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AGENDA | TEM 6:  CONSI DERATI ON OF THE REPORT OF THE SCI ENTI FI C ASSESSMENT
PANEL ON THE | MPACT ON THE OZONE LAYER OF CONTI NUED
USE OF RECYCLED CONTROLLED SUBSTANCES
(DECI SI ON | V/ 24, PARAGRAPH 6)

1. The Working Group took up agenda item6 at its 3rd neeting, on
6 July 1994,
2. On behalf of the Chair of the Scientific Assessnent Panel, a

representative of the Ozone Secretariat presented the report of the
Scientific Assessnent Panel on the inpact on the ozone |ayer of continued
use of recycled controlled substances (UNEP/ OzL.Pro/Ws 1/10/4). He pointed
out that, for any CFC, halon or nethyl brom de to cause damage to the ozone
layer, it nust first be released into the atnosphere. Consequently,
recycl ed compounds which were not rel eased woul d have no i npact on ozone
depletion, while any that were, accidentally or deliberately, would cause
such depletion. The Panel's study conpared the inpact of destroying CFCs
with that of recycling and reusing them in which case they woul d
ultimately be rel eased into the atnosphere. The conpari son was based on
the gl obal production of CFC-11 and CFC-12 for various applications,

Na. 94- 6021 070794 /...
assum ng a four-year average lifetine for the release of those CFCs from
such applications and the conplete recapture and destruction of all the



UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 6/ Add. 1

Page 2

gases stored in 1994. The cal cul ati ons showed that the difference between

the total effective atnospheric chlorine in the two scenarios was |ess than
0.65 per cent. The report concluded that the inpact on the ozone |ayer of

the continued use of recycled controlled substances was m ni nal

3. One representative enquired as to how the difference in effect on the
ozone | ayer between the two nethods could be so mninal.

4. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat explained that the
regul ated rel ease of the substances resulting fromrecycling led to this
m ni mal difference.

5. In response to another question by a representative, on the inpact on
t he ozone | ayer of by-products created in the destruction of CFC 11 and
CFC-12, the representative of the Ozone Secretariat explained that,

98-99 per cent efficiency could be achieved in the destruction of CFCs and
hence the process of destruction would have little inpact on the ozone

| ayer.

6. In response to a question asked by an observer, the representative of
the Ozone Secretariat agreed that serious efforts to inplenent recycling as
wel | as destruction at an appropriate stage were needed in all countries.

7. One representative said that the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances did nmean a halt to emissions of freous into the atnosphere since
there were no strict limts in the framework of the Montreal Protocl to the
use of large quantities of ozone-depleting substances that had been stored,
especially with regard to fire-extinguishing substances containing foam
Noting that the purpose of the Protocol was to protect the ozone |ayer, he
said that the Protocol should be refined to include fuller protection
nmeasures, with the possible inclusion of national emi ssion quotas, thus
ensuring gradual reduction. That reginme should be as strictly enforced as
the regime pertaining to nuclear material, involving such neasures as

i nternational inspections and sanctions etc.

8. The representative of the European Community, referring to the |ack
of any nmandatory requirement for recovery or recycling under the Protocol
noted that a European Community regul ation due to enter into force |ater
in the year required countries to take all practical measures to

recover and recycle ozone-depl eting substances and to prevent the |eakage
of ozone-depl eting substances. He hoped that other countries would

consi der the adoption of simlar |egislation
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9. The representative of Sweden infornmed the Wirki ng Group that
regul ati ons on the recycling and recovery of ozone-depl eting substances had
been enforced in her country since 1989. 1In addition, she asked for
further clarification on action by the Scientific Assessnent Panel taken in
response to the request fromParties that it shoul d conpare the inpact of
the use of CFCs with the inpact of the use of alternative avail able
environnental |y sound subst ances.

10. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat said that the question
woul d be taken up by the Panel at its next meeting.

11. One representative asked how the Panel had arrived at such a high
rate of success for recycling. |In addition, with regard to the need for
mandat ory measures, he wondered whet her consi deration had been given to
t hose practical measures which were already in place in different
countries.

12. The representative of the Ozone Secretariat suggested that the
guestion regarding the success | evels of recycling would be nore
appropriately answered by the Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent Panel

13. One representative stressed that the options of recycling and
destruction should only be considered when there were no feasible
alternatives to ozone-depl eting substances. He also pointed out that a
conbi nati on of recycling and destruction could be very costly and it m ght
therefore be preferable for countries to select an alternative approach

AGENDA | TEM 7:  CONSI DERATI ON OF THE REPORT OF THE TECHNOLOGY AND
ECONOM C ASSESSMENT PANEL

14. The Working Group took up agenda item 7 at its 3rd neeting, on
6 July 1994.

15. Dr. Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessment
Panel , introduced the report of the Panel

16. Dr. Tope, the alternate Co-Chair of the Aerosols, Sterilants,

M scel | aneous Uses and Carbon Tetrachl ori de Technical Options Committee
reported on the work of that Conmittee. |In response to the question by
one representative, as to whether solvents used in the purification of
pharmaceuticals coul d be seen as process agents, she drew attention to the
concept of process agents used by the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent
Panel .



UNEP/ CzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 6/ Add. 1
Page 4

17. Dr. Kuijpers, as Chair of the Refrigeration, Air Conditioning and
Heat Punps Technical Options Conmittee and M. Taylor, Chair of the Hal ons
Techni cal Options Committee, reported on the work of their respective
conmittees, regardi ng essential use noni nations.

18. One representative asked what progress had been nmade in research into
alternatives to the use of halons in fire prevention and how rmuch | onger
hal ons woul d continue to be used for such purposes.

19. M. Taylor said that alternatives to halons were already avail able
for many - but not all - uses. As additional alternatives were devel oped,
pressure on the existing halon bank was | essened, releasing nore halons for
the remai ning essential uses for which there were no adequate alternatives.

20. The representative of the Russian Federation said that his country
had still failed to find a satisfactory solution to the probl em posed by

t he continued use of halons and intended to continue production of hal ons
in the forseable future. Wile large quantities of halons were avail abl e

i n banks, they could not be recycled and producti on would continue to be
necessary for certain strategic uses. The Russian Federation requested the
Technol ogy and Economi ¢ Assessnent Panel and its Hal ons Technical Options
Conmittee (HTOC) to review materials to be subnitted by the Russian
Federation by the end of July 1994 concerning essential halon uses for the
year 1995. Furthernore, the Russian Federation accepted the offer of the
HTOC to propose alternatives and substitutes to hal on uses now consi dered
as essential. The Russian Federation also wel comed any assi stance of HTOC
in identifying sources of recycled halons to supply essential uses. It was
the intention of the Russian Federation to subnmit by 1 January 1995,

nom nati ons for essential halon use in 1996. The Russi an Federation
reserved its right to revert to the issue at the Sixth Meeting of the
Parties.

21. M. Taylor said that the Commttee had had di scussions earlier in the
year in Warsaw with experts fromthe Russian Federation on the use of

hal ons. The 440 tons of hal ons nmentioned represented a 90 per cent
reduction of previous levels. That was a significant achi evemrent but the
Russi an Federation should nove to neet all its requirements from hal on
banks. The Hal ons Techni cal Options Conmittee would help in this respect.

22. The Ozone Secretariat said that the Parties had deci ded on the
procedure for essential use nominations and those relating to 1995 had

al ready been submitted. Any further noninations could not be processed for
/...
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the current year but would be processed for being placed before the seventh
Meeting of the Parties to the Protocol in 1995. The fruitful cooperation
bet ween the Russi an Federation and the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent

Panel would continue in the neanti ne.

23. The representative of France said that France was now able to
wi t hdraw t he nomination it had made concerning halon requirenents. In
addition, she asked for clarification concerning one halon which, she

under st ood, was not covered by the Montreal Protocol

24. M. Taylor clarified that the substance in question had an ozone-
depleting potential of approximately 0.4 and its use was linited to highly

speci alized areas. H's Committee would investigate the matter further

25. The representative of Canada said that his Government would host a
wor kshop on | aboratory and anal ytical uses in order to bring together key
pl ayers, including regulators, producers, |aboratory users and

organi zations that determ ned reference nmethods and standards. Canada
woul d di scuss the matter of participation with other countries, especially
those that had nomi nated | aboratory uses. It would al so urge any
interested country to consider informng it of any national experts who

nm ght be able to contribute. Although no date had yet been fixed for the
wor kshop, his Governnment would do its utnost to hold the workshop before

the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

26. The representative of the United Kingdomw thdrew his country's

nom nations for the use of CFC-113 as a solvent for the purposes of
fingerprinting and menbrane manufacturing. He was, however, concerned
about the Panel's suggested alternative to CFC-113 in fingerprinting
applications which was flanmmabl e and did not neet existing standards. The
United Ki ngdom woul d therefore wel cone infornation on other alternatives.
In the nmeantine, it would use existing stocks of CFC-113 for fingerprinting

purposes but night revisit the issue at sone | ater date.
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27. Dr. Andersen said that the Panel would publish a technical note on
fingerprinting describing the systemused in the United States and other
systens. Efforts to find alternatives would be increased, with sem nars
bei ng organi zed, if necessary. Dr. Andersen further infornmed the Wrking
Group that the Panel would publish a technical note on alternatives for the
cleaning of live electrical equiprment and was al so planning a workshop on

gyr oscope uses.

28. Dr. Van Slooten, as a nmenber of the Technol ogy and Economic
Assessnent Panel, recalled the request nade by the Fifth Meeting of the
Parties for the Panel to assenble and distribute a handbook on essentia
uses nom nations (decision V/18, para. 5). He noted that sone of the

nom nati ons had been inconplete, or had been received in | anguages ot her

t han the working | anguage of the Panel. He said that it was inportant for
Parties to require their industries to conplete the nonination document and
that criteria that must be met would be established. On the final point,

t he Panel proposed that translation services should be provided through
UNEP for nominations subnmitted in | anguages other than the working | anguage
of the Panel. The Panel was considering the draft handbook and woul d

circulate it to the Parties in time for the next round of nom nations.

29. Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel, introduced the Panel's report on inadvertent production

(UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG. 1/ 10/ 3, section ES. 6, and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1,
para 16), which had been prepared in accordance with decision IV/12 of the
Fourth Meeting of the Parties. He said that the worst-case estimte for

i nadvertent enissions would be approxi mately 7,200 ODP-wei ghted tons in
1994 falling to 5,800 ODP-wei ghted tons by the year 2000. Those figures

were broken down by source of emission in chapter 9 of the Panel's report.
Since those | evels anpbunted to about 0.5 per cent of the anount of
control | ed substances produced in the baseline years, the Panel had

concl uded that gl obal inadvertent production was very low It did,
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however, reconmend that Parties work with their respective Governnents and
i ndustries to take steps to reduce such em ssions, including such steps as
avoi dance of creation of such enissions, reduction of enissions using
practicabl e technol ogi es, containment or destruction. Finally, the Pane

had stressed the inportance of technol ogy transfer to devel opi ng countri es.

30. One representative said that she believed that, for global emni ssions
rather than just enissions from devel oped countries, the figures given in

the worst-case scenario were a gross underestinmate.

31. M. Reed, Senior Advisor to the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel, introduced the conclusions of the Panel on recovery and recycling
(UNEP/ OzL. Pro/WG. |/ 10/ 3, section ES. 4, and UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1,

paras. 17-18).

32. One representative noted that the Panel had suggested that recovery
and recycling of nethyl bromide in fumigation in chanbers appeared |ikely
to be feasible with recovery of nethyl bromide at a rate of about 90 per
cent and it was expected that equipnent for that application wuld be
general ly available soon. It was also stated that comercially
denponstrated and effective technol ogi es were avail able for the recovery,
recycling, containnent and | eakage control of methyl bronide. However, his
del egation considered that there was a need for further consideration of

t he devel opnent and extension of such technology. He would therefore
appreciate it if the Panel clarified the reason for its statenent.
Enmphasi zi ng the significance of nethyl bromide for the agricultura
producti on and plant quarantine, he expressed serious concern with the
possi bl e inpact for such production and quarantine if no consideration was
given to the difficulty regarding the availability of alternatives and
further regul ati on was i nposed on nethyl broni de uses. Accordingly,

regul atory nmeasures should be in step with the devel opnent of alternative
/...
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| eakage control technol ogies. The Panel should suggest the technol ogy
devel opnent targets, such as efficiency of recovery and tol erable residua

eni ssi ons.

33. Dr. Banks, Chair of the Methyl Brom de Technical Options Conmittee
said that the Panel had stated that the overall scope of recovery of nethy
brom de from fumigation was | ow and night be feasible only in a few
specific situations, with some potential recoveries as listed in chapter 6,
page 13, of the Panel's report. Technol ogies were currently under

devel opnent but were not available. Recovery was dependent on the specific

situation or comodity.

34. In response to a question fromone representative, M. Reed,

Seni or Advi sor to the Technol ogy and Economic Assessnment Panel, said that,
al t hough trade in recycled and recovered CFCs was encouraged by

decision IV/24 of the Fourth Meeting of the Parties, he did not believe
that there was the same need to nanage activities by establishing a bank
simlar to that of halons. |In response to further questions, he said that
there was no practical way of distinguishing between virgin and recycl ed
substances since it was always possible to contanminate virgin material to
make it ook |ike used stock. He did not, however, believe that that was
an inmpedinment to the inplenentation to the Protocol. He further pointed
out that by 1996, there would be no newly produced naterials in the

devel oped countries in any case.

35. Speaki ng in response to a question froma representative concerning
t he geographi cal distribution of pilot nmethyl bronide projects and on the
way in which devel oping countries could benefit, the Chief Oficer of the
Secretariat of the Miultilateral Fund said that the Executive Conmittee had,

to date, approved one such project, which related to data collection in
/...



UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 6/ Add. 1
Page 9

Chi na.

36. Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econormic
Assessment Panel, introduced the Panels work on the evaluation of
alternatives to HCFCs, carried out pursuant to decision |IV/30 of the
Fourth Meeting of the Parties (UNEP/ Qzl.Pro/Ws 1/10/3, section ES.3
and UNEP/ Ozl . Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraphs 19-22).

37. In response to a question fromone representative, Dr. Kuijpers said
that the Panel had not investigated the quantities of HCFCs that would be
required. It was, however, endeavouring to produce a report by the end of

the year in which consunption forecasts woul d be nade.

38. One observer raised serious doubts about the accuracy of the

i nformation and the vigour of the Assessnent Panel's evaluation of the

alternatives to HCFCs pursuant to decision IV/30. Not-in-kind alternatives

were comercially available for a wide variety of current uses. His

organi zation did not believe that HCFCs were technically or commercially
necessary for the transition in the majority of refrigeration or

air-conditioning applications or in the manufacturing of insulating foans.
He urged Parties to recall Article 2 F of the Protocol and consider the

Panel's reconmendations in that |ight.

39. In response, Dr. Kuijpers said that the phasing-in of non-ozone

depl eting substances in the sectors referred to by the observer depended,
inter alia, on the energy efficiency standards in the country concerned.
HCFCs coul d be used as a transitional substance to obtain the energy
efficiency required by current standards. Donestic refrigeration, for

whi ch non-ODS alternatives did exist, only represented a snall part of the
whol e sector, and, therefore the Panel statenent concerning the majority of

refrigeration and air-conditioning applications was valid.

40. In response to a further question froma representative, Dr. Kuijpers
/...
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said that while, in principle, the Panel had | ooked at all substitutes

i ncludi ng not-in-kind alternatives, nobst of such methods had not been
conmer ci al i zed and had therefore not been considered. |n response to a
further question, he said that it was difficult to generalize about safety
standards. In addition, he said that the Economic Options Conmittee was
considering the issue of technol ogy transfer and woul d submit its report by
the end of 1994. On a further point he clarified that the values in table
4-1 of the Panel's report were averages over a nunber of applications. The
pur pose of the table was to show the di sadvantage in terns of increased
energy consunption in noving fromfull CFC 11 technol ogies to water-bl own
CFC- 11 technol ogies. HFC 134a had not been added because its energy
consunption i ndex was even higher. It was clear fromthe averages that the

use of cyclopentane did inmply reduced energy efficiency.

41. M. Reed, Senior Advisor to the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the report and recommendati ons of the Panel on
destruction technol ogi es (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 3, section ES.5).

Chapter 10 of the report of the Panel gave a detail ed el aboration of

speci fic issues.

42. Dr. Banks, Chair of the Methyl Bronide Options Committee, introduced
t he recommendati ons of the Panel on problenms of Protocol definitions and
nmet hyl brom de control (UNEP/ QzL.Pro/WG 1/10/3, section ES.7, and

UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W& 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraph 28). The Panel's reconmmrendati ons
were contained in Annex 3 to its report, which also contained two
alternative sets of definitions "quarantine" and "pre-shiprment" for the

consi deration of the Wrking G oup

43. Dr. Andersen, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent
Panel , introduced the reconmendati ons of the Panel on the |list of products
cont ai ni ng control |l ed substances from Annex B of the Protoco

(UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG, 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, paragraphs 22-27).
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44, Dr. Kuijpers, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel , el aborated on the use of hydrocarbons, particularly for donestic
refrigeration, and summari zed future activities concerning the issue.

In particular, he drew attention to paragraph 21 (c) of the note by the
Secretariat (UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ W5 1/10/2/ Add.1). The Refrigeration Options
Conmittee was conducting a thorough analysis of the potential for using
hydrocarbons in refrigeration and its report would be produced by the end

of 1994.

45, Dr. Carval ho, Co-Chair of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel , introduced the report of the Assessnent Panel on devel opi ng country
concerns, especially with regard to public awareness, technol ogy
cooperation, technol ogy choices, availability of technical information,
supplies and cost of alternative substitutes and technol ogies, servicing of
exi sting equi pnment, estimates of quantities needed, recovering, recycling
and reclamation, and HCFCs (UNEP/ OzL.Pro/ WG 1/10/3, section ES. 2).
Concl udi ng her statement, she cautioned that the success of a phase-out in
devel opi ng countries would require concentrated efforts fromall. It was
therefore essential to ensure that, once phase-out was conpleted in

devel oped countries, those countries did not lose interest in the whole

process.

46. In reply to one representative, who felt that the inplenenting
agenci es were not properly briefed on the issues, she said that Parties
could both obtain information and convey their concerns through the pane

menbers from devel opi ng countri es.

47. One representative drew attention to the problem faced i n devel opi ng
countries resulting fromthe inport of second-hand equi prent contai ni ng
control | ed substances. Such inports not only affected those countries

cal cul ations regarding their donmestic consunption but al so posed the

probl em that such equi pnrent woul d eventual |y becone usel ess.
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7 (a): Nominations for essential uses, for 1995, of halons (decision V/18

and deci sion |V/25)

48. I ntroduci ng the di scussion of agenda item7 (a), at the 4th session
of the neeting, on 6 July 1994, the Chairnman recalled that the only
nom nation for essential uses of halons in 1995 had been wi thdrawn at the

previ ous session.

49, The representative of the Russian Federation pointed out that the
Russi an Federation was unable fully to renounce production of halons for
1995. He reiterated his earlier offer to provide full information to the
Hal ons Technical Options Committee before January, so that it could review
the requirenents of the Russian Federation. |In the light of suggestions by
Dr. Taylor and Dr. Andersen, he said that total production requirenents
mght in fact be sonmewhat | ower than the 450 tons nentioned earlier but
that some production would still be necessary in 1995, since the
consequences, in terns of atnospheric inpacts, of the Iack of halons could

be worse than those caused by halons that were produced.

50. The Chai rman suggested that the report should reflect to the concerns
of the Russian Federation and, if needed, the issue could be considered by

the Sixth Meeting of the Parties.

51. The Working Group agreed to recomend that the Meeting of the Parties
shoul d decide that no | evel of production or consunption is necessary to
satisfy essential uses of halon in Parties not operating under paragraph 1
of Article 5 of the Protocol, for the year 1995 since there are technically
and econonically feasible alternatives and substitutes for nost
applications, and since halon is available in sufficient quantity and

quality from existing stocks of banked and recycl ed hal on

7 (b): Nominations for essential uses of controlled substances other than

hal ons (decision V/18 and deci sion |IV/25)
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52. Many representatives concurred with the reconmendati ons of the Pane
on essential uses. Sone representatives pointed out various errors in the

report of the Assessnent Panel

53. The representative of Poland, referring to his country's nonination
for 300 tons for refrigeration-servicing purposes, pointed out that in his
country there was an ei ght-year obligation period for insurance servicing
of refrigeration equipnent. |In addition, his country had no nationa
system for recycling of CFCs, |acked the new equi prent and trai ned
personnel required for retrofitting and had insufficient stocks of CFCs.
As a result, it risked losing the use of nuch of its refrigeration

equi prent, with serious social consequences. He undertook to submt
further information and Pol and's future nominations for essential uses. In
that context, Poland would Ilike to ask for a final decision regarding
essential use nomi nations for refrigeration-servicing to be taken by the

Si xth Meeting of the Parties.

54, The representative of the European Comunity said that the scope of
MDI should be limted to asthma and chronic obstructive pul nonary di sease
(COPD) - the scope within which the European Community had nade its MD

noni nati ons.

55. One representative expressed the belief that it was inadvisable to

narrow t he scope of M s.

56. One representative suggested that a gl obal exenption m ght be granted
for MDIs, in view of the |arge nunber of countries submtting nomi nations.
The situation could be reviewed as and when conmmercially acceptable

substitutes becane avail abl e.

57. One representative stressed the need to limt the nunmber of
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exenptions. Her delegation believed that rapid advances in technol ogy

neant that no new exenpti ons shoul d be adopted beyond 1997.

58. Noting that the issue of process agents raised in paragraph 10 of the
Secretariat's note, contained in document UNEP/ OzL.Pro/Ws 1/ 10/ 2/ Add. 1, had
not been taken up, one representative said that her del egati on consi dered
the recommendation to be contrary to the spirit of the Protocol. It
understood that sone Parties mght have difficulties in that area, however,
and therefore proposed that a subgroup should be formed under the Pane

with a view to preparing reconmendations for the consideration of the Open-

ended Working Group on that issue.

59. One representative suggested that, since laboratory and anal ytica
net hods had to be internationally accepted by conpetent standards

organi zations, the issue of such uses should also be referred to such

i nternational organizations as the International Union of Pure and Applied

Chemistry and the International Standardization O ganization (I1SO).

60. One representative suggested, with regard to anal ytical uses, that a
two-year time linmit should be considered. Another representative had
reservations about the proposed two-year limtation as an across-the-board

nmeasure, since in sone cases there was good reason for a |onger exenption.

61. One representative, supported by another, pointed out that when the
nom nati ons had been prepared the concept of nultiple-year exenptions had
not been fully understood and he wondered, therefore, whether single-year
nom nati ons which were deened to be conpl ete nmight be considered as

mul ti pl e-year nominations. 1In response to a question fromthe Secretari at,
he confirmed that the countries concerned would, in any event, repeat their

noni nati ons.

62. Wth regard to essential use nominations for all controlled

substances ot her than hal ons, the W rking G oup agreed to reconmend t hat
/...
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the Sixth Meeting of the Parties should decide:

1. To note with appreciation the work done by the Technol ogy and
Econonmi ¢ Assessnent Panel and its Technical Options Comittees

pursuant to decision IV/25 of the Fourth Meeting of the

Parties;
2. That, for 1996 and subsequent years for Parties not operating
under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol, |evels of

producti on or consunption necessary to satisfy essential uses
of CFCs and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane for metered dose inhalers
(MDlI's) and the Space Shuttle are authorized as specified in
annex | hereto, subject to annual review of quantities and

bi enni al review of whether the use remains essential [and the
possi bl e further consideration of the MD exenption referred to

bel ow;

3. That for 1996, 1997, and [1998] for Parties not operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the Protocol, production or
consunption necessary to satisfy essential uses of ODSs for

| aboratory and anal ytical uses are authorised as specified in

annex |1 hereto;
4, That Parties shall endeavour to mininize use and em ssions by
all practical steps. In the case of netered dose inhalers,

t hese steps include education of physicians and patients about
ot her treatment options and good-faith efforts to elimnate or
recapture enmissions fromfilling and testing, consistent with

national |aws and regul ati ons.

63. bis The Chairnman noted that, at their Sixth Meeting, Parties would
/...
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have an opportunity to revi ew whether the scope of the essential use
reconmendati ons shooul d include treatment of non-asthma and non-chronic

obstructive pul nonary di seases.

64. Wth regard to process agents, the Wrking Goup decided to recomend
that the Sixth Meeting of the Parties should decide:

Taki ng i nto account

That sonme Parties nmay have interpreted use of controlled substances,
in sone applications where they are used as process agents, as

feedst ock application;

That other Parties have interpreted simlar applications as use

and thereby subject to phase-out;

That the Technol ogy and Econom ¢ Assessnent Panel has been
unabl e to recommend exenption, under the essential use
criteria, to Parties subnmitting applications of such uses

nom nated in 1994;

That there is a pressing requirenent for elaboration of the

i ssue and need for appropriate action by all Parties;

1. To request the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel

(a) To identify uses of controlled substances as

chemical process agents;

(b) To estimate em ssions of controlled substances when
used as chemnical process agents and the ultimate fate of such
em ssions and to eval uation emni ssions associated with the

di fferent control technol ogi es and other process conditions
/...
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under which chem cal process agents are used,;

(c) To evaluate alternative process agents or
t echnol ogi es or products available to replace controlled

substances in such uses; and

(d) To submit its findings to the Open-ended Wor ki ng
Group of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol not later than
March 1995, and to request the Open-ended Wrking Goup to
formul ate reconmendations, if any, for the consideration of the

Parties at their seventh meeting.

[ 2. That Parties, for an interimperiod of 1996 only, treat

chemical process agents in a manner simlar to foodstocks, as

advanced by the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel and take a

final decision on such treatnent at their Seventh Meeting.]

7 (c): Supply of halons to Parties operating under paragraph 1 of

Article 5 of the Protocol (decision V/16)

65. One representative said that, in tines of scarcity, supplies of
hal ons m ght be hard for devel oping countries to obtain. He requested,

therefore, that the Panel should examine the issue in greater depth.

66. Anot her representative drew attention to the provisions of

paragraph 4 of Article 5 of the protocol, to the effect that controlled
substances must be avail able in adequate quantities during the grace and
phase-out period, and stressed that the availability and economi c
feasibility of alternatives nust be given due attention, particularly with
regard to fire-fighting applications. For that reason, he found it
difficult to accept the contention that recycled halon should be the sole

source of supply.
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67. In addition, he said that each country should have its own hal on
banki ng system appropriate to its needs and conditions and that there
shoul d be a transparent accounting system of banked halon. The Parties

m ght consider whether, to that end, it was necessary to revise the data
format and the matter could al so be reviewed by the |nplenentation
Committee. |In addition, software costs should be taken into consideration

in assessing increnental costs for such a banki ng system

68. One representative, noted that, according to the report of the Hal ons
Technical Options Committee, there was a | arge stock of halons in existence
and that the efforts nade by UNEP in that regard should be sufficient to

neet the concerns of devel opi ng countri es.

69. The Chairnan drew attention to the decision adopted by the Fifth

Meeting of the Parties on the hal on bank support system Nonethel ess, the
concerns of devel oping countries with regard to the supply of hal ons shoul d
be taken into account. The need for UNEP, | E/ PAC and the Panel to keep the

i ssue under constant review was obvi ous.

7 (d): Total enissions resulting fromtrace inpurities, enission during

manuf acture, etc. (decision V/ 12 paragraph 3)

70. One representative noted that the figures relating to such eni ssions
were gl obal estinates and her del egation believed that they could be
grossly underestimated. She therefore requested the Panel to reviewthe

figures and advi se Parties accordingly.

71. Dr. Andersen, Chairman of the Techni cal and Econom ¢ Assessnent
Panel , said that he would be pleased to consider any additional information
on the issue and woul d i ncorporate a necessary supplenent in the Panel's

next report.

72. One representative, noting the difficulty of quantifying such
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em ssi ons, expressed satisfaction with the quality of the Panel's work but
pl aced on record his serious concerns regarding the alarnmingly high | eve
of inadvertent enissions of nethyl brom de. His recomendation that
countries should give their urgent attention to the issue and should make
efforts to minimze such eni ssions was supported by another representative
who reconmmended in addition that devel opi ng countries should be encouraged
to adopt appropriate technologies and to tailor themto |ocal conditions

for effective performance.

7 (e): Recycling of controlled substances (decision V/24, paragraph 7)

73. One representative said that all options, such as recovery,
recycling, retrofit and others should be properly evaluated and Parties
encouraged to adopt those which were technically and economically feasible
in the specific situation of their countries. |In addition, Parties should
be encouraged to ensure that recycled substances were economcal in
conparison to newy produced controll ed substances. The devel opi ng
countries should be encouraged to establish their own recovery and
recycling facilities. |In particular, he stressed that the recovery and
recycling of nethyl brom de should be encouraged, including in those uses

yet to be identified.

7 (f): Evaluation of alternatives to HCFCs (decision V/ 30, paragraph 1)

74. In the Working Group's discussion of the conclusions of the
Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel on alternatives to HCFCs, severa
del egati ons questioned the statement that HCFCs were technically and
econoni cal |y necessary in some of the sectors listed in paragraph 21(b) of
the note by the Secretariat and, in particular, in the manufacture of
insulating foamand in firefighting applications. Sonme of those
representatives also stated that there was a need for an extensive

eval uation of not-in-kind alternatives by the Panel. One representative,

in stating that the Panel coul d reconsider the question of the use of HCFCs
/...
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in sterilization, pointed to the general difficulty of giving a clear-cut
answer on whether or not a substitute was acceptable, in view of the
conpl ex trade-offs involving such aspects as gl obal warni ng potential
toxicity, flammbility and energy efficiency. Another representative said
she was unable to agree with the Panel's recomendation that HCFCs were
necessary for efficiency requirenents. One representative stressed the
need for alternatives to be technically and econonmically feasible, as well
as practical to inplenment. They should take into account nationa

i ndustrial structure, taxation systens, servicing nmethods and other |oca
conditions. They had to be situation-specific and should not be
general i zed or prejudged. Sone representatives were not in favour of
controls and specific uses of HCFC s, suggesting that a tighter cap was a

nore effective nechanismfor controlling HCFC consunption.

75. One representative, supported on sone itens by other representatives,
asked the Panel to evaluate, in their next report: the amounts of HCFCs
currently used, and the predicted use within 5 and 10 years; "not-in-kind"
and alternative technologies in the foamsector; and the use of
hydrocarbons in refrigeration. The sane representative proposed that in
its report to the Sixth Meeting of the Parties, the Panel should consider
changi ng the word "necessary" to "needed" in the first sentence of
paragraph 21(b) in the note by the Secretariat; changing the words "The
majority" to "some" in paragraph 21 (b) (ii); adding the words "for sone
limted applications" to paragraph 21 (b) (i); and adding "as retrofit for
CFC-12 in refrigeration" and "the majority of insulating foans" to the |ist

in paragraph 21 (c).

76. Wth regard to paragraph 22 (d) (i) of the note by the Secretariat,
one representative expressed concern about the identification of nethylene
chloride as an alternative in flexible foamblowing in view of its

toxicity.

77. Several representatives supported a proposal by the EC and its 12
/...



UNEP/ OzL. Pro/ WG 1/ 10/ 6/ Add. 1
Page 21

States and Australia, Finland, Norway and Sweden that the Panel should be
given a mandate to investigate an earlier phase-out of HCFCs. Some of
those representatives referred to the two declarations made at the Fifth
Meeting of the Parties. One representative said that an earlier phase-out
of HCFCs woul d act as a good stimulus for the use of alternatives, which
were preferable to recycled CFCs. Furthernmore, he stressed the need to
enphasi se nore the availability of alternative non-ozone-depleting
substances and alternative techniol ogies not harnful to the ozone |ayer,

i nstead of recycl ed substances and HCFCs.

78. O her representatives, however, questioned the justification for an
early phase-out of HCFCs, one stating that the question was basically an
economi c one. In that context, another of those representatives stressed
the i nmportance of HCFCs as a transitional substance in devel oping countries
and the need for these countries to have guaranteed supplies. He also
expressed concerns regarding the cost of an early phase-out. One
representative said that any review nust consider the econom c and
technical role and need for HCFCs. He further added that devel oping
countries should not be excluded fromthe use of technol ogies available in

t he devel oped countri es.

79. Following its discussion of this item the Wrking Goup asked TEAP
to reconsider its evaluation in the Ilight of coments nmade in the

di scussion and noted that further consideration of the Panel's concl usions
coul d take place at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties. The group also
agreed on a bracketted proposal on HCFCs as part of a proposal on the
mandat e of the Assessnment Panels

(see UNEP/ OzL.Pro/ WG 1/10/L. 1/ Add. 3, para. 9).

7 (g): List of products containing controlled substances from Annex B

(paragraph 3 bis of the Montreal Protocol and decision |1V/ 28)

80. I ntroduci ng the Wrking Goup's discussion of agenda item 7(g), the
/...
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Chairman drew attention to the difficulties faced in developing a |ist of
products containing controlled substances from Annex B, as outlined in the
report of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent Panel. He invited the

Chai rman of the Legal Drafting Goup to present a |egal opinion

81. The Chairnan of the Legal Drafting Goup said that, although

Article 3 bis, of the Protocol clearly stated that the |ist was to be
establ i shed by a given date, there were reasons why the establishnent of
such a list would be both difficult and inpractical. Having reviewed the
rel evant articles of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties and their
applicability in the current case, he suggested that the Meeting of the
Parti es shoul d adopt a decision giving express consent as provided for in

t he Convention, which allowed for the term nation of a provision of a
treaty by consent of the Parties after consultation with other Parties in
specified circumstances. 1In addition, Since some Parties night not be
represented at the Sixth Meeting of the Parties, he suggested that the
consul tation requirenent of the Vienna Convention could be satisfied if the
draft decision was brought to the attention of all Parties w th other

docunent ation for the Meeting.

82. Anot her representative agreed with the Chairman of the Legal Drafting
Group in principle. The issue should also be seen in the context of trade
guesti ons under the Montreal Protocol. The draft decision should consider
three paraneters: feasibility; efficacy; and the effectiveness of

contributing to the environnental objective.

83. The Conmittee then recommended that the Sixth Meeting of the Parties
shoul d decide that, in view of the tightening of the phase-out schedule for
Annex B substances from 1 January 2000 and 1 January 1996, that the

el aboration of the list called for in Article 4, paragraph 3 bis would be
of little practical consequence and that the work entailed in drawi ng up
and adopting such a |ist would be disproportionate to the benefits, if any,

to the ozone | ayer.
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7 (h): Recommendations of the Technical and Economic Assessnent Pane

regardi ng nmet hyl bronide

84. I ntroduci ng the di scussion of agenda item 7(h), the Chairman drew
attention to the definitions of "bul k substances", "quarantine" and
"preshipment" as related to nethyl brom de contained in Appendix 3 of the

report of the Technol ogy and Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel

85. The Worki ng Group approved the reconmendati on of the Technol ogy and
Econoni ¢ Assessnent Panel relating to the definition of "bulk substances”
under decision I/12A, nanely, that "trade and supply of nethyl bromide in
cylinders or in any other container in units greater than two kil ogrames

net may be regarded as trade in 'bulk'".

86. Several representatives, some expressing concerns about the
feasibility of proposed alternatives for nethyl brom de, said that they did
not support the reconmendati on of the Technol ogy and Econoni c Assessnent
Panel that there should be no exenptions fromcontrols on nethyl bron de
for quarantine and preshi pnent uses. One of those representatives stated
that the Parties should wait for the report of the Methyl Brom de Technica
Options Committee, while another pointed out that a general control schene
was to be devel oped at the Seventh Meeting of the Parties and that
therefore the recomendati on was prenmature. The same representative asked
why the Panel had recomrended using the essential use process, which
applied only after the phase-out date for a substance, and believed it was

difficult to find any rationale to anend Article 2 H of the Protocol

87. Sone representatives indicated their preferences regarding the
proposed definitions of "quarantine" and "preshipment" in the Assessnent
Panel 's report. One, however, suggested that the Parties should use the
sanme definition of "quarantine" as that adopted by the Food and Agriculture

Organi zation of the United Nations.
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88. The Ozone Secretariat noted that the reconmendati ons required an
amendnent to the Protocol, and that amendment would not enter into force

before the tine at which the 1995 amendnents were bei ng discussed.



Annex |

ESSENTI AL USE NOM NATI ONS:

METERED DOSE | NHALERS

QUANTI TY

COUNTRY CATEGORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON

AUSTRALI A AERCSOL CFC 11 1996 80 VDI RECOMVENDED
AUSTRALI A AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 10 VDI RECOMVENDED
AUSTRALI A AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 200 VDI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 152 VDI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 70 VDI RECOMVENDED
CANADA AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 377 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- BELG UM AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 90 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- BELG UM AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 95 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- DENMARK AEROSOL CFCS 1996 <5 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 618 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC 113 1996 30.1 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 153 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- FRANCE AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 1063 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- GERVANY AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 178 VDI RECOMVENDED



EC- GERMANY
EC- GERMANY
EC- | RELAND
EC- | RELAND
EC- | TALY
EC- | TALY
EC- | TALY
EC- | TALY
EC- PORTUGAL
EC- PORTUGAL
EC- PORTUGAL
EC- SPAI N
EC- SPAI N
EC- SPAI N
EC- SPAI N

AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL

CFC- 114
CFC-12
CFC-11
CFC-12
CFC-11
CFC- 113
CFC- 114
CFC-12
CFC-11
CFC-12
CFC- 114
CFC-11
CFC-12
CFC- 113
CFC- 114

1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996
1996

178
417
145
264
145

50

340
3. 63
8. 38
1.2
146
362

39

RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED



ESSENTI AL USE NOM NATI ONS:

METERED DOSE | NHALERS

QUANTI TY
COUNTRY CATEGORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON
EC- UK AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 1031 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- UK AEROSOL CFC 113 1996 32 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- UK AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 363 VDI RECOMVENDED
EC- UK AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 1762 VDI RECOMVENDED
FI NLAND AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 6 VDI RECOMVENDED
FI NLAND AERCSOL CFC 12 1996 16 VDI RECOMVENDED
JAPAN AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 75 VDI RECOMVENDED
JAPAN AEROSOL CFC 113 1996 1 VDI RECOMVENDED
JAPAN AERCSOL CFC- 114 1996 22 VDI RECOMVENDED
JAPAN AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 142 VDI RECOMVENDED
POLAND AEROSOL CFC 11 1996 330 MEDI CAL RECOMVENDED
POLAND AEROSOL CFC 12 1996 330 NEDI CAL
RECOMVENDED POLAND AEROSOL CFC- 114 1996 40
MEDI CAL RECOMVENDED S. AFRI CA AEROSOL CFC 11

1996 59 VDI RECOMVENDED

S. AFRI CA AEROSOL CFC 11 1997 67 VDI RECOMVENDED



S. AFRI CA

S. AFRI CA

S. AFRI CA

S. AFRI CA
SW TZERLAND
SW TZERLAND
SW TZERLAND
USA

USA

USA

USA

USA

USA

AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL
AERCSOL

CFC- 114
CFC- 114
CFC-12
CFC-12
CFC-11
CFC- 114
CFC-12
CFC-11
CFC-11
CFC- 114
CFC- 114
CFC-12
CFC-12

1996
1997
1996
1997
1996
1996
1996
1996
1997
1996
1997
1996
1997

123
138

749.
658.
343.

N W 0

343.
2363. 2
2177

RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED
RECOMVENDED



ESSENTI AL USE NOM NATI ONS:  SOLVENTS

QUANTI TY
COUNTRY CATEGORY CHEM CAL YEAR ( TONNES) USE ACTI ON
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1996 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1997 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
[ USA SOLVENTS TCA 1998 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 1999 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 2000 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED
USA SOLVENTS TCA 2001 56. 8 SPACE SHUTTLE RECOMVENDED)]



Annex |1

Conditions applied to exenption for |aboratory and anal ytical uses

1. Laboratory purposes are identified at this time to include equi prent
calibration; wuse as extraction solvents, diluents, or carriers for

cheni cal analysis; biochenical research; inert solvents for chemca
reactions, as a carrier or |laboratory chem cal and other critica

anal ytical and | aboratory purposes. Production for |aboratory and

anal yti cal purposes is authorized provided that these | aboratory and

anal ytical chem cals shall contain only controlled substances nanufactured

to the followi ng purities:

CTC (reagent grade) 99.5
1,1, 1-trichl oroet hane 99.0
CFC- 11 99.5
CFC- 13 99.5
CFC- 12 99.5
CFC- 113 99.5
CFC- 114 99.5
O her wBoiling P>20° C 99.5
O her wBoiling P<20° C 99.0
2. These pure, controlled substances can be subsequently m xed by

manuf acturers, agents, or distributors with other chem cals controlled or
not controlled by the Montreal Protocol as is customary for |aboratory and

anal ytical uses.

3. These high purity substances and m xtures containing controlled
subst ances shall be supplied only in re-closable containers or high

pressure cylinders smaller than three litres or in 10 mllilitre or smaller



gl ass anpoul es, marked clearly as substances that deplete the ozone |ayer,
restricted to | aboratory use and anal ytical purposes and specifying that
used or surplus substances should be collected and recycled, if practical

The material should be destroyed if recycling is not practical

4. Parties shall annually report for each controlled substance produced:
the purity; the quantity; the application, specific test standard, or

procedure requiring its uses; and the status of efforts to elimnate its

use in each application. Parties shall also submit copies of published

i nstructions, standards, specifications, and regul ations requiring the use

of the controll ed substance.



