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I. Introduction 

 
1. The Informal Consultation on Methyl Bromide was convened on 4 and 5 March 2004 in 
Buenos Aires.  The meeting was hosted by the government of Argentina. 
 
2. The objectives of the meeting were to: 
 

• Provide a forum to discuss methyl bromide (MB) related topics on which agreement 
had not been reached at the Fifteenth Meeting of the Parties (MOP15); 

• Explore ways to move forward on these topics and to identify some possible options 
for agreement to be reached at the Extraordinary Meeting (EMOP) to be held from 24 to 
26 March 2004; 

• Facilitate bilateral discussions; and 
• Determine if another informal consultation may be necessary before the EMOP.  

 
3. The meeting was attended by 38 experts from 22 Parties to the Montreal Protocol.  The 
experts were invited to participate in their personal capacity.  Therefore, the views expressed by the 
participants including the options on the way forward do not necessarily reflect the positions of the 
Parties but merely the views of the individual experts.  The full list of participants is attached as 
Annex I. 
 
4. Ambassador Raúl Estrada Oyuela of Argentina chaired the meeting. 
 
5. The meeting agreed on the following agenda: 
 

1. Introduction. 
 
2. Discussion of issues: 
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(a) Critical use exemptions for methyl bromide – recommendations of the 
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel. 

 
(b) Conditions for granting and reporting critical use exemptions for methyl 

bromide. 
 

(c) Further specific interim reductions of methyl bromide for the control period 
beyond 2005, applicable to Article 5 Parties. 

 
(d) The procedures of the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee in 

evaluating critical use nominations on methyl bromide 
 

3.      Other matters. 
 
4.      Closure. 

 
 

II. Substantive matters 
 
6. The participants reaffirmed their firm commitment to the Montreal Protocol in general and to 
the complete phase-out of MB including the critical use exemptions as soon as technically and 
economically feasible, in accordance with their responsibilities under the Protocol.  
 
 
A. Critical use exemptions for methyl bromide – recommendations of the Technology and 

Economic Assessment Panel 
 
7. The participants recognised and expressed appreciation of the enormous work undertaken by 
MBTOC in evaluating the critical-use nominations (CUNs).  The participants also noted that the 
members of the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee (MBTOC) work on voluntary basis 
with great commitment and dedication.  
 
8. However, several participants raised concerns regarding the TEAP Report of 14 February 
2004, including on a recommendation that Parties could gain credit for destruction of halons in 
exchange for the use of MB and on concepts and approaches followed by MBTOC and TEAP in 
evaluating CUNs and recommending critical use exemptions (CUEs) (for example, giving the “benefit 
of the doubt” and being “liberal” or expressing an ability to independently change the standard of 
review during the review without first getting the approval of the Parties). Opinions were expressed 
that TEAP went beyond its mandate by recommending policy. Several participants made the point 
that more MB was recommended for CUEs than would have been the case in a more precise 
interpretation of Decision IX/6.   
 
9. Participants agreed that although a mandate had been provided to MBTOC and TEAP in the 
decisions of the Parties, there was a need for the Parties to provide further guidance to MBTOC and 
TEAP on the process and criteria to be followed for the CUN evaluation process.  
  
10. On the issue of CUE approval by the Parties, the following comments were raised: 

  
(a) Any principles that might be agreed by the Parties for CUNs and CUEs should not apply 

retroactively to the nominations that are contained in the TEAP Report of 14 February 
2004 (Annex I and II, and summarized in Tables 1 and 2). 
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(b) Although there were problems with the CUN process, the Parties need to take decisions 
on the first round of 2005 CUN at the EMOP, hence there would be no further 
opportunities to re-assess each of these CUN against Decision IX/6.  Consequently, some 
participants were of the view that the Parties may wish to consider approving the 2005 
CUNs as recommended by the TEAP in its 14 February Report on the understanding that 
the CUN process would be improved for the future.   It was noted however, that the 
approval of the TEAP recommendations as they now stand could lead to CUEs of above 
30% of the baseline being approved for some countries.  

 
(c) The participants noted that the large quantities of CUNs had already caused significant 

negative impact in the willingness of Article 5 Parties to phase out early. 
 

(d) It would be useful to keep in mind that CUEs may not be equal to the actual production 
and/or consumption of MB set by the Montreal Protocol controls.  Decision IX/6 
requires the existing stocks to be used before production and consumption is permitted.  
Ways to ensure the use of stockpiles and proper accounting was further addressed. Some 
participants expressed opposing views on the treatment of stockpiles distinguishing 
between amounts existing prior to the total phase-out and amounts that were surplus 
accrued as a result of CUEs. 

 
(e) The approach of multi-year approval of CUEs was further explored.  Parameters 

discussed in the context of a multi-year national commitment to reduce CUNs for MB are 
listed below.  It was understood that not all countries might avail themselves of an 
opportunity to make a multi-year commitment.  It was also understood that the 
requirements for a multi-year commitment would include most of those required for a 
single year CUE request, including those designated with an asterisk below. 

 
• Duration – A three-year duration was most commonly discussed. 

 
• The plan should include a national strategy. 

 
- The strategy should include a review of activities to be undertaken during 

the duration of the plan.  These would include a commitment to increased 
research and development activities. 

 
• Those who have approved multiyear plans must report annually on progress.* 

 
• Those who have approved multiyear plan must commit to a review of critical uses 

prior to allocation or licensing with a view toward allocating/licensing less than what 
was originally approved if this is determined possible.* 

 
• Those who have approved multiyear commitment must report to the secretariat 

whenever new alternatives are approved, and commit to undertaking an analysis of 
the degree to which the alternative might penetrate the market, and, where relevant, 
making appropriate reductions in the amounts of MB allocated.* 

 
• Multiyear agreements may have a narrowly defined safety valve to take into account 

the unavailability of historically used pesticide tools. 
 

• There should be clarity on how the compliance regime of the protocol would apply 
to multiyear commitments. 
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• Reduction targets of the multiyear agreements are binding on the nominating Party 
and must be agreed by the Parties, and the trend should be a downward one.  TEAP 
and MBTOC should monitor progress. 

 
• Under all circumstances, an effort should be made to improve the MBTOC process  

by providing appropriate guidance and resources. 
 

• Reflect on the multi-year concept domestically and internationally and further 
develop the concept for consideration by the Parties. 

 
• The approach could ensure reduction of CUEs over time and define what those 

reduction steps will be for the multi-year time period. 
 
(f) Some participants expressed reservations on the approval of multi-year exemptions.  The 

concept of multi-year exemption was already foreseen by TEAP but only in cases where 
it is clear that alternatives are not going to be available for several years.  There are 
dangers associated with multi-year exemptions:  

 
• Pressure for substitution will be reduced. 
• For national authorities that have been adopting a strict attitude to MB phase-out, 

their credibility will be reduced. 
 

(g) Issue of placing a cap on CUEs needs to be addressed further. 
 
 

B. Conditions for granting and reporting critical use exemptions for methyl bromide. 
 
11. The participants felt that the principles governing the CUN process should be (re)defined by 
the Parties. The following principles were deemed important: 

 
(a) Fairness: 

All Parties must be treated with equity.  The decisions taken now for the non-Article 
5 Parties will affect the process for the Article 5 Parties in the future and same 
process should apply to all.  Sustainability of the decisions of the Parties for the 
future is an important matter to take into account. An additional point was also made 
on the issue of fairness within countries.  The nominating Parties must also take into 
account fairness in treatment of the MB users. 

 
(b) Certainty and confidence: 

Strong commitment to decrease and eventually phase-out the CUEs is needed.  
Certainty of phase-out is an important political signal to the MB producers and users 
as well as the public. Without such a signal, industries cannot be expected to 
continue to invest in alternatives and it would be unfair to those who have already 
made such investments.  Certainty and confidence were also considered important 
with respect to providing MB users and nominating Parties with a clear 
understanding as to how the Parties interpret the criteria under Decision IX/6 and 
apply their authority under Article 2H to determine the level of MB necessary to 
satisfy critical uses.  

 
(c) Practicality and flexibility: 

While recognizing that the phase-out of MB is the most important issue, practicality 
is also necessary.  Some Parties face serious problems in phasing out the MB and 
require time to solve them.  While giving certain/temporary flexibility to such Parties, 
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there is also a need to assess CUNs in light of Decision IX/6 and to remain firm on 
the conditions to be met.  Such limits to “flexibility” need to be addressed.  As each 
nominating Party is best-placed to identify the measures/actions that would achieve 
the quickest CUE phase-out, prescribing the phase-out measures/actions for those 
Parties would be counterproductive to the Protocol´s objective of timely MB phase-
out.  

 
(d) Transparency: 

Since the decisions taken by the Parties on CUNs will have major impacts on the 
nominating Parties, there must be full transparency in the evaluation process and in 
how the TEAP recommendations are reached.  Transparency is needed particularly 
in regard to the manner in which it took into account the specific circumstances of 
each CUN, in accordance with Decision IX/6. 
 

12. It was pointed out that there is a need to define the principles clearly so that the Parties apply 
the principles with common understanding and unambiguous interpretation. 
 
13. On the conditions for granting CUEs, the issues raised by the participants are summarized 
below. It was noted that over 20 conditions were on the table for discussion (including those 
mentioned in the second draft decision in Annex I of the Report of the twenty-third meeting of the 
Open-ended Working Group and the report of the Workshop on MB organised by the European 
Commission in February 2004).  Some were believed to be relatively acceptable, and some were 
agreed to be contentious.  Finally, it was agreed that some needed more work. 

 
Close to agreement: 

 
1.  TEAP study of potential for harmful trade in surplus MB 
 
Relatively acceptable but requiring more work: 

 
1. A definition for economic feasibility 
2. When new alternatives registered, parties consider implications for CUE 
3. Parties need effective measures to ensure CUE MB gets where it is supposed to and QPS 

stays QPS 
4. Detailed reporting framework 
5. TEAP can suggest actions that a party might consider to reduce MB 
6. All technically and economically feasible steps have been taken to minimise use and 

emissions (may be issue with MBTOC standards) 
7. Accounting framework needs to be developed 
8. Template for report on progress needs to be agreed (Australia CRP as basis) 
9. Strategy should be submitted 
10. Definitions of “alternative” and “technically feasible” (could go to subgroup) 
11. Response/advice to TEAP and MBTOC on their approach to assessing future 

nominations as proposed in the TEAP Report of 14 February 2004 
12. Advice to TEAP and MBTOC on the structure of their CUN assessment reports to 

increase transparency 
13. MBTOC revitalisation (i.e. review and possible revision of the constitution of MBTOC 

and/or its function in the assessment of CUNs) 
 

Contentious Issues: 
  

1. Study on trade implications of CUEs 
2. Conditions for CUEs in Article 5 Parties 
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3. Re-negotiation of Article 5 agreements with the Executive Committee (ExCom) 
4. How to deal with stockpiles 
5. Suggestion that a Party’s significant market disruption decision rationale should be given 

to the Parties 
6. Cap on CUEs 
7. Requirement to impose economic incentives 
8. CUEs only for food uses 

 
14. In addition, the following points were mentioned as a possible addition to the above list: 
 

• Preparation of a synthesis table of MB CUNs and CUEs for 2005 
• Exploration of applicability and potential impact of economic incentives for Article 5 

Parties 
 
15. It was also pointed out that ensuring a more strict and efficient process for evaluating CUNs 
in the future would help Parties to have enough confidence in the overall process for the future.  
This may help the Parties to be more flexible towards the 2005 CUEs, which could be considered as a 
single event in the learning process rather than setting a precedent for the future CUN evaluation. 
 
C. Further specific interim reductions of methyl bromide for the period beyond 2005, applicable 

to Article 5 Parties 
 
16. The participants had divergent views regarding whether or not the interim reductions for MB 
phase out for Article 5 Parties were necessary.  Some key issues raised include: 

 
(a) Some participants indicated that it would be politically unacceptable to agree on 

further interim reduction between 2005 and 2015 for MB for Article 5 Parties at the 
present time.  It was also difficult to phase-out with an accelerated schedule when 
alternative technologies for some applications are yet to be established.  

 
(b) There were already a number of Article 5 Parties that have commitment to phase out 

faster than the requirements of the Montreal Protocol. Although some Article 5 
Parties have agreed on accelerated phase-out on the assumption that alternatives are 
available for the MB uses, this is turning out not to be the case.  Flexibility is needed 
in such situations. 

 
(c) CUE process should be started for Article 5 Parties as soon as they have phased out 

under the accelerated phase-out schedule. 
 

(d) Concerns were raised on how the existing agreements of some Article 5 Parties with 
the Multilateral Fund for accelerated MB phase-out would be affected if adjustments 
are made to the existing MB control schedule. 

 
(e) Concerns were also raised regarding appropriate technologies being transferred to 

and used in Article 5 Parties.  
 

(f) Some Article 5 Parties would find it difficult to meet the adjusted schedule. 
 

(g) Some participants indicated that there could be some financial repercussions for 
Article 5 Parties in the next triennium of Multilateral Fund implementation if the 
control schedule for MB remains as it now stands. 
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(h) Until CUEs have been substantially reduced in non-Article 5 Parties, it would not be 
fair to discuss accelerated phase-out for Article 5 Parties. 

 
(i) There was no requirement for further data to be provided by the European 

Community. 
 
   

D. The procedures of the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee in evaluating critical 
use nominations on methyl bromide 

 
17. Revitalising, strengthening and reconstituting MBTOC was deemed important in achieving 
improvement to the CUN process, as well as providing proper guidance to MBTOC.  The 
participants recognised that MBTOC has been requesting guidance from the Parties on the criteria for 
evaluating CUNs, including “economic feasibility”.  
 
18. Elements of action for reconstitution of MBTOC included the following: 

 
- Definition of the expertise required in MBTOC 
- Elaboration of the criteria and procedure for selecting the experts including ensuring 

balance between Article 5 and non-Article 5 experts 
- Definition of the time scale for the revitalisation (i.e. review and possible revision of 

the constitution of MBTOC and/or its function in the assessment of CUNs) taking 
into account the on-going evaluation of the additional CUNs for 2005 and 2006 

- Financial resources to enhance involvement of MBTOC members 
 
19. In terms of improving the process, a point was raised that the submission of CUNs and 
evaluation could be streamlined so that the nominations for a particular year will be evaluated and 
decided upon by the Parties in the preceding year.  It was also pointed out that such a schedule for 
CUN submission and approval may had serious disadvantages as it would give CUN applicants only 
one month’s notice of the level of MB (if any) they were to receive, which would be insufficient time 
to make the arrangements (including financial and contractual arrangements) necessary to 
accommodate the decision of the Parties at their meetings. 
  
 
E. Some key recommendations on the process to move forward 
 
20. The participants identified the following processes for further work on the issues: 
 

(a) Every effort should be made to reach agreement at EMOP. However, for 
consideration of any unfinished business, an ad hoc working group of limited but 
geographically balanced number of Article 5 and non-Article 5 Parties, should be 
established.  The group should meet before the next OEWG so that its 
recommendations could be considered by the OEWG for possible decision at the 
Sixteenth Meeting of the Parties.  

 
(b) Another informal consultation should be organized in connection with EMOP (23 

March 2004).  The meeting should be open-ended.  
 
 

III. Closure 
 
21. After the customary exchange of courtesies, the Chairman closed the meeting at 5:30 p.m. on 
5 March 2004. 
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Annex I 
 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 
 
 

NON-ARTICLE 5 
 
AUSTRALIA  
 
Ms. Tamara Michelle Curll 
Assistant Director 
Ozone Protection and Synthetic Gas Team 
Department of the Environment and    
Heritage 
GPO BOX 787 
Canberra ACT 2601 
Australia 
Tel:  (+61 2) 6274 1701 
Fax:  (+61 2) 6274 1610 
Email:  tamara.curll@deh.gov.au 
 
Mr. Martin Byrne 
Assistant Director 
Ozone and Synthetic Gas Team 
Department of the Environment and 
Heritage 
GPO Box 787 
CANBERRA ACT AUSTRALIA 2601 
Tel: (+61 2) 6274 1457 
Fax: +61 2) 6274 1610 
Email: martin.byrne@deh.gov.au 
 
AUSTRIA 

Mr. Paul Krajnik 
Chemicals Policy 
Ministry of Environment 
Stubenbastei 5, A-1010 Vienna 
Austria 
Tel:  (+43 1) 5152 22350 
Fax:  (+43 1) 5152 27334 
Email:  paul.krajnik@bmlfuw.gv.at 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CANADA 

Mr. Pierre Pinault 
Chief, Stratospheric Ozone and Acid Rain, 
Transboundary Air Issues Branch 
Environment Canada 
351 St. Joseph Blvd., 11th Floor 
Gatineau K1A 0H3, Canada 
Tel:  (+1 819) 953 1143 
Fax:  (+1 819) 953 8963 
Email:  pierre.pinault@ec.gc.ca 
 
Ms. Marie-Josée Rhéaume 
Legal Officer 
Environmental Law Section 
Department of Foreign Affairs and  
International Trade 
125 Sussex Drive, Ottawa K1A OH3 
Canada 
Tel: (1-613) 944- 2532 
Fax: (1-613) 992- 6483 
Email:marie-josee.rheaume@dfait-
maeci.gc.ca 
 
CZECH REPUBLIC 
 
Dr. Jiri Hlavacek 
Director of the European Union Department 
Adviser to the Minister on International 
Environmental Affairs 
Ministry of the Environment  
Vršovická 65, 100 10 Prague 
Czech Republic 
Tel:  (+420 267) 122 086 / 122 759 
Fax:  (+420 271) 734 221 
Email:  jiri_hlavacek@env.cz 
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EUROPEAN COMMUNITY 
 
Mr. Artur Runge-Metzger 
Head of Unit 
DG-Environment 
Air Quality, Climate Change, Chemicals & 
Biotechnology 
European Commission 
B-1049 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel: (+32 2) 296 8752 
Fax: (+32 2) 299 8764 
Artur.Runge-Metzger@cec.eu.int 
 
Dr. Tom Batchelor 
Principal Administrator 
DG-Environment 
Air Quality, Climate Change, Chemicals 
   and Biotech 
European Commission 
BU-5 Office 2/29 
Avenue de Beaulieu 5 
1049 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel:  (+32 2) 296 8752 
Fax:  (+32 2) 299 8764 
Email:  tom.batchelor@cec.eu.int 
 
Mr. Peter Horrocks 
DG-Environment 
Climate Change/Energy Unit 
European Commission 
BU-5 Office 2/59 
Avenue de Beaulieu 5 
1160 Brussels 
Belgium 
Tel:  (+32 2) 295 7384 
Fax:  (+32 2) 299 8764 
Email:  peter.horrocks@cec.eu.int 
 
Mrs. Marjan van Giezen 
Coordinator Montreal Protocol 
Ministry of Housing 
Spatial Planning and the Environment 
Climate Change and Industry Directorate 
VROM 
Orange Buitensingel 6 
 P.O.Box 30945, 2500 GX Den Haag 
 Netherlands 
Tel: (+31 70) 339 2137 
Fax: (+31 70) 339 1310 
E-Mail: marjan.vangiezen@minvrom.nl 
 

FINLAND 
 
Mr. Jukka Uosukainen 
Deputy Director General 
International Affairs Unit 
Ministry of the Environment 
P.O.Box 35 
FIN-00023 Helsinki 
Finland 
Tel: (+358 9) 1603 9705 
Fax: (+358 9) 1603 9602 
E-Mail: jukka.uosukainen@environment.fi 
 
ITALY 
 
Ms. Federica Fricano 
Department for Global Environment 
International and Regional onventions 
Ministry for the Environment and Territory 
Permanent Representation of Italy to the 
European Union, Environment Office  
9/13 Rue Josef II 
Rue Josef II, B-1000 Brussels, Belgium 
Tel:  (+32 2) 234 5622 
Fax:  (+32 2) 230 8812 
Email:  fricano.federica@minambiente.it 
 
Mr. Andrea Minuto 
Department for Global Environment, 
International and Regional Conventions 
Ministry for the Environment and Territory 
c/o Riccardo Savigliano 
Via Cristoforo Colombo, 44 
00144 Rome, Italy 
Tel:  (+39 06) 5722 8124 
Fax:  (+39 06) 5722 8178 
Email:  minuto.andrea@tiscalinet.it or  
 savigliano.riccardo@minambiente.it 
 
NETHERLANDS 
 
Mr. Martijn Hildebrand 
Directorate General for Environmental 
  Protection 
Ministry of Housing, Spatial Planning                
and the Environment 
P.O. Box 30945 
The Hague 2500 GX, Netherlands 
Tel:  (+31 70) 339 4071 
Fax:  (+31 70) 339 1310 
Email:  martijn.hildebrand@minvrom.nl 
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SPAIN 

Mr. Alberto Moral 
Technical Expert 
SG Calidad Ambiental 
Minstry of Environment 
Pza San Juan de la Cruz s/n 
Madrid 28071 
Spain 
Tel:  (+34) 91 597 6849 
Fax:  (+34) 91 597 5857 
Email:  amoral@mma.es 
 
SWITZERLAND 

Mr. Blaise Horisberger 
Section Produits 
Office fédéral de l'environnement, des 
   forêts et du paysage 
3003 Bern, Switzerland 
Tel:  (+41 31) 322 9024 
Fax:  (+41 31) 324 7978 
Email:  blaise.horisberger@buwal.admin.ch 
 
UNITED KINGDOM 
 
Mr. Alistair McGlone 
Lawyer: Head of Environment International 
Legal Services Directorate General 
Department for Environment, Food and 
   Rural Affairs (DEFRA) 
Room 147 
Nobel House, 17 Smith Square 
London SW1P 3JR 
United Kingdom 
Tel:  (+44 20) 7238 3395 
Fax:  (+44 20) 7238 3398 
Email:alistair.mcglone@defra.gsi.gov.uk 
 
Mr. Stephen Reeve 
Head of Ozone Layer Policy 
3/A3 Ashdown House 
123 Victoria Street 
London SW1E 6DE 
Tel: (+44 20) 7082 8167 
Fax: (+44 20) 7082 8151 
E-mail: Stephen.Reeves@defra.gsi.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
 
Ms. Claudia McMurray 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for 
   Environment 
Bureau of Oceans and International 
   Environmental and Scientific Affairs 
US Department of State 
2201 C Street, NW., Room 7831 
Washington DC 20520 
United States of America 
Tel:  (+1 202) 647 2232 
Fax:  (+1 202) 647 0217 
Email:  smithmk2@state.gov 
 
Mr. Paul Horwitz 
International Advisor 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Mail Code 6205J 
Washington DC 20460 
United States of America 
Tel:  (+1 202) 343 9109 
Email:  horwitz.paul@epa.gov 
 
Mr. Burleson Smith 
Special Assistant 
Pest Management Policy 
Office of the Deputy Secretary 
US Department of Agriculture 
NRCS Mail Stop 5118-S 
1400 Independence Av. SW 
Washington DC 20250 
United States of America 
Tel:  (+1 202) 720 2889 
Fax:  (+1 202) 720 3775 
Email:  burleson.smith@usda.gov 
 
Mr. Duncan Baker Hollis 
Attorney Adviser 
US Department of State 
2201 C St. NW 
Washington DC 20520 
United States of America 
Tel:  (+1 202) 647 0835 
Fax:  (+1 202) 736 7115 
Email:  hollisdb@state.gov 
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ARTICLE 5 PARTIES 
 
ARGENTINA 
 
Dr. Javier María de Urquiza 
Subsecretario de Economía Agropecuaria 
Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería, Pesca 
y Alimentos 
Paseo Colón 982 
Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel. +54 11 / 4349-2655 
 
H.E. Ambassador Raul A. Estrada Oyuela  
Representante Especial para Negociaciones 
Ambientales Internacionales 
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, 
Comercio Internacional y Culto 
Esmeralda 1212, 14th floor 
1007 Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel:  (+54 11) 4819 7414 
Fax:  (+54 11) 4819 7413 
Email:  eoy@mrecic.gov.ar 
 
Ms. Marcia Levaggi 
Oficina del Representante Especial para 
Negociaciones Ambientales Internacionales 
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, 
Comercio Internacional y Culto 
Esmeralda 1212, 14th floor 
1007 Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel:  (+54 11) 4819 7414 
Fax:  (+54 11) 4819 7413 
Email:  mle@mrecic.gov.ar 
 
Ms. Rosa Delia Gómez Durán 
Dirección General de Consejería Legal 
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores 
Comercio Internacional y Culto 
Esmeralda 1212, 14th floor 
1007 Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel:  (+54 11) 4819 7000 ext. 8012 
Fax:  (+54 11) 4819 7413 
Email:  gor@mrecic.gov.ar 
 
 
 
 

Ms. Laura Beron 
Coordinadora Técnica OPROZ 
Secretaría de Ambiente y Desarrollo 
Sustentable 
San Martín 451, Entrepiso, Of. 71 
1004 Buenos Aires  
Argentina 
Tel.: +54 11 / 4348-8413 
Fax: +54 11 / 4348-8274 
lberon@medioambiente.gov.ar 
 
Ing. Agr. Lucrecia Santinoni 
Coordinadora Comisión Bromuro de Metilo 
Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería, Pesca 
y Alimentos 
Paseo Colón 982 
Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel. +54 11 / 4349-2369 
lusant@sagpya.minproduccion.gov.ar 
 
Ing. Agr. Ramiro Saravia 
Dirección Nacional Mercados 
Agroalimentarios 
Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería, Pesca 
y Alimentos 
Paseo Colón 982 
Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel. +54 11 / 4349-2369 
asarav@sagpya.minproduccion.gov.ar 
 
Ing. Agr. Alejandro Valeiro 
Instituto Nacional de Tecnología 
Agropecuaria 
Centro Regional INTA-NOA 
Tucumán 
Argentina 
Tel.: +54 3863 / 461048 ext. 112 
Fax: +54 3863 / 461546 
avaleiro@correo.inta.gov.ar 
 
Ing. Agr. Juan Carlos Zembo 
Instituto Nacional de Tecnología 
Agropecuaria 
Alsina 1407 – 7th floor 
1088 Buenos Aires 
Argentina 
Tel. & fax: +54 11 / 4381 4058 
zembo@correo.inta.gov.ar 
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BRAZIL 
 
Mr. Elias Antonio Luna  
Almeida Santos 
Division of Environmental Policy and 
Sustainable Development 
Ministry of Foreign Relations 
Esplanada dos Ministérios 
Bloco H, Annex 2, Room 204 
70.170-900 Brasilia - DF 
Brazil 
Tel:  (+55 61) 411 6194 
Fax:  (+55 61) 224 2667 
Email:  eluna@mre.gov.br 
 
Mrs. Liamarcia S. Hora 
Secretaria de Qualidade Ambiental 
Ministerio de Meio Ambiente 
Esplanada dos Ministérios 
BlB-Sala 828 
Brasilia - DF Brasil 71 060 900 
Brazil 
Tel: (+55 61) 317 1274 
Fax: (+55 61) 317 1240 
E-Mail: liamarcia.hora@mma.gov.br 
 
Mr. Jesulindo Nevy de Souza Sunior 
Ministry of Agriculture, Livestock and Food 
Supply 
Espanada dos Ministérios 
Bloco D Anexo A Sala 343-Brasília D.F. 
Brazil 
Tel: (+55 61) 218 2808 
 
CHILE 
 
Mr. Jorge Leiva 
Coordinador Unidad Sustencias Agotadoras 
del Ozono 
Dpto. Gestión de Residuos y Riesgo 
Ambiental 
Comision Nacional del Medio Ambiente 
   (CONAMA) 
Teatinos 258-254 
Santiago 
Chile 
Tel:  (+56 2) 240 5693 
Email:  jleiva@conama.cl 
 
 
 

CHINA 
 
Mr. Liu Yi 
Director General 
Foreign Economic Cooperation Office 
State Environmental Protection 
Administration (SEPA) 
115 Xizhimennei Nanxiaojie 
100035 Beijing,  
China 
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Proyector Sustitucion del Bromuro de 
  Metileo 
Ministerio del Ambiente y Energia 
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GEORGIA 

Mr. Mikheil Tushishvili 
Head of Ozone Unit 
Department of Air Protection 
Ministry of Environment 
68a Kostava Str., Tbilisi 0171 
Georgia 
Tel:  (+995 32) 333 952 
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LEBANON 
  
Mr. Garabed Haroutunian 
Project Manager 
UNDP “Sector Phase-Out of Methyl 
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Uganda 
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Fax:  (+256 41) 257 521 
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