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I NTRODUCTI1 ON

1. The Preparatory Meeting for the Seventh Meeting of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer was held at
the Austria Center, Vienna, from 28 Novenber to 1 Decenber 1995 at the
invitation of the Governnment of Austria.
I. OPEN NG OF THE MEETI NG
2. The Meeting was opened at 10.20 a.m on 28 Novenber 1995.

A. Statenment by the representative of the Government of Austria

3. M. Martin Bartenstein, Federal Mnister for the Environnment of
Austria, having wel coned the participants on behal f of the Governnent of
Austria, said that, despite the considerabl e achi evenents of the Mntreal
Protocol, there was no room for conplacency since nuch effort was stil
required to elimnate enissions of all ozone-depleting substances by al
countries.

Vie.95-105 051295 l...



UNEP/ Ozl . Pro. 7/ 11
Page 2

4, It was a distinct honour for Austria, on the tenth anniversary of the
signature of the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer,
to be hosting the Seventh Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol
the Meeting that was likely to be of crucial inportance for the Protocol's
future, since the Parties would have to address such challenging issues as
the tightening of control measures for hydrochl orof | uorocarbons (HCFCs) and
net hyl bromide in the industrialized countries, the control of those
substances in the devel oping countries and the phase-out schedul es of Annex
A and B substances for the devel oping countries.

5. Several of those issues would require adequate funding of projects in
the Article 5 countries and the performance and future devel opment of the
Multil ateral Fund woul d be an inportant aspect of the Meeting's

di scussions. In that connection, he appealed to all donor countries to pay
their contributions on tinme and in full and said he was heartened by the
progress made by the Executive Conmittee at its recent neeting regarding
the inplenentati on of the Financial Mechanism

B. Statenment by the Executive Director of the United Nations
Envi ronnent Progranmme ( UNEP)

6. M. Hans Al ders, Director, Regional Ofice for Europe of the United
Nat i ons Environnent Progranme (UNEP), made a statenent on behal f of the
Executive Director of UNEP. 1In his statement, M. Alders said that the
Seventh Meeting of the Parties had a very chal |l engi ng agenda, including a
proposal for the phase-out schedul e of CFCs and hal ons and HCFCs in
devel opi ng countries, the phase-out schedule of methyl bronide for both
devel opi ng and industrialized countries, further HCFC controls for

i ndustrialized countries and matters related to the Miultilateral Fund.
There was al so a disturbing devel opnment of illegal trade in ozone-depleting
subst ances that would have to be addressed. The Meeting would al so have to
consi der draft decisions related to process agents, exports from devel opi ng
countries, basic donestic needs, |aboratory and anal ytical uses and the
reorgani zati on of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel

7. The Executive Committee's report on financial planning in the

Mul tilateral Fund (UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/8), which indicated the projection of
demand for resources over the full termof each scenario, should allay any
concerns of devel oping countries regarding the apparently stringent
proposal s that had been nmade. However, in the ultimte analysis,
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i mpl ement ation of the Parties' decisions was dependent on the financial
health of the Multilateral Fund and the Vienna Convention and Montrea
Protocol Trust Funds. The Executive Director thus considered it inperative
to revisit the financial conditions of the trust funds and revitalize their
situation.

8. Lastly, he reninded the Parties of an inportant |egal requirenent,
nanely, that it would not be possible for any Party to ratify the future
Vi enna Anendnent to the Montreal Protocol unless it had ratified both the
London and Copenhagen Anendmrents.

I1. ORGAN ZATI ONAL MATTERS
A. Attendance

9. The Meeting was attended by representatives of the following Parties
to the Montreal Protocol: Algeria, Antigua & Barbuda, Argentina,
Australia, Austria, Bahanas, Bahrain, Bangl adesh, Barbados, Bel arus,
Bel gi um Benin, Bolivia, Bosnhia and Herzegovi na, Botswana, Brazil

Bul garia, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colonbia, Costa
Rica, Cbte d Ilvoire, Croatia, Cuba, Czech Republic, Denobcratic People's
Republ i ¢ of Korea, Denmark, Egypt, El Sal vador, Ethiopia, European
Conmunity, Finland, France, Ganbia, Germany, Chana, Greece, Guatenala,
Hungary, lceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (lslam c Republic of), Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Jammica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Latvia, Lebanon
Lesot ho, Libyan Arab Janahiriya, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxenbourg,
Mal awi , Mal aysia, Maldives, Mlta, Muuritius, Mexico, Mzanbique,

Net her | ands, New Zeal and, Ni caragua, N geria, Norway, Panama, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Republic of Korea, Romania, Russian
Federati on, Sanpa, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Seychelles, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Sout h Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Sweden, Sw tzerland, Syrian Arab
Republ i c, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukraine, United Ki ngdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of Tanzania, United
States of America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam Zanbia, Zi nbabwe.

10. Representatives of the following States not party to the Mintrea
Protocol also attended: Azerbaijan, Georgia, Holy See, Mngolia, Morocco
Republ i ¢ of Ml dova, Rwanda.

11. The Meeting was al so attended by representatives of the foll ow ng
United Nations bodies and specialized agencies: Econom ¢ Conmi ssion for
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Europe (ECE), United Nations Devel opnent Programre (UNDP), dd obal
Environnent Facility (CGEF) Secretariat, United Nations Industrial

Devel opnent Organi zati on (UNIDO), Wrld Meteorol ogi cal O gani zati on (WD),
Wrld Trade Organization (WO, Wrld Bank and the International Atomc
Ener gy Agency (| AEA).

12. The foll owi ng other bodi es and agenci es were al so represented by
observers: Alliance for Responsible Atnospheric Policy, AREA,

Associ ati on of Home Appliance Manufacture (AHPM), Association of Methyl
Brom de I ndustry Japan (AMBIJ), BASF AG Burger Union (BU), Californians
for Alternatives to Toxics (CAT), California Cherry Association (CCA),
California Strawberry Commi ssion (CSC), CEFIC, Center for d obal Change
(C&C), Center for Science and Environment (CSE), Center for Environnent
Technol ogy & Devel opnent (CETD), Chanber of M nes of South Africa (CVBA),
Cimate Network Africa (CNA), dinate Network Europe (CNE), Conite Nacional
Pro Defensa de |la Pauna y Flora (Chile), Confagri Coltura, Crop Protection
Coalition (CPC), EMBA, Environnental Defense Fund (EDF), Eurobrom The
Fridtjof Nansen Institute (FNI'), Friends of the Earth (FOE), Fumigation
Service & Supply, Inc., Galco, Galex, Geenpeace (GP), Halon Alternatives
Research Corporation (HARC), Hankook Shinwha Co. Ltd, |ndian Chenical

Manuf acturers Organi sation (I CMAO), Industrial Institute of Refrigeration
(I''R, Industrial Technol ogy Research Institute (ITRI), Infras Consultants
Zurich (1CZ), International Association of Lions Clubs (LCl), International
Counci| of Environnental Law (ICEL), International Institute for Applied
Systens Analysis (11 ASA), International Pharmaceutical Aerosol Consortium
(I PAC), Israel Union for Environmental Defense (1UED), Japan Associ ation
for Hygi ene of Chlorinated Sol vents (JAHCS), Japan El ectrical Mnufacturers
Associ ation (JEMA), Japan Fl uorocarbon Manufacture Assessnment (JFMB), Japan
I ndustrial Conference for Ozone Layer Protection (JICOP), Japan
Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Industry Association (JRAIA), Japan’s
Save the Ozone Network (JSON), Korea Institute of Science and Technol ogy
(KI'ST), Korea Specialty Chemical Industry Association (KSCl A), League of
Arab States (LAS), 3M Conpany, Medeva Anericas, Inc., Medisol, Mthyl

Bromi de d obal Coalition (MBHC), Methyl Bromi de Wrking Goup (MBW3, Cko
Buro, Pesticide Action Network (PAM, Rap-A (PAN), Regma, Royal Institute
of International Affairs (RI1A), SAFE, Schering-Pl ough Corporation,

Spradl ey & Associ ates, Tobacco Research Board, U san Chenmical Co, Ltd,
Wippertal Institute (W).
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B. Oficers

13. M. J. Carstensen (Denmark) and M. N. R Krishnan (India),

Co- Chai rrren of the Open-ended Wbrking G oup, acted as Co- Chairnen of the
Preparatory Meeting. M. J. Kozakiew cz (Poland), Rapporteur of the
Open-ended Working Group, served as Rapporteur.

C. Adoption of the agenda

14. The Meeting adopted the foll owi ng agenda on the basis of the revised
provi si onal agenda (UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/Prep/1/ Rev.1), as anended:

1. Openi ng of the Meeting:

(a) Statenment by the representative of the Governnent of
Austri a;

(b) Statenment by the Executive Director of the United Nations
Envi ronnent Programme (UNEP).

2. Organi zational matters:

(a) Adopti on of the agenda;

(b) O gani zati on of work.

3. Report of the Executive Committee on the issues referred to it
by the Open-ended Wrking Group of the Parties at its twelfth
neeting.

4, Report of the Co-Chairs of the Technol ogy and Economic

Assessment Panel on the issues referred to the Panel by the
Open-ended Working Goup of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol at its twelfth neeting.

5. Di scussi on and reconmendati ons on:

(a) Adj ust rents and Anmendnent to the Montreal Protocol;

(b) Q her draft deci sions;
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taking into account the reports of the Executive Director, the
el eventh and twel fth neetings of the Qpen-ended Working G oup
t he Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent Panel, the
| npl enentation Conmittee, the Executive Committee, the report
of the Secretariat on data, the financial report for 1994, and
t he proposed budgets for 1995, 1996 and 1997.

6. O her matters.

7. Adoption of the report.

8. Cl osure of the Meeting.

D. Organization of work

15. The Meeting decided to consider the draft decisions in plenary, by
nmeans of a first reading, to identify those that were |argely acceptabl e
and those that were nore contentious, and a second readi ng, during which
anmendnents woul d be submtted and agreed texts produced.

I11. REPORT OF THE EXECUTI VE COW TTEE ON THE | SSUES REFERRED
TO I T BY THE OPEN- ENDED WORKI NG GROUP OF THE
PARTI ES AT I TS TWELFTH MEETI NG

16. M. John Whitelaw (Australia), Chairnman of the Executive Comittee of
the Multilateral Fund for the Inplenentation of the Montreal Protocol

i ntroduced the report of the Executive Conmittee on the financial planning
inthe Miltilateral Fund (UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/8) and an interim progress report
fromthe Executive Comittee on technol ogy transfer under the Miltilatera
Fund (UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/10), which had been requested by the Qpen-ended
Working Group of the Parties at its twelfth neeting.

17. He reninded participants that the final report on technol ogy transfer
to be presented to the Eighth Meeting of the Parties would cover issues
identified by the Executive Comittee at its 18th Meeting and by the
Seventh Meeting of the Parties. He also drew attention to a matter of
presentation concerning the draft decision on the review of the financial
nmechani sm and proposed that the Secretariat should be entrusted with the
task of making the necessary editorial changes.
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18. Finally, the Chairman referred to the report of the Executive
Conmmittee to the Seventh Meeting of the Parties, which had been prepared in
accordance with paragraph 10 (j) of the Cormittee's ternms of reference
(UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 4/ 15, annex X).

V. REPORT OF THE CO-CHAIRS OF THE TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOM C ASSESSMENT
PANEL OF THE | SSUES REFERRED TO THE PANEL BY THE OPEN- ENDED
WORKI NG GROUP OF THE PARTIES AT I TS TWELFTH MEETI NG

19. M. Stephen O Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Economnic
Assessnent Panel, introduced the report of the Panel, requested of it by
the Open-ended Working G oup of the Parties at its twelfth nmeeting on: (i)
econom ¢ and financial inplications of nmethyl brom de control scenarios
for Article 5 countries; (ii) economc and financial inplications of
hydr ochl or of | uor ocar bon control scenarios for Article 5 countries; (iii)
econom ¢ and financial inplications of CFC, halon, carbon tetrachl oride and
1,1, 1-trichl oroethane control scenarios for Article 5 countries; and (iv)
econom ¢ and financial inplications of trade in Annex A and Annex B
substances for Article 5 countries after 1995.

20. M. Andersen said that the TEAP report had been prepared by a speci al
drafting group of the Panel and its Technol ogy and Econonic Options
Conmittees assisted by invited experts fromseveral devel opi ng and

devel oped countries, who served as advisers. Advisers from devel opi ng
countries were: Johanna H erthen (Colonbia Mnistry of the Environnent),
Ong Ewe Hock (Malaysia ODS Wrking Goup), David M ioga (Kenya Qzone

O fice) and Sateeaved Seebal uck (Mauritius Mnistry of the Environnent and
Quality of Life).

21. The followi ng financial consequences of scenarios for nethyl bromn de
were reported:

(a) Scenario 1 (a freeze in 1998 at 1993-1995 average |evels) would
result in total costs ranging from$9.5 nillion to $78.5 nillion at a O per
cent discount rate

(b) Scenario 2a (a 25 per cent reduction by 2005 at 1993-1995
average levels) would result in total costs ranging from$48.6 nillion to

$232.3 mllion at a 0 per cent discount rate;

(c) Scenario 2b (a 25 per cent reduction by 2005 and a phase-out by
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2011) would result in total costs ranging from$86.6 mllion to $326.7
mllion through 2011 at a 0 per cent discount rate;

(d) Scenario 3 (a phase-out by 2001) was not considered to be
technically feasible and therefore not economically feasible. It was not,
therefore, included in the TEAP anal ysi s.

22. Wth regard to HCFC consunption for Article 5(1) countries, the
foll owi ng val ues were reported by the Panel

(a) Scenario A (a freeze by 2000 in consunption of HCFCs at 1999
ODP- wei ght ed base-year level). In the case of 2,000 ODP tonnes to be
phased out in insulating foam over the period 2000-2008, costs were
estimated at US$ 85-330 mllion, and costs were estimated at US$ 205-500
mllion for a 50/50 refrigeration/air-conditioning and insul ating foam
phase-out at a 1 per cent discount rate;

(b) Scenario B (the Copenhagen schedul e plus 10 years) was
estimated to cost between US$ 115 mllion and 235 mllion at a 1 per cent
di scount rate. Scenario B could involve costs in the order of US$ 15-30
mllion at a 7 per cent discount rate (and up to US$ 235 mllion at a 1 per
cent discount rate). That was due to the fact that equi prent had to be
converted only after 2030. The ranges represented the |east expensive and
t he nost expensive technology alternatives currently available. Figures
had been rounded,;

(c) Scenario C (a freeze by 2011 in consunption of HCFCs at 2010
base-year |evel and phase-out by 2040 with a gradual decline over the
period 2010-2040) was estinated to cost between US$ 80 nillion and 160
mllion at a 1 per cent discount rate. Scenario C would involve costs in
the order of US$ 10-20 million at a 7 per cent discount rate rising to US$
160 million at a 1 per cent discount rate, due to the phase-out in
refrigeration and air-conditioning.

23. For CFCs, halon, carbon tetrachloride and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane, the
Panel considered the Report under Paragraph 8 of Article 5 of the Montrea
Protocol to be the best source of the information for Parties on the
econom ¢ consequences of accel erated schedul es.
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24. The Panel wished to call the attention of the Parties to the changing
technical situation regarding refrigeration retrofit chenicals and
procedures, the challenges of restricting ODS to service uses after the
phase-out in Article 5 countries and the soci o-econoni c consi derations of
accel erating the phase-out in Article 5 countries:

25. On the question of trade in Annex A and Annex B substances, the Pane
reported the foll owi ng scenari os:

(a) Scenario 1. If Article 5 producer countries were to be
restricted to supplying their own donestic markets only, based on a current
actual estimated production volume of 78,000 MI, the non-producing Article
5 countries would have to inport approximtely 70,000 tonnes from
non-Article 5 sources in total. Under that scenario, producers in non-
Article 5 countries would need to produce only about 45 per cent of their
"al | onabl e" production to ensure adequate supplies to neet the basic
donestic needs of those Article 5 countries without their own production
facilities. That strict interpretation of basic donmestic needs woul d
segnent the world market in a way that woul d reduce choice for users and
lead to inefficient markets by reducing conpetition

(b) Scenario 2. |If Article 5 users of Annex A and Annex B
substances were to be restricted to obtaining supplies solely fromArticle
5 country producers, they would be able to ensure adequate supply to neet
their total basic donestic needs for CFCs, hal ons, and carbon tetrachl oride
- but not for CFC 115 and, possibly, CFC-113 and 1,1, 1-trichl oroethane -
only by doubling their currently estimated | evel of production for 1996 and
1997. This would nean a reduced choice for users and lead to inefficient
mar ket s by reduci ng conpetition;

(c) Scenario 3. |If there were no restrictions on sources of
supply, neither for residual demand in non-Article 5 countries, there would
be nore than anpl e production capacity to ensure adequate supply, and open
mar ket conpetition between suppliers could ensure cost-efficient supplies
i n adequate quantities and at an acceptable quality.
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V. DI SCUSSI ON AND RECOMVENDATI ONS ON:  (a) ADJUSTMENTS AND AMENDMVENT
TO THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL; (b) OTHER DRAFT DECI SI ONS; TAKI NG
I NTO ACCOUNT THE REPORTS OF THE EXECUTI VE DI RECTOR, THE
ELEVENTH AND TWELFTH MEETI NGS OF THE OPEN- ENDED WORKI NG
GROUP, THE TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOM C ASSESSMENT PANEL, THE
| MPLEMENTATI ON COW TTEE, THE EXECUTI VE COW TTEE, THE
REPORT OF THE SECRETARI AT ON DATA, THE FI NANCI AL REPORT
FOR 1994, AND THE PROPCSED BUDGETS FOR 1995, 1996
AND 1997

26. In considering agenda item5, the Preparatory Meeting had before it
draft decisions VI1/1-VII/36 as contained in docunent UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9.

A.  Adjustnments and anendnents to the Montreal Protoco

27. Concerning controls on HCFCs for Parties not operating under

Article 5, nmany representatives expressed support for lowering the cap to 2
per cent and novi ng the phase-out date from 2030 to 2015. Several of those
representatives noted that recent devel opments reveal ed the possibility of
faster regulation in the Protocol. Many other representatives expressed
support for mmintaining the current control schedule on HCFCs, citing the
smal | benefit to the ozone |ayer of faster regulation for further

adj ustments and the questionable econonic viability and technica
availability of alternatives for all uses. It was inportant to nmaintain
clear signals to industry in order to continue the switch fromCFCs and to
avoi d the use of unacceptable substitutes. At the sane tine, individua
Parties could, and shoul d, be encouraged to exceed Protocol requirenents.

28. One representative noted that altering HCFC controls on Article 2
Parties coul d have unforseen and negative consequences on Article 5
countries. Another representative expressed concern that further
amendnents to HCFC controls were premature wi thout further analysis of the
CFC phase-out set for 1 January 1996, noting that several countries were
unlikely to neet their obligations with respect to CFCs.

29. Two representatives said that they could not support the proposal on

t he production of HCFCs, as contained in docunent UNEP/ OzL.Pro.7/2, section
B. They felt that any inportant additions to the Protocol could be

i ntroduced through decisions and adjustnents rather than as an anmendnent to
the Protocol, and requested that the proposal be placed in square brackets.
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One representative supported the proposal

30. A variety of views was expressed concerning controls on nethyl

bromi de for Parties not operating under Article 5. Many representatives
supported strengtheni ng those controls, citing the significant benefit to
the protection of the ozone |layer. Several recalled the conclusion by the
Technol ogy and Economni ¢ Assessnent Panel that a phase-out of nethyl brom de
was the single nost inportant action that Parties could take in that

regard. One noted that the production/consunption of substances with
snal | er ODPs woul d be phased out by 1 January 1996.

31. Concer ni ng specific proposals for adjusting the Protocol, many
representatives expressed support for a 25 per cent reduction in
producti on/ consunption of nethyl bromide in 1998 and a 50 per cent
reduction in 2005, both froma 1991 baseline, with the ultimte objective
of a conplete phase-out at a later date. Several representatives supported
a conpl ete phase-out by 2001 with one suggesting an interimreduction and
anot her opposing it. One representative expressed support for limting
action to a 25 per cent cut by 1998. Another representative supported a
phase-out of uses other than quarantine and pre-shi pnent uses after 2005,
with an interim75 to 90 per cent reduction between 2003 and 2005.

32. Several representatives supported the devel opment of exenptions for
guarantine and pre-shi pnent uses, as defined by the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties, as well as instructing the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessment
Panel to study the possibility of essential-use or critical agricultural-
use exenptions applicable to agricultural purposes.

33. Many representatives opposed the establishnent of any controls on
nmet hyl bromide for Article 5 countries at the present tinme and |inked the
possibility of future controls to sufficient financial assistance and

avai lability of thoroughly tested substitutes. WMany of those
representatives noted that for themthe crucial agricultural inmportance of
nmet hyl bronmide was a matter of survival and that all scientific, econonic
and technical uncertainties surrounding the issue needed to be resol ved
before controls could be consi dered.

34. Many ot her representatives expressed support for controlling the use
of nethyl bromide in Article 5 Parties. Sone called for a freeze on nethyl
brom de production/consunption and several cited the need for its eventua
elimnation. Several also supported exenptions for quarantine and pre-
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shi pnrent applications. Representatives noted, in support of their
positions, the threat nmethyl brom de posed to the ozone |ayer, the
concl usi ons of the Technol ogy and Economni ¢ Assessnent Panel concerning the
availability of alternatives for nany uses, the advantages of i nproved
application and managenent procedures, and the positive results of severa
denonstration projects funded through bilateral assistance and the

Mul til ateral Fund.

35. Many representatives opposed the establishnent of any controls on
HCFCs in Article 5 countries. Several pointed to |large investnents in
conversion from CFCs to HCFCs and expressed concern that premature controls
on HCFCs woul d Iead to early obsol escence of new equi pnent, entail high
costs for industries and consuners, and produce disincentives to switch
from CFCs. Representatives also noted the inportance of establishing the
efficacy and econonic and technical viability of alternatives, as well as
the provision of sufficient financial assistance, before noving beyond the
terns agreed to at Copenhagen

36. A nunber of representatives expressed support for establishing
controls on HCFCs in Article 5 Parties, citing the need to protect the
ozone |layer and to send a signal that uncontrolled increases in HCFC
consunption woul d not continue. Several supported a freeze on the
consunption of HCFCs, with some suggesting specific tinme-franmes, including
2006 and 2010.

37. Many representatives of Article 5 Parties stated that establishing
new control neasures on nethyl brom de and HCFCs woul d require technol ogy
transfer and additional financial assistance from and a |arger
repl eni shment of, the Miultilateral Fund. Many representatives of Article 2
Parties reiterated their commtnent to providing financial support to
assist Article 5 Parties inplenent their obligations as enunciated in
paragraph 5 of Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol. They noted that al
control mneasures agreed to during the Seventh Meeting of the Parties would
be fully considered during discussions on the repl eni shnent of the

Mul tilateral Fund that would be held in 1996.

38. Concerning controls on CFCs for Article 5 Parties, many
representatives supported the London Amendnment with service tail for Annex
A and B substances. One representative supported mnaintaining the
Copenhagen adj ust nents.
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39. The representative of the Russian Federation said that the particul ar
econom ¢ and social situation in his country caused by the difficulties of
the transitional period did not allowit to support the introduction of new
anendnents and adjustnments to the Montreal Protocol to reduce the schedul e
and vol unmes of production of controlled substances. Russian industry was
obj ectively unable to adjust to changing requirenents, sonething that had
been stated on a nunber of occasions by representatives of the Russian
Federation at Meetings of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol. In the

vi ew of the Russian Federation, the frequent introduction of adjustnents
and anmendnents to the Montreal Protocol led to the disorientation of

i ndustrial production, excessive financial costs to the Parties,
difficulties in the pursuit by the Parties of a uniformstrategy for the
protection of the ozone |ayer, great differences stipulated in the
conditions of conpliance with the Protocol for States that had or had not
ratified the anmendnents, and so forth.

40. A representative of one non-governnental organization stated that in
formul ating policy on HCFCs, it nust be remenbered that interimcuts on
HCFCs coul d have a significant inmpact. The representative expressed
concern that the debate on the phase-out of nethyl bronide seened to be
donmi nated not by concern for the environment but by financial

consi deration, and that the critical exenptions established in conjunction
wi th the phase-out of nethyl bronide would seriously undernine the actua
achi evenent of those goals. Another representative of a non-governnenta
organi zati on wel conmed the support expressed for a freeze on nethyl bronide
in Article 5 Parties and called on Article 2 Parties to support nethyl
bromi de control efforts in Article 5 countries with financial resources and
transfer of appropriate technol ogy.

41. At the suggestion of its Co-Chairnmen, the Meeting established a
Contact Group, consisting of 18 Parties, equally divided between Article 2
and Article 5 Parties, to consider the draft decisions relating to control
neasures. At its final session, the Meeting heard a report by the Co-

Chai rman of the Contact G oup which stated that control neasures with
respect to the Article 2 countries had been narrowed to two options in each
case, nanely, in respect of nethyl brom de, 100 per cent phase-out by the
year 2001 or 25 per cent phase-out by the year 1998 and 50 per cent by the
year 2005 and, in the case of HCFCs, a reduced cap of 2.1 per cent and a
2015 phase-out or retention of the 3 per cent cap with a 2030 phase-out.
Control rmneasures in respect of the Article 5 countries had al so been
narrowed to two options, nanely, in the case of nmethyl bromi de, no controls
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or else a freeze at sone date to be deternined, in the case of HCFCs, no
controls or else the Copenhagen Anendnent dates plus 10 years and, in the
case of CFCs, retaining a 2010 phase-out or else a 2010 phase-out with
servicing tail.

42. The Meeting then decided to forward, in square brackets, to the
Meeting of the Parties, draft decision VII/1 on Further adjustnents and
reductions and draft decision VII/2 on Further Anendnent of the Protocol
as contained in docunment UNEP/ QzL. Pro.7/9/Rev. 1.

B. Oher draft decisions

Provi sion of financial support and technol ogy transfer
(draft decision VI1/3)"

43. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/3 to the Meeting of
the Parties, as contained in UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Definition of "quarantine" and "pre-shi pnment applications”
(draft decision VII/4)

44, Several representatives proposed that, under subparagraph (b), the
earlier definition of "pre-shipnent applications" as set out in document
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 6/ 7 be adopted. The draft decision, as contained in docunent
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1, was forwarded to the Meeting of the Parties.

Control rmneasures on nethyl brom de (draft decision VII/5)

45, The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/5, in square
brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties, as contained in docunent
UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Clarification of decision |I/12 C on the definition of "basic donestic

" Al bracketed references to draft decisions in the headings in this
section refer to the decisions in docunment UNEP/ Ozl . Pro. 7/9.
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needs" (draft decision VII/6)

46. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/6, in square
brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties, as contained in docunent
UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1) .

Eligibility for paynent by the Miltilateral Fund of facilities used for
export production (draft decision VII/7)

47. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/7, in square
brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties, as contained in documnent
UNEP/ Ozl . Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Conti nued use of controlled substances as chem cal process agents after
1996 (draft decision VII/8)

48. Draft decision VII/8 was taken up together w th docunent

UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ Prep/ CRP.2 as alternative 3. One representative, speaking
on behal f of a nunber of Parties, said that the alternatives did not neet
their concerns and requested that further consideration of the draft
deci si on be deferred pending the outcone of ongoing consultations on a
fourth alternative. Another representative said that, logically, the use
of ODS as process agents should not be treated as feedstock, since
alternative technol ogi es were avail able, and should be phased out without
any extension of tines. Enterprises in Article 5 countries, he added,
usi ng ODS as process agents should have their increnental costs funded in
accordance with the established guidelines. The Preparatory Meeting
decided to prepare a new wording for the draft decision and forward it, in
square brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties.

Laboratory and anal ytical uses (draft decision VII/9)

49, One representative expressed the wish to introduce wording as to the
quality of the controlled substances referred to. Another representative
expressed concern over the inplications of the proposed new wordi ng and
added that a new paragraph 9 had been added without his delegation's

know edge. He pointed out that the limted resources of the Miultilatera
Fund shoul d not be used for lowreturn activities. He considered voluntary
activities acceptable for funding, provided they were linked to rapid
phasi ng out, but wi shed the paragraph to be bracketed. Another
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representative wi shed to anend t he begi nning of paragraph 8 to read " To
encourage Article 2 countries to provide assistance on a bilateral basis
for Article 5 countries to undertake research and devel opnent and". The
draft decision, as contained in docunent UNEP/ Qzl.Pro.7/9/Rev.1l, was
forwarded to the Meeting of the Parties.

Control neasures concerning halons and other agents used for fire
suppressi on and expl osion insertion purposes (draft decision VII/10)

50. Fol I owi ng consul tations, one representative proposed addi ng one
addi ti onal sentence after (h), and replacing "critical" wherever it
appeared by "essential". Another representative requested that "essential"

be placed in square brackets. After sone discussion, the Preparatory
Meeting decided to forward the draft decision, as contai ned in docunent
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/9/Rev. 1, to the Meeting of the Parties in square brackets.

Ratification, approval or accession to the Vienna Convention for the
Protection of the Ozone Layer, the Montreal Protocol on Substances that
Depl ete the Ozone Layer and the Anendnents to the Montreal Protocol (draft
decision VI1/11)

51. The Preparatory Meeting agreed to forward draft decision VII/11 as
contai ned in docunment UNEP/ OzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1 to the Meeting of the Parties.

Recommendati ons for draft decisions on inplenentati on and non-conpli ance by
the Inplenentation Committee (draft decisions VII/12-VII/18)

52. The President of the Inplenmentation Conmmittee introduced the
Conmmittee's recommendations on the draft decisions it had considered during
its eleventh neeting. He noted that, although the issues before the
Conmittee continue to grow in inportance, its deliberations remnained
characterized by a spirit of constructive cooperation. It was evident that
sone Parties continued to encounter financial, structural and
administrative difficulties in neeting their obligations under the Mntrea
Protocol. The Comittee believed its role was to help facilitate neasures
that woul d assist such Parties nmeet their obligations while also remaining
m ndful that the central goal of the Protocol was protecting the ozone
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| ayer. He thanked the nenbers of the Committee, the |nplenmenting Agencies,
and the Secretariat for their efforts in that regard.

53. The President then drew the Preparatory Meeting's attention to draft
decisions VI1/12-VI1/18 in docunment UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9 as well as the
Conmittee's amendnents to those draft decisions which had been circul at ed
to the Meeting.

54, The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/12, on
i mpl ement ati on of the Protocol, to the Meeting of Parties, as anended, as
cont ai ned in docurment UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

55. During the discussion of draft decision VII/13, on conpliance with
the Protocol by Poland, the representative of Poland expressed support for
the agreenent enbodied in the draft decision. The Meeting decided to
forward draft decision VII/13 to the Meeting of the Parties, as anmended, as
cont ai ned in docunment UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

56. During the discussion of draft decision VII/14, on conpliance with
the Protocol by Bulgaria, the President of the Inplenmentation Conmittee
noted that the proposed amendnments reflected inprovenents regarding

Bul garia's conpliance. The representative of Bulgaria expressed support
for the agreenent enbodied in the draft decision. The Meeting decided to
forward draft decision VII/14 to the Meeting of the Parties, as anmended, as
contai ned in UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

57. The Meeting consi dered simnultaneously draft decision VII/15 on
conpliance with the Protocol by Belarus and draft decision VII/17 on
conpliance with the Protocol by Ukraine. The President of the

| mpl enentation Committee noted the inportance the Comittee attached to
devel opi ng a conmon approach for countries in the region in question and
the consequential simlarity of the draft decisions. He explained the
maj or el ements of each decision, drawi ng special attention to paragraphs 5,
6 and 7. The Meeting noted his observation that Ukraine had recently
submtted a country programme for the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances, that Ukraine's Mnister for the Environment had attended part
of the twelfth neeting of the Inplenentation Conmittee, and that neither
Ukr ai ne nor Bel arus produced controll ed substances or possessed recovery
and recycling facilities.

58. The representatives of Ukraine and Bel arus expressed their genera
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support for the respective draft decisions, with Ukrai ne suggesting one
anendnment. Further anendnents were proposed during the discussion of the
draft decisions. Sone representatives expressed concern that the
agreenments concerning trade and reporting requirenents within the draft
decisions, as well as simlar potential agreenments in draft decision
VI1/16, were not sufficient to ensure that the countries in question would
not exceed their allowable production lints for supplying the basic
donestic needs of Article 5 Parties. Another representative stated his
belief that nothing in the draft decisions, including paragraph 8, provided
or inplied a general exception to the requirenents of the Protocol

Mor eover, the specific concern expressed by those representatives was
already reflected in the nmonitoring and reporting systemin paragraph 7.

59. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision IV/15, on conpliance
with the Protocol by Belarus, as contained in docunent

UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/9/Rev. 1, to the Meeting of the Parties, as anended and
cont ai ni ng square brackets follow ng paragraph 6.

60. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision IV/17, on conpliance
with the Protocol by Ukraine, to the Meeting of the Parties, as contained
i n docunent UNEP/ OzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1, as anmended and contai ni ng square
brackets fol |l owi ng paragraph 6.

61. The President of the Inplenmentation Comrittee outlined the
Conmmittee's recommendation for draft decision VII/16 on conpliance with the
Protocol by the Russian Federation. 1In his opinion the issue was one of

the nost inportant the Committee had yet considered, due in large part to
the Russian Federation's status as a producer and exporter of
ozone-depl eti ng substances. The recomendati on before the Preparatory
Meeting was the result of extensive consideration within the |nplenentation
Committee, including several informal consultations with representatives of
t he Russian Federation. He was encouraged by the spirit of those

di scussi ons and the progress made in devel opi ng a common strategy. He
reported that the Conmittee and representatives of the Russian Federation
had conme to an agreenent on all points except those contained in paragraphs
8 and 9.

62. The representative of the Russian Federation said that the

| npl enentati on Conmittee had skirted around the statenments issued by the
Russi an Federation and other countries with economies in transition at the
el eventh and twelfth neetings of the Open-ended Worki ng Group of the
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Parties and had | eft unanswered the appeal dated 26 May 1995 by the Head of
CGovernnment of the Russian Federation. It had also not given due attention
to the report of the Ad Hoc Wrking Group on CEIT Aspects, which contai ned
an objective assessnent of the economic situation in the countries
concerned. Wthout exam ning those docunments, it would be very difficult
to resolve the issue equitably. Approval of the proposed recomendati ons
coul d cause a nunmber of additional problens with the Russian Federation's
conpliance with the Protocol and have unacceptabl e econom ¢ and soci al
effects in the country. The question of the status of the countries with
econom es in transition should be | ooked at again and, once it had been
settled, the issues relating to those countries' conpliance could be
examned in the light of that status. There was, however, another
approach: as it continued its work, the Ad Hoc Wrking G oup on CEIT

I ssues might find answers to the questions which the |Inplenentation
Conmittee felt needed clarification. In that event, the Wrking Goup's
assessnments and findings could help to develop nmutually acceptabl e
solutions that would allow the Russian Federation to continue to fulfil its
obl i gati ons.

63. The President of the Inplenmentation Conmittee responded that the
Conmittee had taken full account of the report of the CEIT Wrking G oup
and had al so benefited fromthe advice of the Chairs of that Wrking G oup
during its nmeetings. The proposed recommendations reflected many el enents
of that report, in particular the proposed solution as indicated in that
regard.

64. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision IV/16, on conpliance
with the Protocol by the Russian Federation, to the Meeting of the Parties,
as anended, and contai ni ng square brackets surroundi ng paragraphs 8 and 9
as well as follow ng paragraph 8, as contained in docunent

UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/9/Rev.1. One representative, supported by two others,

nmenti oned, however, that his delegation intended to subnit an addition to
that draft decision, within the square brackets, to the Meeting of the
Parties.
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65. In his report, the President of the Inplenentation Conmittee noted
that, should the Parties approve draft decision VII/17 bis, on the status
of Mauritania vis-a-vis decision VI/5 of the Sixth Meeting of the Parti es,
Mauritani a woul d be unable to receive assistance fromthe Miltilateral Fund
until, but only until, it had supplied the data required by decision VI/5
to the Secretariat. Once those data were supplied, no further decision by
the Parties woul d be necessary for Mauritania to receive such assistance.
He stated that the Inplenmentation Conmittee regretted having to reconmend
such a decision but that the Cormittee was aware of repeated requests to
Mauritania for the informati on and considered data-reporting to be a
serious obligation and an inportant factor in the effective operation of
the Montreal Protocol. It was the Conmmittee's hope that Mauritania would
soon submit the required data, making the draft decision unnecessary or its
i mpact short-Iived.

66. One representative, while not objecting to the draft decision
expressed concern that not all Parties were aware of or able to fulfil all
their obligations under the Protocol. He requested that the Secretari at

and interested Parties expand their efforts to provide the informational
financial and technical support needed in such cases.

67. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/17 bis to the
Meeting of the Parties, as anended, as contained in UNEP/ QzL.Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

68. Regardi ng draft decision VII/18, on the discrepancies between the
data reported by a Party to the Ozone Secretariat and the data presented by
that Party to the Executive Conmittee of the Miltilateral Fund, the
Secretariat noted that, traditionally, data supplied by Parties were not
guestioned but that, on sone occasions, there had been significant

di fferences between the data supplied to the Ozone Secretariat and those
supplied to the Multilateral Fund Secretariat. The decision would provide
the Secretariat with the ability to inquire into such discrepancies. One
representative noted that the standard practice in the United Nati ons was
to accept w thout challenge data supplied by a Governnent concerning its
country's popul ati on.

69. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/18 to the Meeting
of the Parties, as contained in UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.
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Menbership of the Inplenentation Committee (draft decision VII/19)

70. Draft decision VII/19 as contained in document UNEP/ OQzL.Pro.7/9/Rev. 1
was deferred, pending receipt of nominations fromthe regional groups.

Revi ew of the Financial Mechanism (draft decision VII/20)

71. The draft decision was taken up together with the anmendnents proposed
by Brazil and Germany. After an exchange of views, the Meeting decided to
forward the draft decision, as contained in docunent

UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1, to the Meeting of the Parties with paragraph 4 in
square brackets. At the request of one representative, the Meeting agreed
that the word "UNEP" in Action 21(b) of Annex Il to the draft decision
shoul d be interpreted as neani ng the Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent
Panel, in collaboration with UNEP particularly its Industry and Environnent
Programe Activity Centre.

Fi nancial planning in the Miltilateral Fund (draft decision VII/21)

72. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/21 to the Meeting
of the Parties as contained in docunent UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Aut hori zati on of the Executive Commttee of the Multilateral Fund to
provide funding for nethyl brom de projects for the purpose of
eval uating alternatives (draft decision VII/22)

73. The Meeting decided to forward draft decision VII/22, in square
brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties, as contained in docunent
UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Provision by the Executive Committee of the Miltilateral Fund of specific
financial support for projects in | ow vol une- ODS- consuni ng
countries (LVCs) (draft decision VII/23)

74. One representative suggested that the draft decision should al so
cover snmall- and nmedi umsized enterprises as well as LVCs. Many ot her
representati ves opposed that proposal, suggesting that it would be nore
appropriate in a separate draft decision. Follow ng extensive discussions
and i nformal consultations on several proposed anendnents, the Meeting
decided to forward the draft decision, as contained in docunent
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UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/9/Rev. 1, to the Meeting of the Parties with a nunber of
subpar agraphs in square brackets.

Technol ogy transfer (draft decision VII/24)

75. The neeting decided to forward draft decision VII/24 to the neeting
of the Parties, as contained in document UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9/Rev. 1.

Executive Conmittee of the Miultilateral Fund for the |Inplenentation of the
Montreal Protocol (draft decision VII/25)

76. Draft decision VII/25 was deferred pending the reports by the
regi onal groups.

Essential -use nomi nations for controll ed substances for 1996 and beyond
(draft decision VII/26)

77. One representative said that, while she would not oppose a consensus
on the draft decision, she wished to place on record her strong opposition
to the granting of exenptions for nore than a two-year period, as already
established as a matter of principle, and the exenption granted by the
draft decision nust be a one-tine exception to the two-year rule, which
shoul d be strictly applied in the future. The Meeting decided to forward
the draft decision to the Meeting of the Parties as contained in docunent
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

78. Wth respect to the annex to draft decision VII/26 (annex IIIl in
UNEP/ QzL. Pro.7/9/ Rev. 1), it was decided that the two square brackets in
l[ine 9 would remain. The Chairnan asked the representative of Poland if he
coul d accept deletion of the bracketed nunber in Iine 8, since no other
representative had supported his request that the square brackets be
renoved. The representative of Poland said he preferred to retain the item
with the square brackets, so that the ministers could consider it at the
Meeting of the Parties.

Export and inport of controlled substances to be used as feedstock (draft
deci sion VI1/27)

79. Several representatives requested further clarification of the
wordi ng of the draft decision and sone representatives presented
amendnents. It was decided that discussion should be held between the
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representatives of the countries concerned in order to arrive at an
acceptable text. Following a report by the representative of an inforna
drafting group, the Meeting approved draft decision VII/27, as anended, as
contai ned in docunent UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9/ Rev. 1.

Status of recycled CFCs and hal ons under the Basel Convention on the
Control of Transboundary Myvenents of Hazardous Wastes and their D sposa
(draft decision VII/28)

80. The Meeting approved draft decision VII/28, as anended, as contained
i n docunent UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Control of export and inport of substances listed in Annexes A and B of the
Montreal Protocol and equi prment used in the nanufacture of such products
(draft decision VII/29)

81. The sponsor of the draft decision, having noted that, on the basis of
previ ous discussions, there appeared to be no opposition to the content of
the draft decision in question but only to the use of the word "dunpi ng"
produced a thoroughly revised version of the text without the contentious
word. Several representatives supported strengthening the |anguage of the
text. After various anendrments had been orally proposed, nost of which the
sponsor accepted, the neeting agreed to forward the draft decision
contained in UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1, to the Meeting of the Parties, as

revi sed and anended.

Illegal inports and exports of controlled substances (draft decision
VI 1/30)

82. Fol | owi ng the proposal to change the title, which was accepted, the
Meeting decided to forward the draft decision, as anended, as contained in
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/9/Rev. 1, to the Meeting of the Parties.

Assessnment Panels (draft decision VII/31) and
Reor gani zati on of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel and its
Techni cal Options Conmittees (draft decision VII/32)

83. A single draft decision containing elements of these itens was
circul ated and considered by the Meeting. The conbined draft decision was
orally revised by one of the Co-Chairnmen of the Technol ogy and Economnic
Assessment Panel. A nunber of anendnents were then orally proposed and
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di scussed. The Meeting decided to forward the draft decision, as contained
in UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1, to the Meeting of the Parties, as orally revised
and anended.

84. Many representatives expressed their appreciation of and support for
the work of the Technol ogy and Economnic Assessnment Panel. A nunber of them
stated that enhanced participation by the Article 5 countries was essenti al
for its continued success and one added that experts fromthe countries in
guestion should conprise 50 per cent of the Panel. Several others,

however, while expressing their support for enhanced menbership of experts
fromArticle 5 countries, were opposed to any formof quota. One
representative, supported by another, said that nom nation of an expert by
a Party should be responded to by the Secretariat, which was not entitled
to judge the acceptability of such an expert.

85. Al the representatives who spoke enphasi zed their support for the
role of the nenbers of the Panel as independent experts, free from
political or other influences. Mst of themwere thus opposed to the
presence of any observers, whether from Parties or non-governnenta
organi zati ons (NGOs) .

86. The representative of a non-governmental organi zation pointed out
that some NGOs possessed consi derabl e expertise which the Panel should be
able to use. A menber of the Secretariat stated that the Panel was
enpowered to invite outside experts, a power which it regularly enpl oyed.

Destruction technol ogy (draft decision VII/33)

87. The Meeting agreed to forward draft decision VII/33 to the Meeting of
the Parties, as contained in UNEP/ Qzl.Pro.7/9/Rev. 1.

Co- Chairs of the Open-ended Wrking G oup of the Parties to the Mintrea
Protocol (draft decision VII/34)

88. Di scussi on was deferred pending the reports by the regional groups.

Financial Matters: Financial report and budgets (draft decision VII/35)

89. The Secretariat introduced docurment UNEP/ QzL.Pro.7/5, "The financial
report for 1994 and the revised 1995 and 1996 budgets and the proposed 1997
budget for the Protocol Trust Fund".
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90. Following a report by a representative of an informal subgroup on the
budget, the Meeting agreed to forward a revi sed budget, contained in draft
decision VII/35, to the Meeting of the Parties, as anmended and as cont ai ned
i n docunent UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Ei ghth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol (draft decision
VI 1/36)

91. Two representatives reiterated their countries' invitations to host
the Eighth Meeting of the Parties. Another representative cautioned that,
when the dates of a major neeting were being fixed, care should be taken to
ensure that they did not clash with those of other inportant environmenta
neetings. The Meeting then decided to forward draft decision VII/36, as
contai ned in docunent UNEP/ OzL.Pro.7/9/Rev.1, to the Meeting of the Parties
in square brackets.

Trade in nethyl brom de

92. The Meeting decided to forward a draft decision, introduced at the
Meeting on this subject, in square brackets, to the Meeting of the Parties
as draft decision VII/5 bis, as contained in docunent

UNEP/ Qzl . Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

1997- 1999 Repl eni shrent

93. The Meeting decided to forward a draft decision, introduced at the
Meeting on this subject, to the Meeting of the Parties as draft decision
VI1/21 bis, as contained in document UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

Assessnent of the need for and possible nodalities and criteria for a
critical essential-agricultural-use exenption for methyl broni de

94. The Meeting decided to forward a draft decision, introduced at the
Meeting on this subject, in square brackets, to the Meeting of the Parti es,
as draft decision VII/26 bis as contained in docunent

UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9/ Rev. 1.

VI. OTHER MATTERS

95. There were no other matters.
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VII. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT
96. The present report was adopted at the closing session of the
Preparatory Meeting on the basis of the draft report contained in docunment
UNEP/ QzL. Pro. 7/ Prep/L.1 and L. 1/ Add. 1/ Rev. 1.

VITl. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

97. After the customary exchange of conplinments, the Co-Chairman decl ared
the Preparatory Meeting closed at 10.15 p.m on Mnday, 4 Decenber 1995.



