent of classified and reclassified devel oping country
Parties. He said the draft was an attenpt to synthesize the discussion
hel d on the subject earlier and attenpted to bring out nbst of the points
of view expressed.

61. The President of the Inplenmentation Committee under the Non-Conpliance
Procedure for the Montreal Protocol said that many points raised at the

| ast neeting of the Committee and in the Wirking Group's debate had been
included in the draft and it represented a good base for going forward. He
bel i eved, however, that the docunent set out a slight nodification to the
present regi me which was gui ded by decision I1/10. Therefore, he expressed
concern on behalf of the Inplenentation Commttee which, he said, held a

specific mandate with regard to data reporting. 1In reply, the Chairman
reassured himthat the draft intended there to be no change in reporting
requi renents such as they exi sted under the Mntreal Protocol. Those

requi rements shoul d of course be adhered to, but his draft represented an
attenpt to come to terns with the reality of a difficult situation.

62. There was general agreenent that the Chairman shoul d be congratul at ed
for the excellent job of work he had done in preparing the draft. A nunber
of representatives said he had succeeded in producing a very delicately

bal anced draft, which they reconmended for adoption with the sol e anmendnment
made. One of them said that, concerning paragraph 1, his understandi ng was
that the data used for tenporary classification was the inconplete or
estimted data provided by the Party and supported, if necessary, with

i nformati on from ot her sources, and, concerning paragraph 2, the approved
projects to be paid for would be country studies that would help to inprove
the situation with regard to provision of data.

63. Sone representatives expressed reservations concerning paragraph 5 and
nmentioned that reclassified countries were eligible for assistance and that
t he paragraph should be either deleted or amended. Access to the benefits
of the Multilateral Fund, as well as the phase-out schedul e, should be
subject to the stipulations contained in the Articles of the Mintrea

Protocol. One other representative suggested further amendment to the
par agr aph.
64. In suming up, the Chairnman said that, in view of the general support

for the | anguage of the paper, he considered it should be passed on to the
next Meeting of the Parties, with an indication of the reservations
expressed by sone countries. He therefore proposed that square brackets be
i nserted around the disputed words. It was agreed that the document as
amended as given bel ow be adopted for transm ssion to the Sixth Meeting of
the Parties:

PRI NCl PLES REGARDI NG TREATMENT OF CLASSI FI ED AND
RECLASSI FI ED DEVELOPI NG COUNTRY PARTI ES

1. The Secretariat should continue to classify, in absence of
conpl ete data, devel oping countries tenporarily as operating or
not operating under Article 5 based on the information avail able
to the Secretariat, subject to the conditions that:

(a) The Secretariat encourages these Parties to approach the
Executive Committee and the Inplenentation Committee for
/...
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assi stance in establishing accurate data;

(b) A country may only be classified tenporarily as
operating under Article 5 for a period of two years applicable
fromthe tine of adoption of this decision. After this period,
Article 5 status can no | onger be extended w thout data reporting
as required by the Protocol unless the country has sought the
assi stance of the Executive Conmittee and the I nplenentation
Commi tt ee;

(c) A developing country tenmporarily classified as operating
under Article 5 would lose the status if it does not report data
as required by the Protocol within one year of the approval of
its country programe and its institutional strengthening by the
Executive Committee.

2. The Executive Conmmittee will consider projects fromParties

tenmporarily classified as operating under Article 5. The

proj ects approved when such tenporary classification is operative

will continue to be funded even if the countries subsequently are
recl assified as not operating under Article 5 on receipt of data.
However, no project will be sanctioned during a period during

which the country is classified as not operating under Article 5.

3. Parties may be allowed to correct their data in the interest
of accuracy for a given year but no change of classification wll
be permitted for that year pertaining to which the data has been
corrected. Any such corrections should be acconpani ed by an

expl anatory note to facilitate the work of the Inplenmentation
Commi ttee.

4, Regar di ng devel opi ng country Parties which are initially
classified as not operating under Article 5 and then
recl assified, any outstanding contribution to the Miultilatera

Fund will be disregarded, only for the years in which they are
recl assified as operating under Article 5. Any Party
recl assified as operating under Article 5 will be allowed to

utilize the renmai nder of the 10-years grace period, but is
encouraged not to do so.

5. Any Party initially classified as non-Article 5 but

recl assified subsequently as operating under Article 5 shal
[not] be requested to contribute to the Miultilateral Fund [and
will not be eligible for assistance fromthe Fund.] This wll
not apply if the initial classification of the Party as non-
Article 5 made in the absence of conplete data, is subsequently
proved to be wong on the basis of conpl ete data.

65. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item5 (a).

B. Situation of the country Parties with econonies in transition

66. The representative of the Russian Federation said that the question of
granting special status to the countries with economes in transition had
al ready been raised at the Fifth Meeting of the Parties to the Montrea
Protocol and he referred to the proposed draft decision contained in
paragraph 66 of the report of that neeting (UNEP/ Qzl.Pro/5/12). Recalling
t he substance of the matter, he said that no decision had been reached at
that neeting, and he had al so raised the issue at the nost recent neeting
of the Inplenentation Committee, in Nairobi. He wi shed to explain why he
consi dered the subject of inportance. |n her opening address the Executive
Director of UNEP had pointed out that within the Mntreal Protocol there
were no provisions for countries with econonmies in transition. Wile that
statenment was factual, it did not mean that such countries were not a
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reality. Indeed, at the United Nations Conference on Environnent and

Devel opnent, a special definition for that group of countries had been
adopted. Provisions for that group existed in the Convention on Biol ogica
Diversity and in the United Nations Framework Convention on Cimate Change.
The Parties to the Montreal Protocol were thus free to anend the Protoco
to take into account the special needs of the group of countries with
econonmies in transition. That would show goodw ||, he said, and would be
seen as a special gesture towards that group in the sanme way as criteria
had been created for a special status for devel oping countries under
Article 5, paragraph 1. The Russian Federation, he said, would assune the
responsibility of preparing a report and a draft text on the subject of
speci al status and could have that distributed for consideration by the
Open-ended Wrking Group and at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol. Experts fromthe Russian Federation and from ot her
countries who had been exam ning the question believed that, because of the
prevailing economc crisis, the Russian Federation would not be able to
phase out products under Annex A fully within the available tinme frane,
even if it was provided with the full anpbunt of finance required to

i mpl enent a country progranme. Thus, a special status was required to help
t he Russian Federation neet its obligations over a period of tinme, at |ease
up to 1998. Wth regard to hal ons and substances for basic donestic needs,
it was necessary for the country to produce those substances in the next
year. Oher countries were in a simlar situation. H's group of countries
found thenselves in a difficult situation concerning the inplenentation of
country programes and the phasi ng out of ozone-depleting substances.
International aid was needed. The countries in question generally had a
very high potential for action to deal with the problem of ozone depletion
They had the ideol ogi cal and technol ogi cal basis to phase out CFCs. He
asked the Worki ng Group, the Executive Conmittee of the Multilateral Fund
and the group dealing with finance nechanisns to take into account the fact
that, although countries with econonmies in transition wished to help
countries operating under Article 5, paragraph 1, not all of themcould
give the aid needed on the required scale and within the tine frame set out
at the Fifth Meeting of the Parties. The Russian Federati on was expected
to be the fourth largest donor to the Miultilateral Fund, and its tota
contribution determined for the period 1991-1996 anpunted to one quarter of
all the funding it required to carry out its own natural ODS phase-out
programme. Yet the amount of contributions set was far beyond the
possibilities of the country to pay, because of the economic crisis. Thus,
he requested special consideration for those countries with econonies in
transition and special attention to the question of contributions in kind
to the Multilateral Fund in order to determ ne the nost feasible ways for
themto fulfil their obligations. He concluded by saying that he woul d
hand in a draft paper on the subject to the Ozone Secretariat.

67. The representative of Poland said he fully supported the statenent
made by the representative of the Russian Federation and stressed that
several Eastern European countries were in a simlar situation and thus
wanted to discuss the problemof contributions as a group. He pointed out
that the General Assenbly of the United Nations had al so defined the
countries with econonmies in transition as a group with comon problens. To
date, he said, there were US$ 32 million in unpaid contributions fromthat
group. The countries wi shed and hoped to make their contributions, but a
way had to be found of contributing in kind. He concluded by expressing
the hope that it would be possible to find sone kind of solution

68. One representative, addressing the statenents made by the
representatives of the two countries with economes in transition, said
that he considered the situation involved two distinct problens. The
first, as the statenent by the representative of the Russian Federation had
made cl ear, involved the question of non-conpliance with the obligations
entered into under the Protocol. The second centred upon the problem of
financial contributions. It was inportant to differentiate between those
two issues. A case of non-conpliance concerned a specific country. But

t he question of contributions required a nmore general discussion

69. The Chairman subsequently drew attention to a proposal circul ated by
/...
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Bul gari a, Hungary, Pol and, Russian Federation and Ukrai ne, regarding
contributions to the Miultilateral Fund by Parties with econom es in
transition. He said that, following informal consultations, it had been
deci ded that the Executive Committee should be urged to neet with the
countries concerned in order to discuss the issues contained in the
proposal. It had been felt that an appropriate time would be during or

i medi ately before the Sixth Meeting of the Parties. |In addition, Poland,
as a nmenber of the Executive Committee together with the Russian Federation
whi ch woul d attend on behal f of other countries with econonies in
transition, would bring up the issue at the forthcom ng nmeeting of the
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Committee in July 1994. It was also clear that the basis for the neeting
woul d be the fornal response by those countries to a letter addressed to
them by the Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund regarding contributions to
t he Fund.

70. In the light of the explanation by Chairnan, the Wrking Goup agreed
that there was no need to consider the proposal further

71. The representative of the Russian Federation drew attention to a
forthcom ng neeting that had been arranged in Mnsk to discuss the
functioning of the Vienna Convention and the Montreal Protocol in those
countries that had been part of the former Soviet Union. He asked whet her
it would be possible for the Secretariat to consider enlarging
representation by helping in funding the participation of at |east one
representative fromeach concerned Eastern European country. The options
for contributions to the Multilateral Fund would al so be discussed in

M nsk, where he hoped some concl usi ons woul d be reached. He al so hoped
that a specific agreenment could be reached at the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties.

72. The representative of South Africa asked whether the conclusions woul d
al so apply to other countries that considered thenselves to have econom es
in transition.

73. The Chairman clarified that the proposed neeting was for those
countries that had specially asked to discuss the situation with the
Executive Committee. The concl usions would be provided to the Sixth
Meeting of the Parties for its consideration

74. The Working Goup thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item5 (b).

VI. CONSI DERATI ON OF THE REPORT OF THE SCI ENTI FI C ASSESSMENT PANEL
ON THE | MPACT ON THE OZONE LAYER OF CONTI NUED USE OF RECYCLED
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES ( DECI SI ON |V/ 24, PARAGRAPH 6)

75. On behalf of the Chair of the Scientific Assessment Panel, a
representative of the Ozone Secretariat presented the report of the
Scientific Assessnent Panel on the inpact on the ozone |ayer of continued
use of recycled controlled substances (UNEP/ OzL.Pro/Ws 1/10/4). He pointed
out that, for any CFC, halon or nethyl brom de to cause damage to the ozone
layer, it nust first be released into the atnosphere. Consequently,
recycl ed compounds which were not rel eased woul d have no i npact on ozone
depletion, while any that were, accidentally or deliberately, would cause
such depletion. The Panel's study conpared the inpact of destroying CFCs
with that of recycling and reusing them in which case they would
ultimately be rel eased into the atnosphere. The conpari son was based on

t he gl obal production of CFC-11 and CFC-12 for various applications,
assum ng a four-year average lifetine for the rel ease of those CFCs from
such applications and the conplete recapture and destruction of all the
gases stored in 1994. The cal cul ati ons showed that the difference between
the total effective atnospheric chlorine in the two scenarios was | ess than
0.65 per cent. The report concluded that the inmpact on the ozone |ayer of
the continued use of recycled controll ed substances was nini mal .

76. One representative enquired as to how the difference in effect on the
ozone | ayer between the two nethods could be so m nimal

77. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat explained that the
regul ated rel ease of the substances resulting fromrecycling led to that
m ni mal difference.

78. In response to another question by a representative, on the inpact on
t he ozone layer of by-products created in the destruction of CFC-11 and
CFC-12, the representative of the Ozone Secretariat explained that,
98-99 per cent efficiency could be achieved in the destruction of CFCs and
hence the process of destruction would have little inpact on the ozone

/...
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| ayer.
79. In response to a question asked by an observer, the representative of

the Ozone Secretariat agreed that serious efforts to inplenent recycling as
wel | as destruction at an appropriate stage were needed in all countries.

80. One representative said that the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances did nmean a halt to emi ssions of CFCs into the atnosphere since
there were no strict limts in the framework of the Montreal Protocol to
the use of large quantities of ozone-depleting substances that had been
stored, especially with regard to fire-extingui shing substances contai ni ng
CFCs. Noting that the purpose of the Protocol was to protect the ozone

| ayer, he said that the Protocol should be refined to include fuller
protection nmeasures, with the possible inclusion of national enission
qguot as, thus ensuring gradual reduction. That regine should be as strictly
enforced as the regine pertaining to nuclear material, involving such
nmeasures as international inspections and sanctions etc.

81. The representative of the European Community, referring to the |ack of
any mandatory requirenment for recovery or recycling under the Protocol
noted that a European Community regul ation due to enter into force |ater
in the year required countries to take all practical measures to

recover and recycle ozone-depl eting substances and to prevent the |eakage
of ozone-depl eting substances. He hoped that other countries would

consi der the adoption of simlar |egislation

82. The representative of Sweden infornmed the Wirki ng Group that
regul ati ons on the recycling and recovery of ozone-depleting substances had
been enforced in her country since 1989. 1In addition, she asked for
further clarification on action by the Scientific Assessnent Panel taken in
response to the request fromParties that it should conpare the inpact of
the use of CFCs with the inmpact of the use of alternative avail able
environnental |y sound subst ances.

83. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat said that the question
woul d be taken up by the Panel at its next neeting.

84. One representative asked how the Panel had arrived at such a high rate
of success for recycling. |In addition, with regard to the need for

mandat ory measures, he wondered whet her consideration had been given to

t hose practical measures which were already in place in different

countri es.

85. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat suggested that the
guestion regarding the success |l evels of recycling would be nore
appropriately answered by the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel

86. One representative stressed that the options of recycling and
destruction should only be considered when there were no feasible
alternatives to ozone-depleting substances. He also pointed out that a
combi nation of recycling and destruction could be very costly and it m ght
therefore be preferable for countries to select an alternative approach

87. The Working Goup thus concluded its consideration of agenda item6

VI1. CONSI DERATI ON OF THE REPORT OF THE TECHNCLOGY AND
ECONOM C ASSESSMENT PANEL

88. In considering agenda item7, the Working Group first heard
presentations from menbers of the Technol ogy and Econom c Assessnent Pane
and its Options Committees.
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89. Dr. Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the report of the Panel

90. Dr. Tope, the alternate Co-Chair of the Aerosols, Sterilants,

M scel | aneous Uses and Carbon Tetrachl ori de Technical Options Committee
reported on the work of that Conmittee. |In response to the question by
one representative, as to whether solvents used in the purification of
pharmaceuticals coul d be seen as process agents, she drew attention to the
concept of process agents used by the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent
Panel .

91. Dr. Kuijpers, as Chair of the Refrigeration, Air Conditioning and Heat
Punps Techni cal Options Conmittee and M. Taylor, Chair of the Hal ons
Technical Options Conmittee, reported on the work of their respective
committees, regarding essential use nom nations.

92. One representative asked what progress had been made in research into
alternatives to the use of halons in fire prevention and how rmuch | onger
hal ons woul d continue to be used for such purposes.

93. M. Taylor said that alternatives to halons were already avail able for
many - but not all - uses. As additional alternatives were devel oped,

pressure on the existing hal on bank was | essened, releasing nore hal ons for
the remaining essential uses for which there were no adequate alternatives.

94. The representative of the Russian Federation said that his country had
still failed to find a satisfactory solution to the probl em posed by the
conti nued use of halons and intended to continue production of halons in
the foreseeable future. Wiile large quantities of halons were available in
banks, they could not be recycled and producti on would continue to be
necessary for certain strategic uses. The Russian Federation requested the
Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel and its Hal ons Technical Options
Committee (HTOC) to review materials to be submitted by the Russian
Federation by the end of July 1994 concerning essential halon uses for the
year 1995. Furthernore, the Russian Federation accepted the offer of HTCC
to propose alternatives and substitutes to hal on uses now consi dered as
essential. The Russian Federation al so wel coned any assi stance of HTOC in
i dentifying sources of recycled halons to supply essential uses. It was
the intention of the Russian Federation to submt by 1 January 1995,

nomi nations for essential halon use in 1996. The Russian Federation
reserved its right to revert to the issue at the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties.

95. M. Taylor said that the Conmittee had had di scussions earlier in the
year in Warsaw with experts fromthe Russian Federation on the use of

hal ons. The 440 tons of hal ons nentioned represented a 90 per cent
reduction of previous levels. That was a significant achievenment but the
Russi an Federation should nove to nmeet all its requirements from hal on
banks. The Hal ons Technical Options Conmittee would help in this respect.

96. The Ozone Secretariat said that the Parties had deci ded on the
procedure for essential use nominations and those relating to 1995 had
al ready been submitted. Any further nomi nations could not be processed for
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the current year but would be processed for being placed before the Seventh
Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol in 1995. The fruitful cooperation
bet ween the Russi an Federation and the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel woul d continue in the neantime.

97. The representative of France said that France was now able to withdraw
the nom nation it had nade concerning halon requirenents. In addition, she
asked for clarification concerning one hal on which, she understood, was not
covered by the Montreal Protocol

98. M. Taylor clarified that the substance in question had an ozone-
depleting potential of approximately 0.4 and its use was linited to highly
speci alized areas. H's Committee would investigate the matter further

99. The representative of Canada said that his Governnment woul d host a
wor kshop on | aboratory and anal ytical uses in order to bring together key
pl ayers, including regul ators, producers, |aboratory users and

organi zations that determ ned reference nmethods and standards. Canada
woul d di scuss the matter of participation with other countries, especially
those that had nomi nated | aboratory uses. It would al so urge any
interested country to consider informng it of any national experts who

nm ght be able to contribute. Although no date had yet been fixed for the
wor kshop, his Government would do its utnost to hold it before the Sixth
Meeting of the Parties.

100. The representative of the United Kingdomwi thdrew his country's

nom nati ons for the use of CFC-113 as a solvent for the purposes of
fingerprinting and menbrane manufacturing. He was, however, concerned
about the Panel's suggested alternative to CFC-113 in fingerprinting
applications, which was flammabl e and di d not neet existing standards. The
Uni ted Ki ngdom woul d therefore wel cone infornmati on on other alternatives.
In the nmeantine, it would use existing stocks of CFC- 113 for fingerprinting
purposes but might revisit the issue at sone | ater date.

101. Dr. Andersen said that the Panel would publish a technical note on
fingerprinting describing the systemused in the United States and ot her
systens. Efforts to find alternatives would be increased, with seninars
bei ng organi zed, if necessary. Dr. Andersen further infornmed the Wrking
Group that the Panel would publish a technical note on alternatives for the
cleaning of live electrical equiprment and was al so planning a workshop on
gyroscope uses.

102. Dr. Van Slooten, as a nmenber of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , recalled the request made by the Fifth Meeting of the Parties for
the Panel to assenble and distribute a handbook on essential uses

nom nati ons (decision V/18, para. 5). He noted that sone of the

nom nati ons had been inconplete, or had been received in | anguages ot her

t han the working | anguage of the Panel. He said that it was inportant for
Parties to require their industries to conplete the nom nation docunment and
that criteria that must be met would be established. On the final point,

t he Panel proposed that translation services should be provided through
UNEP for nominations subnmitted in | anguages other than the working | anguage
of the Panel. The Panel was considering the draft handbook and woul d
circulate it to the Parties in time for the next round of nomi nations.

103. Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econom c Assessmnent

Panel , introduced the Panel's report on inadvertent production (see

UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 3, section ES. 6, and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1,
para. 16), which had been prepared in accordance with decision IV/12 of the
Fourth Meeting of the Parties. He said that the worst-case estimte for

i nadvertent enissions would be approximtely 7,200 ODP-wei ghted tons in
1994 falling to 5,800 ODP-wei ghted tons by the year 2000. Those figures

were broken down by source of emission in chapter 9 of the Panel's report.
Since those | evels anpbunted to about 0.5 per cent of the anount of
control | ed substances produced in the baseline years, the Panel had
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concl uded that gl obal inadvertent production was very low It did,
however, recomrend that Parties work with their respective Governments and
i ndustries to take steps to reduce such em ssions, including such steps as
avoi dance of creation of such enissions, reduction of enissions using
practicabl e technol ogi es, containment or destruction. Finally, the Pane
had stressed the inportance of technol ogy transfer to devel oping countri es.

104. One representative said that she believed that, for global em ssions
rather than just emi ssions from devel oped countries, the figures given in
t he worst-case scenario were a gross underestimate.

105. M. Reed, Senior Advisor to the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel, introduced the concl usions of the Panel on recovery and recycling
(UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 3, section ES. 4, and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1,
paras. 17-18).

106. One representative noted that the Panel had suggested that recovery
and recycling of methyl brom de used in fumigation in chanbers appeared
likely to be feasible with recovery of methyl brom de at a rate of about
90 per cent and it was expected that equiprment for that application would
be generally available soon. It was also stated that commercially
denonstrated and effective technol ogi es were avail able for the recovery,
recycling, containment and | eakage control of nmethyl brom de. However, his
del egation considered that there was a need for further consideration of

t he devel opnent and extension of such technology. He would therefore
appreciate it if the Panel clarified the reason for its statenent.
Enphasi zi ng the significance of methyl bromide for agricultural production
and plant quarantine, he expressed serious concern about the possible

i mpacts on such production and quarantine if no consideration was given to
the difficulty regarding the availability of alternatives and further
regul ati on was i nmposed on nethyl brom de uses. Accordingly, regulatory
neasures should be in step with the devel opnment of alternative | eakage
control technol ogies. The Panel should suggest the technol ogy devel opnment
targets, such as efficiency of recovery and tol erabl e residual enissions.

107. Dr. Banks, Chair of the Methyl Bromi de Technical Options Conmittee
said that the Panel had stated that the overall scope of recovery of nethy
brom de from fumigation was | ow and night be feasible only in a few
specific situations, with some potential recoveries as listed in chapter 6,
page 13, of the Panel's report. Technol ogies were currently under

devel opnent but were not available. Recovery was dependent on the specific
situation or comodity.

108. In response to a question fromone representative, M. Reed,

Seni or Advisor to the Technol ogy and Economi c Assessnent Panel, said that,
al t hough trade in recycled and recovered CFCs was encouraged by

decision 1V/24 of the Fourth Meeting of the Parties, he did not believe
that there was the same need to nanage activities by establishing a bank
simlar to that of halons. |In response to further questions, he said that
there was no practical way of distinguishing between virgin and recycl ed
substances since it was always possible to contaminate virgin material to
make it ook |ike used stock. He did not, however, believe that that was
an inpedinent to the inplementation to the Protocol. He further pointed
out that, in any case, by 1996, there would be no newy produced materials
in the devel oped countries.

109. Speaking in response to a question froma representative concerning
t he geographical distribution of pilot nmethyl bronide projects and on the
way in which devel oping countries could benefit, the Chief Oficer of the



UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 6
Page 22

Secretariat of the Miultilateral Fund said that the Executive Committee had,
to date, approved one such project, which related to data collection in
Chi na.

110. Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Economnic
Assessnent Panel, introduced the Panel's work on the eval uation of
alternatives to HCFCs, carried out pursuant to decision IV/30 of the
Fourth Meeting of the Parties (UNEP/ Qzl.Pro/Ws 1/10/3, section ES. 3
and UNEP/ Ozl . Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraphs 19-22).

111. In response to a question fromone representative, Dr. Kuijpers said
that the Panel had not investigated the quantities of HCFCs that would be
required. It was, however, endeavouring to produce a report by the end of
the year in which consunption forecasts woul d be nade.

112. One observer raised serious doubts about the accuracy of the

i nformati on and the rigour of the Assessnent Panel's eval uation of the

alternatives to HCFCs pursuant to decision 1V/30. Not-in-kind alternatives

were comercially available for a wide variety of current uses. His

organi zation did not believe that HCFCs were technically or commercially
necessary for the transition in the ngjority of refrigeration or

air-conditioning applications or in the manufacturing of insulating foans.
He urged Parties to recall Article 2 F of the Protocol and consider the
Panel's reconmendations in that |ight.

113. In response, Dr. Kuijpers said that the phasing-in of non-ozone

depl eti ng substances in the sectors referred to by the observer depended,
inter alia, on the energy efficiency standards in the country concerned.
HCFCs coul d be used as a transitional substance to obtain the energy
efficiency required by current standards. Donestic refrigeration, for

whi ch non-ODS alternatives did exist, only represented a small part of the
whol e sector, and, therefore the Panel statenent concerning the majority of
refrigeration and air-conditioning applications was valid.

114. In response to a further question froma representative, Dr. Kuijpers
said that while, in principle, the Panel had | ooked at all substitutes
i ncluding not-in-kind alternatives, nost of such nethods had not been

conmer ci al i zed and had therefore not been considered. |n response to a
further question, he said that it was difficult to generalize about safety
standards. In addition, he said that the Economic Options Conmittee was

considering the issue of technol ogy transfer and woul d submit its report by
the end of 1994. On a further point he clarified that the values in

table 4-1 of the Panel's report were averages over a nunber of

applications. The purpose of the table was to show the di sadvantage in
terms of increased energy consunption in moving fromfull CFC 11 to water-
bl own CFC-11 technol ogi es. HFC 134a had not been included in the table
because its energy consunption index was even higher. It was clear from
the averages that the use of cyclopentane did inply reduced energy

ef ficiency.

115. M. Reed, Senior Advisor to the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the report and recommendati ons of the Panel on
destruction technol ogi es (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W 1/ 10/ 3, section ES.5).
Chapter 10 of the report of the Panel gave a detail ed el aboration of
speci fic issues.

116. Dr. Banks, Chair of the Methyl Bromi de Options Technical Committee

i ntroduced the recommendati ons of the Panel on problens of Protoco
definitions and nethyl bronide control (see UNEP/ QzL.Pro/WG 1/10/3, section
ES. 7, and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraph 28). The ful
recommendat i ons of the Panel were contained in Appendix 3 to its report,

whi ch al so contained two alternative sets of definitions of the words
"quarantine" and "pre-shipment” for the consideration of the Wrking G oup

117. Dr. Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the reconmendati ons of the Panel on the |list of products
contai ning controll ed substances from Annex B of the Protoco

/...
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(UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraphs 22-27).

118. Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel , el aborated on the use of hydrocarbons, particularly for donestic
refrigeration, and summari zed future activities concerning the issue.

In particular, he drew attention to paragraph 21 (c) of the note by the
Secretariat (UNEP/ OzL.Pro/ WG 1/10/2/Add.1). The Refrigeration Options
Conmittee was conducting a thorough analysis of the potential for using
hydrocarbons in refrigeration and its report would be produced by the end
of 1994,

119. Dr. Carval ho, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the report of the Assessnment Panel on devel opi ng country
concerns, especially with regard to public awareness, technol ogy
cooperation, technol ogy choices, availability of technical informtion
supplies and cost of alternative substitutes and technol ogies, servicing of
exi sting equi pnment, estimates of quantities needed, recovering, recycling
and reclamation, and HCFCs (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/10/3, section ES. 2).
Concl udi ng her statenent, she cautioned that the success of a phase-out in
devel opi ng countries would require concentrated efforts fromall. It was
therefore essential to ensure that, once phase-out was conpleted in

devel oped countries, those countries did not lose interest in the whole
process.

120. In reply to one representative, who felt that the inplenenting
agenci es were not properly briefed on the issues, she said that Parties
could both obtain information and convey their concerns through the Pane
menbers from devel opi ng countri es.

121. One representative drew attention to the problemfaced in devel opi ng
countries resulting fromthe inport of second-hand equi pment containing
control | ed substances. Such inports not only affected those countries
cal cul ations regarding their domestic consunption but also posed the
probl em that such equi pnent woul d eventual |y becone usel ess.

A.  Noninations for essential uses, for 1995, of hal ons
(decision V/ 18 and decision 1V/25)

122. Introducing the discussion of agenda item7 (a), the Chairnan recalled
that the only nonination for essential uses of halons in 1995 had been
wi thdrawn at the current neeting of the Working G oup.

123. The representative of the Russian Federation said that, in the period
since the Fifth Meeting of the Parties, his country had still not managed
to solve the problemregarding the production or acquisition from

i nternational halon banks of its need for 400 tons of halons for essentia
uses in 1994. In addition, the Russian Federation required a | arge anount
of additional production of halons for the security of strategically

i mportant objects in mlitary application (200 tons), in the atomc

i ndustry and for nucl ear power stations (about 70 tons), for the protection
of gas-punping stations and equi pnent agai nst expl osi ons (about 60 tons),
for the safe operation of civil aircraft and vessels (about 100 tons) and
for the protection of cultural treasures of national and internationa

i mportance (about 20 tons), naking a total of about 450 tons for the year
1995. That was why the Russian Federation was unable fully to renounce
production of halons for 1995. He reiterated his earlier offer to provide
full information to the Hal ons Technical Options Conmittee before January,
so that it could review the requirenents of the Russian Federation. 1In the
light of suggestions by Dr. Taylor and Dr. Andersen, he said that tota
production requirements mght in fact be sonewhat |ower than 450 tons but
that some production would still be necessary in 1995, since the
consequences, in terns of atnospheric inpacts, of the Iack of halons could
be worse than those caused by hal ons that were produced.

124. The Chairman suggested that the report should reflect the concerns of
t he Russi an Federation and, if needed, the issue could be considered by the
Si xth Meeting of the Parties.

/...
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125. The Working Group agreed to recommend that the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties shoul d decide that no | evel of production or consunption is
necessary to satisfy essential uses of halon in Parties not operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol, for the year 1995 since there are
technically and economically feasible alternatives and substitutes for nost
applications, and since halon is available in sufficient quantity and
quality from existing stocks of banked and recycl ed hal on

126. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item7 (a).

B. Nom nations for essential uses of controll ed substances other than
hal ons (decision V/18 and decision 1V/25)

127. In the course of the Wrking G oup's discussion of agenda item 7 (b),
many representatives concurred with the reconmendati ons of the Technol ogy
and Assessnment Panel on essential uses of controlled substances other than
hal ons. Some representatives pointed out various errors in the Panel's
report.

128. The representative of Poland, referring to his country's nom nation
for 300 tons for refrigeration-servicing purposes, pointed out that in his
country there was an ei ght-year obligation period for insurance servicing
of refrigeration equipnent. |In addition, his country had no nationa
system for recycling of CFCs, |acked the new equi prent and trai ned
personnel required for retrofitting and had insufficient stocks of CFCs.
As a result, it risked losing the use of nuch of its refrigeration

equi prent, with serious social consequences. He undertook to submt
further information and Pol and's future nominations for essential uses. In
that context, Poland would like to ask for a final decision regarding
essential use nomi nations for refrigeration-servicing to be taken by the
Seventh Meeting of the Parties.

129. The representative of the European Comrunity said that the scope of
net ered dose inhalers (MDl's) should be Iimted to asthma and chronic
obstructive pul nonary di sease (COPD) - the scope within which the European
Conmunity had made its MDI nomi nations.

130. One representative expressed the belief that it was inadvisable to
narrow t he scope of MDIs.

131. One representative suggested that a gl obal exenption m ght be granted
for MDIs, in view of the |arge nunber of countries submtting nom nations.
The situation could be reviewed as and when commercially acceptabl e
substitutes becane avail abl e.

132. One representative stressed the need to limt the nunmber of
exenptions. Her delegation believed that rapid advances in technol ogy
nmeant that no new exenptions shoul d be adopted beyond 1997.

133. Noting that the issue of process agents raised in paragraph 10 of the
Secretariat's note (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1) had not been taken up
one representative said that her del egati on considered the reconmendati on
to be contrary to the spirit of the Protocol. It understood that sone
Parties mght have difficulties in that area, however, and therefore
proposed that a subgroup should be formed under the Panel with a viewto
preparing recommendati ons for the consideration of the Open-ended Wrking
Group on that issue.

134. One representative suggested that, since |aboratory and anal ytica

net hods had to be internationally accepted by conpetent standards

organi zations, the issue of such uses should also be referred to such

i nternational organizations as the International Union of Pure and Applied
Cheni stry and the International Standardization O ganization (ISO).
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135. One representative suggested, with regard to anal ytical uses, that a
two-year tine limt should be considered. Another representative had

reservations about the proposed two-year limtation as an across-the-board
nmeasure, since in sone cases there was good reason for a |onger exenption

136. One representative, supported by another, pointed out that when the
nom nati ons had been prepared the concept of nultiple-year exenptions had
not been fully understood and he wondered, therefore, whether single-year
nom nati ons which were deened to be conplete might be considered as

mul ti pl e-year nomi nations. In response to a question fromthe Secretari at,
he confirmed that the countries concerned would, in any event, repeat their
nom nati ons.

137. Wth regard to essential use nonminations for all controlled substances
ot her than hal ons, the W rking Goup agreed to recomend that the Sixth
Meeting of the Parties shoul d decide:

1. To note with appreciation the work done by the Technol ogy and
Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel and its Technical Options Comittees
pursuant to decision |1V/25 of the Fourth Meeting of the Parties;

2. That, for 1996 and subsequent years for Parties not operating
under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol, |evels of
producti on or consunption necessary to satisfy essential uses of
CFCs and 1,1,1-trichl oroethane for netered dose inhalers (Ms)
and the Space Shuttle are authorized as specified in annex Il to
the present report, subject to annual review of quantities and
bi enni al review of whether the use remmins essential [and the
possi bl e further consideration of the MD exenption referred to
i n paragraph 138 bel ow];

3. That for 1996, 1997, [and 1998] for Parties not operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol, production or
consunpti on necessary to satisfy essential uses of ODSs for
| aboratory and anal ytical uses are authorized as specified in
annex |1l to the present report;

4, That Parties shall endeavour to mnimze use and em ssions by al
practical steps. |In the case of nmetered dose inhalers, these
steps include education of physicians and patients about ot her
treatment options and good-faith efforts to elimnate or
recapture emssions fromfilling and testing, consistent with
national |aws and regul ati ons.

138. The Chairnman noted that, at their Sixth Meeting, Parties would have an
opportunity to review whether the scope of the essential use
reconmendations for MD's should include treatnment of non-asthma and non-
chroni c obstructive pul nbnary di seases.

139. Wth regard to process agents, the Wrking Goup decided to recomend
that the Sixth Meeting of the Parties should deci de:

Taki ng i nto account

That some Parties may have interpreted use of controlled substances,
in sone applications where they are used as process agents, as
f eedst ock application;

That other Parties have interpreted simlar applications as use
and thereby subject to phase-out;

That the Technol ogy and Economic Assessment Panel has been unabl e
to recomrend exenption, under the essential use criteria, to
Parties subnmitting applications of such uses noninated in 1994;
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That there is a pressing requirenent for elaboration of the issue
and need for appropriate action by all Parties;

1. To request the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel

(a) To identify uses of controlled substances as chem ca
process agents;

(b) To estinmate enissions of controlled substances when used
as chem cal process agents and the ultimate fate of such
em ssions and to eval uation em ssions associated with the
di fferent control technol ogi es and ot her process conditions under
whi ch chemi cal process agents are used;

(c) To evaluate alternative process agents or technol ogies
or products available to replace controlled substances in such
uses; and

(d) To submit its findings to the Open-ended Worki ng G oup
of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol not l|ater than March
1995, and to request the Open-ended Wbrking Group to formul ate
reconmendations, if any, for the consideration of the Parties at
their Seventh Meeti ng.

[2. That Parties, for an interimperiod of 1996 only, treat chemnica
process agents in a manner simlar to feedstocks, as advanced by
the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessment Panel, and take a fina
deci sion on such treatnment at their Seventh Meeting.]

140. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item7 (b).

C. Supply of halons to Parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5
of the Protocol (decision V/16)

141. During the Working Goup's consideration of agenda item?7 (c), one
representative said that, in tines of scarcity, supplies of hal ons m ght be
hard for devel oping countries to obtain. He requested, therefore, that the
Panel shoul d exam ne the issue in greater depth.

142. Another representative drew attention to the provisions of paragraph 4
of Article 5 of the Protocol, to the effect that controlled substances nust
be avail able in adequate quantities during the grace and phase-out period,
and stressed that the availability and economic feasibility of alternatives
nmust be given due attention, particularly with regard to fire-fighting
applications. For that reason, he found it difficult to accept the
contention that recycled hal on should be the sole source of supply.

143. In addition, he said that each country should have its own hal on
banki ng system appropriate to its needs and conditions and that there
shoul d be a transparent accounting system of banked halon. The Parties

m ght consider whether, to that end, it was necessary to revise the data
format and the matter could al so be reviewed by the I nplenmentation
Committee. |In addition, software costs should be taken into consideration
in assessing incremental costs for such a banking system

144. One representative, noted that, according to the report of the Hal ons
Technical Options Committee, there was a | arge stock of halons in existence
and that the efforts made by UNEP in that regard should be sufficient to
neet the concerns of devel oping countries.

145. The Chairnman drew attention to the decision adopted by the Fifth

Meeting of the Parties on the hal on bank support system Nonethel ess, the
concerns of devel oping countries with regard to the supply of hal ons shoul d
be taken into account. The need for UNEP, |E/ PAC and the Panel to keep the

/...
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i ssue under constant revi ew was obvi ous.

146. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item?7 (c).

D. Total enmissions resulting fromtrace inpurities, em ssion during
manufacture, etc. (decision V12 paragraph 3)

147. During the Working G oup's consideration of agenda item?7 (d), one
representative noted that the figures relating to such em ssions were

gl obal estinmates and her del egation believed that they could be grossly
underesti mated. She therefore requested the Panel to review the figures
and advi se Parties accordingly.

148. Dr. Andersen, Chairman of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent

Panel , said that he would be pleased to consider any additional information
on the issue and woul d incorporate any necessary supplement in the Panel's
next report.

149. One representative, noting the difficulty of quantifying such

em ssi ons, expressed satisfaction with the quality of the Panel's work but
pl aced on record his serious concerns regarding the alarnmngly high | eve
of inadvertent em ssions of nethyl bromide. H s reconmendation that
countries should give their urgent attention to the issue and shoul d make
efforts to mnimze such em ssions was supported by another representative
who recommended in addition that devel opi ng countries should be encouraged
to adopt appropriate technologies and to tailor themto |ocal conditions
for effective performance.

150. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item7 (d).

E. Recycling of controlled substances (decision IV/ 24, paragraph 7)

151. During the Working Goup's consideration of agenda item?7 (e), one
representative said that all options, such as recovery, recycling, retrofit
and others should be properly evaluated and Parties encouraged to adopt

t hose which were technically and econonmically feasible in the specific
situation of their countries. |In addition, Parties should be encouraged to
ensure that recycled substances were economical in conparison to newy
produced control |l ed substances. The devel opi ng countries should be
encouraged to establish their own recovery and recycling facilities. In
particul ar, he stressed that the recovery and recycling of nethyl bromde
shoul d be encouraged, including in those uses yet to be identified.

152. Anot her representative suggested that consideration should be given to
a decision to establish nore effective nodalities to ensure that substances
bei ng i nported or exported as used or recycled naterials were indeed used
or recycled. He believed that, by exenpting inports and exports of such
substances fromthe cal cul ati on of consunption, the Parties might have
unwittingly created a | oophole in the Protocol regime. He suggested that
an ad hoc conmittee could be put together to consider a possible draft
decision for consideration at the Sixth Meeting of the Parti es.

153. The representative of Germany, speaking on behalf of the European
Union, said that the Union would suggest that the Sixth Meeting of the
Parti es request the Technol ogy and Economi c Assessment Panel to report on
the issues.

154. The representative of France suggested that the Secretariat m ght
prepare a list of reclamation centres for circulation to the Parties. She
said that she would raise the issue at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

155. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of
agenda item?7 (e).

F. Evaluation of alternatives to HCFCs (decision |1V/30, paragraph 1)
/...
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156. In the Wirking G oup's discussion of the conclusions of the Technol ogy
and Econom c Assessnment Panel on alternatives to HCFCs, severa
representatives questioned the statenent that HCFCs were technically and
econom cal ly necessary in sone of the sectors listed in paragraph 21(b) of
the note by the Secretariat and, in particular, in the manufacture of
insulating foamand in firefighting applications. Some of those
representatives also stated that there was a need for an extensive

eval uation of not-in-kind alternatives by the Panel. One representative,
in stating that the Panel coul d reconsider the question of the use of HCFCs
in sterilization, pointed to the general difficulty of giving a clear-cut
answer on whether or not a substitute was acceptable, in view of the
conpl ex trade-offs involving such aspects as gl obal warm ng potenti al
toxicity, flammbility and energy efficiency. Another representative said
she was unable to agree with the Panel's reconmendati on that HCFCs were
necessary for efficiency requirenents. One representative stressed the
need for alternatives to be technically and econom cally feasible, as well
as practical to inplenment. They should take into account nationa

i ndustrial structure, taxation systens, servicing nmethods and ot her |oca
conditions. They had to be situation-specific and should not be
generalized or prejudged. Sone representatives were not in favour of
controls and specific uses of HCFCs, suggesting that a tighter cap was a
nore effective nechanismfor controlling HCFC consunption

157. One representative, supported on sonme itens by other representatives,
asked the Panel to evaluate, in their next report: the amounts of HCFCs
currently used, and the predicted use within 5 and 10 years; "not-in-kind"
and alternative technologies in the foam sector; and the use of
hydrocarbons in refrigeration. The same representative proposed that in
its report to the Sixth Meeting of the Parties, the Panel shoul d consider
changi ng the word "necessary” to "needed" in the first sentence of
paragraph 21(b) in the note by the Secretariat; changing the words "The
majority" to "Some" in paragraph 21 (b) (i); adding the words "for sone
limted applications" to paragraph 21 (b) (ii); and adding "as retrofit
for CFC-12 in refrigeration” and "the majority of insulating foans" to the
list in paragraph 21 (c).

158. Wth regard to paragraph 22 (d) (i) of the note by the Secretari at,
one representative expressed concern about the identification of methylene
chloride as an alternative in flexible foamblowing in view of its
toxicity.

159. Several representatives supported a proposal by the European Conmunity
and its nmenber States and Austria, Finland, Norway and Sweden that the
Panel should be given a mandate to investigate an earlier phase-out of
HCFCs. Sone of those representatives referred to the two declarati ons nade
at the Fifth Meeting of the Parties. One representative said that an
earlier phase-out of HCFCs would act as a good stimulus for the use of
alternatives, which were preferable to recycled CFCs. Furthernore, he
stressed the need to enphasize nore the availability of alternative non-
ozone-depl eti ng substances and alternative technol ogies not harnful to the
ozone | ayer, instead of recycled substances and HCFCs.

160. Qther representatives, however, questioned the justification for an
early phase-out of HCFCs, one stating that the question was basically an
economc one. In that context, another of those representatives stressed
the inmportance of HCFCs as a transitional substance in devel oping countries
and the need for these countries to have guaranteed supplies. He also
expressed concerns regarding the cost of an early phase-out. One
representative said that any review nust consider the econom c and
technical role and need for HCFCs. He further added that devel opi ng
countries should not be excluded fromthe use of technol ogies available in
t he devel oped countri es.

161. Following its discussion of this item the Wrking Goup asked TEAP to
/...
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reconsider its evaluation in the |light of conmrents made in the di scussion
and noted that further consideration of the Panel's concl usions could take
pl ace at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties. The Group al so agreed on a
bracketed proposal on HCFCs as part of a proposal on the nandate of the
Assessnent Panels (see para. 194 bel ow).

G List of products containing controlled substances from Annex B
(paragraph 3 bis of Article 4 of the Montreal Protoco
and deci sion 1V/28)

162. Introducing the Wrking Goup's discussion of agenda item 7(g), the
Chairman drew attention to the difficulties faced in developing a |ist of
products containing controlled substances from Annex B, as outlined in the
report of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel. He invited the
Chai rman of the Legal Drafting Goup to present a |egal opinion

163. The Chairman of the Legal Drafting Group said that, although

Article 4, paragraph 3 bis of the Protocol clearly stated that the list was
to be established by a given date, there were reasons why the establishnent
of such a list would be both difficult and inpractical. Having reviewed
the relevant articles of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties and
their applicability in the current case, he suggested that the Meeting of
the Parties shoul d adopt a decision giving express consent as provided for
in the Convention, which allowed for the term nation of a provision of a
treaty by consent of the Parties after consultation with other Parties in
specified circunmstances. |In addition, since some Parties m ght not be
represented at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties, he suggested that the
consul tation requirenent of the Vienna Convention could be satisfied if the
draft decision was brought to the attention of all Parties with the other
docurent ation for the Meeting.

164. Another representative agreed with the Chairnman of the Legal Drafting
Group in principle. The issue should also be seen in the context of trade
guestions under the Montreal Protocol. The draft decision should consider
three paraneters: feasibility; efficacy; and the effectiveness of
contributing to the environmental objective.

165. The Working Group then recommended that the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties should decide that, in view of the tightening of the phase-out
schedul e for Annex B substances from 1 January 2000 to 1 January 1996, that
the el aboration of the list called for in Article 4, paragraph 3 bis, of
the Montreal Protocol would be of little practical consequence and that the
work entailed in drawing up and adopting such a list would be

di sproportionate to the benefits, if any, to the ozone |ayer.

166. The Wborking Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item?7 (Qg).

H.  Reconmendati ons of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Pane
regardi ng nethyl brom de

167. Introducing the discussion of agenda item 7(h), the Chairman drew
attention to the definitions of "bul k substances”, "quarantine" and "pre-
shipnment” as related to nethyl brom de contained in Appendix 3 of the
report of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel

168. The Worki ng Group approved the reconmendati on of the Technol ogy and
Econom ¢ Assessnent Panel relating to the definition of "bul k substances”
under decision I/12A, nanely, that "trade and supply of nethyl bromide in
cylinders or in any other container in units greater than two kil ogrames
net may be regarded as trade in 'bulk'".

169. Several representatives, some expressing concerns about the
feasibility of proposed alternatives for methyl brom de, said that they did
not support the reconmendati on of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel that there should be no exenptions fromcontrols on nethyl brom de
for quarantine and pre-shipment uses. One of those representatives stated
/...
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that the Parties should wait for the report of the Methyl Bronide Technica
Options Committee, while another pointed out that a general control schene
was to be devel oped at the Seventh Meeting of the Parties and that
therefore the recomendati on was prenmature. The same representative asked
why the Panel had recomrended using the essential use process, which
applied only after the phase-out date for a substance. He believed it was
difficult to find any rationale to anmend Article 2H of the Protocol

170. Sone representatives indicated their preferences regarding the
proposed definitions of "quarantine" and "pre-shipnment" in the Assessment
Panel 's report. One, however, suggested that the Parties should use the
sanme definition of "quarantine" as that adopted by the Food and Agriculture
Organi zation of the United Nations.

171. The Ozone Secretariat noted that the recomendati ons required an
amendnment to the Protocol, and that anmendnent would not enter into force
before the tine at which the 1995 anmendrments were bei ng di scussed.

172. One representative said that he was in favour of the continuation of
general exenptions as contained in Article 2H of the Protocol. The
Chairnman said that, for the tine being, he wished to confine the discussion
to definitions, in particular of "pre-shipnent" and "quarantine", and the
nmeeting would return to the matter of the TEAP recomrendati ons.

173. One representative said that he did not believe that the time was ripe
for the renoval of exenptions and preferred to follow the route of
clarifying definitions. He believed that, as suggested by anot her
representative, in respect of the definition of "quarantine", it was better
to build on an existing international franework and exi sting established
regi mes of work , and, therefore, to tie in the definition of "quarantine"
to the FAO definition would be better. For the definition of "pre-

shi pnment”, he believed that option C, as suggested by the TEAP report, was
too broad. He suggested the establishment of a small working group to dea
with those definitions. The ninimzing of em ssions to the atnosphere was
al so very inportant.

174. One representative said that his Governnent supported, and conti nued
to support, the recomrendati on of the TEAP that the best way to ensure the
necessary but controlled application of methyl brom de in pre-shipnment and
guarantine was through seeki ng exenptions by nmeans of the essential use
process. He further stated that he agreed with the proposal by another
representative for the definition of "quarantine", which was to follow the
FAO definition, since this had been accepted by nost countries and worked
well. For the definition of "pre-shipnment", he wel coned the opportunity to
offer the wording for a different definition, which he would subnit to a
subgroup if such a group was established.

175. One representative said that she foresaw a problemif "quarantine" and
"pre-shipnent” entered into the category of essential uses, since the
procedures for that were necessarily slow, and energency situations m ght
requi re quick action. Another representative, while agreeing to the
proposal to use the FAO definition for "quarantine", was al so opposed to
the "essential use" concept in respect of "pre-shipnment” and would prefer a
broader definition that expressed option Cin the TEAP report. Another
representative, while agreeing with the previous speaker on the use of the
FAO definition for "quarantine", believed that for "pre-shipnent" there
ought to be a definition which nmentioned the requirements of the inporting
country, otherw se the definition would be uncl ear

176. The Chairman then said that he would ask M. Jonathan Banks to be the
convener of the subgroup, which would conprise representatives from Japan

Kenya, Australia, Canada, New Zeal and, Sri Lanka, United States, United

Ki ngdom Bot swana, Bahanas, France and Mal awi. The subgroup shoul d report
back on the definitions of "quarantine" and "pre-shi pment".
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177. Dr. Banks, the convenor of the subgroup on nethyl brom de definitions,
subsequently introduced a proposed text of definitions of "quarantine" and
"pre-shipnent” treatnents. As the subgroup had failed to reach consensus
on several itenms, it had been necessary to | eave sections of the text in
squar e brackets.

178. In response to the question put by a representative, the Chairmn said
that he hoped to renpbve as nany as of the brackets as possible and he urged
representatives to seek the necessary instructions fromtheir capitals now
or at |east before the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

179. In order to provide guidance in the inplenmentation of Article 2H, the
Wor ki ng Group recomended that the Sixth Meeting of the Parties should
consi der providing the follow ng definitions of "quarantine" and "pre-

shi pnment" treatments:

[Quarantine treatnments, with respect to nethyl bromide, are
treatnments to prevent the introduction, establishnments and/or
spread of quarantine pests (including diseases), or to ensure
their official control, where:

- Oficial control is that performed by, or authorized by a
nati onal plant, animal or environnental protection, or
heal th authority.

- Quarantine pests are pests of potential inportance to the
area endangered thereby and not yet present there, or
present but not widely distributed and being officially
controll ed.]

[ Pre-shipnment treatnents are those treatnents applied
[imrediately] prior to export to nmeet the phytosanitary [or
contractual] requirements of the inporting country.]

alternatively,

[Pre-shiprment treatnents are those treatnents applied to goods in
trade (and their neans of conveyance) [inmediately] prior to
di spat ch. ]

[ When appl yi ng quarantine or pre-shipment treatnent, Parties are
urged to apply non-ozone-depl eting technol ogi es where possi bl e.
Where nmet hyl bronmide is used Parties are urged to ninimze

enm ssions and use of methyl brom de through contai nnent and
recovery and recycling nethodol ogies to the extent possible.]

180. The Working Group al so agreed on a bracketed proposal on nethyl
brom de as a part of a draft proposal on the mandate of the Assessnent
Panel s (see para. 194 bel ow).

I. Options for refrigeration and the role of hydrocarbons

181. During the Working Goup's consideration of agenda item?7 (i), one
representative, referring to chapter 7 of the TEAP report, said that, while
the report dealt with the use of HFC- 134a for domestic refrigeration and
technol ogy for the use of hydrocarbons in new refrigerator manufacture, it
did not give any endorsenent to the transfer of hydrocarbon technol ogy,
which could lead to obtaining of help for that fromthe Miltilateral Fund.
He noted that several reports on hydrocarbon options had been produced by
various organi zations, including UNEP | E/ PAC and the Wrld Bank Ozone
Operations Resource Group (OORG), so that plenty of information was
avail able. He also noted that, while 14 projects had been approved by the
Mul tilateral Fund for conversions from CFCs to HFC-134a, there were no
projects utilizing the hydrocarbon option. It would be useful if
assi stance could be obtained fromthe Miltilateral Fund for this particular
option, and for that reason he would like to know the final outcome of the
/...
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TEAP' s consi deration of this issue.

182. At the request of the Chairman, Dr. Lanbert Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the
Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel, nade a statenent clarifying
certain issues concerning the application of hydrocarbons to refrigeration
He said that the Panel was aware that many sources of information were
avai l abl e and the Refrigeration, Air-Conditioning and Head Punps Techni ca
Options Committee was collecting this information for its assessnent report
to be conpleted by the end of 1994. He el aborated on the use of
hydrocarbons in new and exi sting equi pment. He underlined that isobutane
was bei ng recommended by the World Bank as an alternative for a |l arge
nunber of CFC-12 applications. He noted, however, that that reconmendation
only concerned conversions for new manufacture and required higher
i nvestnments than the conversion from CFC-12 to HFC-134a. He said that an
option existed of m xtures of hydrocarbons that had not, however, been
applied to new equi pnent on any large scale. At the sane tinme, he
underlined that, in repairs, flammbles should not be applied in equipnent
t hat had not been designed for such a use. The possible use of those
m xtures needed further analysis, in order to mnimze energy consunption
and maxim ze reliability and that would be reflected in the 1994
Refrigeration Technical Options Conmittee report. He drew attention to the
fact that the world was changi ng very rapidly and ot her hydrocarbon options
were being studied, which mght be easier to apply or mght be less costly
or less flamuable and this had consequences for any conversions nade at the
present tine. In reply to a question raised by the previ ous speaker, he
stated that the Panel was aware of the activities carried out by UNEP
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| E/ PAC concerni ng hydrocarbons, but those activities only dealt with the
random col | ecti on of data, and had not been endorsed by the Refrigeration
Techni cal Options Committee of the Panel

183. An observer of an NGO supported the request nade by a previous speaker
for nore information of hydrocarbons in refrigeration. She deplored the
fact that, under the Miultilateral Fund, the only conversions bei ng rmade
were to HFC- 134a and believed that one reason for this was the |ack of

i nformati on on hydrocarbons and the sl owness of various institutions to
provide this information. The Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent Pane
shoul d make nore informati on on hydrocarbons avail able, particularly

i nformati on fromcountries that had converted to hydrocarbons. She woul d
like to see the TEAP accel erate the process by which it assessed

i nformation on hydrocarbons. She noted that a comrercial firmin the
United Ki ngdom had recently | aunched a programre involving the use of
hydrocarbons for retrofitting purposes, which had received support fromthe
Uni t ed Ki ngdom Gover nnent .

184. The representative who had requested further information on

hydr ocar bons, thanked the Chair of the Assessment Panel for his statement
and said that his country would keep its options open, while awaiting the
TEAP report, before taking any final decision on this matter.

185. The Working Group thus concluded its consideration of agenda
item7 (i).

J. Draft proposal on the mandate of the Assessnent Panel s

186. A draft proposal, subnitted by two countries, on the mandate of the
Assessment Panel s was considered at the neeting. One representative
speaki ng on behal f of a nunmber of others and two other representatives

i ntroduced anmendnments to the proposal

187. Several representatives said that control of HCFCs was deci ded only
recently by the Fourth Meeting of the Parties and it was too early to

consi der any accel eration of control neasures. The devel opnent of
alternatives to HCFCs was still under progress. HCFCs were necessary for
phase-out of CFCs, which was the number one priority. It was necessary to
wait and see how the phase-out of CFCs was progressing before exam ning any
phase-out of HCFCs. The HCFCs had inportant applications in
air-conditioning and refrigeration. One representative said that certain
of them were 98 per cent nore ozone-friendly than CFCs. Thus, there was no
need for an earlier phase-out. The enornous replacenent costs could not be
i nposed on the public wthout conpensating benefits. That could even cause
a backlash in terns of attitudes towards ODS. Parties needed to understand
whet her the environnent or the econony would benefit fromthat. It was
necessary to channel energies towards phasing out CFCs rather than HCFCs,
whi ch had an ODP of 0.2 per cent and 0.5 per cent, conpared to CFCs. While
it was agreed that the matter nerited further attention, those countries
felt that the proposal was prenature and potentially damaging to the

pur poses of the Montreal Protocol. One other representative, opposing the
accel eration of the phase-out schedul e, believed that, at |east, the
reference to Article 5 countries in the draft proposal should be del eted.
Anot her representative said that, with the ratification and entry into
force of the Copenhagen Amendment, HCFCs were controll ed substances and

t heref ore shoul d be assessed annual ly by TEAP wit hout the need for a
further mandate.

188. The representative of a non-governnental organization, who al so spoke
on behal f of another non-governnmental organization, expressed shock at the
opposition to the draft proposal: while it mght be understandable to
oppose an earlier phase-out, she found it inexcusable for Parties to oppose
a recomendation that the Panel should investigate the matter

/...
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189. A nunber of other representatives supported the draft proposal, as it
represented only a request to the Assessnment Panels to evaluate the issue.
The outcone of the evaluations would put Parties in a better position to
address the issue of a phase-out of HCFCs. The aimat the present point in
time was not strictly to regulate a phase-out of HCFCs. |n view of the

forward-1 ooki ng nature of the Montreal Protocol process, those
representatives agreed that the concern of some countries for an earlier
phase-out was in itself sufficient to warrant requesting the Assessnent
Panel s to investigate the matter further

190. One representative, while supporting the draft proposal, had
reservations about the word "stringent"” in paragraph (b), which it
consi dered unnecessary.

191. One other representative said that, with regard to the phasi ng out of
HCFCs, he woul d assunme that the Assessment Panels and TEAP in particul ar
woul d al ready be assessing that issue. The matter should be put in such a
way that an assessment was useful to the Meeting of the Parties and should
not inmply, in any way, a prejudgnent. The question was how to ensure an
obj ective and non-prejudicial assessnent. In that context, he believed a
whol e list of factors, which he said was by no neans exhaustive, should be
gi ven consideration. That list included: energy efficiency requirenents;
a scientific assessment and an assessment of conparative inpacts on ozone;
heal th and safety issues, especially flammability; other environnenta
i ssues and inpacts; econonic inpacts and costs of controls. He believed
that there was sone kind of fear that a phase-out of HCFCs woul d somehow
retard the devel opi ng countries' phase-out of CFCs and he asked that TEAP
| ook into whether there m ght be sonme basis for that fear. Wth regard to
nmet hyl broni de, MBTOC was still working on the issue and he assuned that it
woul d take into consideration the issues raised in the proposal. The |aw
in his country to halt nethyl brom de production after the year 2001
contai ned no provisions for internediate reduction steps. However, there
had to be a flexible approach during the interimperiod. He noted, in
particul ar, the inmportance of methyl brom de to agricultural production. A
fl exi bl e approach to full phase-out of methyl broni de was one idea, but the
reality was that a full phase-out was scheduled to take place in 2001 in
his country.

192. Dr Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent Panel

said that the request contained in the draft proposal was fully consistent

with the mandate of the Panel and within its current capabilities, and that
t he Panel woul d be happy to undertake such an investigation

193. Noting that the Wb rking Goup was strongly divided on the proposal

t he Chairman proposed that the entire text should be incorporated in the
report of the meeting in square brackets. |In response to the suggestion by
one representative, that the report should not contain the text of the
proposal, as the Group has been unable to reach agreement on it, but,

i nstead, should reflect the substance of the debate so that the proposers
could, if they so desired, resubmit the proposal to the neeting of the
Parties, he said that it was consistent with the Wirking Group's practice
to reflect any proposal put to the Wirking G oup and, if it failed to

obt ai n unani nbus support, to put it in square brackets.

194. Accordingly, the Wrking Goup agreed to include the follow ng draft
proposal on the mandate of the Assessment Panels in the report of the
current neeting, with the text placed in square brackets:

[ To request the Assessment Panels - as an inclusion in their
ongoi ng work - to evaluate, without prejudice to Article 5 of the
Montreal Protocol, the technical and econonic feasibility and
envi ronnental, scientific and econonic inplications for non-
Article 5 countries, as well as Article 5 countries, of:
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(a) An earlier phase out of HCFCs; in doing so the
Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent Panel is also requested to
consi der the ODS substitution potential brought by the avail abl e
not-in-kind alternatives and alternative technologies. In
assessing this matter the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel shoul d consider the inplications of the use of avail able
alternatives to HCFCs, including factors such as energy
efficiency, global warm ng inpact, potential flammbility, and
toxicity;

(b) More stringent control neasures for methyl bronide, in
time for consideration by the Open-Ended Working Group at its
el eventh neeting, bearing in mnd the contents of Annexes V, VI
and VIl of the report of the Fifth Meeting of the Parties
(UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 5/ 12);

(c¢) In considering these matters, the Scientific Assessnent
Panel shall consider the atnospheric chlorine |oadings and the
i mpact on ozone depletion.]

ViIl. OTHER MATTERS

195. In taking up agenda item 8, the Working Group had before it a letter
dated 9 May 1994 fromthe Deputy Secretary (Ozone), Mnistry of Environnment
and Forests, CGovernment of India, to the Coordinator, Ozone Secretariat,
United Nations Environnment Programme, regarding a proposal by India on

nodi fications in the indicative |list of categories of increnental costs
under the Montreal Protocol (UNEP/ QzL.Pro/WG 1/10/5).

196. The proposal was introduced by the representative of |India who said
that it was al so being submitted on behalf of Malaysia. He said that the
proposal had been put forward to rectify deficiencies in the indicative
list, which, despite its nane, had tended to becone an i mutable, fina
list. The purpose of the proposal was to include, as an increnental cost,
the cost of establishing new facilities or expanding existing facilities
for the purposes covered in the indicative list in order to neet expanded
demand, as permitted by the Protocol. The proposal was in the interest of
protecting the ozone layer and, in the long run, would |ower the overal
cost to the Multilateral Fund.

197. Many representatives supported the proposal, expressing the view that
it took account of the devel opment in certain sectors. One of those
representatives said that, if the proposal was not accepted, Article 5
Parties woul d be discouraged from accel erating the phase-out of
ozone-depl eti ng subst ances.

198. Qther representatives, however, while recognizing the pertinence of
the issue, felt that it would be ill-advised to anend the indicative |ist
in isolation. They believed that the issue should be taken up by the
Executive Committee in conjunction with the report on the evaluation of the
operation of the Financial Mechanism

199. In that connection, one representative asked whether other increnenta
costs would be taken into account in the review of the Financial Mechani sm
and, if deened eligible for funding, whether such costs would be paid
retroactively.

200. Fol Il owi ng short discussion on which the Chairman of the Wirking G oup
concl uded that the Working Group did not have a mandate fromthe Fifth
Meeting of the Parties to make a recommendation to the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties on the proposal the Wirking G oup agreed that the different views
expressed should be brought to the attention of the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties.

201. The representative of Saint Lucia said that his del egation, which was
participating in the Woirking G oup for the first time, had got the feeling
/...
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that the Montreal Protocol was of little relevance to the small island
devel oping States. He believed that time was right for the small island
devel oping States to be seen as a distinct subgroup of Article 5 countries
within the framework of the Montreal Protocol. Wth regard to transfer of
technol ogy, he believed that a committee should be set up to | ook at the
ef fects of the dislocation caused by the transfer of unsound technol ogi es
to devel oping countries and submit a report to the Meeting of the Parties.

202. The representative of Viet Namraised some queries regarding the
Protocol. The Chairman suggested the Secretariat coul d answer the queries
bilaterally.
203. The Working G oup thus concluded its consideration of agenda item 8

| X. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT
204. The present report was adopted at the cl osing session of the neeting,
on 8 July 1994 on the basis of the draft report as contained in document
UNEP/ CzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ L. 1 and Add. 1-3.

X. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

205. After the customary exchange of courtesies, the Chairman declared the
neeting closed at 1 p.m on 8 July 1994,
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Annex |

TERM5 OF REFERENCE FOR STUDY ON THE FI NANCI AL MECHANI SM

1. The Fi nanci al Mechani sm was established to support devel opi ng

countries' efforts to achieve the phase-out requirenents of Articles 2Ato

2E through the financing of the agreed increnmental costs of rel ated

projects. Projects financed by the Financial Mechanismwere to be

cost-effective, taking into account the countries' national strategies.

Unl ess ot herwi se deci ded, such projects were to be consistent with the

indicative |list of categories of incremental costs approved by the Parties.
In carrying out this nandate, the inplenenting agencies have had to

est abl i sh new operational npdalities, and the Executive Comittee has been

required both to develop guidelines for its work and to interpret and

i mpl enent the Parties' broad instructions.

2. The Fourth Meeting of the Parties recognized the need to periodically
review the operation of the Financial Mechanismin order to ensure maxi mum
effectiveness in addressing the goals of the Protocol. Accordingly, in
decision IV/ 18, the Parties requested a study to:

"eval uate and review, by 1995, the Financial Mechani sm established by
Article 10 of the Protocol and section | of the present decision, wth
a viewto ensuring its continued effectiveness, taking into account
chapters 9, 33 and 34 and all other relevant chapters, of Agenda 21 as
adopted by the United Nations Conference on Environnent and

Devel opnent, held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992."

3. The Fifth Meeting of the Parties recognized that in order to ensure
t he devel opnent of a thoughtful study and to provide sufficient tine for
nmeani ngful di al ogue on its results, the study should be initiated before
the Sixth Meeting of the Parties. Accordingly, in decision V/12, the
Parties:

"request (ed) the Open-Ended Wrking Goup of the Parties at its 10th
Meeting to prepare ternms of reference and nodalities for a report to
nmeet the requirements of decision 1V/18 of the Fourth Meeting of the
Parties" (cited above).

4. Pur pose

A study is required to exam ne the effectiveness of the Financia
Mechani smin achieving its aimof providing financial and technica
cooperation, including transfer of technologies to Parties operating under
Paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol to enable their conpliance with
the control mneasures of the Protocol

Accordingly, the study shall evaluate and review the operations,
procedures and policies of the Financial Mechanismand its resulting
ef fectiveness with a view to ensuring its continued effectiveness taking
into account chapters 9, 33 and 34 and all other relevant chapters of
Agenda 21 as adopted by UNCED, to consider the inplications for the ozone
| ayer and the Financial Mechani smof continuing with the current node of
operation; to nake recomendati ons, where appropriate, to enhance the
Fund's effectiveness (including cost-effectiveness) in achieving the goals
of the Montreal Protocol; and to estinmate the inpact of the proposed
recomendations on the time required for the devel opnent and inplenmentation
of project and on the cost of ODS elinination

5. Matters related to the current operation and policies of the
MultiTateral Fund

In considering the current operation and policies of the Fund, the
consultant's revi ew shall consider
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6. Ceneral matters

The organi zational structure, division of responsibilities and
interrelationship between the institutions involved: the UNEP Ozone
Secretariat (including the Treasury), the Executive Comrittee, the Fund
Secretariat and the inplenenting agencies (Wrld Bank, UNDP, UNEP and
UNI DO) .

7. | mpl ementi ng agency matters

- The organi zati on and managenent of all Miltilateral Fund
activities within the inplenenting agencies, including an
anal ysis of the strengths and weaknesses of each agency with
respect to achieving ozone protection goals;

- The degree to which inplenmenting agencies may presently
conpl emrent, duplicate, overlap or work at cross purposes, and the
potential for Fund inprovenent through the addition of new
i mpl enenti ng agencies or the inprovenent of existing agreenments;

- The project cycles of the inplenmenting agencies and the quality,
degree and timng of their interaction with Article 5 countries
and the Fund Secretariat during project identification/selection
devel opnent and i npl ementation

- Bot t| enecks and other inpedinents to the speedy devel opnent,
availability and transfer of related technol ogy and the execution
of projects to pronote the achievenent of the greatest possible
ODS reduction at the | owest possible cost;

- The adequacy and effectiveness of the | evel of delegation to and
aut onony of the inplenmenting agencies taking into account
experience to date with inplementing agencies in areas such as
the inplementation of lines of grant;

- The degree of accountability in respect of approved financia
resources to recipient Parties;

- To assess the adequacy and effectiveness of UNEP cl eari ng- house
activities, including training, query response and on-line
systens; information dissem nation, workshops and rel ated
activities.

8. Article 5 country matters

- The status of ODS elimnation policies/actions and regul ati ons
within the Article 5 Parties and the rol e and adequacy of the
Fund- sponsored ODS offices in the country concerned in the
devel opnent, inplementation and nmonitoring of those policies;

- The degree to which the project identification, selection work of
the inpl ementing agenci es has been driven by the gui dance of the
Article 5 countries in support of the devel opnment,

i mpl enentation, and nonitoring of articul ated phase-out
strat egi es;

- The useful ness of country progranmes approved to date in
articulating country phase-out policies/actions and regul ati ons
to achieve and nmonitor reduction targets; the subsequent use of
country programes by the country and the inplenmenting agencies
and the extent of involvenent of potential beneficiaries in
policy formulation and inplenentation;

- The extent to which institutional and | egal framework and the
i mpact of Structural Adjustment Programmes in Article 5 countries

/...
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affect the inplementation of projects approved by the Fund;

The rate at which funds and technol ogy are actually flowing to
Article 5 Parties at shop floor through the Fund according to
t hei r needs;

The use of nultinational corporations, joint ventures and

i ndi genous technol ogy devel opment efforts to achieve technol ogy
transfer to Article 5 countries taking into account chapter 34 of
Agenda 21;

The adequacy and effectiveness of the Fund in identifying and
nmeeting the technical cooperation needs of Article 5 countries.

9. Executive Committee and Fund Secretariat nmatters

The degree to which project selection is affected by Executive
Committee guidelines; issues associated with the adoption of
policy guidelines and setting of administrative arrangenents by
the Executive Comittee;

The use of the increnmental cost criteria and its inpact on the
achi evenent of ODS reduction in sectors which tend to be
i nherently cost-effective (e.g. aerosols);

| ssues associated with financing in areas not originally included
on the indicative list of incremental costs;

The manner in which the Executive Cormittee is treating recurrent
i ncrenental costs (both positive and negative) and the

i mplications for both project viability and availability of funds
for other worthy projects;

The manner in which the Executive Committee and its Secretariat
are approving and monitoring the execution of projects, and the
adequacy and effectiveness of the Conmittee and Secretariat in

acconpl i shing and reporting this and all other objectives with

whi ch they have been entrusted according to their terns of

ref erence;

The adequacy of the interaction between the inplenmenting
agenci es, the Fund Secretariat and rel ated subsidiary bodi es of
the Montreal Protocol

10. Contributing country and financial natters

The use of bilateral assistance to date, its likely future, and
i npedi ments to its effective use; review of the adequacy of the
current 20 per cent limt on bilaterals for smaller donors;

The degree to which late contributions to the Fund have sl owed
down the approval or inplenmentation of projects;

The manner in which econonmies in transition can effectively
contribute to the Multilateral Fund including the use of in-kind
contri butions;

The manner and effectiveness which the treasury carries out its
roles and responsibilities.

11. WMatters related to the identification, selection, processing, and the

progress nmade in the inplenentati on of projects

In considering matters related to the identification, selection and
processi ng of projects and progress nade in their inplenentation, the
consul tant's revi ew shall consider
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- The portfolio of approved projects on a sector and subsector
basi s, considering the degree to which the projects are
consistent with an expeditious cost-effective phase-out of ODS
and enable the countries' conpliance with the control neasures;

- The manner in which different ODS alternatives are eval uated
during the preparation of projects including their environmenta

i mpact ;

- The variables that have led to significant differences in project
costs between apparently simlar projects;

- The presence or absence of an identifiable systemto facilitate
agency/country | earning from past project successes/fail ures.

12. In undertaking the portfolio review, the consultant shall reviewin
detail a subset of projects

- To assess how the project was selected and the steps, costs and
time involved in its devel opnment, processing, disbursenents, and
i mpl enentation; to exam ne differences between agenci es;

- To assess the effectiveness of the intervention in fulfilling
stated project objectives and Protocol objectives;

- To conpare the cost and tinme estimates provided to the Executive
Conmittee upon project approval with the actual cost and tine
requi renents and the variabl es which may make such factors
different in sinmlar conversion in other countries;

- To assess the adequacy and effectiveness of Fund expenditures on
institutional strengthening and networking activities.

13. Source of information for the eval uation

The evaluation will be based prinmarily on the foll ow ng sources:

(a) Witten materials on the Fund, including the internal guidelines
of the inplenenting agencies, guidelines established by the Executive
Conmittee and i ndependent articles witten on the Fund,

(b) Afile review of projects and country progrannes;

(c) Structured interviews with representatives of selected Article 5
and non-Article 5 Parties, inplenmenting agencies (including their
eval uation officers) and Montreal Protocol bodies. Such consultations
shoul d be adequate and transparent taking into account the tine avail able
for the review,

(d) Site visits to a snmall group of projects where inplenentation is
under way;

(e) Analysis available fromthe report being prepared by the
Executive Conmttee in response to decision V/11 of the Fifth Meeting of
the Parties and interaction with their consultant as appropriate;

(f) Consultations with relevant NGOs and representatives of
enterpri ses;

(g) To examine practices and experience of other Financial Mechani sns
to identify elements that may be of value to incorporate/adopt into the
Fi nanci al Mechanismto ensure its effective operation in the long term

14. Modalities for the initiation of the study
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(a) The independent eval uation and review of the operation of the
Fi nanci al Mechani sm shall be initiated in accordance with the indicative
mlestones laid out in the attached annex to this docunent;

(b) The OEWG shall create a Steering Panel to supervise the
eval uation process and to select [a] consultant(s), to carry out this
study, act as a point of contact for the consultant during the course of
the study, and ensure that the Ternms of Reference are carried out in the
nost appropriate manner possi bl e;

(c) The OEWG shall endorse the selection of six experts to serve as
the Steering Panel fromanmong the Parties to the Protocol. This appointed
Panel shall have equal representation of individuals selected by Parties
operating under Article 5 and Parties not so operating. The Panel, menbers
of which shall be selected for their experience, shall include diverse
expertise including expertise in the evaluation of organizations and
progranmmes, experience in nultilateral and bil ateral devel opnent assistance
programes and wi th a working understanding of the Mntreal Protocol and
t he Fi nanci al Mechani sm

(d) The Ozone Secretariat shall initiate the procedure for the
selection of [a] qualified consultant(s) consistent with the indicative
nm | estones referred in paragraph 1. On the basis of subnmitted bids, the
Secretariat shall prepare a short list of qualified bidders, and facilitate
revi ew of relevant proposals by the Steering Panel

(e) In evaluating the bids, the Secretariat and the Steering Pane
shall apply the following criteria:

The selected firm should denponstrate pertinent expertise in
countries operating under Article 5 of the Protocol and in carrying
out the evaluation of the effectiveness of technol ogy transfer
projects particularly from devel oped to devel oping countries. The
techni cal proposal should denmpnstrate the proposed study team s
financial, |legal, technical evaluation, progranme eval uation
organi zati onal revi ew and devel opnental conpetence. The firm nust
denonstrate past performance with respect to international studies of
this nature and an understandi ng of the institutional capacities of
Article 5 countries and the Fund's inplenenting agencies (the Wrld
Bank, UNDP, UNEP, and UNIDO). The proposal should denonstrate the
study teanmls famliarity with the Montreal Protocol and its
amendments, and the Multil ateral Fund;

(f) Upon selection of the consultant(s) by the Steering Panel, the
Panel shall nmeet with the consultant(s) initially, to review and approve
t he proposed work plan

(g) Any neetings of the Steering Panel shall be organized by the
Ozone Secretariat, with dates and venues sel ected, as nmuch as possible, to
coincide with other ozone neetings and thereby reduce rel ated costs;

(h) Costs of the evaluation, which shall not exceed US$ 450, 000,
shal | include travel expenses for the participants of the Steering Panel
The eval uation shall be carried out in the nbpst cost-effective manner
possible. As there is no provision for the above costs in the approved
budget of the Secretariat for 1994 or 1995, in the interests of speedy
action, the above anpbunt shall be net fromthe budget of the Miultilatera
Fund, initially as a loan to the Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol and
the question shall be finally decided by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties
to the Montreal Protocol. Accordingly, the Open-ended Wrking G oup
requests the Executive Conmittee at its thirteenth neeting to approve a
| oan of US$ 450,000 to the Ozone Secretari at.
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| NDI CATI VE M LESTONES

Invite Firms to bid.
Response Anal ysed.

Anal ysi s of bids by Secretariat and recommendati on
di spatched to Steering Panel .

Firm sel ected by Panel .
Contract awarded.
Panel nmeets with consultant(s).

- Discussion on terns of reference of the review and
gui dance.

Md-termreview.
Consul tant(s) neets with Panel.

Consul tant (s) present final draft report for review by
Panel .

Panel transmits final report to Secretariat for
transl ation and distribution.

Report sent to nenbers of Open-ended Worki ng G oup.



Annex |1

ESSENTI AL USE NOM NATI ONS:

METERED DOSE | NHALERS

QUANTI TY

COUNTRY CATEGORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON

AUSTRALI A AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 80 DI RECOMVENDED
AUSTRALI A AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 10 DI RECOMVENDED
AUSTRALI A AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 200 DI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 152 DI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 70 DI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 377 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- BELG UM AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 90 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- BELG UM AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 95 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- DENMARK AEROSOL CFCS 1996 <5 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 618 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC- 113 1996 30.1 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 153 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 1063 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- GERVANY AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 178 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- GERVANY AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 178 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- GERVANY AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 417 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | RELAND AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 145 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | RELAND AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 264 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | TALY AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 145 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | TALY AEROSOL CFC- 113 1996 5 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | TALY AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 50 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- | TALY AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 340 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- PORTUGAL AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 3.63 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- PORTUGAL AERCSOL CFC 12 1996 8. 38 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- PORTUGAL AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 1.2 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- SPAI N AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 146 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- SPAI N AEROSOL CFC- 12 1996 362 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- SPAI N AEROSOL CFC- 113 1996 1 DI RECOMVENDED
EC- SPAI N AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 39 DI RECOMVENDED



QUANTI TY

COUNTRY CATEGCORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON

EC- UK AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 1031 NMDI RECOMMENDED
EC- UK AERCSOL CFC- 113 1996 32 VDI RECOVIVENDED
EC- UK AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 363 MDI RECOMMENDED
EC- UK AERCSOL CFC-12 1996 1762 VDI RECOVIVENDED
FI NLAND AERCSOL CFC- 11 1996 6 MDI RECOMMENDED
FI NLAND AERCSOL CFC-12 1996 16 VDI RECOVIVENDED
JAPAN AEROSOL CFC- 11 1996 75 MDI RECOMMENDED
JAPAN AERCSOL CFC- 113 1996 1 VDI RECOVIVENDED
JAPAN AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 22 MDI RECOMMENDED
JAPAN AERCSOL CFC-12 1996 142 VDI RECOVIVENDED
PCLAND AERCSCOL CFC- 11 1996 330 MEDI CAL RECOMMENDED

POLAND AERCSOL CFC-12 1996 330 VEDI CAL
RECOMMENDED PCLAND AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 40
MEDI CAL RECOVIVENDED S. AFRI CA AERCSOL CFC-11 1996
RECOMMENDED

S. AFRI CA AERCSOL CFC-11 1997 67 VDI RECOVIVENDED
S. AFRI CA AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 7 MDI RECOMMENDED
S. AFRI CA AERCSOL CFC- 114 1997 9 VDI RECOVIVENDED
S. AFRI CA AEROSOL CFC-12 1996 123 NMDI RECOMMENDED
S. AFRI CA AERCSOL CFC-12 1997 138 VDI RECOVIVENDED
SW TZERLAND AERCSOL CFC- 11 1996 8 NMDI RECOMMENDED
SW TZERLAND AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 8 VDI RECOVIVENDED
SW TZERLAND AEROSOL CFC-12 1996 8 NMDI RECOMMENDED
USA AERCSOL CFC-11 1996 749. 8 VDI RECOVIVENDED
USA AEROSOL CFC- 11 1997 658. 3 NMDI RECOMMENDED
USA AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 343. 7 VDI RECOVIVENDED
USA AEROSOL CFC- 114 1997 343.1 NMDI RECOMMENDED
USA AERCSOL CFC-12 1996 2363. 2 VDI RECOVIVENDED
USA AERCSCOL CFC-12 1997 2177 MDI RECOMMENDED

59



B. ESSENTI AL USE NOM NATI ONS: SOLVENTS
QUANTI TY
COUNTRY CATEGORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1996 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1997 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
[ USA SOLVENTS TCA 1998 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1999 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 2000 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 2001 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOVVENDED]
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Annex ||

CONDI TI ONS APPLI ED TO EXEMPTI ON FOR LABORATORY AND ANALYTI CAL USES

1. Laboratory purposes are identified at this time to include equi prent
calibration; wuse as extraction solvents, diluents, or carriers for
cheni cal analysis; biochenical research; inert solvents for chemca

reactions, as a carrier or laboratory chem cal and other critica

anal ytical and | aboratory purposes. Production for |aboratory and
anal yti cal purposes is authorized provided that these |aboratory and

anal ytical chem cals shall contain only controlled substances nanufactured
to the followi ng purities:

CTC (reagent grade) 99.5
1,1,1-trichl oroet hane 99.0
CFC- 11 99.5
CFC- 13 99.5
CFC- 12 99.5
CFC- 113 99.5
CFC- 114 99.5
O her wBoiling P>20° C 99.5

O her w Boiling P<20° C 99.0

2 These pure, controlled substances can be subsequently ni xed by

nﬁnufacturers, agents, or distributors with other chenmicals controlled or
not controlled by the Montreal Protocol as is customary for |aboratory and
anal ytical uses.

3. These high purity substances and m xtures containing controlled

subst ances shall be supplied only in re-closable containers or high
pressure cylinders smaller than three litres or in 10 mllilitre or smaller
gl ass anpoul es, marked clearly as substances that deplete the ozone |ayer,
restricted to | aboratory use and anal ytical purposes and specifying that
used or surplus substances should be collected and recycled, if practical
The material should be destroyed if recycling is not practical

4. Parties shall annually report for each controll ed substance produced:
the purity; the quantity; the application, specific test standard, or
procedure requiring its uses; and the status of efforts to elimnate its

use in each application. Parties shall also submt copies of published
i nstructions, standards, specifications, and regul ations requiring the use
of the controlled substance.



