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I. INTRODUCTION
1.
The twenty-ninth meeting of the Implementation Committee under the Non-compliance Procedure
for the Montreal Protocol was held at the headquarters of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the
United Nations in Rome, Italy, on 23 and 24 November 2002.
II. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS
A. Opening of the meeting
2.
The President of the Committee, Mr. Mahfuzul Haque (Bangladesh), opened the meeting at 10 a.m.
on 23 November 2002.
B. Attendance
3.
The meeting was attended by representatives of Australia, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Bulgaria, Ghana,
Jamaica, Senegal, Slovakia, Sri Lanka, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland.
4.
The meeting was also attended by representatives of the Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol and the implementing agencies of the Fund – the United Nations
Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO),
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the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the World Bank. The full list of participants is
contained in Annex II to the present report.
5.
At the invitation of the Committee, representatives of Albania, Belize, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Paraguay,
Russian Federation attended in order to present information on their respective countries’ progress
towards compliance with the Montreal Protocol. The representative of Tajikistan had been invited to
attend but was not present.
6.
Also at the invitation of the Committee, the meeting was attended by the Chair and Vice-Chair of
the Executive Committee of the Multilafteral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol.
C. Adoption of the agenda and organization of work
7.
The Committee adopted the following agenda, based on the provisional agenda circulated as
document UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ImpCom/29/1:
1.

Opening of the meeting;

2.

Adoption of the agenda and organization of work;

3.

Report of the Secretariat on data and compliance issues;

4.

Statements by the:
(a)

Fund Secretariat;

(b)

Implementing Agencies (UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO, the World Bank), on the activities
carried out in Article 5 Parties and Parties with economies in transition to facilitate the
implementation and compliance with the Montreal Protocol;

2.

Information on compliance by Parties present at the invitation of the Implementation
Committee;

3.

Review of the status of compliance with specific decisions of the Parties by Bangladesh,
Chad, Comoros, Honduras, Mongolia, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
Samoa (decision XIII/16), Russian Federation (decision XIII/17), Armenia
(decision XIII/18) Kazakhstan (decision XIII/19), Tajikistan (decision XIII/20), Belize
(decision XIII/22), Cameroon (decision XIII/23), Ethiopia (decision XIII/24), Peru
(decision XIII/25);

4.

Consideration of the report of the Secretariat on Parties that have established licensing
systems (Article 4B, paragraph 4 of the Montreal Protocol);

5.

Other matters;

6.

Adoption of the report of the meeting;

7.

Closure of the meeting.
III. REPORT OF THE SECRETARIAT ON DATA AND COMPLIANCE ISSUES

8.
The Ozone Secretariat presented the report of the Secretariat on data and compliance issues, as
contained in documents UNEP/OzL.Pro/14/3 and UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/2. The Secretariat
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observed that some of the data contained in the documents was out of date as a result of data submitted by
Parties after they had gone to print, a problem which constantly recurred.
9.
On data, Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol required Parties to report yearly data within nine
months. Over the last three years about 50 per cent of Parties had reported within the deadline, an
improvement on the previous rate of between 25 and 40 per cent. Over time, almost all Parties did
manage to report data; rates now stood at 99 per cent for 1998 data, 96 per cent for 1999, and 91 per cent
for 2000.
10. Compliance review started with the data report, but the Secretariat reminded the Committee that
under previous decisions of the Committee, other information, including dates of ratification of the
Protocol and its amendments, and levels of assistance received from the Multilateral Fund or Global
Environment Facility also had to be presented to the Committee. This process was becoming more and
more complicated, and the Secretariat would make greater efforts to promote synergy with the
Multilateral Fund Secretariat and its implementing agencies. The Committee agreed to defer discussion of
compliance issues to item 6 of its agenda.
IV. STATEMENTS ON ACTIVITIES CARRIED OUT IN ARTICLE 5 PARTIES AND PARTIES
WITH ECONOMIES IN TRANSITION TO FACILITATE THE IMPLEMENTATION AND
COMPLIANCE WITH THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL
(a) Multilateral Fund Secretariat
11. The Chief Officer of the Multilateral Fund Secretariat explained that the thirty-eighth meeting of
the Executive Committee, the last of nine meetings of the Executive Committee held during the triennium
period 2000 to 2002. He introduced the work of the Executive Committee, which to date had approved
more than $1,500 million worth of funding of projects and other activities in over 125 Article 5 countries
with grants ranging from $50,000 to multimillion dollar grants to countries such as China. The approvals
during 2002 would phase out some 42,000 tonnes of ODP-weighted consumption and 24,000 tonnes of
ODP-weighted production. He noted that 2002 marked a significant departure from the usual course of
the Multilateral Fund. The Executive Committee had been able to virtually finalize discussions on the
implementation of the framework of strategic planning of the Multilateral Fund. There had been
agreement at the beginning of the triennium of the need to empower Article 5 countries to take control of
their phase-out programmes. This had led to the adoption of the framework for strategic planning which
culminated in the adoption at the thirty-eighth meeting of a three-year phase-out plan for the Multilateral
Fund. He noted that all Article 5 countries must comply with 50 per cent phase-out of CFCs by the
beginning of 2005 and 85 per cent by the beginning of 2007. 2002 was marked by a sharp increase in the
approval of national and sectoral phase-out plans. All large volume consuming countries of ODS had
received enough approvals from the Executive Committee to ensure that they would meet the phase-out.
There were fifteen such countries that did not need further assistance from the Multilateral Fund in order
to meet these compliance targets. The majority of Article 5 countries which were low volume consuming
countries had received assistance for the implementation of Refrigerant Management Plans which would
ensure their compliance with the Protocol 2005 and 2007 targets. The implementation of the Refrigerant
Management Plans posed a challenge for the Multilateral Fund as experience had shown that the end of
phase-out was the most difficult period in countries.
12. Responding to a question from a member of the Committee about Uganda’s request for a change in
its baseline data for methyl bromide, the Chief Officer of the Fund Secretariat explained that such a
change should not affect the agreement between the Executive Committee and the government of Uganda
to phase out the entire controlled consumption of methyl bromide in Uganda through the implementation
of a project approved by the Executive Committee.
(b) United Nations Development Programme
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13. The representative of the United Nations Development Programme drew the Committee’s attention
to the large number of low-volume-consuming countries assisted by UNDP. In general the last year had
been very successful, with a steady move away from project funding towards national and sectoral phaseout agreements. Most of the countries listed as raising compliance issues in document
UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/2 were not those assisted by UNDP. Of those that were, UNDP would work
with Nigeria to provide baseline methyl bromide data and to implement the CFC phase-out plan which
had just been approved by the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund. Problems were still being
experienced with data reporting by Pakistan, partly caused by the appointment of successive ozone
officers. Bangladesh was still in non-compliance, but the completion of a major foam project would
return it to compliance. Nepal was also in non-compliance and projects there were not progressing well,
perhaps because of political problems; UNDP would continue its efforts with UNEP to bring Nepal back
into compliance. Funding for Armenia’s country programme had been approved in principle by the GEF
Council, but the approval was conditional to the resolution of inconsistencies between data reported to the
Ozone Secretariat and that included in the Country Programme; given that Armenia had now applied for
reclassification as an Article 5 Party, it was possible that the same proposals would be submitted to the
Multilateral Fund.
(c) United Nations Environment Programme
14. The representative of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) drew attention to the
report submitted to the Committee by the Energy and OzonAction Unit of the UNEP Division of
Technology, Industry and Economics related to compliance status containing general and country specific
issues with particular emphasis on Article 5, Article 7 and Article 4B of the Montreal Protocol. He
detailed the work of the UNEP OzonAction Programme throughout the world, in particular, the new
Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP) of UNEP, emphasizing the overall trends in CFC, halon and
methyl bromide consumption in Article 5 countries. He noted that although the overall consumption
trends for CFCs and halons were good, trends in methyl bromide consumption were of concern. He
presented a regional comparison of consumption of CFCs, halons and methyl bromide and noted that
compliance should be irrespective of country size and consumption.
15. Out of 76 countries where UNEP was the implementing agency, nine had come back into
compliance since 2000 and 29 countries had sustained methyl bromide consumption at zero from 1999 to
2001. He stressed the need to continue to assist these countries in terms of capacity building and noninvestment projects. There had been progress in data reporting in 2001. Some 62 per cent of the countries
were in compliance, with 30 per cent non-reporting by both Article 5 and non-Article 5 countries, and
non-compliance in 8 per cent.
16. He emphasized that policy setting was a beginning and it was necessary to examine how to
enhance policy enforcement assistance to countries. The specific needs of low volume consuming
countries needed to be addressed and there was an urgent need to establish an information network on
illegal trade in ODS to enhance regional cooperation, with biannual meetings among representatives of
implementing agencies, the Ozone Secretariat and the Multilateral Fund Secretariat.
17. He suggested that the Implementation Committee should serve as an early warning institution and
said that informal non-compliance sessions during the network meetings were critical with attendance by
implementing agencies, the Ozone Secretariat and the Multilateral Fund Secretariat. He noted that there
was a need to develop a mechanism to give a platform to a number of Article 5 countries in Europe and
countries with economies in transition which had been left out of the process.
18. Responding to questions from members of the Implementation Committee, he agreed that a number
of low-volume-consuming countries, such as Nepal, Fiji and Maldives, found it very difficult to import
small quantities of ozone-depleting substances, both because exporters were unwilling to ship very small
quantities and because it was generally cheaper to buy in bulk. These countries had found themselves
importing well over their consumption allowance in a single year, which put them in non-compliance with
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the Protocol, but then banning imports in subsequent years until the stockpile was used up. For example,
Nepal had introduced a licensing system in February 2001. Their baseline was around 25 tonnes but
around 100 tonnes had been imported, and after consultation, Nepal had decided to ban imports
informally for the next five years. They had assured UNEP that they would try to maintain their use
below or at the baseline. UNEP stressed, however, that the Committee should address the concerns of A5
countries.
19. A representative of the Secretariat observed, however, that the Implementation Committee had a
clear mandate in relation to assessing compliance of parties under the Montreal Protocol. In the cases of
Nepal and the Maldives, deviations from the baseline consumption were very high and this required
attention.
20. Responding to a further question about Cameroon, the representative of UNEP commented that
UNEP’s African regional coordinator, assisted by the Executive Secretary of the Ozone Secretariat, had
gone to considerable lengths to establish communications with the Government of Cameroon. The
problem seemed to due to repeated changes in the personnel responsible for ozone protection, and an
inability or unwillingness on the part of the Government to resolve the situation. The representatives of
the Multilateral Fund Secretariat and of UNIDO confirmed, however, that a number of large projects had
recently been completed, which should help in returning Cameroon to compliance.
21. A representative of the Secretariat drew attention to the time, energy and resources that the
Secretariat spent collecting data reports. He asked whether implementing agencies, especially those with
Institutional Strengthening projects, could assist in terms of encouraging countries to report their data in a
timely manner. He gave the example of countries which had had projects running for between five and
eight years but had failed to submit any data.
(d) United Nations Industrial Development Organization
22. The representative of the United Nations Industrial Development Organisation observed that
UNIDO was closely attuned to the new compliance strategies aiming at national sectoral phase-out plans,
and continued to work closely with other implementing agencies. Methyl bromide phase-out was
progressing in many countries, and in fact had already been completed in two. Of the Parties assisted by
UNIDO, particular problems were being experienced in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Libyan Arab
Jamahirya. Both countries had anomalously low baseline figures, because of the war in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and the international embargo on Libyan Arab Jamahirya during the baseline reporting
period. As their economies had expanded following the end of these difficult periods, it was inevitable
that consumption had risen, putting them in a situation of non-compliance. The Committee was requested,
therefore, to look at these issues taking into account the unique problems of the countries in the
compliance period.
23. Responding to questions from members of the Committee, the representative of UNIDO added
that after the war, Bosnia-Herzegovina had tried to organise a consultative process with the stakeholders
to ensure regular feedback on consumption figures. UNIDO had regular meetings with the ozone officer
and had explained the implications of not reporting data and not determining baseline figures. They had
advised Bosnia-Herzegovina to be present in the subject meeting. Moreover, a letter had been sent by the
government of Bosnia-Herzegovina on 11 November 2002 to the Secretariat but it did not contain the
required figures. Responding to a further question about information on Uganda’s request for a change in
its baseline data, he stated that Uganda had not informed UNIDO on this new development.
(e) The World Bank
24. The representative of the World Bank informed the meeting that the Russian Federation had
submitted data which showed that there had been no production of Annex A and B substances in their
country. He informed the meeting of the approval of a project for China for 85 per cent phase-out of
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carbon tetrachloride (CTC) by 2005. The Government of Pakistan had provided data for 2001 which
showed that they were in compliance with the CFC freeze and should meet 50 per cent production for
2001. The World Bank was working with Pakistan on its country update. Pakistan appeared to be in
compliance on Annex 1 Group II but this was complicated due to variance in data over the last three years
and the lack of Multilateral Fund projects on halons. He also gave updates on the partial phase-out of
ODS in the manufacturing sector in the Philippines by 2005 to a complete phase-out by 2009 as well as
an update on the situation in Argentina. He told the meeting that the World Bank had conducted
extensive discussions with the Government of the Bahamas to ask it to submit data in a timely fashion.
That data were currently with their national ozone committee and would be forwarded to the Ozone
Secretariat. The Bahamas were implementing a new digital system to monitor and track ODS in and out
of the country and were increasing dialogue with the customs authorities of the United States of America
to monitor ODS bound for the US from the Bahamas. He noted that all the countries with institutional
strengthening (IS) projects managed by the World Bank had reported and were in compliance.
25. Responding to questions from members of the Committee about the eligibility of non-Article 5
countries with economies in transition to funding for phase-out of HCFCs, the representative of the World
Bank stated that the GEF had recently approved a work plan for 50 million dollars for HCFC activities,
though precisely what this covered had yet to be defined.
V. INFORMATION ON COMPLIANCE BY PARTIES PRESENT AT THE INVITATION OF THE
IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE
(a) Russian Federation
26. The representative of the Russian Federation confirmed that production of Annex and B ODS for
end use had closed on 20 December 2000, and exports and imports had ceased on 1 March 2000 . The
decision of the Government in May 1999 had banned the establishment of any new production facilities.
The Special Phase-Out Initiative had been successfully implemented with full support from the
international community; seven production facilities had been closed and the equipment dismantled or
converted. These activities contributed to a reduction in production not only in the Russian Federation but
throughout the former Soviet Union, and also to a reduction in illegal trade. A GEF project to phase out
residual consumption would be completed in 2003. The Ozone Commission had prepared a plan for
national phase-out for the period 2002–05, and it was due to be submitted to the Government for approval
in December 2002. The Russian Federation was experiencing acute problems with the phase-out of CFC
consumption for use in MDIs, and he called for the help of the international community in achieving this.
(b) Belize
27. The representative of Belize presented a request for baseline change. He explained that the
Executive Committee had approved the preparation of a country programme and a refrigerant
management plan at its twenty-fifth meeting in July 1998. In 1998, an international consultant had been
hired to carry out data collection. It had been necessary to collect and analyze historical import and
consumption, with consumption taken to be equal to imports. All ODS data were taken from the central
statistics office with a few visits to importers. It became clear early in the exercise that the data gathered
would only yield best estimates but this was, nevertheless, the data used to establish the baseline
consumption level of 16.3 tonnes. All ODS, including CFCs, were classified as halogenated derivatives
of hydrocarbons under a single code by the customs department. It had, therefore, been impossible to
break-down information for imports for 1995, 1996 and 1997. The central statistics office was used
mainly for trade data with raw data sourced from customs records. Under the reporting requirements of
the Montreal Protocol, the national ozone unit, established in January 2001, was required to collect,
analyze and report consumption to the Secretariat. In reviewing earlier data, the national ozone unit
found large discrepancies between the data originally made available to the consultant and the actual
quantities of CFCs imported. There were also discrepancies in 1999 and 2001 data. Although it had been
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claimed that methyl bromide and halons had been imported, neither of them had actually been imported to
Belize. Technicians, the end users, were also interviewed and their information compared to customs
data.
28. By the time the national ozone unit was established in January 2001 there had been three
significant events that had improved data collection. The customs department had completed the
installation of an information management system in 1998; chapter 38 of the Laws of Belize was
amended to incorporate the revised customs tariff and trade classification to disaggregate specific
halogenated derivatives of hydrocarbons, and importers had gained a greater understanding of the
Montreal Protocol and therefore provided the National Ozone Unit with more reliable data. He noted that
the revised import data for the period 1995 to 2001 showed the true baseline for the period to be 27.5
metric tonnes. He also noted that the Government of Belize was requesting a revision of the baseline to
25 metric tonnes. He added that activities to strengthen the Belize ozone programme were required such
as training of customs officers, an aggressive mobile air conditioner retrofit promotion campaign,
strengthening of the training programme for refrigeration technicians and an aggressive monitoring and
evaluation programme as well as public education and awareness-raising campaigns on the ozone
programme in Belize.
29. The representative of Australia asked the representative of Belize for clarification of the baseline
revision in ODP tonnes.
(c) Albania
30. The representative explained that Albania was a relative newcomer to the Vienna Convention and
the Montreal Protocol. During 2001 and 2002, Albania had cooperated with UNEP in a national
participatory process to assess their national situation, and carry out ODS data collection and analysis.
Albania had reported data for 1995 to 2000 as well as for the control period. She explained that due to
various problems including limited resources and economic problems that detracted from environmental
protection, it seemed unlikely that Albania would be able to comply with 2005 and 2007 targets. The
national phase-out plan proposed a complete phase-out by the end of 2008. She noted that a new law had
entered into force in October 2002 which banned the import of new or secondhand equipment using ODS;
import and use of ODS required a permit; work was progressing on regulatory acts to achieve a CFC
freeze during 2003 and Albania was implementing the first phase of an institutional strengthening project
with funds that were made available in July 2002. She underlined the importance of the triennium period
2003 to 2005 for Albania in the lead up to complete phase-out in 2008.
(d) Nigeria
31. The representative of Nigeria reaffirmed his country's commitment to its obligations under the
Montreal Protocol and noted that data submitted to the Ozone Secretariat showed a progressive
improvement in their performance towards coming into compliance. He noted that there were a number
of investment projects presently being implemented in Nigeria, several with accelerated completion. The
plan for 2002 was to phase out about 333.5 metric tonnes of CFC. In order to strengthen and sustain
compliance, Nigeria had elaborated a national CFC phase-out plan setting out compliance-conscious CFC
reduction targets presented to the thirty-eighth Meeting of the Executive Committee. The targets would
be achieved through investment projects in the foam, refrigeration and aerosol sectors; implementation of
a refrigerant management plan; strengthening of ODS quota and import licensing system, and policy and
legislative measures. He assured the committee that Nigeria would continue to remain in compliance
with its binding obligations to the Montreal Protocol.
(e) Ethiopia
32. The representative of Ethiopia explained that CFC consumption in his country was mainly in the
refrigeration sector. The Ethiopian country programme included a refrigerant management plan, a
conversion project and recycling project. Unfortunately, the start of the recycling project had been

7

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/3
planned prior to 1998 but delayed until early 2002 due to withdrawal of the assisting agency for political
reasons. The recycling project aimed to phase out 70 tonnes of CFCs over five years. He said that the
national ozone unit was working to increase public awareness, draft new ODS legislation and implement
training programmes, amongst others. The current trend showed that the use of CFCs was declining and
he hoped that the country would be able to comply with its obligations under the Montreal Protocol with
the assistance of the Multilateral Fund and implementing agencies.
(f) Paraguay
33. The representative of Paraguay presented a request for a change in baseline data. This arose from a
difference in the data held by the Ozone Secretariat and that which had been recorded by the National
Ozone Unit in Paraguay. He believed that the ozone staff at the time had forwarded only partial reports,
and that the figures provided to the Multilateral Fund Secretariat were correct. On that basis, the baseline
figure for CFCs should be revised upwards from 157.4 to 210.6 ODP-tonnes. This would make no
difference to the status of compliance of Paraguay, as current consumption was well below even the
original baseline figure.
34. In response to questions from members of the Committee about submission of data, the
representative of Nigeria noted that its 2001 data had been submitted to the Secretariat while Ethiopia
noted that its data for the control period had already been submitted. The Secretariat confirmed that it had
received a copy of the Ethiopian action plan.
VI. REVIEW OF THE STATUS OF COMPLIANCE WITH SPECIFIC DECISIONS OF THE
PARTIES BY BANGLADESH, CHAD, COMOROS, HONDURAS, MONGOLIA, NIGER,
NIGERIA, OMAN, PAPUA NEW GUINEA, PARAGUAY, SAMOA (decision XIII/16),
RUSSIAN FEDERATION (decision XIII/17), ARMENIA (decision XIII/18), KAZAKHSTAN
(decision XIII/19), TAJIKISTAN (decision XIII/20), BELIZE (decision XIII/22), CAMEROON
(decision XIII/23), ETHIOPIA (decision XIII/24), PERU (decision XIII/25);
35. The Ozone Secretariat presented the report of the Secretariat on the review of the situations of
potential non-compliance arising out of the data report, as well as the status of compliance with decisions
of the Parties, and recommendations of the Implementation Committee, on non-compliance issues, as
contained in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/2. Parties were grouped according to the
categorizations agreed at the 28th Meeting of the Committee.
36. The Secretariat apologized for sending out the report late, but observed that this was a constant
problem. Parties were often slow to respond to requests from the Secretariat in following up
recommendations of the Implementation Committee and decisions of the Meeting of the Parties, and the
Secretariat always preferred to give information to the Committee rather than simply reporting that a
Party had not responded to its request. As a result, the Secretariat often had to leave production of the
report later than it would like.
37. The Implementation Committee discussed the points raised by the Secretariat in its report,
including in closed session attended only by the members of the Committee.
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Non-compliance with the requirement to report base year data (Article 7 paragraphs 1 and 2)
38. Twenty-eight Article 5 Parties had not reported data for one or more of the base years (1986, 1989
or 1991) for one or more groups of controlled substances, as required by Article 7 of the Montreal
Protocol. The Secretariat observed that in the case of countries that had ratified the Protocol only recently,
this data may not in fact exist, or at least be difficult to obtain. Furthermore, since the Protocol was later
adjusted to set later baseline years for the determination of compliance by Article 5 Parties, the original
base year data in practice was of no value, and Parties sometime found it difficult to understand why it
should be reported. Nevertheless, under Article 7 of the Protocol, a failure to report the original base year
data placed the Party in non-compliance.
39. The Secretariat further observed that Parties faced a similar position with respect to Article 9
paragraph 3 of the Protocol, under which they were supposed to report every two years on their activities
on research, development, public awareness and exchange of information. Although this had been useful
in the early years of the Protocol, it was of little value now, and the Implementation Committee had
reached an informal understanding that the requirements of the Article were fulfilled by the regular
reports from the Assessment Panels and WMO.
40. The Committee decided, however, that the question of baseline data was a more serious matter,
requiring a decision of the Meeting of the Parties. The Secretariat suggested that the best way to proceed
was for the Secretariat to work with the Parties to produce best the possible estimates of the base year
data, as allowed under Article 7 of the Protocol. The Committee agreed to refer the matter to the Legal
Drafting Group to prepare a draft decision for the Meeting of the Parties on the provision of base year
data under Article 7.
Non-compliance with the requirement to report annual data (Article 7 paragraph 3)
41. Thirteen Parties temporarily classified as Article 5 had never reported any data to the Secretariat:
Cambodia, Cape Verde, Djibouti, Liberia, Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Rwanda, Sao
Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Suriname and Vanuatu.. The Committee noted that many of
these Parties had ratified the Protocol only recently, and that some of them had experienced periods of
civil unrest. However, almost all of them had received assistance with data collection and institutional
strengthening through the Multilateral Fund and its implementing agencies.
42. The Committee believed it was important that Parties should be reminded clearly of their
obligation to report data, and therefore agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference
room paper, containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, urging these Parties
to work together with UNEP under the Compliance Assistance Programme (CAP) and with other
Implementing Agencies of the Multilateral Fund to report data as quickly as possible to the Secretariat,
and to request the Implementation Committee to review the situation of these Parties with respect to data
reporting at its next meeting.
Issues related to reporting of baseline data under Article 5, paragraphs 3 and 8 ter (d)
43. Several Article 5 Parties had failed to report data for one or more of the years required to establish
their baselines: for Annex A: Angola and Haiti; and for Annex E: Cape Verde, Democratic Republic of
Congo, Djibouti, Federated States of Micronesia, Haiti, Democratic Republic of Korea, Liberia,
Maldives, Nigeria, Palau, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone, Somalia, and
Vanuatu. The Secretariat was therefore unable to determine these Parties’ status with regard to
compliance. Almost all of them had received assistance with data collection and institutional
strengthening through the Multilateral Fund and its implementing agencies.
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44. The Committee decided to adopt a similar approach to that adopted with respect to the group that
had never reported any data, and therefore agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a
conference room paper, containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, urging
these Parties to work closely with the agencies concerned to report data as quickly as possible to the
Secretariat, and to request the Implementation Committee to review the situation of these Parties with
respect to data reporting at its next meeting.
Non-compliance with the requirement to report annual data under Article 7, paragraph 3
45. In 2000 and 2001, only half of the Parties had reported their data to the Secretariat by the required
date of 30 September, which made the Secretariat’s job of analysing the data for the Implementation
Committee and the Meeting of the Parties very difficult.
46. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, using its standard wording on
encouraging Parties to report data as soon as possible.
47. The Secretariat observed that the mid-year control periods, from July to June, for which Article 5
Parties had to report data under Article 2A paragraph 2 of the Protocol, tended to cause some confusion
amongst Parties. It seemed likely that the current control period, which extended to eighteen months, from
1 July 2001 to 31 December 2002, would cause even greater confusion. The Committee agreed to add a
paragraph to the draft decision on data reporting reminding Article 5 Parties of the eighteen-month
control period.
Issues of non-compliance by Article 5 Parties
48. Several Article 5 Parties had reported consumption of Annex A Group I substances for 2000, 2001
and/or the control period 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001 which put them potentially or definitely in a
situation of non-compliance. The Committee decided to repeat the language used in previous decisions of
Meetings of the Parties dealing with non-compliance for all those Parties in this category that had not
already been identified in individual decisions of the 13th Meeting of the Parties. Those countries which
had been listed in earlier decision would be treated separately (see further below in paragraphs XX–YY).
After a discussion, the Committee further decided to treat all Parties in this category in the same manner
regardless of the scale of their excess consumption.
49. The Committee therefore agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room
paper, containing draft decisions on Albania, Bahamas, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Libyan Arab
Jamahirya, Maldives, Namibia, Nepal, and Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, as contained in Annex I to
the present report, containing the Party’s data identifying it as in a state of non-compliance, requesting
that the Party submit a plan of action to the Committee with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt
return to compliance, and describing the possible consequences.
Requests for baseline changes
50. Seven Parties had requested changes in their consumption data for baseline years: Belize, Bulgaria,
Paraguay, Qatar, Sri Lanka, Uganda and Yemen. The Committee recalled its decisions in previous
meetings to request Parties asking for changes in baseline data for full supporting information, including
the methodology used in calculating the proposed revised figure, and an explanation of why the earlier
figure was incorrect. Decision XIII/15 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties had advised Parties that requested
changes in reported baseline data to present their requests before the Implementation Committee, which
would in turn work with the Ozone Secretariat and the Executive Committee to confirm the justification
for the changes and present them to the Meeting of the Parties for approval.
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51. The Committee noted the submissions and presentations made by some of the Parties to the
Committee. The Committee further noted that in some cases the requested change would bring the Party
into compliance, whereas in other cases it would not, but decided that all requests for changes should be
treated on the same basis, regardless of their impact, and also regardless of the scale of the requested
change.
52. In the case of Belize, the information provided did not differentiate between the different species of
CFCs, so the Committee decided to request a full breakdown from Belize before the final baseline figure
could be confirmed.
53. In the case of Bulgaria, the figure contained in the UNEP Methyl Bromide Alternatives Report,
annexed to document UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/2, indicated consumption after deduction of the
volumes used for quarantine and pre-shipment uses of 86.3 tonnes, giving an adjusted figure of 51.78
ODP-tonnes, rather than the 54 ODP-tonnes that Bulgaria had initially requested.
54. The representative of Sri Lanka observed that his country’s request was not so much for a revision
as for a correction of one year’s figure which appeared to have been recorded wrongly. This appeared to
be the case also for Paraguay.
55. On this basis, the Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference
room paper, containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, recommending
changes in baseline data for Belize, Bulgaria, Paraguay and Sri Lanka.
56. In the case of Qatar, the Committee agreed that as no information had been provided, the
Committee could not accept the request. The Committee further agreed to ask Qatar to provide full
supporting information, including the methodology used in calculating the proposed revised figure, and
an explanation of why the earlier figure was incorrect, and to invite Qatar to the next meeting of the
Committee to present its request and to answer questions.
57. In the case of Uganda, the Committee acknowledged that some of the necessary information had
been provided, but agreed that it was not adequate for the Committee to agree to its request. The
Committee further agreed to ask Uganda to provide an explanation of why it believed its earlier baseline
figure was incorrect, and to invite Uganda to the next meeting of the Committee to present its request and
to answer questions.
58. In the case of Yemen, the Committee acknowledged with appreciation that much of the necessary
information had been provided, but agreed that it was still not adequate for the Committee to agree to its
request. The Committee further agreed to ask Yemen to provide supplementary information on the
following issues: on the validity of its assumption that all substances consumed during 1995–97 were
imported, or whether it was possible that some of the consumption may have been from stockpiles; on
whether there had been any manufacture of products containing ozone-depleting substances during 1995–
97; and on whether there had been any consumption of halons by the emergency services during 1995–97.
Non-compliance by non-Article 5 Parties with the control measures under Articles 2A to 2H
59. Armenia, Belarus, Latvia, Russian Federation and Ukraine had all reported consumption of ozonedepleting substances in 2000 in excess of the control limits which could not be explained by allowed
exemptions such as those for essential uses or export to Article 5 Parties. The Secretariat observed that in
some cases the deviation was very small, and was often due to consumption for laboratory and analytical
uses, which was allowed under a global exemption but was often reported wrongly by Parties.
Nevertheless, the Secretariat could not assume that the deviation was for allowed exemptions, and always
had to request information from the Parties concerned, which was not always provided quickly.
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60. The Committee recognised that in many cases the deviations might be explicable but nevertheless
felt that it had to treat these Parties on the same basis as all others that had reported excess consumption
or production for any given control period. Armenia and the Russian Federation would be the subject of
separate decisions pursuant to decisions of the 13th Meeting of the Parties, and the Committee agreed to
forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper, containing a draft decision, as
contained in Annex I to the present report, declaring Belarus, Latvia and Ukraine in non-compliance with
the control measures in 2000, requesting them to provide explanations for their non-compliance as a
matter of urgency, and requesting the Implementation Committee to review the situation at its next
meeting, and report to the Fifteenth Meeting of the Parties.
Status of non-compliance with previous decisions of the Parties
61. In order to facilitate its future discussions on Parties in non-compliance, the Committee agreed to
request the Secretariat to draw up a checklist of the items of information it would ask Parties to provide.
Bangladesh
62. Bangladesh had been identified in decision XIII/16 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in
non-compliance with its obligations. It had since provided information to the Secretariat which showed
that it was definitely in a state of non-compliance for the control period 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001.
However, the Committee recognised that the completion of a major foam project in January 2002 would
reduce CFC consumption and bring Bangladesh back into compliance.
63. The Committee therefore agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room
paper, containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising Bangladesh’s
state of non-compliance for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, accepting that it had already
undertaken measures designed to bring it back into compliance, and resolving to monitor the situation
closely.
Nigeria
64. The Committee recognised that Nigeria was in a similar situation to Bangladesh, in that it had been
identified in decision XIII/16 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in non-compliance, and had
reported data for 2000 and 2001 showing that it was still in non-compliance. It had recently submitted a
plan of action showing how it intended to move back into compliance, but the Committee decided that
specific benchmarks still needed to be agreed, and requested the President of the Committee to agree
them with Nigeria.
65. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising Nigeria’s state of
non-compliance for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, noting that it had submitted a plan of
action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a return to compliance by 2003, and resolving to monitor
the situation closely.
Russian Federation
66. The Committee noted that although the Russian Federation was in non-compliance with the phaseout benchmarks it had agreed for 1999 and 2000, the data it had submitted for 2001 confirmed the
complete phase-out of production and consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annexes A and B,
as noted by the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties in Decision XIII/17.
67. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, commending the efforts made
by the Russian Federation to comply with the control measures of the Montreal Protocol, and welcoming
its return to compliance.
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Armenia
68. Armenia had been identified in decision XIII/18 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in
non-compliance with its obligations, but it had also submitted a request for reclassification as an Article 5
Party. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising that Armenia was in
non-compliance with its obligations in 2000, acknowledging its request for reclassification as an Article 5
Party, and asking the Implementation Committee to review the issue once that matter was resolved.
Tajikistan
69. Tajikistan had been identified in decision XIII/20 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in
non-compliance with its obligations, and had agreed an action plan with time-specific benchmarks
designed to return it to compliance. The Secretariat reported that there were minor inconsistencies
between the report subsequently received from Tajikistan and that action plan; a representative had been
invited to attend the Implementation Committee meeting, but had been unable to be present due to travel
difficulties.
70. The Committee agreed to request the Secretariat to attempt to clarify the inconsistencies, and to
invite Tajikistan to the next meeting of the Implementation Committee if they could not be satisfactorily
clarified.
Cameroon
71. Cameroon had been identified in decision XIII/23 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in
non-compliance with its obligations, and had been requested to submit an action plan with time-specific
benchmarks designed to return it to compliance. The Committee noted that it had not yet done so, and
recalled the comments by UNEP that it had experienced difficulties in establishing good channels of
communication with the Government of Cameroon, and that there had been frequent changes in the ozone
officers in the country.
72. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising that Cameroon was
in non-compliance with its obligations, noting with regret that it had not fulfilled the requirements of
decision XIII/23, requesting it to provide a plan of action to the Secretariat as soon as possible, and in
time for it to be considered by the Implementation Committee at its next meeting in July 2003, further
requesting progress reports from UNEP and UNIDO, stressing to the Government of Cameroon the
accompanying need for it to establish and maintain an effective governmental policy and institutional
framework for the purposes of implementing and monitoring the national phase-out strategy, and
resolving to monitor the situation closely.
Belize
73. Belize had been identified in decision XIII/22 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in noncompliance with its obligations, and had reported data for the control period 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001
showing that it was still in non-compliance. It had recently submitted a plan of action showing how it
intended to move back into compliance, but the Committee decided that specific benchmarks still needed
to be agreed, and requested the President of the Committee to agree them with Belize.
74. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising Belize’s state of
non-compliance for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, noting that it had submitted a plan of
action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a return to compliance, and resolving to monitor the
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situation closely. It further agreed to insert a cross-reference to the request of Belize to change its baseline
data.
Ethiopia
75. Ethiopia had been identified in decision XIII/24 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties as being in
non-compliance with its obligations, and had reported data for the control period 1 July 2000 to 30 June
2001 showing that it was still in non-compliance. It had recently submitted a plan of action showing how
it intended to move back into compliance, but the Committee decided that specific benchmarks, and in
particular an end date for phase-out of CFCs, still needed to be agreed, and requested the President of the
Committee to agree them with Ethiopia.
76. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision as contained in Annex I to the present report, recognising Ethiopia’s state of
non-compliance for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, noting that it had submitted a plan of
action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a return to compliance, and resolving to monitor the
situation closely.
Parties now in compliance
77. The Committee noted with appreciation that the following Parties, whose compliance with the
Montreal Protocol was a subject of decisions of the Parties on non-compliance in 2001, had returned to
compliance and no further action was required: Chad, Honduras, Mongolia, Niger, Oman and Samoa
(Decision XIII/16), Argentina (Decision XIII/21) and Peru (Decision XIII/25).
VII. CONSIDERATION OF THE REPORT OF THE SECRETARIAT ON PARTIES THAT HAVE
ESTABLISHED LICENSING SYSTEMS (ARTICLE 4B, PARAGRAPH 4 OF THE
MONTREAL PROTOCOL);
78. The Secretariat introduced its report on the Parties that had established licensing systems under
Article 4B, paragraph 4 of the Montreal Protocol, contained in document UNEP/OzL.Pro/INF/2. The
Secretariat observed that although not all of the Parties that had ratified the Montreal Amendment had yet
provide information on whether they had established import and export licensing systems, many Parties
which had not yet ratified the Amendment had established such systems.
79. The Committee agreed to forward to the 14th Meeting of the Parties a conference room paper,
containing a draft decision, as contained in Annex I to the present report, noting with appreciation those
Parties that had established licensing systems, and calling on all Parties both to ratify the Montreal
Amendment and to establish licensing systems.
VIII.
80.

OTHER MATTERS

No other matters were raised for discussion.
IX. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT OF THE MEETING

81.

The Committee agreed to follow its customary procedure in approving its report.
X. CLOSURE OF THE MEETING.

82.
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Annex I
DRAFT DECISIONS
RECOMMENDED DECISIONS ON COMPLICANCE ISSUES
BY THE IMPLEMENTATION COMMITTEE

Decision XIV/… Data and information provided by the Parties in accordance with
Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol
1.

To note that the implementation of the Protocol by those Parties that have reported data is
satisfactory.

2.

To note with regret that 49 Parties out of the 180 that should have reported data for 2001 have not
reported to date, and that in general, reporting rates have not improved in recent years;

3.

To note further that lack of timely data reporting by Parties impedes effective monitoring and
assessment of Parties’ compliance with their obligations under the Montreal Protocol;

4.

To strongly urge Parties to report consumption and production data as soon as the figures are
available, rather than waiting until the final deadline of 30 September every year;

5.

To remind Parties operating under Article 5(1) that for the purposes of reporting data, under the
provisions of Article 2A paragraph 2 and Article 5 paragraph 8 bis (a) the current control period
extends from 1 July 2001 to 31 December 2002.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with data reporting requirements under Article 7 of the
Montreal Protocol by Parties temporarily classified as operating under Article 5 of the Protocol
1.

To note that the following Parties, temporarily classified as operating under Article 5, have not
reported any consumption or production data to the Secretariat: Cambodia, Cape Verde, Djibouti,
Liberia, Federated States of Micronesia, Nauru, Palau, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra
Leone, Somalia, Suriname and Vanuatu.

2.

To note that this situation places these Parties in non-compliance with their data reporting
obligations under the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To acknowledge that many of these Parties have only recently ratified the Montreal Protocol but
also to note that twelve of them have received assistance with data collection from the Multilateral
Fund through the Implementing Agencies;

4.

To urge these Parties to work together with UNEP under the Compliance Assistance Programme
(CAP) and with other Implementing Agencies of the Multilateral Fund to report data as quickly as
possible to the Secretariat, and to request the Implementation Committee to review the situation of
these Parties with respect to data reporting at its next meeting.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with data reporting requirement for the purpose of establishing
baselines under Article 5 paragraphs 3 and 8 ter (d)
1.
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To note that the following Parties have not reported data for one or more of the years which are
required for the establishment of baselines for Annex A and E to the Protocol, as provided for by
Article 5, paragraphs 3 and 8 ter (d):
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(a)

For Annex A: Angola, Haiti;

(b)

For Annex E: Cape Verde, Democratic Republic of Congo, Djibouti, Federated States of
Micronesia, Haiti, Democratic Republic of Korea, Liberia, Maldives, Nigeria, Palau, Saint
Kitts and Nevis, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Vanuatu;

2.

To note that this places these Parties in non-compliance with their data reporting obligations under
the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To stress that compliance by these Parties with the Montreal Protocol cannot be determined
without knowledge of this data;

4.

To note that fifteen out of sixteen of these Parties are receiving assistance with data collection from
the Multilateral Fund through the Implementing Agencies;

5.

To urge these Parties to work closely with the Agencies concerned to report the required data to the
Secretariat as a matter of urgency, and to request the Implementation Committee to review the
situation of these Parties with respect to data reporting at its next meeting.

Decision XIV/… Potential non-compliance with the freeze on CFC consumption by Parties
operating under Article 5 for the control period July 2000 to June 2001
1.

To note that, pursuant to decision X/29 of the Tenth Meeting of the Parties, the Implementation
Committee requested the Secretariat to write to those Parties operating under Article 5 that had
reported data on CFC consumption for either the year 2000 and/or 2001 that was above their
individual baselines;

2.

To note that Guatemala, Malta, Pakistan and Papua New Guinea have failed to report data for the
control period from 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001, and have reported annual data for either 2000 or
2001 which is above their baseline. In the absence of further clarification, these Parties are
presumed to be in non-compliance with the control measures under the Protocol;

3.

To urge these Parties to report data for the control period from 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001 as a
matter of urgency;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of these Parties with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that these Parties are working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, they should continue to be treated in the same manner as Parties in good
standing. In this regard, these Parties should continue to receive international assistance to enable
them to meet their commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that
might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this
decision, the Parties caution these Parties, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of
measures, that in the event that any Party fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the
Parties shall consider measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These
measures may include the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the
supply of CFCs (that is the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that importing Parties are not
contributing to a continuing situation of non-compliance.
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Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Albania
1.

To note that Albania ratified the Montreal Protocol on 8 October 1999. The country is classified as
a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol but has not had its country programme
approved by the Executive Committee. However, the Executive Committee has approved $215,060
from the Multilateral Fund to facilitate compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Albania’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 41 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of
62 and 69 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and 2001 respectively, and
consumption of 58 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze control
period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001 control
period, Albania was in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal
Protocol;

3.

To request that Albania submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with timespecific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Albania may wish to consider
including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline
levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and
regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Albania with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Albania is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, it should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good standing.
In this regard, Albania should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to meet these
commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken by a
Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the Parties
caution Albania, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the event that
it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures, consistent
with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the possibility of
actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the subject of
non-compliance) is ceased and that Albania is not contributing to a continuing situation of noncompliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Bahamas
1.

To note that Bahamas ratified the Montreal Protocol, the London Amendment and the Copenhagen
Amendment on 4 May 1993. The country is classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of
the Protocol and had its country programme approved by the Executive Committee in 1996. Since
approval of the country programme, the Executive Committee has approved $658,487 from the
Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Bahamas’ baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 41 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of
66 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and consumption of 87 ODP-tonnes of
Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze control period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June
2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, Bahamas was in noncompliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To request that Bahamas submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with timespecific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Bahamas may wish to consider
including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline
levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and
regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;
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4.

To closely monitor the progress of Bahamas with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Bahamas is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, it should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good standing.
In this regard, Bahamas should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to meet
these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken
by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the
Parties caution Bahamas, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the
event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures,
consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the
possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the
subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Bahamas is not contributing to a continuing situation
of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Bolivia
1.

To note that Bolivia ratified the Montreal Protocol, the London Amendment and the Copenhagen
Amendment on 3 October 1994, and the Montreal Amendment on 12 April 1999. The country is
classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol and had its country programme
approved by the Executive Committee in 1995. Since approval of the country programme, the
Executive Committee has approved $1,428,767 from the Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in
accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Bolivia’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 76 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of
79 and 77 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and 2001 respectively, and
consumption of 78 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze control
period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001 control
period, Bolivia was in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal
Protocol;

3.

To request that Bolivia submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with time-specific
benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Bolivia may wish to consider including in
this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline levels and
support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and regulatory
instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Bolivia with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Bolivia is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol control
measures, Bolivia should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good standing. In
this regard, Bolivia should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to meet these
commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken by a
Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the Parties
caution Bolivia, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the event that it
fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures, consistent
with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the possibility of
actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the subject of
non-compliance) is ceased and Bolivia is not contributing to a continuing situation of noncompliance.
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Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Bosnia and Herzegovina
1.

To note that Bosnia and Herzegovina ratified the Montreal Protocol on 6 March 1992. The country
is classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol and had its country programme
approved by the Executive Committee in 1999. Since approval of the country programme, the
Executive Committee has approved $1,308,472 from the Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in
accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Bosnia and Herzegovina’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 24 ODP-tonnes. It reported
consumption of 176 and 200 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and 2001
respectively. As a consequence, Bosnia and Herzegovina was in non-compliance with its
obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To request that Bosnia and Herzegovina submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action
with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Bosnia and Herzegovina
may wish to consider including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze
imports at baseline levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment,
and policy and regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Bosnia and Herzegovina with regard to the phase-out of ozonedepleting substances. To the degree that Bosnia and Herzegovina is working towards and meeting
the specific Protocol control measures, Bosnia and Herzegovina should continue to be treated in the
same manner as a Party in good standing. In this regard, Bosnia and Herzegovina should continue
to receive international assistance to enable it to meet these commitments in accordance with item
A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of
non-compliance. However, through this decision, the Parties caution Bosnia and Herzegovina, in
accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the event that it fails to return to
compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures, consistent with item C of the
indicative list of measures. These measures may include the possibility of actions available under
Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the subject of non-compliance) is ceased
and that Bosnia and Herzegovina is not contributing to a continuing situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Namibia
1.

To note that Namibia ratified the Montreal Protocol on 20 September 1993 and the London
Amendment on 6 November 1997. The country is classified as a Party operating under Article
5 (1) of the Protocol and had its country programme approved by the Executive Committee in
1995. Since approval of the country programme, the Executive Committee has approved $406,147
from the Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Namibia’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 22 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of
22 and 24 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and 2001 respectively, and
consumption of 23 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze control
period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001 control
period, Namibia was in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal
Protocol;

3.

To request that Namibia submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with timespecific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Namibia may wish to consider
including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline
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levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and
regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;
4.

To closely monitor the progress of Namibia with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Namibia is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, Namibia should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good
standing. In this regard, Namibia should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to
meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be
taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the
Parties caution Namibia, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the
event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures,
consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the
possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the
subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Namibia is not contributing to a continuing situation
of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Nepal
1.

To note that Nepal ratified the Montreal Protocol and the London Amendment on 6 July 1994. The
country is classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol and had its country
programme approved by the Executive Committee in 1998. Since approval of the country
programme, the Executive Committee has approved $432,137 from the Multilateral Fund to enable
compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Nepal’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 27 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of 94
ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000, and consumption of 94 ODP-tonnes of
Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze control period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June
2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001 control period, Nepal was in noncompliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To request that Nepal submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with time-specific
benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Nepal may wish to consider including in this
plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline levels and support
the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and regulatory instruments
that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Nepal with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Nepal is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol control
measures, Nepal should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good standing. In
this regard, Nepal should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to meet these
commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken by a
Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the Parties
caution Nepal, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the event that it
fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures, consistent
with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the possibility of
actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the subject of
non-compliance) is ceased and that Nepal is not contributing to a continuing situation of noncompliance.
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Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Saint Vincent and the
Grenadines
1.

To note that Saint Vincent and the Grenadines ratified the Montreal Protocol, the London
Amendment and the Copenhagen Amendment on 2 December 1996. The country is classified as a
Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol and had its country programme approved by the
Executive Committee in 1998. Since approval of the country programme, the Executive Committee
has approved $152,889 from the Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in accordance with Article
10 of the Protocol;

2.

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines’ baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 2 ODP-tonnes. It
reported consumption of 6 and 7 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000 and 2001
respectively, and consumption of 9 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances for the
consumption freeze control period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001. As a consequence, for the July
2000 to June 2001 control period, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines was in non-compliance with
its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol;

3.

To request that Saint Vincent and the Grenadines submit to the Implementation Committee a plan
of action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Saint Vincent
and the Grenadines may wish to consider including in this plan of action the establishment of
import quotas to freeze imports at baseline levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on
imports of ODS equipment, and policy and regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in
achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines with regard to the phase-out
of ozone-depleting substances. To the degree that Saint Vincent and the Grenadines is working
towards and meeting the specific Protocol control measures, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good standing. In this regard, Saint
Vincent and the Grenadines should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to meet
these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be taken
by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the
Parties caution Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of
measures, that in the event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall
consider measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may
include the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of
CFCs (that is the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Saint Vincent and the Grenadines is
not contributing to a continuing situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Libyan Arab Jamahirya
1.

To note that Libyan Arab Jamahirya ratified the Montreal Protocol on 11 July 1990 and the London
Amendment on 12 July 2001. The country is classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of
the Protocol and had its country programme approved by the Executive Committee in 2000. Since
approval of the country programme, the Executive Committee has approved $2,794,053 from the
Multilateral Fund to enable compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Libyan Arab Jamahirya’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 717 ODP-tonnes. It reported
consumption of 985 ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 985 ODP-tonnes in 2001, placing Libyan Arab
Jamahirya clearly in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal
Protocol.
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3.

To request that Libyan Arab Jamahirya submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action
with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Libyan Arab Jamahirya
may wish to consider including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze
imports at baseline levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment,
and policy and regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Libyan Arab Jamahirya with regard to the phase-out of ozonedepleting substances. To the degree that Libyan Arab Jamahirya is working towards and meeting
the specific Protocol control measures, Libyan Arab Jamahirya should continue to be treated in the
same manner as a Party in good standing. In this regard, Libyan Arab Jamahirya should continue to
receive international assistance to enable it to meet these commitments in accordance with item A
of the indicative list of measures that might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of noncompliance. However, through this decision, the Parties caution Libyan Arab Jamahirya, in
accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the event that it fails to return to
compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures, consistent with item C of the
indicative list of measures. These measures may include the possibility of actions available under
Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the subject of non-compliance) is ceased
and that Libyan Arab Jamahirya is not contributing to a continuing situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Maldives
1.

To note that Maldives ratified the Montreal Protocol on 16 May 1989, the London Amendment on
31 July 1991 and the Copenhagen Amendment and the Montreal Amendment on 27 September
2001. The country is classified as a Party operating under Article 5 (1) of the Protocol and had its
country programme approved by the Executive Committee in 1993. Since approval of the country
programme, the Executive Committee has approved $370,516 from the Multilateral Fund to enable
compliance in accordance with Article 10 of the Protocol;

2.

Maldives’ baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 5 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of 5
ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 14 ODP-tonnes in 2001, placing Maldives clearly in non-compliance with
its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol.

3.

To request that Maldives submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with timespecific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. Maldives may wish to consider
including in this plan of action the establishment of import quotas to freeze imports at baseline
levels and support the phase-out schedule, a ban on imports of ODS equipment, and policy and
regulatory instruments that will ensure progress in achieving the phase-out;

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Maldives with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Maldives is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, Maldives should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good
standing. In this regard, Maldives should continue to receive international assistance to enable it to
meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might be
taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision, the
Parties caution Maldives, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the
event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures,
consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the
possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the
subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Maldives is not contributing to a continuing situation
of non-compliance.
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Decision XIV/… Requests for changes in baseline data
1.

To note that in accordance with decision XIII/15 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties, Parties
that had requested changes in reported baseline data for the base years were asked to present their
requests before the Implementation Committee, which would in turn work with the Ozone
Secretariat and the Executive Committee to confirm the justification for the changes and present
them to the Meeting of the Parties for approval;

2.

To note that the following Parties have presented sufficient information to justify their requests for
a change in their baseline consumption of the relevant substances:

3.

(a)

Bulgaria to change baseline consumption data for Annex E substances in 1991 from zero to
51.78 ODP-tonnes,

(b)

Sri Lanka to change its baseline consumption data for Annex A, Group I substances from
400.4 to 445.6 ODP-tonnes,

(c)

Belize to change its baseline consumption data for Annex A, Group I substances from 16 to
24.4 ODP-tonnes;

(d)

Paraguay to change its baseline consumption data for Annex A, Group I substances from
157.4 to 210.6 ODP-tonnes;

To accept these requests for changes in the respective baseline data.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with consumption phase-out by Parties not operating under
Article 5 in 2000
1.

To note that Belarus, Latvia and Ukraine have reported data on consumption of substances in
Annexes A or B to the Montreal Protocol in 2000 above control levels as provided in Article 2 of
the Protocol;

2.

To note further that these Parties are in non-compliance with the control measures under Article 2
of the Montreal Protocol in 2000;

3.

To request these Parties to provide the Implementation Committee, through the Secretariat, with
explanations for their non-compliance, based on the data reported under Article 7 of the Protocol,
as a matter of urgency;

4.

To request the Implementation Committee to review the situation with regard to the phase-out of
ozone-depleting substances in these Parties at its next meeting, and report to the Fifteenth Meeting
of the Parties.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Bangladesh
1.
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To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/16 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties, the
Implementation Committee requested the Secretariat to write to Bangladesh since it had reported
data on CFC consumption for either the year 1999 and/or 2000 that was above its baseline, and was
therefore in a state of potential non-compliance;

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ImpCom/29/3
2.

To further note that Bangladesh’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 580 ODP-tonnes. It
reported consumption of 805 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances in 2000, and
consumption of 740 ODP-tonnes of Annex A, Group I substances for the consumption freeze
control period of 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001. As a consequence, for the July 2000 to June 2001
control period, Bangladesh was in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the
Montreal Protocol;

3.

To note, however, that the information provided to the Implementation Committee by both
Bangladesh and UNDP shows that Bangladesh is expected to return to compliance in the control
period 1 July 2001 – 31 December 2002.

4.

To closely monitor the progress of Bangladesh with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Bangladesh is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, Bangladesh should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good
standing. In this regard, Bangladesh should continue to receive international assistance to enable it
to meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might
be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision,
the Parties caution Bangladesh, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in
the event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider
measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include
the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is
the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Bangladesh is not contributing to a continuing
situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Nigeria
1.

To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/16 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties, the
Implementation Committee requested the Secretariat to write to Nigeria since it had reported data
on CFC consumption for either the year 1999 and/or 2000 that was above its baseline, and was
therefore in a state of potential non-compliance;

2.

Nigeria’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 3,650 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption
of 4,095 ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 3,666 ODP-tonnes in 2001, placing Nigeria clearly in noncompliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol.

3.

To express concern about Nigeria’s non-compliance but to note that it has submitted a plan of
action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. It is with that
understanding that the Parties note, after reviewing the plan of action submitted by Nigeria, that
Nigeria specifically commits itself:
(a)…
(b)…
(c)…

4.

That the measures listed in paragraph 3 above should enable Nigeria to return to compliance by
2003. In this regard, the Parties urge Nigeria to work with relevant implementing agencies to
phase out consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annex A Group I;

5.

To closely monitor the progress of Nigeria with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Nigeria is working towards and meeting the specific commitments
noted above in paragraph 3, Nigeria should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in
good standing. In this regard, Nigeria should continue to receive international assistance to enable
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it to meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that
might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this
decision, the Parties caution Nigeria, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures,
that in the event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider
measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include
the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is
the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Nigeria is not contributing to a continuing
situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Compliance with the Montreal Protocol by the Russian Federation
1.

To note that the Russian Federation was in non-compliance with the phase-out benchmarks for
1999 and 2000 for the production and consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annex A to
the Montreal Protocol;

2.

To note with appreciation that the data reported by the Russian Federation for 2001 confirms the
complete phase-out of production and consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annexes A
and B, as noted by the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties in Decision XIII/17;

3.

To commend the efforts made by the Russian Federation to comply with the control measures of
the Montreal Protocol;

4.

To recognise the support and assistance rendered by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol to enable
compliance by the Russian Federation.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Armenia
1.

To note that Armenia has reported data on consumption of substances in Annex A to the Montreal
Protocol in 2000 above control levels as provided in Article 2 of the Protocol, and therefore that
Armenia is in non-compliance with the control measures under Article 2 of the Montreal Protocol
in 2000;

2.

To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/18 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties, Armenia
was requested to ratify the London Amendment as a precondition for GEF funding, and that this
has not occurred;

3.

[To further note that since Armenia has applied for reclassification as a Party operating under
Article 5(1), the Implementation Committee should review the situation of Armenia after this
matter is resolved.]

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Cameroon
1.

To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/23 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties,
Cameroon was requested to submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with timespecific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance

2.

To further note that Cameroon’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 257 ODP-tonnes. It
reported consumption of 369 ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 364 ODP-tonnes in 2001, placing Cameroon
clearly in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal Protocol.
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3.

To note with regret that Cameroon has not fulfilled the requirements of decision XIII/23 and to
request that it should provide a plan of action to the Secretariat as soon as possible, and in time for
it to be considered by the Implementation Committee at its next meeting in July 2003, in order for
the Committee to monitor its progress towards compliance;

4.

To further request UNEP to submit to the Implementation Committee a progress report on
implementation of its policy and technical assistance project currently under way in Cameroon, and
for UNIDO to submit to the Implementation Committee confirmation of the completion of its two
foam projects, which might have significantly reduced consumption of ozone-depleting substances
in Annex A Group I;

5.

To stress to the Government of Cameroon its obligations under the Montreal Protocol to phase out
the consumption of ozone-depleting substances, and the accompanying need for it to establish and
maintain an effective governmental policy and institutional framework for the purposes of
implementing and monitoring the national phase-out strategy;

6.

To closely monitor the progress of Cameroon with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Cameroon is working towards and meeting the specific Protocol
control measures, Cameroon should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in good
standing. In this regard, Cameroon should continue to receive international assistance to enable it
to meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might
be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision,
the Parties caution Cameroon, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in
the event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider
measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include
the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is
the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Cameroon is not contributing to a continuing
situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Belize
1.

To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/22 of the Thirteenth Meeting of the Parties, Belize
was requested to submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with time-specific
benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance;

2.

Belize’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 24.4 ODP-tonnes [, having been modified in
accordance with Decision XIV/…]. It reported consumption of 16 ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 28
ODP-tonnes in 2001, and consumption of 40 ODP-tonnes for the control period 1 July 2000 to 30
June 2001, placing Belize clearly in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the
Montreal Protocol.

3.

To express concern about Belize’s non-compliance but to note that it has submitted a plan of action
with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. It is with that
understanding that the Parties note, after reviewing the plan of action submitted by Belize, that
Belize specifically commits itself:
(a)…
(b)…
(c)…
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4.

That the measures listed in paragraph 3 above should enable Belize to return to compliance by [ ].
In this regard, the Parties urge Belize to work with relevant implementing agencies to phase out
consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annex A Group I;

5.

To closely monitor the progress of Belize with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Belize is working towards and meeting the specific commitments
noted above in paragraph 3, Belize should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in
good standing. In this regard, Belize should continue to receive international assistance to enable it
to meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that might
be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this decision,
the Parties caution Belize, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures, that in the
event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider measures,
consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include the
possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is the
subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Belize is not contributing to a continuing situation of
non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Non-compliance with the Montreal Protocol by Ethiopia
1.

To note that, in accordance with decision XIII/24 of the 13th Meeting of the Parties, Ethiopia was
requested to submit to the Implementation Committee a plan of action with time-specific
benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance;

2.

Ethiopia’s baseline for Annex A, Group I substances is 34 ODP-tonnes. It reported consumption of
39 ODP-tonnes in 2000 and 35 ODP-tonnes for the control period 1 July 2000 to 30 June 2001,
placing Ethiopia clearly in non-compliance with its obligations under Article 2A of the Montreal
Protocol.

3.

To express concern about Ethiopia’s non-compliance but to note that it has submitted a plan of
action with time-specific benchmarks to ensure a prompt return to compliance. It is with that
understanding that the Parties note, after reviewing the plan of action submitted by Ethiopia, that
Ethiopia specifically commits itself:
(a)…
(b)…
(c)…

4.

That the measures listed in paragraph 3 above should enable Ethiopia to return to compliance by [
]. In this regard, the Parties urge Ethiopia to work with relevant implementing agencies to phase
out consumption of ozone-depleting substances in Annex A Group I;

5.

To closely monitor the progress of Ethiopia with regard to the phase-out of ozone-depleting
substances. To the degree that Ethiopia is working towards and meeting the specific commitments
noted above in paragraph 3, Ethiopia should continue to be treated in the same manner as a Party in
good standing. In this regard, Ethiopia should continue to receive international assistance to enable
it to meet these commitments in accordance with item A of the indicative list of measures that
might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respect of non-compliance. However, through this
decision, the Parties caution Ethiopia, in accordance with item B of the indicative list of measures,
that in the event that it fails to return to compliance in a timely manner, the Parties shall consider
measures, consistent with item C of the indicative list of measures. These measures may include
the possibility of actions available under Article 4, such as ensuring that the supply of CFCs (that is
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the subject of non-compliance) is ceased and that Ethiopia is not contributing to a continuing
situation of non-compliance.

Decision XIV/… Report on the establishment of licensing systems under Article 4B of the
Montreal Protocol
1.

To note with appreciation that 84 Parties to the Montreal Amendment to the Montreal Protocol
have established import and export licensing systems, as required under the terms of the
Amendment;

2.

To further note with appreciation that 56 Parties to the Montreal Protocol that have not yet ratified
the Montreal Amendment have also established import and export licensing systems;

3.

To urge all the remaining 25 Parties to the Montreal Amendment to provide information to the
Secretariat on the establishment of import and export licensing systems, and for those that have not
yet established such systems to do so as a matter of urgency;

4.

To encourage all the remaining Parties to the Montreal Protocol that have not yet ratified the
Montreal Amendment to ratify it and to establish import and export licensing systems if they have
not yet done so;

5.

To review periodically the status of the establishment of licensing systems by all parties to the
Montreal Protocol, as called for in Article 4B of the Protocol.
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