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Introduction

1. The present report contains information received by the Secretariat, as at 18 October 2004, pursuant to Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer.

2. Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol specifies as follows:

(a) That, for base year data
, “Each Party shall provide to the Secretariat, within three months of becoming a Party, statistical data on its production, imports and exports of each of the controlled substances in Annex A for the year 1986 … Annexes B and … C for the year 1989 [and] Annex E for the year 1991, or the best possible estimates of such data where actual data are not available …”;

(b) That for annual data, “Each Party shall provide to the Secretariat statistical data on its annual production (as defined in paragraph 5 of Article 1) of each of the controlled substances listed in Annexes A, B, C and E and, separately for each substance, amounts used for feedstocks, amounts destroyed by technologies approved by the Parties, and imports from and exports to Parties and non Parties respectively, for the year during which provisions concerning the substances in Annexes A, B, C, and E respectively entered into force for that Party and for each year thereafter ... Data shall be forwarded not later than nine months after the end of the year to which the data relate”;

(c) That, for annual data on recovered substances, “Each Party shall provide to the Secretariat separate statistical data on its annual imports and exports of each of the controlled substances listed in Group II of Annex A and Group I of Annex C that have been recycled”.

3. Throughout the present report and its annexes, negative values for calculated production imply that quantities destroyed or export for feedstock uses exceeded production for that year. Similarly, negative values for calculated consumption indicate that exports for the year exceeded production and imports, implying that the exports came from stockpiles.

4. The following are annexed to the present report:

Annexes I A and B: 2003 analysis of data on production and consumption by groups of substances;

Annex II: 2003 comparison of production, import and export of substances;

Annex III: 2003 import and export of new and recovered substances;

Annex IV: 2003 recovered ozone-depleting substances imported and exported by the Parties;

Annex V: 2003 data reported for laboratory and analytical uses;

Annex VI: Summary by region: 2003 analysis of data on production and consumption;

Annexes VII A and B: 2002 analysis of data on production and consumption by groups of substances;

Annex VIII: Production baseline for Article 5 Parties (all annexes);

Annex IX: Annex A/I (CFCs) consumption baseline for Article 5 Parties;

Annex X: Annex A/II (halons) consumption baseline for Article 5 Parties;

Annex XI: Annex B/I consumption baseline data for Article 5 Parties;

Annex XII: Annex B/II consumption baseline data for Article 5 Parties;

Annex XIII: Annex B/III consumption baseline data for Article 5 Parties;

Annex XIV: Annex E (methyl bromide) consumption baseline data for Article 5 Parties;

Annex XV: HCFCs (Annex C) production and consumption baseline data for non‑Article 5 Parties;

Annex XVI: Parties that have fully complied with reporting requirements for the period 1986‑2003;

Annex XVII: Parties which have requested revision of baseline data.

A. Status of ratification of the Montreal Protocol and its London, Copenhagen, Montreal and Beijing amendments

5. As of 18 October 2004, 189 Parties had ratified the Vienna Convention, 188 had ratified the Montreal Protocol, 175 had ratified the London Amendment, 164 had ratified the Copenhagen Amendment, 120 had ratified the Montreal Amendment and 82 had ratified the Beijing Amendment. Table 1 below lists Parties that are yet to ratify one or more of the amendments to the Montreal Protocol.

Table 1: List of Parties that are yet to ratify the various amendments

	Parties that have ratified up to the Montreal Amendment and have yet to ratify the Beijing Amendment

	1. Antigua and Barbuda
	2. Argentina
	3. Australia
	4. Azerbaijan

	5. Bahrain
	6. Bangladesh
	7. Bolivia
	8. Bosnia and Herzegovina

	9. Cape Verde
	10. Chad
	11. Colombia
	12. Djibouti

	13. Egypt
	14. El Salvador
	15. Georgia
	16. Guyana

	17. Haiti
	18. Iran, Islamic Republic of
	19. Italy
	20. Kenya

	21. Kuwait
	22. Kyrgyzstan
	23. Lebanon
	24. Mongolia

	25. Niger
	26. Paraguay
	27. Poland
	28. Portugal

	29. Romania
	30. Saint Kitts and Nevis
	31. Singapore
	32. Solomon Islands

	33. Syrian Arab Republic
	34. Thailand
	35. Tunisia
	36. Uganda

	37. Venezuela
	38. Yemen
	
	

	Parties that have ratified up to the Copenhagen Amendment and have yet to ratify the Montreal and Beijing amendments

	1. Algeria
	2. Armenia
	3. Bahamas
	4. Belgium

	5. Belize
	6. Benin
	7. Botswana
	8. Cameroon

	9. China
	10. Democratic Republic of the Congo
	11. Costa Rica
	12. Côte d’Ivoire

	13. Cuba
	14. Dominican Republic
	15. Ecuador
	16. Fiji

	17. Ghana
	18. Greece
	19. Honduras
	20. Indonesia

	21. Ireland
	22. Liberia
	23. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
	24. Malawi

	25. Mexico
	26. Moldova
	27. Morocco
	28. Mozambique

	29. Namibia
	30. Nicaragua
	31. Oman
	32. Pakistan

	33. Papua New Guinea
	34. Peru
	35. Philippines
	36. Qatar

	37. Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
	38. Saudi Arabia
	39. South Africa
	40. Ukraine

	41. Uzbekistan
	42. Vanuatu
	43. Viet Nam
	44. Zimbabwe

	Parties that have ratified up to the London Amendment and have yet to ratify the Copenhagen, Montreal and Beijing amendments

	1. Belarus
	2. Dominica
	3. Gambia
	4. Guinea

	5. Kazakhstan
	6. Myanmar
	7. Nepal
	8. Russian Federation

	9. Tajikistan
	10. Turkmenistan
	11. Zambia
	

	Parties that have ratified only the Vienna Convention and the Montreal Protocol and therefore need to ratify all the amendments, namely, London, Copenhagen, Montreal and Beijing amendments

	1. Albania
	2. Angola
	3. Brunei Darussalam
	4. Cambodia

	5. Central African Republic
	6. Ethiopia
	7. Lao People’s Democratic Republic
	8. Lesotho

	9. Mauritania
	10. Serbia and Montenegro
	11. Suriname
	12. Swaziland

	13. United Arab Emirates
	
	
	


6. The chart below depicts the status of ratification of the amendments in terms of percentage of Parties that have ratified the various amendments.
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Figure 1 - Status of ratification of the amendments

7. The Parties may wish to take note of the information provided on the status of ratification.

B. Status of reporting of the base‑year data (Article 7, paragraphs 1 and 2)

8. Under Article 7, paragraphs 1 and 2, Parties are required to report data for Annex A for the year 1986, for Annex B and groups I and II of Annex C for the year 1989, and for Annex E for the year 1991. The Secretariat has analysed the submissions of base‑year data from the Parties. The Parties listed in table 2 have not reported base-year data for one or more of the annexes for which they are required to have reported data.

Table 2: Parties that have not yet reported base year data

	
	Country
	Annexes for which base year data should have been reported but has not been reported
	Previous rec. of ImpCom 321
	MLF data collection assistance

	1. 
	Afghanistan*
	A (1986)
	-
	CP/RMP preparation project approved July 2004, 
INS approved July 2004.

	2. 
	Cook Islands
	A (1986), B (1989), C (1989), E (1991)
	32/3
	CP preparation not yet approved

	3. 
	Niue
	A (1986), B (1989), C (1989), E (1991)
	32/3
	CP preparation not yet approved

	Note:
	CP = country programme;

INS = institutional strengthening 
	RMP = refrigerant management plan



	* Afghanistan only ratified the Protocol and its amendments on 17 June 2004.


9. The Implementation Committee will consider the issue of non-reporting of base year data by the Parties listed in table 2, a requirement under Article 7, paragraphs 1 and 2, and make appropriate recommendations. In so considering, the Implementation Committee may wish to make reference to its recommendations 32/2 and 32/3 and to previous decisions of the Meeting of the Parties on this issue, such as decision XV/16.

C. Status of reporting of the baseline data by Article 5 Parties (Article 5 paragraphs 3 and 8 ter)

10. Baseline data for Article 5 Parties are defined under Article 5, paragraphs 3 and 8 ter, and are required in order to determine compliance with the control measures under Articles 2A-2I of the Protocol as amended or adjusted by Article 5. Baseline data for Annex A substances for Article 5 Parties are defined as the average for 1995‑1997. For Parties that have ratified the London Amendment, baseline data for Annex B substances for Article 5 Parties are defined as the average for 1998‑2000. For Parties that have ratified the Copenhagen Amendment, baseline data for Annex E substance for Article 5 Parties is defined as the average for 1995‑1998.

11. The Article 5 Parties listed in table 3 have not reported the required data for one or more of the years required for the establishment of the indicated baselines (see annexes IX–XIV to the present report).

Table 3: Parties that have not yet reported baseline data

	
	Country
	Annexes for which baseline data has not been reported
	Previous rec. of ImpCom 32
	MLF data collection assistance

	1. 
	Afghanistan*
	A, B, E
	-
	CP/RMP preparation project approved July 2004, 
INS approved July 2004.

	2. 
	Cook Islands
	A, B, E
	32/3
	CP preparation not yet approved

	3. 
	Niue
	A, B, E
	32/3
	CP preparation not yet approved

	Note:
	CP = country programme;
INS = institutional strengthening 
	RMP = refrigerant management plan


	* Afghanistan only ratified the Protocol and its amendments on 17 June 2004.


12. Pursuant to decision XIII/15, the Parties listed in table 4 have requested a change in their baseline data for one or more of the years that form part of the baseline years, and have submitted information pursuant to decision XV/19. All these requests have been carried forward from previous meetings of the Implementation Committee.

Table 4: Parties requesting change of previously reported baseline

	Party
	Years
	Annex baseline affected

	1. Lebanon
	1995–1999
	Annex E (methyl bromide)

	2. Philippines
	1998
	Annex E (methyl bromide)

	3. Thailand
	1995–2002
	Annex E (methyl bromide)

	4. Yemen
	1995–1998
1995–1998
1995–1998
	Annex A/I (CFC) 
Annex A/II (halon) 
Annex E (methyl bromide)


13. The previously reported and the revised baseline data are given in annex XVII to the present report. Additional information provided by the Parties to support the requests for changes in baseline has been provided to the Implementation Committee for consideration.

14. The Implementation Committee will consider and make appropriate recommendations on the issue of non-reporting of baseline data by the Parties listed in table 3, a requirement under Article 5, paragraphs 3 and 8 ter. In so considering, the Implementation Committee may wish to make reference to its recommendation 32/2 and to previous decisions of the Meeting of the Parties on the issue, such as decision XV/18. The Implementation Committee will further consider and make appropriate recommendations on the requests for change of baseline by the Parties listed in table 4.
D. Status of compliance with annual data reporting requirements (Article 7, paragraphs 3 and 4)

15. Under Article 7, paragraphs 3 and 4, of the Montreal Protocol, all Parties are required to report the data for each year to the Secretariat. The Secretariat has checked the status of data reporting for the years 1986‑2003 which is the period for which Parties are required to have reported data, and a total of 156 Parties, 38 non‑Article 5 Parties and 118 Article 5 Parties, have complied fully with the ozone-depleting substance reporting requirements under Article 7, paragraphs 3 and 4, of the Protocol. A list of those Parties is given in annex XVI to the present report. Tables 5 and 6 list the Parties with outstanding data required under Article 7 paragraphs 3 to 4. The Secretariat has sent reminders regarding missing data to the Parties concerned.

Table 5: Parties with outstanding data for years before 2003

	Party 
	Year
	Annexes not yet reported
	Previous decisions or ImpCom rec. 
	MLF data collection assistance

	1. Federated States of Micronesia
	2001
	A
	XV/16, XIV/14, XIV/16, 32/4
	INS and RMP approved March 2002

	
	2002
	A, B, C, E
	
	

	2. Grenada
	1999
	A, C, E
	XV/18, 32/4
	RMP and INS approved March 2000.

	3. Indonesia
	1999
	CI
	32/4
	CP approved October 1992, INS approved every three years since June 1993, projects approved for the aerosol, refrigeration and foam sectors including sector phase-out plans for the refrigeration sector (approved November 2003) and foam sector (approved March 2004).

	Note:
	CP = country programme;
INS = institutional strengthening 
	RMP = refrigerant management plan



Table 6: Parties with outstanding data for 2003

	1. Bolivia
	2. Botswana
	3. Brunei Darussalam

	4. Chile
	5. Fiji
	6. Gambia

	7. India
	8. Iran, Islamic Republic of
	9. Kiribati*

	10. Latvia
	11. Lesotho
	12. Liberia

	13. Liechtenstein
	14. Micronesia, Federated States of
	15. Myanmar

	16. Nauru**
	17. Nicaragua
	18. Peru

	19. Republic of Korea
	20. Russian Federation
	21. Saudi Arabia

	22. Solomon Islands
	23. Switzerland
	24. Turkmenistan

	25. Tuvalu
	26. Uzbekistan
	


* Kiribati only ratified the London and subsequent amendments on 9 August 2004.

** Nauru only ratified the London and subsequent amendments on 10 September 2004.

16. In accordance with Article 7, paragraph 4, States members of the European Community are required to report to the Secretariat only the data on production of controlled substances; Community‑wide consumption data are reported by the European Community. The Secretariat considers all States members of the European Community that have never reported production of controlled substances or have ceased production since 1992 (Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal and Sweden) as maintaining zero production unless they report otherwise to the Secretariat.

17. The Parties listed in table 7 below, none of which has reported any data on ozone-depleting substances, are temporarily classified as operating under Article 5 of the Protocol.

Table 7: Parties that have never reported any data

	Name of Party
	Date of ratification
	MLF data collection assistance

	Afghanistan
	17 June 2004
	CP/RMP preparation approved July 2004, INS approved July 2004.

	Bhutan
	23 August 2004
	CP/RMP preparation approved July 2004, INS approved July 2004.

	Cook Islands
	22 December 2003
	CP preparation not yet approved

	Niue
	22 December 2003
	CP preparation not yet approved

	Note:
	CP = country programme;
INS = institutional strengthening 
	RMP = refrigerant management plan



18. Subparagraphs (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (a) of decision VI/5 of the Sixth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol read as follows:

“(ii)
A country may only be classified temporarily as operating under Article 5 for a period of two years applicable from the time of adoption of the present decision. After this period, Article 5 status can no longer be extended without data reporting as required by the Protocol, unless the country has sought the assistance of the Executive Committee and the Implementation Committee. In this case, the extension period shall not exceed two years;

 “(iii)
A developing country temporarily classified as operating under Article 5 would lose the status if it does not report base‑year data as required by the Protocol within one year of the approval of its country programme and its institutional strengthening by the Executive Committee, unless otherwise decided by the Meeting of the Parties.”

19. Details are given in table 7 above of the assistance received from the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund by Parties temporarily classified as operating under Article 5 of the Protocol to implement their phase-out strategies including data reporting.

20. The Implementation Committee will consider and make appropriate recommendations on the issue of non-reporting of annual data by the Parties listed in tables 5 and 6 above, a requirement under Article 7, paragraphs 3 and 4, and may further wish to take into consideration the situation of Parties listed in table 7 above that have never reported any data. In so considering, the Implementation Committee may wish to make reference to its recommendations 32/1, 32/2 and 32/3 and to previous decisions of the Meeting of the Parties on these issues, such as decisions XV/14 and XV/17.

E. Details of data reported for 2003

21. An analysis of the data for 2003 reported by the Parties under Article 7 of the Protocol is given as annex I to the present report. The data in the annex shows the status as of 18 October 2004. The analysis of the data for 2002 reported by the Parties under Article 7 of the Protocol is also given as annex VII to the present report. 

22. The following non-Article 5 Parties have reported data on production for 2003: Canada, Czech Republic, France, Germany, Greece, Israel, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Spain, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and United States of America.

23. The following Article 5 Parties have reported data on production for 2003: Argentina, Brazil, China, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Mexico, Romania and Venezuela.

24. The following Parties have reported on the types and quantities of Annex A and Annex B substances which they exported in 2003 and their destinations, as required under paragraph 4 of decision VII/9: Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Brazil, China, Colombia, Croatia, El Salvador, European Community, France, Germany, Japan, Mexico, Netherlands, Poland, Serbia and Montenegro, Singapore, Spain, Turkey, United States of America and Venezuela.

25. Exports of methyl bromide in 2003 have been reported so far by the following non‑Article 5 Parties: Australia, Canada, European Community, France, Israel, Japan, Netherlands, New Zealand and United States of America.

26. Exports of methyl bromide in 2003 have been reported so far by the following Article 5 Parties: Brazil, China, Lebanon, Mexico and Singapore.

F. Status of compliance of non-Article 5 Parties with the control measures for 2003

27. For 2003, non-Article 5 Parties are required to have phased out production and consumption of Annex A, B, C/II and C/III substances (except for quantities that Meetings of the Parties have allowed, approved or exempted), to freeze consumption of HCFCs (C/I) and to reduce production and consumption of methyl bromide by at least 70 per cent. The figures analysed in the present section are for the calendar year January‑December 2003.

28. The Secretariat analysed the production and consumption data for the year 2003 for all Parties, with reference to the applicable control measures. Where the data appear to indicate non‑compliance with the control measures, the Parties concerned have been contacted for clarification. In a number of cases, for non‑Article 5 Parties, the deviations are accounted for by approved essential use exemptions, laboratory uses or increased production for meeting the basic domestic needs of Article 5 Parties. This has been indicated as appropriate in the following tables.

29. Table 8 below shows all cases of deviation from the consumption reduction schedules revealed by the data submitted by non‑Article 5 Parties for the year 2003 respectively.

Table 8: Deviation from consumption reduction schedules by non Article 5 Parties in 2003

	Country
	Annex group
	ODP tonnes
	Clarification
	Previous relevant decisions or recommendations of ImpCom 32

	
	
	Baseline
	2003 consumption
	
	

	1. Australia
	A/I (CFCs)
	14290.4
	1.12
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	2. Azerbaijan
	A/I (CFCs)
	480.6
	10.2
	Potential non-compliance
	X/20, XV/28, 32/12

	3. Canada
	B/II (CCl4)
	6167.7
	0.1012
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	
	C/III (BCM)
	-
	0.00012
	Laboratory and analytical uses¹
	

	4. Czech Republic
	B/II (CCl4)
	3077.8
	94.6
	By-product waste – stocked for feedstock, export or destruction
	

	5. European Community
	A/I (CFCs)
	301930.2
	8861.8
	Potential non-compliance
	

	
	B/II (CCl4)
	50406.4
	662.2
	Potential non-compliance
	

	6. Japan
	A/I (CFCs)
	118134
	4
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	7. 
	B/II (CCl4)
	74879.2
	30.47
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	8. Kazakhstan
	A/I (CFCs)
	1206.16
	30.4
	Within commitment in plan of action
	XIII/19(a)

	9. 
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	15.6
	6.4
	Above commitment in plan of action²
	XIII/19(f)

	10. Norway
	B/II (CCl4)
	3.3
	0.005258
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	11. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	88.4
	0.000934
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	12. Poland
	A/I (CFCs)
	4986
	114.2788
	Essential use exemption
	XIV/4(2)

	13. 
	B/II (CCl4)
	962.5
	0.6688
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	14. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	30
	0.0008
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	15. Slovakia
	A/I (CFCs)
	1706.42
	0.644
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	16. 
	B/II (CCl4)
	100.1
	0.0099
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	17. Slovenia
	A/I (CFCs)
	2718.2
	0.632
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	18. 
	B/II (CCl4)
	0
	0.1705
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	19. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	101.1
	0.0009
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	20. Tajikistan
	A/I (CFCs)
	210.95
	4.67
	Within commitment in plan of action
	XIII/20

	21. Ukraine
	A/I (CFCs)
	4725.2
	77.8
	Essential use exemption
	XIII/8

	22. United States of America
	A/I (CFCs)
	305963.6
	1605.2
	Essential use exemption
	XIII/8

	23. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	25597.3
	1.9
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties not exported within the same year and laboratory and analytical uses 
	

	NB:
Laboratory and analytical uses are covered by a global essential use exemption for non-Article 5 Parties (decisions IV/25 & XV/8)


BDN = basic domestic needs


Allowance for production to meet the basic domestic needs of Article 5 Parties is provided for in the control measures.


¹ The Parties will note that Canada reported 0.00012 ODP tonnes consumption of BCM.  That Party reported the consumption was for laboratory and analytical uses.  The Secretariat was unable to determine whether this consumption was consistent with the decisions of the Parties concerning essential use exemptions for laboratory and analytical uses.


² Kazakhstan has not yet ratified the Copenhagen Amendment, hence is not bound by the control measures applicable to annex E/I.


30. Table 9 lists all cases of deviation from the production reduction schedules revealed by the data submitted by non‑Article 5 Parties for 2003. 

Table 9: Deviation from production reduction schedules by non Article 5 Parties in 2003

	Country
	Annex
	ODP tonnes
	Clarification
	Previous relevant decisions

	
	
	Baseline
	2003 Production
	
	

	1. Czech Republic
	B/II (CCl4)
	5285.5
	94.6
	By-product waste – stocked for feedstock, export for feedstock or for destruction
	

	2. France
	B/II (CCl4)
	5119.4
	147.4
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties, laboratory and analytical uses
	

	3. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	6169.5
	69.7
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	4. 
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	2517
	1010.04
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	5. Germany
	A/I (CFCs)
	123652.8
	118.8
	Stocked for feedstock use or for export for feedstock uses
	

	6. 
	B/II (CCl4)
	8067.4
	105.6
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	7. Greece
	A/I (CFCs)
	14045
	1168
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	8. Israel
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	16800
	5127.48
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	9. Italy
	A/I (CFCs)
	56656.4
	7427.4
	Potential non-compliance
	

	10. Japan
	B/II (CCl4)
	19602
	31.02
	Laboratory and analytical uses
	

	11. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	15636.4
	569.12
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties and laboratory and analytical uses 
	

	12. Netherlands
	A/I (CFCs)
	42330.8
	2816.2
	Production for exempted essential uses and production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	XIII/8

	13. Spain
	A/I (CFCs)
	33728
	4901
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	

	14. United Kingdom
	C/II (HBFCs)
	-
	2.6196
	Stocked for feedstock use or for export for feedstock uses
	

	15. United States of America
	A/I (CFCs)
	311021.2
	564.2
	Essential use exemption and 
production for BDN of Article 5 Parties
	XIII/8

	16. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	31517
	1.9
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties and Laboratory and analytical uses 
	

	NB:
Laboratory and analytical uses are covered by a global essential use exemption for non-Article 5 Parties (decisions IV/25 & XV/8)


BDN = basic domestic needs


Allowance for production to meet the basic domestic needs of Article 5 Parties is provided for in the control measures.


31. According to the information on essential uses submitted to the Secretariat, all the Parties that were granted essential use exemptions for 2003 have submitted their reporting accounts for 2003 in accordance with paragraph 9 of decision VIII/9. The Parties are Australia, European Community, Hungary, Japan, Poland, Russian Federation, Ukraine and United States of America. 

32. Parties that have submitted production or consumption data for laboratory and analytical uses for the year 2003 are listed in annex V. Essential use exemptions, including laboratory and analytical uses, are not applicable to Article 5 Parties until after the phase-out date, as per decision IV/25, paragraph 7.

33. The Implementation Committee will consider and make appropriate recommendations on the issues on non-compliance with the control measures arising out of the annual data reported by non-Article 5 Parties for 2003, when checked against the control measures spelled out under Articles 2A–2I, as shown in tables 8 and 9 above.

G. Status of compliance of Article 5 Parties with the control measures for 2003

34. For 2003, Article 5 Parties are required to freeze production and consumption of CFCs (A/I), halons (A/II), methyl chloroform (B/III), methyl bromide (E/I), to reduce production and consumption of other fully halogenated CFCs (B/I) by at least 20 per cent, and to have phased out hydrobromofluorocarbons (HBFCs) (C/II) and bromochloromethane (C/III). 

35. Table 10 summarizes the consumption information from Article 5 Parties that have reported consumption data for 2003 above their allowed limits. 

Table 10: Deviation from consumption reduction schedules by Article 5 Parties in 2003

	Country
	Annex group
	Consumption
(ODP tonnes)
	Clarification
	Previous relevant decisions or recs. of  ImpCom 32

	
	
	Baseline
	2003
	
	

	1. Bahamas
	B/I (other CFCs)
	0
	0.15
	Potential non-compliance
	XIV/19

	2. Bangladesh
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	0.866667
	0.892
	Potential non-compliance
	XIII/16, XIV/29

	3. Bosnia and Herzegovina
	A/I (CFCs)
	24.16667
	230
	Within commitment of 235
	XV/30

	4. 
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	1.548333
	3.6
	Potential non-compliance
	

	5. 
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	3.525
	9.84
	Action plan starts in 2005
	XV/30

	6. Congo
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	0.894
	1.248
	Potential non-compliance
	32/8

	7. Costa Rica
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	0.0179
	0.06
	Potential non-compliance
	

	8. Ecuador
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	1.997
	3.484
	Potential non-compliance
	

	9. Guatemala
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	400.700
	527.700
	Within commitment of 528 
	XV/34 & XIV/17

	10. Guinea-Bissau
	A/I (CFCs)
	26.275
	29.446
	Potential non-compliance
	XV/16- XV/18, 32/5

	11. Honduras
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	259.428
	366.54
	Within commitment of 370
	XV/35

	12. Lebanon
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	152.3835
	184.74
	Potential non-compliance- Party has applied for change of baseline
	32/17

	13. Libyan Arab Jamahiriya
	A/II (halons)
	633.0667
	714.5
	Potential non-compliance
	XV/36, XIV/25

	14. Marshall Islands
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	0.000
	0.002
	Potential non-compliance
	XV/16, 32/7

	15. Oman
	B/III (methyl chloroform)
	0.000
	0.003
	Potential non-compliance
	XIII/16, 32/7

	16. Pakistan
	A/II (halons)
	14.2
	15
	Potential non-compliance
	XV/22, XIV/17, 32/11

	17. Philippines
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	8.007
	9.03
	Potential non-compliance - Party has applied for change of baseline
	XV/25, 32/16

	18. Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
	A/I (CFCs)
	1.768767
	3.07
	Potential non-compliance – Party submitted action plan
	XV/42, XIV/24, 32/14

	19. Singapore
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	4.965
	15.33
	Potential non-compliance
	

	20. Somalia
	A/II (halons)
	17.700
	25.710
	Potential non-compliance
	XV/16-XV/18, 32/6

	21. Thailand
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	164.895
	177.96
	Potential non-compliance - Party has applied for change of baseline
	XV/25, 32/18

	22. Tunisia
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	8.25
	10.2
	Within limit in decision XV/12
	XV/12

	23. Uganda
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	6.300
	24.000
	Within commitment of 24 
	XV/43

	24. Yemen
	A/I (CFCs)
	349.0667
	758.56
	Potential non-compliance- Party has applied for change of baseline for all these
	

	25. 
	A/II (halons)
	2.8
	11.5
	
	

	26. 
	E/I (methyl bromide)
	1.05
	49.8
	
	


36. Table 11 lists all cases of deviation from the production reduction schedules revealed by the data submitted by Article 5 Parties for 2003.

Table 11: Deviation from production reduction schedules by Article 5 Parties in 2003

	Country
	Annex group
	Production (ODP tonnes)
	Clarification

	
	
	Baseline
	2003
	

	1. Argentina
	A/I (CFCs)
	2745.333
	3018
	Production for BDN of Article 5 Parties


37. The Implementation Committee will consider and make appropriate recommendations on the issues on non-compliance arising out of the annual data reported by Article 5 Parties for 2003, when checked against the control measures spelled out under Article 5, paragraphs 8 bis and 8 ter, and as shown in tables 10 and 11 above.

H. Data reporting trends for the years between 1998 and 2003

38. The tables below give various trends in data reporting over the last six years. These tables summarise the trends on timeliness and completeness of data reporting (table 12), producers and exporters of ozone-depleting substances (table 13) and Parties reporting zero consumption of various annex groups of substances (table 14).

Table 12: Timeliness and completeness of data reporting

	
	Number of Parties

	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003¹

	Parties required to report under Article 7 paras 3 and 4
	168
	171
	175
	180
	183
	184

	Parties that have reported data as of 18 October 2004²
	184²
	183²
	184²
	183²
	183²
	158 ¹

	Parties that have not reported but are required to report
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	27

	Parties that had reported by 30 September
	82
	87
	97
	91
	114
	141

	Parties that had reported by 30 June
	44
	49
	52
	55
	62
	92


¹
The lower number of Parties that have reported data for 2003 compared to preceding years may for the most part be attributed to the longer periods of time that have passed since the deadlines for submission of data for the years preceding 2003.
²
Includes Parties that have reported data that were not necessarily required to report under Article 7, paragraphs 3 to 4. This primary includes Article 5 Parties that recently ratified the Protocol, and therefore would not be required by Article 7 paragraphs 3 to 4 to report for earlier years, but would be required by Article 5 to report certain years in order to establish their baselines for control measures.

Table 13: Parties reporting production or exports for various years

	
	Category
	Year / Number of Parties producing or exporting ODS

	
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003¹

	Producers
	Non-Article 5
	15
	14
	15
	14
	14
	12

	
	Article 5
	9
	9
	9
	9
	9
	7

	
	Total
	24
	23
	24
	23
	23
	19

	Exporters
	Non-Article 5
	20
	19
	21
	21
	21
	17

	
	Article 5
	23
	20
	22
	16
	20
	15

	
	Total
	43
	39
	43
	37
	41
	32

	Exporters of methyl bromide
	Non-Article 5
	7
	9
	7
	9
	9
	9

	
	Article 5
	6
	5
	5
	5
	6
	5

	
	Total
	13
	14
	12
	14
	15
	14


¹
The lower numbers of Parties that have reported data for 2003 compared to preceding years may for the most part be attributed to the longer periods of time that have passed since the deadlines for submission of data for the years preceding 2003.

Table 14: Parties reporting zero consumption for various years

	Annex Group
	Category
	Year /Number of Parties reporting zero consumption 

	
	
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003¹

	A/II – halons
	Non-Article 5
	28
	28
	29
	29
	28
	23

	
	Article 5
	99
	95
	102
	101
	105
	93

	
	Total
	127
	123
	131
	130
	133
	116

	B/II – carbon tetrachloride
	Non-Article 5
	18
	18
	21
	19
	22
	16

	
	Article 5
	90
	83
	87
	91
	100
	81

	
	Total
	108
	101
	108
	110
	122
	97

	B/III – methyl chloroform
	Non-Article 5
	23
	22
	26
	22
	26
	19

	
	Article 5
	87
	84
	87
	96
	105
	93

	
	Total
	110
	106
	113
	118
	131
	112

	E/I –- methyl bromide
	Non-Article 5
	14
	15
	16
	16
	16
	11

	
	Article 5
	73
	70
	69
	66
	72
	68

	
	Total
	87
	85
	85
	82
	88
	79


¹
The lower numbers of Parties that have reported data for 2003 compared to preceding years may for the most part be attributed to the longer periods of time that have passed since the deadlines for submission of data for the years preceding 2003.
39. A comparison of production, imports and exports of ozone-depleting substances by the Parties for 2003 is attached to the present report as annex II. The comparison is for Parties that have reported both their annual data for 2003 and also their baseline data.

40. Information reported on new as opposed to recovered imports and exports for the year 2003 is presented in annex III while information on recovered and reclaimed ozone-depleting substances for 2003 is presented in annex IV.

41. The Parties may wish to take note of the information provided in tables 12, 13 and 14 above and to take appropriate decisions.

I. Early data reporting for 2003 (decision XV/15)

42. In decision XV/15, the Meeting of the Parties encouraged the Parties to forward data on consumption and production of ozone-depleting substances preferably by 30 June each year, rather than by 30 September, as required by paragraph 3 of Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol. This would enable the Implementation Committee to make their recommendations on non-compliance issues in good time for the Meeting of the Parties later in the year. Paragraph 2 of decision XV/15 further requests the Secretariat to report to the Sixteenth Meeting of the Parties on the response to the above encouragement, as well as its beneficial effect on the work of the Implementation Committee, with a view to helping the Parties to decide on the usefulness of an amendment to the Protocol to give legal effect to paragraph 1 of decision XV/15 at the earliest opportunity.

43. As presented in table 12 above, 92 Parties had reported data by 30 June and 141 Parties had reported by 30 September. Both of these numbers are significantly higher than in previous years. This end-of-year data report covers data reports for 2003 from 158 Parties, and this is also significantly higher than similar end-of-year data reports considered by the Parties in previous years. 

44. The chart below presents the cumulative number of data reports for 2003 received over the duration of 2004. The slope of the graph gives an indication of the number of reports received per unit time.
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Figure 2: Cumulative number of 2003 data reports received during 2004

45. As can be seen from the chart, the sharp slope of the graph leading up to the end of June and another sharp slope leading up to the end of September indicate the trend by most Parties to submit data around the deadlines.

46. As far as the effect of early data reporting on the work of the Implementation Committee is concerned, it should be noted that the Committee holds two meetings each year, the first in the middle of the year and the second towards the end of the year, usually immediately prior to the annual Meeting of the Parties. To facilitate the work of the Implementation Committee, the Secretariat prepares a status report, for each of its meetings, on ozone-depleting substance reporting by the Parties under Article 7, together with an analysis on the status of compliance with the control measures of the Protocol.

47. The status report prepared by the Secretariat for the consideration of the Implementation Committee at its first meeting in the middle of the year covers only those reports which were submitted to the Secretariat before the closing date of the report, which is about three months before the deadline for reporting ozone-depleting substance data specified by the Protocol, and two–three weeks before the date specified in decision XV/15. Table 15 shows the actual number of reports that were available to the Secretariat when it prepared the report on the status of compliance for consideration by the Implementation Committee during its mid-year and end-of-year meetings.

Table 15: Parties reporting data by the closing date of the data report 

	Year of ODS data
	Number of reports received by the closing date of the data report

	
	Mid-year date
	Mid-year total
	End-of-year date
	End-of-year total

	1998
	10 June 1999
	27
	30 September 1999
	80

	1999
	15 June 2000
	45
	16 October 2000
	95

	2000
	15 June 2001
	47
	20 August 2001
	61

	2001
	17 June 2002
	51
	18 October 2002
	120

	2002
	5 June 2003
	58
	6 October 2003
	129

	2003
	7 June 2004
	63
	18 October 2004
	158 


48. As can be seen, the last few years have seen a significant improvement in the number of data reports available to the Committee for the immediate preceding year. For years prior to 2002, the Committee reviewed data that were two years old. As a result of the improved and earlier reporting of data, in 2002 the Committee reviewed data for the years 2001 and 2000, and since then it has been reviewing data for the immediate preceding year.

49. While, however, the earlier reporting by 30 June allowed the Implementation Committee to have a larger dataset to deal with early in the year, the possible benefit of the 30 June deadline was not fully realized owing to the situation outlined above, namely, the requirement for the data report for the Committee to be prepared about one month earlier. Given that 63 Parties had reported by the time the report to the Implementation Committee was prepared (7 June 2004), and 92 Parties had reported by 30 June 2004, about 32 per cent of those Parties that reported by 30 June could not be included in the Committee’s workload at its mid-year meeting.

50. With regard to the beneficial effect of early data reporting on the work of the Implementation Committee especially for 2003, this enabled the Committee: 

(a)
To review the compliance status of a greater number of Parties at its July meeting, thereby allowing earlier consideration of many non-compliance issues by the committee that would usually be considered later in the year;

(b)
To allow those Parties in apparent non-compliance to check their data earlier;

(c)
To give those Parties in apparent non-compliance earlier notification of the Committee’s proposed recommendation to the Meeting of the Parties on their situation;

(d)
To give those Parties in apparent non-compliance greater opportunity either to provide an explanation that confirmed their compliance or, in the same year in which their non-compliance was identified, to obtain the Parties’ endorsement for their proposed approach to returning to compliance, rather than waiting until the following year’s Meeting of the Parties, which is the more likely outcome if data are not submitted until 30 September. Indeed, a number of Parties identified in apparent non-compliance, following their early submission of their 2003 data, have already been able to clarify that they are in compliance, while others have been able to submit plans of action with time-specific benchmarks to allow them a quick return to compliance.

51. The Parties may wish to consider this information and take any appropriate decisions to facilitate further the work of the Implementation Committee.

J. Comparing imports and exports

52. The Secretariat carried out a check on the overall consistency of the data received from the Parties. In particular, a comparison was carried out between the total imports and exports reported by the Parties. Theoretically, the total of the two should be equal, since all exports from one country are destined as imports in another country. Table 16 shows the global exports and imports reported over the last six years. The inclusion of imports and exports to non-Parties made no difference to trends depicted by the data.

53. Except for 2002, the total imports reported in metric tonnes always exceed the total exports reported, the difference averaging about 5 per cent over the last six years. Inclusion of imports and exports to non-Parties did not make much of a difference. The ODP‑weighted totals exhibit a much bigger divergence between imports and exports, however, which could be an indication of a mismatch between reporting of substances, namely that a Party that exports one substance could result in the importer reporting a different substance, or the reverse.

Table 16: Total imports and exports reported between 1997 and 2002

	Year
	Imports MT
	Exports MT
	Difference
	Imports ODPT
	Exports ODPT
	Difference

	1997
	367,332
	358,054
	-2.5%
	233,149
	217,622
	6.7%

	1998
	361,534
	361,291
	-0.1%
	215,343
	205,296
	4.7%

	1999
	415,999
	370,538
	-10.9%
	229,282
	191,421
	16.5%

	2000
	385,471
	341,753
	-11.3%
	195,811
	159,368
	18.6%

	2001
	347,063
	314,557
	-9.4%
	154,778
	122,410
	20.9%

	2002
	342,261
	355,919
	4.0%
	127,905
	114,900
	10.2%

	Totals
	2,219,659
	2,102,111
	-5.3%
	1,156,267
	1,011,017
	12.6%
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Figure 3 - Total imports and exports reported by the Parties

54. The Secretariat further carried out the same analysis but with the information in metric tonnes aggregated over each annex group for each of the years, giving the trends depicted in table 17 below. The table shows that, with a few exceptions, total reported imports have exceeded total reported exports in each annex group of ozone-depleting substances shown over the period 1997–2002. The divergences in table 17 exhibit a larger variation when compared to table 16, indicating possible difficulties faced by Parties in reporting substances accurately. The most significant discrepancy, however, concerns an instance of total reported exports exceeding total reported imports.  This occurred in 2002 in regard to the Annex B/III ozone-depleting substance (methyl chloroform), where total reported exports exceeded total reported imports by 74 per cent. Table 17 also indicates that, over the period 1997–2002, the extent of the discrepancy between total reported imports and total reported exports has declined in respect of Annex A/I, C/I and E ozone-depleting substances. Over the same period, however, the discrepancy between total reported imports and exports in Annex B/III ozone-depleting substances in conjunction with Annex B/II substances (CTC) has increased.

Table 17: Total imports and exports reported between 1997 and 2002

	
	AI – CFCs (MT)
	BIII – methyl chloroform (MT)

	Year
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference

	1997
	88,044
	74,121
	-15.8%
	24,926
	22,677
	-9.0%

	1998
	79,736
	63,289
	-20.6%
	22,494
	21,247
	-5.5%

	1999
	74,488
	70,783
	-5.0%
	28,149
	23,149
	-17.8%

	2000
	73,917
	62,571
	-15.3%
	30,540
	23,604
	-22.7%

	2001
	63,208
	52,624
	-16.7%
	20,239
	19,881
	-1.8%

	2002
	53,196
	54,166
	1.8%
	23,233
	40,495
	74.3%

	
	432,587
	377,554
	-12.7%
	149,583
	151,052
	1.0%

	
	
	

	
	BII – carbon tetrachloride (MT)
	CI – HCFCs (MT)

	Year
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference

	1997
	91,480
	91,513
	0.0%
	118,769
	129,092
	8.7%

	1998
	83,280
	91,267
	9.6%
	135,107
	143,572
	6.3%

	1999
	101,934
	74,846
	-26.6%
	172,226
	164,992
	-4.2%

	2000
	72,921
	56,852
	-22.0%
	171,788
	165,306
	-3.8%

	2001
	48,131
	36,455
	-24.3%
	183,450
	181,101
	-1.3%

	2002
	34,773
	24,515
	-29.5%
	203,645
	213,471
	4.8%

	
	432,519
	375,448
	-13.2%
	984,984
	997,534
	1.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	EI - methyl bromide (MT)
	A/II – halons (MT)

	Year
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference
	New imports
	New exports
	Difference

	1997
	42,361
	39,057
	-7.8%
	1,496
	1,574
	-5.2%

	1998
	39,019
	40,645
	4.2%
	1,491
	978
	34.4%

	1999
	38,078
	35,772
	-6.1%
	1,068
	996
	6.8%

	2000
	35,213
	33,009
	-6.3%
	1,006
	411
	59.1%

	2001
	31,039
	24,127
	-22.3%
	981
	368
	62.5%

	2002
	26,227
	22,885
	-12.7%
	699
	387
	44.6%

	 
	211,937
	195,495
	-7.8%
	6,742
	4,714
	30.1%


55. The Parties may wish to consider the issue of the consistency between data reported for imports and exports of ozone depleting substances, as indicated in tables 16 and 17.

ANNEXES

* 	UNEP/OzL.Pro.16/1.





� 	In the present report, the “base year” means the first year for which Parties are required to report data for a particular substance. The term “baseline” means the level of production or consumption used as the basis for the phase out schedules. For example, for Article 5 Parties, 1986 is the base year for Annex A substances, while the average of the 1995 1997 production or consumption levels constitutes the baseline for the control measures. Similarly, 1989 is the base year for non Article 5 Parties for HCFCs, whereas the baseline is equal to the 1989 HCFC consumption plus 2.8 per cent of the 1989 CFC consumption.





1 	Please refer to the report of the thirty-second meeting of the Implementation Committee, document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/32/6.
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