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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON
1. The el eventh neeting of the Inplenentati on Conmittee under the Non-
Conpl i ance Procedure for the Montreal Protocol was held at Geneva
I nternational Conference Centre on 31 August 1995.
I1. ORGAN ZATI ONAL MATTERS

A.  Opening of the neeting

2. The neeting was opened at 3.10 p.m on Thursday, 31 August 1995, by
M. Hugo Schally (Austria), President of the Conmittee.

B. Attendance

3. The neeting was attended by Conmittee nenbers from Austria, Bulgaria,
Bur ki na Faso, Jordan, Netherlands, Peru, the Russian Federation and the
United Republic of Tanzania. |n accordance with the decision taken by the

Conmittee at its tenth neeting, the neeting was al so attended by
representati ves of Belarus, Poland and Ukraine, as well as by the
representatives of Arnmenia, Georgia and Kyrgyzstan, non-Parties to the

Prot ocol who had been invited to attend. The neeting was al so attended by
the Chair and Co-Chair of the Ad Hoc Wbrking of the Technol ogy and Econonic
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Assessnent Panel on CEIT |Issues. A representative of the secretariat of the
d obal Environnent Facility also participated. The full Iist of
participants is annexed to the present report.

C. Adoption of the agenda and organi zati on of work

4, The President recalled that, as decided by the Cormittee at its tenth
neeting (UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npComl 10/ 4, para. 47 (a)), the purpose of the neeting
was to consult with the representatives of the other countries concerned by
the statenent of the Russian Federation regarding non-fulfilment of
obligations under the Mntreal Protocol, nanely, Belarus, Bulgaria, Poland
and Wkraine, as well as with the representatives of the non-Parties to the
Montreal Protocol from countries with econonmies in transition attending the
twel fth neeting of the Qpen-ended Wirking G oup

[11. SUBSTANTI VE MATTERS

A. Consultations with the other countries concerned
by the statenent of the Russian Federation
regardi ng non-fulfilment of obligations
under the Montreal Protocol: Bel arus,

Bul garia, Poland and Ukraine

Pol and

5. The Secretariat infornmed the Cormittee that Poland was in ful
conpliance with its reporting obligations under the Montreal Protocol

6. At the invitation of the President, the representative of Pol and
outlined the situation with regard to his country's conpliance with the
Montreal Protocol. He said that Pol and had associated itself with the

statenent of the Russian Federation because of the possibility that it could
have difficulties in conplying with the Protocol in 1996. At the sane tine,
it had subnmitted an essential -use nonmination for 100 tonnes of CFC-12 to be
used to service existing refrigeration equipnent. It had also subnmitted
data pursuant to Article 4, paragraph 8, of the Protoco

to show that it was in conpliance with the London and Copenhagen Amendnents,
even though it was not yet a Party to those instrunments. To be in
conpliance in 1996, Poland required only a small quantity of CFC 12 for
servicing refrigeration equi pnent and woul d endeavour to satisfy that need

t hrough the purchase of recovered or recycl ed substances fromabroad. |If it
succeeded in doing so, it would have no difficulties in conplying with the
Protocol. Poland would report back to the Committee on the subject in 1996.

7. The President suggested that, since there seened to be a good chance
that Pol and woul d be able to conply with the Protocol, there was no need for
the Conmittee to consider its case further at the current neeting.

8. The Conmittee deci ded:

(a) To note the statenment of the representative of Pol and;
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(b) To recomend that the Seventh Meeting of the Parties accept the
assurance given by the representative of Poland that his country was |ikely
to be in conpliance with the Protocol in 1996, even though there were stil
some doubts concerning the availability of substitutes;

(c) To rem nd Poland that, should it have doubts about the feasibility
of conpliance, it should submt the information to the Secretariat as soon
as possible so that the necessary action could be initiated.

Bul gari a

9. The Secretariat said that Bulgaria had reported all the data required
of it under the Montreal Protocol

10. At the invitation of the President, the representative of Bulgaria
infornmed the Conmittee of his country's situation with regard to conpliance
with the Protocol. He said that Bulgaria had reported data for 1994, and he
provided the Conmittee with detailed estimates of its consunption

requi renents up to 2001, broken down by substance and sector. The country
did not produce ODS, and it did not inport such substances fromnon-Parties
to the Protocol. It had also taken nmeasures to prohibit the export of ODS
to non-Parties, and woul d develop an ODS-1icensing systemto control and
noni tor inmports and use in the country. Bulgaria needed 850 tonnes of CDS
for 1995 and around 500 tonnes from 1996 up to 1998. For new refrigeration
equi prent, Bul garia would require 45 tonnes of controlled substances in 1996
and 40 tonnes in 1997, with the correspondi ng amounts for the foans sector
bei ng 280 and 250 tonnes, respectively. Wth regard to pharnaceutical uses
of aerosols, Bulgaria would require about 50 tonnes of CFC-12 in 1995 and
1996 and about 45 tonnes in 1997. However, the health and environnment
mnistries had agreed that, should substitutes for CFC 12 becone avail abl e,
t hey woul d be used.

11. The representative of Bulgaria stressed that the figures being provided
to the Conmittee, which had been conpiled in response to a questionnaire
fromthe TEAP Wrking Group on CEIT |Issues, represented the nost pessimstic
scenario, and, with the possibility of assistance from GEF, the actua
amounts coul d be considerably |ower. Indeed, in May 1995, the GEF Counci
had agreed in principle to such assistance, ambunting to about $10 million
and a neeting would be held at the nministerial level in Septenber 1995 to
see if the grant coul d be obtained and the practical arrangenments worked
out. It was therefore possible that a GEF-assisted two-year project to
phase out the consunption of ODS in Bulgaria could be |aunched in

early 1996. Finally, the representative of Bulgaria said that Bul garia
would transnit an official letter to the Ozone Secretariat and the

I npl enentation Conmittee to confirmhis statenent at the current neeting.
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12. The Co-Chair of the TEAP Ad Hoc Wrking Group on CEIT Issues renarked
that the quantities requested and the delays estimated for the servicing of
refrigeration equi pnent seened very high to him He drew a conparison with
the situation in Poland and asked why the sanme could not be achieved in

Bul garia. In response, the representative of Bulgaria said that with
financial assistance fromthe d obal Environment Facility, the quantities
and the del ays coul d be expected to be nmuch smaller

13. The Committee deci ded:

(a) To note that Bulgaria was in conpliance with the Mntreal Protoco
for 1995;

(b) To note further that there was a possibility of non-conpliance by
Bulgaria in 1996 and that the Committee might have to revert to the question
t hat year;

(c) To recomend to the Seventh Meeting of the Parties that, in view
of the action proposed by the Governnent of Bulgaria, no action would be
required of the Parties in respect of Bulgaria's conpliance with the
Protocol until their Ei ghth Meeting;

(d) To recomend that, since the estimated | evels of consunption
provided by the representative of Bulgaria represented a worst-case scenario
and the actual figures could be significantly |lower the as a result of the
proposed assistance fromthe G obal Environnent Facility, any revision of
the estimates, whether upwards or downwards, should be comunicated to the
Secretariat for consideration by the Commttee.

Bel ar us
14. The Secretariat inforned the Conmittee that Belarus had reported al
the data required of it by the Protocol, with the exception of its baseline

data for nethyl brom de.

15. At the invitation of the President, the representative of Bel arus
expl ained his country's position with regard to conpliance with the Mntrea

Protocol. He said that Belarus was currently in conpliance but foresaw
difficulties starting at the begi nning of 1996 as a result of the economc
probl enms that were facing countries with economes in transition. It had

therefore requested a five-year grace-period with effect from
1 January 1996.

16. In response to a question fromthe President, the representative of
Bel arus said that his country would try to submit by 1 October 1995 the
required information on its plans for achieving conpliance with the

Pr ot ocol

17. In response to a request for clarification fromthe representative of
Bel arus, the President said that the presentation of information regarding
t he schedul e for achi eving conpliance should be clear and in a formthat

all oned a technical assessnent to be made. The Secretariat then offered to
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cooperate closely with the interested parties to bring about a clear and
conprehensive report that would match those criteria.

18. The Committee deci ded:

(a) To note that, with the exception of its baseline data for nethyl
brom de, Belarus had reported all the data required of it under the
Pr ot ocol

(b) That Belarus should supply further information, including a
schedul e for achieving conpliance with the control mneasures under the
Protocol. |In that connection, it was recalled that Belarus should al so
submt a list of its recycling facilities, if any, in accordance with the
deci si on adopted by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties;

(c) That consideration could be to given to the application or non-
application of trade restrictions in respect of Belarus and the possible
fornms that such restrictions mght take;

(d) That it would consider the information to be provided by Bel arus
at a neeting imediately prior to the Seventh Meeting of the Parties with a
view to naking reconmendations to the Parties;

(e) That it would wel come any assi stance that could be provided to
Bel arus for data collection and that close coordi nati on and contacts between
Bel arus and the Ad Hoc Wbrking Group of the Technol ogy and Economi c
Assessnent Panel on CEIT |ssues shoul d be encouraged;

(f) That, in accordance with paragraph 7 (c) of the non-conpliance
procedure, the Secretariat should address a conmuni cation to the appropriate
authority in Belarus summari zing the deci sions of the Inplenentation
Commi ttee;

(g) That the case of Belarus would be reviewed by the |nplenentation
Conmittee at its neeting i nmediately preceding the Seventh Meeting of the
Parties.

Ukr ai ne

19. The Secretariat reported that Ukraine had submitted all the data
required of it under the Protocol

20. At the invitation of the President, the representative of Ukraine

expl ained his country's position with regard to conpliance with the Mntrea
Protocol. He said that a project to be subnitted for funding by GEF had
recently been conpleted with the assistance of a consultant and was

currently undergoing final revisions. Ukr ai ne produced only one controlled
subst ance, carbon tetrachloride, but had sone 40 enterprises that used such
substance for production. |In general, the problens confronting Wkraine, the

Russi an Federation and Bel arus were the sanme; it was only the scal e that
differed. H's country foresaw non-conpliance with the Protocol as of
1 January 1996, but was not in a position to predict how | ong that woul d



UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | mpConi 11/ 1
Page 6

| ast as the situation was constantly changing. Ukraine would be able to
submt nore detailed informati on as soon as the above-nenti oned project
docunment was finalized and harnonized with the draft national progranme for
Ukraine. He said that his country could provide sufficient information to
enabl e a decision on the issue to taken by the Seventh Meeting of the
Parties.

21. The President stressed that, for the Conmittee to be able to nake
reconmendations to the Meeting of the Parties, it needed conprehensive
information. He also recalled that such information, together with an
appropriate decision fromthe Meeting of the Parties, was a pre-condition
for assistance from GEF. The representative of GEF confirned that the GEF
Counci | had decided that the provision of financial support to ozone-rel ated
projects within GEF was determ ned by several pre-conditions. The country
in question had to be a Party to the London Armendnment to the Montrea
Protocol. In addition, it had to be considered to be in conpliance with its
obl i gations under the Mntreal Protocol or to have given a clear indication
of what neasures it intended to take in order to bring about conpliance at
the earliest possible tine.

22. The Conm ttee deci ded:

(a) To note that Wkraine had fulfilled its data-reporting obligations
under the Protocol

(b) That UWkraine should supply further information, including a
schedul e for achieving conpliance with the control mneasures under the
Protocol. |In that connection, it was recalled that Ukraine should al so
submt a list of its recycling facilities, if any, in accordance with the
deci si on adopted by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties;

(c) That consideration could be to given to the application or non-
application of trade restrictions in respect of Ukraine and the possible
fornms that such restrictions mght take;

(d) That it would consider the information to be provided by Ukraine
at a neeting imediately prior to the Seventh Meeting of the Parties with a
view to naking reconmendations to the Parties;

(e) That it would wel come any assi stance that could be provided to
Ukrai ne for data collection and that close coordi nati on and contacts between
Ukrai ne and the Ad Hoc Wbrking Group of the Technol ogy and Economic
Assessnent Panel on CEIT |ssues shoul d be encouraged;

(f) That, in accordance with paragraph 7 (c) of the non-conpliance
procedure, the Secretariat should address a conmuni cation to the appropriate
authority in WUkraine summari zing the decisions of the Inplenentation
Commi tt ee;

(g) That the case of Ukraine would be reviewed by the |nplenentation
Conmittee at its neeting i nmediately preceding the Seventh Meeting of the
Parties.
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B. Meeting with the representatives of Arnenia,
Ceorgi a and Kyrgyzstan

23. The Committee informed the representatives of the three non-Parties
present at the neeting - Arnenia, Ceorgia and Kyrgyzstan -of the specific
probl enms facing non-Parties. Not only could such countries not obtain
control | ed substances fromParties legally, they were also not entitled to
assi stance fromthe d obal Environnment Facility for ODS phase-out
activities. The Comittee informed the three non-Parties of the advantages
of accelerating their ratification process. |In the neantinme, they were
advi sed that, in accordance with Article 4, paragraph 8, of the Protocol
they could have access to the market for controlled substances if they
submitted data to the Secretariat to show that they had fulfilled all the
obligations that they would have assunmed if they were already Parties. |If
they submitted such a report, the Meeting of the Parties could adopt a

deci sion enabling themto purchase controlled substances legally. The
Conmittee advised the non-Parties to contact the Secretariat to seek advice
on how best to approach the natter

C. Oher natters energing fromthe neeting

24. The Conmittee decided to recommend:

(a) That every effort should be nade to ensure that the
representatives of those Parties who had associ ated t hensel ves with the
statenent by the Russian Federation were present at the forthcom ng neetings
under the Protocol in Vienna;

(b) That efforts should also be nmade to ensure the rapid translation
of docunentation into Russian for the benefit of those countries of the
Conmmonweal t h of | ndependent States that wi shed to receive docunentation in
t hat | anguage.

25. The Committee also took note of a statenment by the Co-Chair of Ad Hoc
Wirking Goup on CEIT |Issues concerning the limted resources available to
it inits efforts to cooperate with all the countries concerned. In that
respect, the Secretariat said that it would try to provide assistance to the
Wirking G oup should it have any problenms w th conmuni cations.

26. The President drew attention to a statenment by Arnenia, Belarus,

Bul garia, Ceorgia, Kyrgyzstan, the Russian Federation and Ukrai ne, which had
been circulated informally in the Open-ended Wrking Group and said that the
draft decision attached to that statenment was inappropriate in the case of
the three non-Parties. |In the case of the four other countries, the

| mpl enentation Committee had just nade a reconmendation in respect of

Bul garia, and its position - and that of the Meeting of the Parties -
concerni ng Belarus, the Russian Federation and Ukrai ne shoul d be determ ned
on the basis on the further infornmation that had been requested of them
There was no |l egal basis for the general exenption proposed in the draft
deci si on.
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27. One nenber of the Conmittee said that it was reasonable to nake such a
statement to show the reality of the situation in the countries with
economies in transition. He requested that it should be included in the
docunentation for the current neeting of the Inplenentation Conmttee (see
annex |1 to the present report).

VI. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT

28. In accordance with past practice, the Comnittee entrusted the President
and Rapporteur with the finalization and approval of its report.

VI1. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

29. After the custonmary exchange of courtesies, the neeting was cl osed at
6 p.m on 31 August 1995.
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Annex |
LI ST OF PARTI Cl PANTS

A. Menbers of the Inplenentati on Committee

AUSTRI A

M. Schal ly Hugo- Mari a
Ofice of the Legal Adviser
Mnistry for Foreign Affairs
Bal | hauspl . 1

A-1014 Vi enna

Austria

Tel: (+43 1) 531 15 33 00
Fax: (+43 1) 531 85 212

BULGARI A

M. Vanguel Tzvet kov

M ni stry of the Environnent
d adstone Str.67 W

Sofi a

Bul gari a

Tel: (+359 2) 87 61 51

Fax: (+359 2) 81 05 09

Tel ex: 22145 MOSBG

BURKI NA FASO

M. Boubi é Jérény Bazye

Coor donat eur

Bureau de |' Qzone

M ni stére de |'Environnenent et du Tourisne
03 BP 7044

Quagadougou 03

Bur ki na Faso

Tel : (+226) 30 63 97

Fax: (+226) 31 81 34

Tel ex: 5555 SEGE GOUWV
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JORDAN

M. Ghazi Fal eh (dat

Assi stant Director

Depart ment of Environnent
Head of Ozone Unit

P. O Box 1799

Anman

Jor dan

Tel: (+962 6) 69 56 26
Fax: (+962 6) 69 56 27

NETHERLANDS

M. Jan-Karel B. H Kwi sthout
M ni stry of Environnent

P. O 30945

2500 GX The Hague

Net her | ands

Tel : (+31 70) 339 43 77

Fax: (+31 70) 339 12 93

PERU

M. Antonio Garcia Revilla
Per manent M ssion of Peru
to the United Nations

Rue de Lausanne 63

1202 CGeneva

Swi tzerl and

Tel : (+41 22) 731 11 30
Fax: (+41 22) 731 11 68

RUSSI AN FEDERATI ON

M. Evgueni F. CQutkine

M nistry of the Protection of Environnment
and Natural Resources

4/ 6, B. Gruzinskaya St.

Moscow, 123812

Russi a

Tel : (+7 95) 254 48 47

Fax: (+7 95) 254 82 83

Tel ex: 411692 BOREl RU
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UNI TED REPUBLI C OF TANZANI A

M. Sanjo M Meta

M nistry of Tourism and Natural Resources
and Envi r onment

P. O Box 72243

Dar es Sal aam

Tanzani a

Tel : (+255 51) 250 84 / 35501

Fax: (+255 51) 250 84 / 23230

B. Parties to the Protocol participating at
the invitation of the Conmittee

BELARUS

M. Al exander Ogryzov

Deput y- M ni ster

M nistry of Natural Resources and
Protection of Environment

Kol | ektornja St. 10

220048, M nsk

Bel ar us

Tel : (+17) 20 61 90

Fax: (+17) 20 55 83

UKRAI NE

M. Vasyl Vasyl chenko

M nistry for Environmental Protection
and Nucl ear Safety

5 Kchreshchatyk St.

Kyi v 252001

Tel : (+380 44) 229 80 50

Fax: (+380 44) 229 80 50

C. Non-Parties to the Protocol attending at
the invitation of the Conmittee

ARMENI A

M. Aram Gabrielian

Chi ef, Departnent of Atnosphere Protection

M nistry of Nature and Environment Protection
35, Moskovian St. 375002

Yer evan

Ar meni a

Tel : (+600 3742) 53 07 41

Fax: (+600 3742) 53 49 02 / 15 16 69
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GECRG A

M. Tengi z Ladgi dze

M nistry of Environnental Protection
Kostava str. 68a

Thilisi, 380015

Republic of Ceorgia

Tel: (+88 32) 36 73 34

Fax: (+88 32) 98 34 25

E-mail: irisi @nep.kheta.ge

KYRGYZSTAN

M . QOmrur bekov Esenbek Abdrachmanovi ch

State Committee of Environnent Protection of the Kyrgyz Republic
720300 Bi shkek

| sanov Street 131

Kyrgyzst an

Tel : (+7 331 2) 21 32 33

Fax: (+7 331 2) 26 23 21

D. Assessnent Panel s

AD HOC WORKI NG GROUP ON CEIT | SSUES OF THE TECHNOLOGY AND ECONOM C
ASSESSMENT PANEL

Dr. Lanbert Kuijpers

Techni cal University Ws- 404

P. O Box 513

5600 MB Ei ndhoven

Net her | ands

Tel: (+31 40) 47 24 87 | 50 37 97
Fax: (+31 40) 46 66 27

M. Lészl 6 Dobd

M nistry for Environnent
H 1011 Budapest

F6 u. 44-50

Hungary

Tel : (+361) 201 2325
Fax: (+361) 201 3056
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E. Intergovernnental organizations

SECRETARI AT OF THE GLOBAL ENVI RONMENT FACI LI TY

M. Frank Rittner

1818 H Street

Washi ngton D.C. 20433

United States of Anerica

Tel: (+1 202) 458 50 44

Fax: (+1 202) 522 32 40/ 32 45
E-mail: frittner@worl dbank.Og



UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | mpCom 11/ 1
Page 14

Annex |1
STATEMENT

by countries with econonmes in transition that are
Parties to the Montreal Protocol -

Bel arus, Bul garia, Russian Federation, Ukraine -
or intend to becone Parties to the Protocol -
Armeni a, Georgia, Kyrgyzstan -
at the twelfth neeting of the Open-ended Wrking
Goup of the Parties to the Montreal Protoco

(CGeneva, 28 August - 1 Septenber 1995)

W, the representatives of countries with econonies in transition
while reaffirm ng our conmitment to the obligations relating to the
protection of the ozone layer, are in principle conplying with the basic
provi sions of the Montreal Protocol. Total production and consunption of
ozone-depl eti ng substances in our countries is constantly decreasing and at
present stands at 90 per cent of the base-year level. However, it should be
poi nted out that, to a large extent, this reduction is a result not of the
i ntroduction of ozone-safe technol ogies but of a fall in industrial output
due to the economc crisis.

Represent ati ves of our del egations have stated on a nunber of
occasions, at the Fifth Meeting of the Parties and the tenth, eleventh and
twel fth neetings of the Open-ended Wrking Goup, that our countries are
nmaki ng every effort to neet the obligations that they had assumed under the
Vi enna Convention and the Montreal Protocol. However, the processes
connected with political, geopolitical and social change, with the break
fromthe previous economc systemand the transition to a market econony,
have demanded and continue to demand great noral, material and financial
out | ays.

The econonic situation and present-day realities represent objective
evi dence that our States will not be in a position to conmply fully with
their obligations under international agreenents, including the Montrea
Protocol with the London and Copenhagen anendnments and adj ustnments.

At the nmonment, nost of our countries have prepared national strategies
for converting industry to ozone-safe technol ogi es and practical activities
are under way to inplenent them

In view of the foregoing, our countries propose that consideration
shoul d be given to granting thema five-year grace-period, from
1 January 1996, for conpliance with the obligations under the Mntrea
Protocol and that the follow ng draft decision should be forwarded for the
consi deration of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties to the Mntreal
Protocol, in Vienna, Austria, under item3 (b) of the agenda of the twelfth
neeting of the Open-ended Worki ng G oup
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Consi deri ng:

- The difficult economic situation of the countries with econonies
intransition, both Parties to the Montreal Protocol -Belarus,
Bul garia, the Russian Federation and Ukraine - and non-Parties to
the Protocol - Arnenia, Georgia and Kyrgyzstan

- That, in the light of the economic crisis in the countries with
econonmies in transition, there is no possibility of ful
conpliance with the Montreal Protocol as adjusted and anended at
London and Copenhagen

Taki ng i nto account:

- The statenents of the representatives of Parties to the Mintrea
Protocol fromcountries with econonies in transition at the Fifth
Meeting of the Parties and the tenth, eleventh and twelfth
neeti ngs of the Qpen-ended Wrking Goup of the Parties to the
Mont real Protocol

- The concl usions of the Ad Hoc Wrking Goup on CEIT |Issues of the
Technol ogy and Economni ¢ Assessnent Panel in its report entitled
"Assessnent of the basic problenms confronting countries with
economes in transition in conplying with the Montreal Protocol"

- To pernit the above-nentioned countries to extend until 2000 the
time-limt for inplenmenting the obligations in respect of
consunpti on of CFCs under the Mntreal Protocol, as adjusted at
Copenhagen, in order to satisfy basic donestic needs and
particularly inmportant uses, provided that the 1994 | evel of
consunption is not exceeded.



