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1. The seventeenth neeting of the Inplenentation Conmittee under the
Non- Conpl i ance Procedure for the Montreal Protocol was held at the Geneva
Executive Center on 15-16 April 1997.

1. ORGAN ZATI ONAL MATTERS

A.  Opening of the neeting

2. The neeting was opened at 10 a.m on Tuesday, 15 April 1997, by M.
K. M Sarma, Executive Secretary of the Ozone Secretariat.

B. Election of the President and Vi ce-President

3. In accordance with paragraph 5 of the non-conpliance procedure
formul ated pursuant to Article 8 of the Montreal Protocol, the Conmittee
el ected M. Denis Langlois (Canada) to serve as President and Dr. Peter
O aver Acquah (Ghana) to serve as Vice-President and Rapporteur for the
period up to the Ninth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol

C. Attendance
4, The neeting was attended by Conmittee nenbers from Canada, the

Dom ni can Republic, Gernany, Ghana, |Indonesia, Lithuania, Sri Lanka, UKraine,
Uruguay and Zanbi a.
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5. The neeting was al so attended by Dr. Lanbert Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the
Technol ogy and Economni ¢ Assessnent Panel. Representatives of the

| npl enenting Agencies for the Miultilateral Fund for the Inplenmentation of the
Montreal Protocol O the United Nations Devel opment Progranme (UNDP), the
United Nations Environment Programe (UNEP), the United Nations |ndustrial

Devel opnent Organi zation (UNIDO) and the World Bank O and of the secretariats
of the Multilateral Fund and the d obal Environnment Facility (GEF) were al so
present.

6. At the invitation of the Conmittee, a representative of the Russian

Federation attended in order to present his countryls report under agenda
item4.

7. The full list of participants is contained in annex | to the present
report.

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

8. The Conmittee adopted the follow ng agenda on the basis of the
provi si onal agenda that had been circul ated under the synbo
UNEP/ CzL. Pro/ | mpConi 17/ 1:

1. Openi ng of the neeting.

2. El ection of the President and Vice-President.

3. Adopti on of the agenda and organi zati on of work.

4, Information from Latvia (decision VII/22), Lithuania (decision

VI11/23), Poland (reconmendati on of the Inplenentation Conmittee
at its fifteenth nmeeting (UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ |l mpCom 15/ 3, para. 13)),
and the Russian Federation (decision VII1/25).

5. Report of the Secretariat on reporting nandates required by the
Protocol for assessing conpliance (decision VIII/21).

6. G her matters.

7. Cl osure of the neeting.

[11. 1 NFORVATI ON FROM LATVIA (DECISION VII1/22), LITHUANIA (DECISION VIII/23),
POLAND ( RECOMVENDATI ON OF THE | MPLEMENTATI ON COW TTEE AT | TS FI FTEENTH
MEETI NG (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ | npConmi 15/ 3, para. 13)), AND THE RUSSI AN
FEDERATI ON (DECI SION VI I 1/ 25)

Latvi a

9. The Secretariat said that, pursuant to decision VII1/22 of the Eighth
Meeting of the Parties, it had witten to the Governnent of Latvia seeking
the information required by that decision and, in particular, an indication
of the steps taken by Latvia to ratify the London Anendnent to the Protocol
To date, no information had been received fromthe country in response to
that request. Nor had Latvia ratified the London Anendnent.
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10. The representative of the dobal Environnent Facility (GEF) said that

Lat vi alds country progranme had been prepared by the United Nations

Devel opnent Progranme (UNDP) and the United Nations Environment Progranmre

(UNEP) with a view to subm ssion for GEF funding. The programe, which

i ncluded investnent and techni cal assistance projects, was al nost ready for

i mpl ementation. The subnission to the GEF Council had been deferred because

the GEF eligibility criteria had not yet been net by the CGovernnent of

Latvia. To facilitate the approval process, Latvia should confirmits

conmtment to ratifying the London Anendrment and should provide a tinetable

i ndi cating the expected date for the conpletion of the ratification process.
However, the project could not be endorsed, and consequently di sbursenment

of funding could not occur, until after the deposit of the instrument of

ratification with the Secretary-CGeneral of the United Nations.

11. The | nplenentati on Conmittee nade the foll owi ng observations for the
consi deration of the NNnth Meeting of the Parties:

(a) It regretted that Latvia had not yet subnmitted its tinetable for
the ratification process for the London Anendnent as requested by the Eighth
Meeting of the Parties;

(b) It reiterated the request nade to Latvia through decision VII1/22
of the Eighth Meeting of the Parties for the submission of its tinmetable for
the process of ratification of the London Amendnent;

(c) It reminded Latvia that, in accordance with the GEF eligibility
criteria and as nmentioned by the representative of the Facility at the
current neeting, the process for approval by CGEF of the phase-out projects
could begin only after GEF had been infornmed of the tinetable for
ratification of the London Anendnent and that no financial assistance could
be released until after the deposit of the instrunent of ratification wth
the Secretary-General of the United Nations;

(d) It expressed the view that the situation with regard to ODS
phase-out in Latvia should be kept under review.
Li t huani a
12. The Secretariat drew attention to a letter fromthe Mnister of

Envi ronnental Protection of Lithuania transmitting a report on the

i mpl enentation of the Montreal Protocol in that country. The report had been
forwarded to the Secretariat in response to its letter of Decenber 1996
seeking further information from Lithuania in accordance with

decision VI11/23 of the Eighth Meeting of the Parties.

13. I ntroduci ng her countryOs report, the representative of Lithuania said
that the report addressed questions related to the inplenentation of the
Protocol in Lithuania, as well as her countryOs request that its
contributions to the Miultilateral Fund should be postponed until 2000.

Li t huani a had been a Party to the Protocol since April 1995 and was

endeavouring to neet its obligations. It had phased out hal ons and the use
of CFCs in the foam sector. Sonme ODS uses, especially in the refrigeration
sector, were still, however, inportant. The figures for 1995 showed a
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decrease in consunption over the previous year and, although no exact figures
were available, 1996 was expected to see a further reduction. Unfortunately,
because of |ack of funding, the conversion of sone ODS capacity had had to be
suspended. Efforts were also being nmade to regul ate trade through the

i ssuance of permts by the Mnistry of Environmental Protection, although it
had not been possible to stop inports conpletely. Trade with non-Parties was
al so controlled. The country progranme for Lithuania had been updated in
late 1996/ early 1997, but had not yet been subnmitted to the GEF Council for
approval because her country had not yet ratified the London Anendnent.

Li thuani a di d, however, expect that it would have conpleted the ratification
process by Septenber 1997. She explai ned that Lithuania expected nore
procedural flexibility in the subm ssion and consideration of the country
programme and its projects. Finally, she said that Lithuania would continue
to make every effort to conply with the Protocol w thout outside support.
Sone of those efforts had been successful, but she feared that, because of
lack of funding, activities in such areas as recovery and recycling and
training nmight not be started in the near future.

14. The representative of UNDP, al so speaking on behal f of UNEP, confirned
that the country programe for Lithuania had been conpleted. The subm ssion
of the projects to GEF Council had been deferred because Lithuania had not
yet conplied with the GEF eligibility criteria for ozone. It should,
however, be stressed once again that no funding could be rel eased by CEF
until the instrunent of ratification had been deposited with the Secretary-
Ceneral of the United Nations.

15. Wth reference to the request of Lithuania for postponenent of its
contributions to the Miultilateral Fund until the year 2000, the Secretari at
and the Fund Secretariat clarified that there was no provision in the
Protocol to permt such postponenent.

16. The representative of GEF said that the approval process for the
country programe could be started as soon as the eligibility criteria were
fulfilled. To facilitate the process, the Governnent of Lithuania should
confirmits commitnment to ratifying the London Amendnent and subnmit a
timetabl e indicating the expected date of conpletion of the ratification
process.

17. The | nplenentati on Conmittee nade the foll owi ng observations for the
consi deration of the NNnth Meeting of the Parties:

(a) It noted with satisfaction the information provided by the
Governnent of Lithuania in response to decision VII1/23 and the presentation
made by its representative to the Conmittee;

(b) It noted that, according to the infornmation provided by
Li thuania, that country was in non-conpliance with the Protocol in 1996 and
was likely to be in a situation of non-conpliance in 1997;

(c) It noted the information provided by the representative of
Li t huani a that her CGovernnment would ratify the London Arendnent by Septenber
1997 and encouraged Lithuania to subnmit in witing to the GEF secretariat a
full timetable for the ratification process so that the work programre for
that country could be considered expeditiously by the GEF Council;
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(d) It noted that Lithuania had not yet submitted its ODS phase- out
programme to the I nplenmentation Conmittee and encouraged it to do so as soon
as possi bl e;

(e) It expressed the view that the situation regarding ODS phase-out
i n Lithuania should be kept under review

Pol and

18. The Secretariat drew attention to paragraph 7 of its note before the
Conmittee (UNEP/ OzL.Pro/ | npCom 17/2), which contained a sumary of the
additional information provided by Poland in response to the decision taken
by the Inplenentation Conmittee at its fifteenth neeting

(UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npConmf 15/ 3, para. 13). That information indicated, inter
alia, that Pol andUs consunption of CFCs in 1996 was bel ow the | evel of the
essential -use exenptions granted it by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

19. The | npl enentati on Committee deci ded:
(a) To note with satisfaction the information given by Pol and t hat
its use of ODS for essential uses was |ess than the quantities exenpted for

1996 by the Sixth Meeting of the Parties;

(b) To urge Poland to submit to the Secretariat conplete infornmation
for all controlled substances for 1995.

Russi an Feder ati on

20. The Secretariat drew attention to a letter dated 4 March 1997 fromthe
Deputy Chairman of the State Conmittee of the Russian Federation on

Envi ronnental Protection addressed to the Executive Secretary of the Ozone
Secretariat, and transmitting prelimnary data on production, consunption
exports and inports of ODS for 1996, in response to decision VIII/25 of the
Ei ght h Meeting of the Parties.

21. The representative of the Russian Federation reiterated his countryOs
conmitment to neeting its obligations under the Montreal Protocol. Efforts
had been made to inplenment the decisions of the Ei ghth Meeting of the
Parties, as could be seen fromthe information provided on production
consunption and trade in ODS that was currently before the Comittee

Despite the economic problens resulting fromthe time of transition, the
Russi an Federation had nade additional efforts to fulfil its obligations to
protect the ozone layer. The State was regulating inports and exports, and
guot as had been inposed on the production of ODS. There had al so been an

i mprovenent in accountability and control of production and consunption, and
a new federal phase-out progranme for the period 1997-2000 had been prepared
to integrate all aspects of the country's participation in internationa
efforts to stop the depletion of the ozone |ayer. That progranme woul d be

i mpl enented in cooperation with the international conmunity and rultilatera
fi nanci ng agenci es. He hoped that all those factors would be taken into
account by the Inplenentation Conmmittee.
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22. The Secretariat said that, although the Russian Federation was still in
a situation of non-conpliance, its perfornmance was satisfactory in terns of
what it had told the Inplenentation Cormttee it would achieve at the
Conmitteels thirteenth neeting. The data provided was detail ed, but there
were sone itens that were difficult to understand, such as the reported
exports to Parties not operating under Article 5 and to Estonia, which had
only recently becone a Party to the Protocol

23. Duri ng the ensuing di scussion, nenbers expressed appreciation at the
efforts of the Russian Federation to conply with decision VIII/25. Concern
was, however, expressed at the exports and inports referred to in the report
and the questions were raised concerning the intended uses of the substances
concerned. It was also suggested that the data on exports to CI'S countries
shoul d be broken down by country of destination. It was further pointed out
that there was a danger of a loss of credibility for the whole Mntrea
Protocol process if it was seen that the Parties not operating under

Article 5, which should have conpl eted phase-out, were still inmporting and
exporting controlled substances.

24, In response to a question by the Secretariat, the representative of the
World Bank said that the CGEF-supported projects for ODS phase-out in the
Russi an Federation were under way. Two of the three tranches had been funded
in atotal anbunt of $40 mllion. The release of the third tranche,
originally scheduled for later in 1997, would, however, be del ayed unti

early 1998. A nunber of residual production projects had been transferred to
t he GEF-supported progranmme followi ng a reduction in the anount allocated for
the special initiative for the production sector. A production-closure plan
was in place and had been agreed upon by the Government. Unfortunately, of
the $27 mllion required for the plan, only $15 mllion had as yet been
firmy conmitted. He therefore appealed to all donors to contribute so that
the plan could get under way in the near future.

25. The | npl enentati on Conmittee deci ded:

(a) To note the data provided by the Russian Federation for 1996, in
accordance with paragraphs 4 and 7 of decision VIII/25;

(b) To note that the Russian Federation was in non-conpliance wth
the Protocol for 1996;

(c) To note that the Russian Federation had continued to produce ODS
during 1996 contrary to the provisions of the Montreal Protocol and
decision VII/18 adopted at the Seventh Meeting of the Parties;

(d) To note also that the Russian Federation had exported both new
and recl ai mred substances to, and al so inported ODS from nany Parties
operating under Article 5 and those Parties not operating under that Article;

(e) To urge the Secretariat to draw the data report of the Russian
Federation to the attention of the Parties that had reportedly inported ODS
fromor exported ODS to the Russian Federation and to request those Parties
to provide detailed conments by 15 May 1997 on the inports/exports of ODS;

(f) To request the Russian Federation to subnit to the Secretariat by
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15 May 1997 information on the ways in which it was nmaxin zing the use of its
recycling facilities to neet its internal needs and to dimnish its
producti on of new CFCs, in accordance with paragraph 6 of decision VIII/25;

(9) To request the Russian Federation to provide by 15 May 1997
details on the conditions of delivery of inports and exports of ODS in 1996
i ncl udi ng the specific purpose for which the substances were intended to be
used, in accordance with paragraph 7 of decision VIII/25;

(h) To request the Russian Federation to provide the names of the
nmenbers of the Commonweal th of |ndependent States (CIS) to which it had
exported ODS in 1996, together with the quantities exported

(i) To revert to the question at its eighteenth neeting, which the
Russi an Federation was invited to attend.

V. REPORT OF THE SECRETARI AT ON REPORTI NG MANDATES REQUI RED BY THE
MONTREAL PROTOCOL FOR ASSESSI NG COVPLI ANCE (DECI SION VI 1/ 21)

26. I ntroduci ng agenda item5, the Secretariat said that, in response to
decision VII1/21 of the Eighth Meeting of the Parties, it had circulated a
list of all the reporting requirenments under the Protocol and in the

deci sions of the Meeting of the Parties and had requested all the Parties to
communi cate their views on which of the reporting provisions they considered
essential for assessing conpliance with the Protocol, which might no | onger
be necessary and what possible inprovenents could be nmade to the reporting
formats. The following Parties had submitted responses to the Secretariat:
Australia, the European Conmunity, |ndia, New Zeal and, Norway, Pol and,
Seychelles and the United States of America. The Secretariat had prepared a
docunent summari zi ng the responses fromthe Parties, explaining the formats
for data-reporting and containing sanple formats that incorporated the
suggestions made. The United States of Anmerica had al so prepared a
guestionnaire and format for consideration. The views of the Parties, the
Secretariatds coments and the sanple formats were before the Conmittee in
the annex to the note by the Secretariat of 17 March 1997

(UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npConi 17/ 2) .

27. The Conmittee considered the relevant provisions of the Protocol, the
deci sions of the Parties containing reporting requirenments and the coments
submtted by Governments thereon with a view to considering which reporting
provi sions were essential for assessing conpliance with the Protocol and
whi ch might be no | onger necessary. A further table sumarizing the
responses received fromthe Parties was prepared and is attached to the
present report as annex ||

Article 2, paragraphs 5, 5 bis, 6 and 7

28. It was felt that reporting under paragraphs 5, 5 bis and 7 should be
ret ai ned.
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29. It was generally agreed that reporting under paragraph 6 was no | onger
applicable. The view was expressed that it should be deleted, as was the
contrary opinion that no advantage was to be gained by renoving it fromthe
Protocol. The Comrittee will revert to this issue when it considers its
overal | reconmendati ons next neeting.

Article 7

30. It was agreed that reporting under Article 7 was necessary to assess
conpliance with the control neasures under the Protocol

Article 9

31. The Conmittee noted that two views were expressed on Article 9: first,
that the reporting required by the Article was adequately covered by the TEAP
reports and the information-exchange programe of the UNEP | ndustry and

Envi ronnent Centre (UNEP/IE) under the Miultilateral Fund, and the infornation
provided to the Secretariat under the Article had to date not been as

conpr ehensi ve; secondly, that reporting requirenment under Article 9 could not
be withdrawn wi thout a formal anendnent to the Protocol. The Conmittee noted
that reporting under the Vienna Convention had been di spensed with on
practical grounds even though it was a | egal requirenent under that

i nstrumnent.

Deci sion |V/ 11, paragraph 3 (b)

32. It was agreed that the reporting on the quantity of controlled

subst ances destroyed was necessary for assessing conpliance only in so far as
the country concerned w shed to take advantage of production credit under
Article 1, paragraph 5, of the Protocol. No Party had yet sought to do so.

It was, however, noted that the information could be useful for assessing

gl obal levels of ODS destruction.

Deci sion | V/ 24

33. It was agreed that reporting on recycled and used substances was
necessary even though conpliance could be assessed without such reporting.

Deci si on V/ 15

34. It was noted that reporting under decision V/15 was to be nade to
UNEP/ 1 E, not to the Ozone Secretariat. It was agreed that this reporting
shoul d continue as and when rel evant information becane avail abl e.

Decisions V/25, VI/14 A and VII/9, paragraph 4
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35. The view was expressed that there was no need to report under V/ 25 or
VI/14 A in view of decision VI1/9, paragraph 4. However, it should be

consi dered whether the reporting under these provisions is required to verify
conpliance with Article 5, which stated that the purpose of the grace-period
was only to enable Article 5 Parties to neet their basic donmestic needs. The
reporting could al so be necessary to ensure that producers did not exceed
their 10 or 15 per cent production allowance under the control mneasures and

t hat such production was indeed used to neet the basic donmestic needs of
Parties operating under Article 5. It was also noted that the Secretari at
had not as yet received any certificates under decisions V/25 or VI/14 A

Decision VI/9, paragraph 4, annex |

36. It was agreed that reporting under this decision could be sinplified to
i nclude only the quantities and uses of substances authorized under the

| abor at ory- and- anal yti cal -use exenption and that no further infornation was
required.

Deci sion VI/19, paragraph 4

37. It was agreed that it should be sufficient for Parties to submt ful
i nformation on reclamation facilities only once and then update it on an ad
hoc basis when new facilities were established or existing ones closed.

Deci sion VII1/30

38. It was agreed that this requirement could be part of general reporting
under Article 7. The Secretariat pointed out that the exporters of
substances to be used as feedstocks should also be required to report on
exports for such uses in order to assess conpliance by the exporters.

Deci sion VII/32

39. It was agreed that reporting under this provision should continue.

Decision VII1/9, paragraph 9

40. The Co-Chair of TEAP nentioned that it would not be possible to
sinmplify the essential-use reporting fornmat. The Panel was, however,
preparing a handbook on essential -use noninati ons, which would include the
essential -use reporting format. The Secretariat pointed out that the fornmat
prescribed reporting by inporting countries on the quantities and origins of
the inmport and that sinilar reporting by exporters on the destinations and
gquantities of their exports for essential uses was necessary to assess
conpl i ance by exporters.

Decision VII11/20, paragraph 5

41. It was suggested that the requirement to report on exports should be
consi dered in conjunction with discussions at the Ninth Meeting of the
Parties on a systemto require validation and approval of exports of used and
recycled ODS. This should include trade with Parties and non-Parties
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Consi derati on of the sanple reporting formats

42, The Secretariat drew attention to the sanple reporting formats that it
had prepared and circul ated for the consideration of the Conmittee, together
with the reporting questionnaire and format that had been received fromthe
United States of Anerica. |In preparing the fornats, the Secretariat had
endeavoured to foll ow the various suggestions that had been put forward by
Parties on the subject. Those suggestions included the listing of only the

nost commonly used, rather than all, controlled substances and the
circulation of the fornmats el ectronically, which would enabl e easi er
conpletion. In all, seven formats had been prepared: one each for reporting

data on production, export and inmport of the controlled substances other than
nmet hyl bromi de, for which the term nol ogy used varied fromthat used for

ot her substances; three formats for reporting the correspondi ng data on

net hyl bromi de; and a separate formfor reporting data on quantities of
substances destroyed. Parties that did not produce, export or destroy any of
the ODS would need only to use the inport fornmats. The forns included
provision for the reporting of separate data on reused and recycl ed
substances, essential uses and feedstock uses. The formsubrmitted by the
United States, which had been prepared in collaboration with New Zeal and,
consi sted of a series of questions and suggested tables for recordi ng data.
Unlike the formats prepared by the Secretariat, there was no provision for
reporting on quantities exported for exenpted uses (i.e., feedstocks,
essential uses agreed to by the Parties, and quarantine and pre-shi prent
applications of nethyl brom de).

43. Fol | owi ng a discussion on the formats, as well as the possibility that
a single formcould be designed for the reporting of data to the Secretariat
and to the Secretariat of the Miultilateral Fund, it was agreed that the
deadl i ne for submi ssion of the two reports should be brought into |line and be
made 30 June each year for both sets of data. The view was, however, noted
that the inclusion of the sectoral consunption data required by the Fund
Secretariat in the forns prepared for reporting under the Protocol woul d nmake
those forns very nuch nore conplicated and that it might be preferable if
separate formats were retai ned but sent simultaneously to the sane foca
point in order to minimze the risk of discrepancies between the data
reported. It was agreed that the conpletion of the forns could be sinplified
by including one single colum for all used substances, rather than the
current three for recycled, recovered and recl ai med substances, respectively.
It was al so suggested that the Secretariat should include the custons codes
of each substance, as was the case with the United States subm ssion
Anot her suggestion made was that the United States questionnaire could be
sent to Parties on an experinmental basis in order to assess its useful ness
before a final decision was made

44, The | npl enentati on Conmittee deci ded:

(a) That the question of the reporting nandates required by the
Montreal Protocol for assessing conpliance would be considered further by the
Conmittee at its next neeting;

(b) That menbers shoul d be encouraged to consult informally anong
thenmsel ves and with other interested parties in preparation for the

Conmi tteels consideration of the subject at its next neeting;
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(c) That the Parties not nenbers of the Committee that had subnmitted
conments on the reporting nmandat es under the Protocol and the formats
prepared by the Secretariat should be invited to attend the next neeting of
the Conmittee with a view to furthering the Conmitteells consideration of the
matter.

V. OTHER NMATTERS

Prelinmnary report of the Secretariat on the reporting of data provided
by the Parties for 1995 in accordance with Article 7 of the Mintrea
Pr ot ocol

45, The Secretariat presented a prelimnary report on the reporting of data
by the Parties for the year 1995 in accordance with Article 7 of the
Protocol, which had been circulated for the information of the Committee.

The report was not yet finalized and woul d be updated for submission to the
Ninth Meeting of the Parties in the [ight of further subnissions of data and
any clarifications provided by Parties at the request of the Secretariat.

Al t hough data reports for 1995 had been due by Septenber 1996, in accordance
with the requirenents of Article 7 of the Protocol, only 88 of the 151
Parties required to report had done so. The Secretariat urged all concerned,
and particularly the |Inplenenting Agencies active in non-reporting countries,
to encourage reporting of data so that a nore conprehensive report could be
prepared for the Ninth Meeting of the Parties.

46. The Secretariat drew attention, in particular, to the data it had
received from Japan, on nethyl chloroform production, the Russian
Federation, on production of CFCs, and Ukraine, on the consunption of other
fully hal ogenated CFCs, carbon tetrachloride and nethyl broni de, which

i ndi cated that those countries had not net the 1995 reducti on schedul es for

t hose substances. Those countries would be requested to explain the non-
conpliance, and their response would be placed before the | nplenmentation
Conmittee at its next neeting. All other reporting Parties seenmed to have
kept to the 1995 schedule for all controlled substances. The Secretariat

al so drew attention to the |arge anounts of Oused methyl bromi deO reported to
have been consuned by certain Article 5 Parties. The size of the anounts

i nvol ved suggested that the figures m ght have been reported erroneously, and
the Secretariat was seeking clarification fromthe countries concerned.

47. The Conmittee noted that, in a nunber of cases, the data contained in
the report varied fromthose obtained by the Fund Secretariat and the

| npl enenti ng Agencies working in the country concerned, often by a

consi derable margin, to the extent that the per capita consunption levels

i ndi cated for sonme Parties operating under Article 5 would render them
ineligible for treatnent under that Article. It was suggested that, in
addition to possible reporting errors, one reason for the discrepancy was
that 1995 was the first year for which nmethyl broni de consunpti on had been
reported by sone Parties and that substance was not taken into account in the
| npl enenti ng Agenci esO calculations. |t was al so suggested that the

i nclusion of nmethyl bronide was the main reason why a nunber of Parties,
previously consi dered as | ow vol une-consum ng countries (LVCs), now had a
total ODS consunption in excess of the 360-tonne threshold for inclusion in
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that category and, hence, for an exenption fromthe cost-effectiveness
criteria used by the Executive Conmittee to deternine eligibility of projects
for funding fromthe Multilateral Fund. It was agreed that any adjustnent of
the threshold for consideration as a LVC in the light of the new figures
should be a matter for the Executive Committee, which had deci ded on the
original |evel.

48. The | npl enenting Agencies were requested to catal ogue all discrepancies
between the data report by the Secretariat and their figures and to subnit a
full list to the Secretariat after the nmeeting with a view to obtaining
clarifications fromthe Parties concerned. It was suggested that, in order
to ensure harnoni zati on between the various sets of data reported, the

| mpl enenti ng Agenci es shoul d | ay special enphasis in their capacity-building
programes on providi ng ozone focal points with stronger advice on ways of
ensuring coordination between the various national entities responsible for
data-reporting. It was further suggested that Parties should be encouraged
to consider the benefit of ensuring that a single focal point was responsible
for data-reporting to both the Ozone and the Fund Secretariats.

49, The representative of the United Nations Environment Progranmme (UNEP)

i ntroduced a report anal ysing data-reporting in countries being assisted by
UNEP. That report indicated that the current |evel of reporting of data for
1995 was hi gher than that experienced for the equivalent period at the sane
time during the previous year. The greatest inprovenent had been in the
African region, a devel opnment that was, at least in part, attributable to the
hol di ng of custons traini ng workshops for ozone project officers in the
region. Oher regions, where no such workshops had been held, had not

wi t nessed such an inpressive inprovenent in reporting. Finally, he said that
there were two maj or reasons for non-reporting of data: the first was the
fact that capacity-building was still under way in the countries concerned,
and their institutional strengthening had not yet come on stream the second
was that there were countries in which the national ozone units had little or
no backing fromgovernment ministries or industries, a state of affairs that
nmust be tackled at various levels, with a potentially inportant role to be

pl ayed by the consultants engaged in the country by the |Inplenmenting
Agencies. The full UNEP report was subsequently distributed to al
participants in the neeting.

50. Fol | owi ng the discussion, the Inplenentati on Conmittee decided that:

(a) The Ozone Secretariat and the Secretariat of the Miltilatera
Fund should be requested to jointly prepare for the consideration of the
Conmittee at its next neeting a report explaining, as appropriate, the
di screpancies, if any, in the data submtted to the two secretariats for
1995;

(b) The two secretariats shoul d be encouraged to exam ne the
feasibility of preparing a single reporting format for the subnission of the
requi red data to both bodies.
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VI. DATE AND PLACE OF THE ElI GHTEENTH MEETI NG
OF THE | MPLEMENTATI ON COW TTEE

51. The I nplenentati on Comittee decided that its eighteenth neeting would
be held in Nairobi on Mnday, 2 June 1997, immediately prior to the fifteenth
neeting of the Open-ended Wrking Goup of the Parties to the Mintrea

Pr ot ocol

VI1. ADCPTION OF THE REPORT

52. In accordance with past practice, the Inplenmentation Conmittee
entrusted the President and Rapporteur with the finalization of the report on
the work of its seventeenth session

VITl. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

53. After the customary exchange of courtesies, the President declared the
seventeenth neeting of the Inplenentation Commttee closed at 1 p.m on
Wednesday, 16 April 1997.
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Annex |1

SUMVARY OF THE RESPONSES RECElI VED FROM THE PARTI ES REGARDI NG THE REPORTI NG
MANDATES FOR ASSESSI NG COVPLI ANCE W TH THE MONTREAL PROTOCCL

Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

Article 2, paragraphs 5, 5 bis, 6 and 7
(Transfer of production rights)

European Community

Norway

Reporting should be retained so that Parties report to the Secretariat any agreed transfers of calculated
production and consumption. The Secretariat and the Parties need up to date information each year on the
location and capacity of the ODS production facilities throughout the world.

Reporting of thisis still relevant as long as transfer of any portion of calculated level of production occurs.
We recommend that UNEP takes a look to what extent Article 2 paragraph 6 still applies.

Article 9 (Research, development,
public awareness and exchange of
information)

European Community

New Zeadand

Norway

Much of thisinformation is readily available in the reports of the Assessment Panels and Technical Options
Committees. This requirement could be dropped or Parties requested to report on new and significant
developments to the Parties and the Assessment Panels to the Secretariat as and when they occur.

This article is now redundant. It requires reporting of Da summary of activitiesD conducted pursuant to the
Article. It requires Parties to report on a poorly defined range of public information, technology assessment

and scientific research issues. It does not appear to be useful in promoting the protection of the ozone layer.

Reporting according to Article 9 is still relevant.

United States of America

It would take an amendment to eliminate Article 9 reporting, and we do not believe it would be appropriate




Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

to turn over functions required by the Protocol to UNEP IE.

Decision 1V/11, para. 3 (b) (Reporting
on the quantity of ozone-depleting
substances)

Austraia

India

New Zedand

Poland

It should be possible for the data required for this purpose to be provided in a single format which aso meets
the requirements of Article 7 for reporting on a production, feedstocks, destruction, and imports.

Quantity destroyed is already covered in the format for reporting data under Article 7. A footnote can be
added in arelevant data form to clarify that the quantity destroyed should be calculated based on destruction
efficiency of facility employed.

This requires reporting on destruction of substances. The original intention was that countries would be
able to claim amounts destroyed as a credit and increase either manufacture or import accordingly. Asno
country appears to wish to claim such a credit, the decision appears to be redundant. The decision could be
clarified to make reporting voluntary, with the proviso that any country which did wish to claim destruction
as a UcreditC should continue to comply with reporting reguirements.

Clarify relation between reporting requirement and Article 7 and the information requirement on the
Udestroyed substancest.

Decision 1V/24 (Recovery,
reclamation and recycling of
controlled substances)

Austraia

India

Poland

It should be possible for the data required for this purpose to be provided in a single format which also meets
the requirements of Article 7 for reporting on production, feedstocks, destruction, imports and exports.

The reporting requirement arising from this decision could be suitably incorporated in the format for
reporting data under Article 7.

The reguirement concerning information on substances that have been recycled is not clear.

Decision V/15 (International halon
bank management)

European Community

The Halons Technical Options Committee has most of this information and an annual report does not seem
necessary or useful. Parties could be asked to report anything new.
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Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

Norway

United States of America

Reporting of data according to this decision seems to be relevant.

We do not believe that the Ozone Secretariat should be requesting the collection of data that the Parties
requested be submitted to UNEF/IE.

Decision V/25 (Provision of
information on the supply of
controlled substances to Parties
operating under Article 5) and
decision V1/14 A (Provision of
information on the supply of ODS for
Ubasic domestic needs™)

European Community

India

Norway

United States of America

It is clearly desirable that the current requirement be maintained. This means that Article 5 Parties wishing
to import ODS should certify to the Secretariat of the exporting Party that the import request is to meet its
basic domestic needs. The exporting Party should then verify annually to the Secretariat that all relevant
exports have been given this certification. However, given that this type of certification and reporting is
often difficult to complete, we would be interested to know from the Secretariat the extent to which Parties
have been able to comply with these decisions.

In view of reporting requirement under V11/9, thisis redundant and could be dispensed with.

Reporting of data according to these decisions seems to be relevant.

The reporting requirements for Article 5 Parties under decision V/25 and decision VV1/14 A regarding | etters
of request to meet basic domestic needs seems largely inoperable. Further, non-Article 5 Parties may not be
able to meet the reporting requirements in these decisions because they are not receiving the letters of
request to meet basic domestic needs from Article 5 Parties for the reasons described above. Given these
concerns and the fact that the grace-period will be over soon it might be worthwhile to take another look at
these decisions. Parties

Decision VI1/9, para. 3, annex, para.
4 (Essential use nominations)

European Community

Thisis essentially part of the essentia use reporting requirements and, asit stands, is over-elaborate. It
could be simplified to require, as part of the annual essential used reporting, details of the quantities and the
specific uses of controlled substances authorized under the laboratory uses exemption. Parties should also
report details of the phaseout of ODS in any specific |aboratory use.




Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

Norway

United States of America

Reporting of data according to this decision seems to be relevant.

The reporting related to the global exemption for laboratory and analytical applications under this decision
are overly detailed and administratively challenging to implement.

Decision VI1/19, para. 4 (Annua
submission of alist of reclamation
facilities to the Secretariat)

European Community

It is very difficult to gather accurate data on a range of reclamation facilities available, especialy asthe
situation is changing so rapidly. The requirement could be dropped and Parties asked simply to inform the
Secretariat when large reclamation (i.e. not recycling) facilities are opened or closed.

India The reporting requirement arising from this decision could be obtained initially from all the countries.
Thereafter, the countries may report on reclamation facilities if there is any change from the initia report.
The requirement to report on the subject annually could be dispensed with.
New Zealand This decision requires annual reporting on reclamation facilities. The term Oreclamation facilitiesd has
never been properly defined. The origina purpose of the decision wasto alow independent verification by
Governments on the existence of commercial recycling plants producing substances for export. The decision
should be clarified so that those countries which do not produce recycled substances for exports and do not
have commercial recycling plants do not have to make a report.
Decision VII/9, para. 4 (Basic Norway Formats should include columns for type, quantities and destinations of the exports of ODS during the
domestic needs) previous year
Decision VI1/14 (Timely reporting of Norway Reporting of data according to this decision seems to be relevant.
data according to Article 7 and 9 of
the Protocol)
Decision V11/30 (Reporting on Austraia Data required for these purposes should be provided in a single format which also meets the requirements of

imports of feedstock)

Article 7 for reporting on production feedstocks, destruction, imports and exports.
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Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

India

Norway

Poland

This requirement could be dropped. A provision similar to that for reporting requirements for exports as
mandated by decision VI1/9, paragraph 4, could be added for imports in the format for data reporting under
Article 7. Thismay mean adding a new column in new form 10 proposed in document

UNEP/OzL .Pro/WG.1/13/2. Also, the Dexports column in data form 6 needs to be subdivided into two so
that quantities exported for feedstock could be separated from that for consumption.

Reporting according to this decision seems to be relevant.

Information-reporting under Article 7, paragraph 3, and this decision in relation to substances treated as
feedstock is not clear.

Decision VI11/32 (Control of export
and import of products and equipment
containing substances listed in
Annexes A and B)

European Community

Norway

Thisis an important topic, covering dumping and trade in obsol ete products and equipment. All Parties have
an interest in monitoring developments to limit such trade, and so we recommend retaining this requirement.
However, it might also be useful for the Secretariat to consider ways of reminding Parties from time to time
of the action envisaged by this type of decision, such that the reporting might be more regular and complete.

According to this decision Parties are recommended to report on action to implement the decision at future
meetings of the Parties. Could the Secretariat consider whether such reporting should instead be included in
the yearly report to the Secretariat.

Decision VI11/9, para. 9 (Parties
granted essential-use metered-dose
inhaler (MDI) exemptions to provide
information on steps taken to provide
a continuity of treatments to importing
countries)

European Community

Norway

We agree with the new format for reporting essential use exemption.

UNEP should consider whether it is possible to simplify the reporting form in Annex IV (essential uses) as
the present reporting form seems to be a bit complicated.

Decision VI11/20, para. 5 (Ninth
Meeting of the Parties to consider
instituting a system to require

European Community

Approval of exports of used and recycled ODS should include trade with Parties and (if any) with non-
Parties




Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

validation and approval of exports of
used and recycled ozone-depleting
substances)

Genera comments

Austraia

European Community

New Zedand

A simpler approach may be to provide the Parties with a much shorter form which includes only the most
commonly reported substances plus several blank rows that can be completed if necessary. Alternatively,
Parties could be provided with an electronic version of the reporting format which they could edit to suit
their particular needs.

Dates of reporting requirements should be reviewed to ensure there is a single date for all reports to be
submitted to the Secretariat.

In the forms for reporting consumption under Article 7, the columns width available to write the actual
numbers appears to be a function of how long the word at the top is, not the length of the number likely to be
entered into the space. The clarity of the forms would be improved if alarger font was used for the
headings. The forms should be colour coded and the layout could be vastly improved. The single most
important change to assist compliance with the reporting requirements in developed countries would be to
reissue the forms as spread sheets in a common software format.

Seychelles

United States of America

There is an apparent lack of communication between institutions involved (e.g. UNDP, UNEP, the
Multilateral Fund and the Secretariat) and as a result similar data requested are submitted under various
format requirements.

The forms for data reporting are very obscure, and consideration of a booklet/diskette version with al the
required forms may be envisaged.

Parties be provided with an electronic version as well as a hard copy of the reporting forms.

There should be provided an instruction booklet and/or glossary of terms used under the Protocol and
decisions of the Parties.
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Article/Decision/General comments

Party

Recommendations

Customs codes should be provided in the data forms to help Parties submit accurate data.

A simplified list of questions should help direct each Party to only pertinent reporting forms.

We suspect that one reason for failure to report data may be that the forms never reach the agency or unit
which is actually responsible for responding. It would be useful for the Secretariat to send an early letter to
countries that have not regularly reported, seeking confirmation of the unit responsible for reporting. 1t
would also be helpful if this letter and all data submission requests were copied to the ozone protection unit
in the country.

The Secretariat might want to consider revising the IE PAC/SIDA report on monitoring of imports of ODS to
include a greater focus on reporting.

The Secretariat should by phone, contact the Ozone Protection Unit (or Government, if such a unit has not
been established) in each country that has not regularly reported data to understand why it has not submitted
data.

The Secretariat may want to consider establishing a response phone or fax service to assist Partiesin
collecting the needed data and with completing the reporting forms.

Reorganizing the reporting forms into discrete categories will allow each Party to complete only the forms
that pertain to their situation.

Personalized requests to Parties should be possible if the Secretariat bases the request on previously
submitted reports and answers to the list of questions. For example, a Party that previously reported that it
does not produce, import or export halons would be told that unless this status has changed it is not required
to fill out the halon reporting forms. Groupings of Parties will naturally appear in responses to the list of
questions and historical reporting.

We would like the Secretariat to present the most recent data submission to the Parties. Thisis particularly




critical as we approach the 1999 freeze. The Parties cannot wait until late in 1999 to get the 1997 data
critical to the establishment of the Article 5 country baselines. By then it would be impossible for any
potential corrective action or assistance to help ensure compliance with the control provisions.




