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. 1 NTRODUCTI ON
1. The twelfth neeting of the Inplenmentation Comittee under the
Non- Conpl i ance Procedure for the Montreal Protocol was held at the Austria
Center Vienna on 27 Novenber 1995. Resuned sessions of the neeting were held
on 29 Novenber and 1 Decenber.
1. ORGAN ZATI ONAL MATTERS

A.  Opening of the neeting

2. The neeting was opened at 10.30 a.m on Mnday, 27 Novenber 1995, by
M. Hugo Schally (Austria), President of the Conmittee.

B. Attendance

3. The neeting was attended by Conmittee nenbers from Austria, Bulgaria,
Bur ki na Faso, Chile, Jordan, Netherlands, Peru, Philippines, the Russian
Federation and the United Republic of Tanzania. At the invitation of the
Conmittee, representatives of Belarus, Lithuania, and Ukrai ne al so attended.
The neeting was al so attended by the Chair and Co-Chair of the Ad Hoc
Wirki ng Goup of the Technol ogy and Econonic Assessment Panel on CEIT
Aspects. Representatives of the |Inplenmenting Agencies for the Financial
Mechani sm under the Montreal Protocol and of the secretariats of the
Multilateral Fund and the d obal Environnment Facility (GEF) were al so
present. The full list of participants is contained in annex | to the
present report.
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C. Adoption of the agenda and organi zati on of work

4, The Conmittee adopted the foll owi ng agenda, based on the provisiona
agenda circul ated as docunment UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | nmpComi 12/ 1:

1. Openi ng of the neeting.
2. Adoption of the agenda and organi zati on of work.
3. Consi deration of the note by the Secretariat on

(a) Destinati on of exports of ozone-depleting substances by
Kuwait and Sl oveni a;

(b) The status of Mauritania vis-a-vis decision VI/5 of the
Si xth Meeting of the Parties;

(c) Informati on submitted by the Russian Federation, Belarus
and Wkraine on recycling facilities, statistical data and
neasures on the phase out of ozone-depleting substances.

4, Dat a- reporti ng:

(a) Update by the Secretariat on data-reporting since the
el eventh neeting of the Inplenmentation Comittee;

(b) Presentations by the |nplenmenting Agencies regarding
data-reporting for the countries in which they are
undert aki ng country progranmnes.

5. O her matters.
6. Adoption of the report.
7. Cl osure of the neeting.

[11. CONSI DERATI ON OF THE NOTE BY THE SECRETARI AT

A. Destination of exports of ozone-depleting
subst ances by Kuwait and Sl oveni a

5. The President informed the Conmittee that Slovenia was not seeking
reclassification. |In the case of Kuwait, sone further information had been
provi ded but the Committee might wish to ask for further clarification, since
Kuwait appeared to be inporting and re-exporting CFCs.

6. After sone discussion, during which menbers of the Secretariat pointed
out that countries had always been classified on the basis of their reported
data and that Kuwait had undertaken to pay its contributions for 1993, the
Committee decided to recommend that Kuwait be classified as an Article 5
country as from1l January 1994.
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B. The status of Mauritania vis-a-vis decision VI/5
of the Sixth Meeting of the Parties

7. The President said that Mauritania appeared to be ineligible for
funding fromthe Multilateral Fund since, despite the existence of a country
programe, it had not submitted the necessary data. |n response to questions

fromthe floor, he said that repeated conmuni cati ons had been sent to the
Covernment of Mauritania, both directly and through the Governnent of France,
whi ch was inplenmenting Mauritania's country progranme as part of its

bil ateral cooperation programe under the Multilateral Fund, but to no avail

8. One representative, while not objecting to the draft decision
expressed concern that not all Parties were aware of, or able to, fulfil all
their obligations under the Protocol. He requested that the Secretariat and

interested Parties expand their efforts to provide the infornmational
financial and technical support needed in such cases.

9. The Conmittee then decided to reconmend to the Seventh Meeting of the
Parties that Mauritania should be deened ineligible for assistance fromthe
Multilateral Fund until it submitted the necessary data.

C. Information submitted by the Russian Federation, Bel arus

and WUkraine on recycling facilities, statistica
data and neasures on the phase-out of
ozone-depl eti ng subst ances

10. The President of the Cormittee introduced this item enphasizing its

i mportance to the proper functioning of the Protocol. In order to facilitate
t he nost hel pful exchange, he proposed and the Conmittee agreed, that each
country have the opportunity to make a statenment, outlining its subm ssion
and then to respond to issues raised by the Secretariat, the Co-Chair of the
Ad Hoc Working Group on CEIT Aspects of the Technol ogy and Econonic and
Assessnent Panel and nenbers of the |Inplenmentation Conmittee.

Russi an Feder ati on

11. The Secretariat drew attention to paragraph 2 of its note on issues
before the Committee at its twelfth neeting (UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npCom 12/2) and a
report entitled "Technically feasible and organi zationally valid tinetable
for phasing out ozone-depl eti ng substances” and the acconpanying letter from
t he Russian Federation (see annex |l below). The Secretariat noted that the
report by the Russian Federation contained data on production but |acked
specific and required information on | evels of consunption, recovery and
recycling, and exports. For exanple, it was unclear how nuch of the

proj ected producti on of ozone-depleting substances in the years 1996-2000 was
intended to neet the Russian Federation's donestic needs and how nuch was for
export. The Secretariat considered the information on exports of speci al

i mportance because nany countries of the former USSR were not Parties and
therefore exports to those States would place the Russian Federation in non-
conpliance with the Protocol. The report also |acked sufficient and specific
i nformation on how the Russian Federation intended to neet the Protocol's
producti on and consunption targets and how nmuch, and in what manner
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financial assistance was required. Finally, the phase-out schedul e contai ned
in the report stated clearly that the Russian Federation intended to be in
non- conpliance with the Protocol in the near future.

12. The Co-Chair of TEAP Ad Hoc Working Group on CEIT Aspects infornmed the
Conmittee that in his viewthe report |acked sufficient information on how
the indicated reductions in the producti on and consunpti on of ozone-depl eting
substances coul d be achi eved, what commitnents would be required of the
Governnent of the Russian Federation and affected firnms, what |evel of
financial resources was required, and how financial resources would be
supplied. He requested clarification fromthe Russian Federation regarding

t hese points and regardi ng several instances of possible inconsistencies
concer ni ng data

13. The President of the Cormittee noted that the report provided by the
Russi an Federation was a hel pful and factual statenment containing inportant
data on the production of ozone-depl eting substances. However, he believed
that it |lacked sufficient information on the political conm tnent necessary
for ozone-depl eti ng substances phase-out, on the link between the sectora
approach in the docunent and the specific financial and adm nistrative

requi renents, on enforcenent mechani snms, and on how specific control neasures
woul d be inplenmented. He requested clarification concerning these itens as
wel | as the request for assistance by the Russian Federation in neeting its
obligations under the Protocol. He asked if the del egation had specific

i nformation on recycling and reclanmation facilities and on trade with nmenbers
of the Commonweal th of |ndependent States (CIS). He also asked if the
control schedule, including production |evels in excess of those all owed
under the Protocol, reflected purely donestic needs or if the anticipated
 evel s included production for export, and if so for whom He also clarified
that neither the Inplenentati on Cormittee nor the Meeting of the Parties
could grant "formal grace-periods" for individual Parties. However, the

| npl enentation Conmittee could recommend and the Parties could take decisions
on a Party's non-conpliance with the Protocol in a particular year as well as
on how financial institutions should address such situations. He noted
further that one function of the Inplenentation Comittee was to work with
Parties in a spirit of cooperation in order to ensure that obligations under
the Protocol could be fulfilled.

14. I ntroducing his country's report to the Conmittee and in the subsequent
di scussion, the representative of the Russian Federation outlined rel evant
past, present and planned efforts to phase-out ozone-depl eti ng substances,
reviewed the financial and adm nistrative challenges the country faced, and
hi ghli ghted his country's request for a four-year grace-period in neeting its
obligations under the Mntreal Protocol

15. He stated that the Russian Federation had subnmitted all available data
inits report, including corrections of sonme data previously subnitted, and
expected to be able to provide nore data during the Seventh Meeting of the
Parties. Conplete data should cone early in 1996. He noted that the
basel i ne year for the Russian Federation was 1990 and that the large drops in
producti on/consunption | evel s between 1989 and 1991 and between 1990 and 1992
were the result of the dissolution of the Soviet Union

16. He noted that the Russian Federation had already significantly reduced
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ODS production and consunption, particularly in the aerosol sector. The
country hoped to phase-out production and consunption of all non-essential
uses by the year 2000 and elimnate all production and consunpti on by 2015.
Recycling facilities were present in all production facilities. A new |law
est abl i shed export control systenms and prohibited trade to non-Parties,

al t hough admini strative and enforcenent probl ens renai ned, and past and

proj ected production figures did include requirenents for export. He stated
t hat nost exports were shipped to other nenbers of the Commonweal t h of

| ndependent States, who had | ong depended on Russia for such materials and
wi th whom t he Russi an Federation shared cl ose econonmic ties. The Russian
Federation recogni zed that a decision of the Parties was necessary to all ow
exports to CIS States that were not Parties to the Protocol or were not
operating under Article 5.

17. He reninded the Conmittee that the Russian Federation was a very |arge
country experiencing severe financial and administrative problenms. That nade
it difficult for the Government to regul ate producti on and consunption of
control I ed substances or to assist the transition to alternatives. The
Russi an Federati on possessed sufficient technical expertise and production
facilities to produce the necessary alternatives but |acked the resources to
do so. In addition, regulating exports, especially to the CS nenbers was
very difficult due to |l ack of border and custonms controls. Sinmlarly, as
enterprises in the Russian Federation were now free to pursue individua
econom c interests, they had naturally devel oped lucrative ODS production
both for internal use as well as for export. Conpanies had found it nore
profitable to export recycled substances than to sell themw thin the Russian
Federation, and denand for new ozone-depl eti ng substances had not declined as
qui ckly as expected. Administrative and financial difficulties also nmade
regul ation of this industry difficult. The regulatory apparatus, which had
operated effectively before 1991, no longer existed. The transition to
alternatives had been further slowed by concerns for the reliability,
toxicity and effect on the | abour markets of various alternatives. Finally,
the Governnent believed it inportant not to nove too quickly so as to avoid
creating social disruption frominadequate access to refrigerants and ot her
essential uses of ozone-depl eting substances.

18. He called on the international community, the Parties to the Protoco
and the Inplenmentation Conmittee to take the foregoing factors into account
and to provide the Russian Federation with financial assistance and a four-
year grace-period in neeting its obligations under the Protocol. The grace-
peri od woul d provi de enough time to stop ODS production for non-essenti al
uses and to create a fully functioning reclamation and recycling system

i ncl udi ng hal on banking. The financial assistance would nmake this schedul e
possible. If it was not received, the Russian Federation believed it would
be difficult to realize the goals of the national progranme within the
foreseen grace-period.

19. The representative of the Wrld Bank noted that there were significant
obstacles to rapid phase-out of ozone-depleting chem cals in the Russian
Federation. In the Bank's view, the effort invested by the Russian
Federation in providing the required i nformati on had been significant and
shoul d be viewed as a sign of good will. The Russian Federation had al so
prepared with the assistance of Denmark and the World Bank a detail ed
programe for phasing out ozone-depleting substances. He noted that the
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I npl enentation Conmittee nmight yet not have had the opportunity to review
that report. In his view, the Conmttee should focus not only on the

i nformati on provided by the Russian Federation but also on the overal

process adopted as it would set a precedent for the future. He expressed the
view that the primary concern was no |onger domestic consunption, which was
declining, but export markets, and that control of export markets could only
be achi eved when there was control of production. Wrld Bank and GEF
projects were being devel oped to convert several production facilities within
t he Russi an Federation. He suggested that the Russian Federation be
requested to provide, on an annual basis, a progress report on its efforts to
reduce production, consunption and export of controlled substances. He
bel i eved such an arrangenent coul d provide a needed incentive as support from
both the World Bank and GEF was clearly contingent upon such progress. He
further suggested that if the Conmttee was not satisfied with the
information it had received fromthe Russian Federation, it should reiterate
exactly what further information it needed, and establish a deadline.

However, he feared that precipitous action could have a negative inpact on

t he phase-out of ozone-depleting substances in the current and future cases.

20. The representative of the GEF secretariat reminded the Conmittee that,
al though it was not formally linked to the Montreal Protocol, GEF did provide
assi stance, outside the Financial Mechanismof the Mintreal Protocol, to
enabl e conpliance of eligible Parties. Such assistance would be consi stent
with the Protocol and conplenmentary to the Multilateral Fund. To be eligible
for CGEF funding, countries nmust be Parties to the Montreal Protocol, have
ratified the London Anendrment and have fulfilled their obligations to report
on the production/consunpti on of ozone-depleting substances and trade
according to the requirements of the Protocol. Moddest technical assistance
to enabl e country programe preparati on m ght be provided after Mntrea
Protocol ratification, even if the process of ratifying the London Anendrent
had not been conpl et ed.

21. In the case of non-conpliance with the obligations of the Mntrea
Protocol, any CEF fundi ng was subject to the formal processes of the Mntreal
Prot ocol for non-conpliance. Such processes would include notification of
causes of non-conpliance, assessnents of expected delays in the

i mpl ement ati on of control measures and a revised schedul e of conmitnents.
Further GEF assistance would be consistent with the indicative list of
neasures that might be taken by a Meeting of the Parties to the Mntrea
Protocol in respect of non-conpliance with the Protocol and with rel ated

deci sions of the Parties.

22. Because its future operations would be fully in line with those
policies, GEF was awaiting the advice of the Inplenmentation Conmittee as to
the quality of the Russian Federation's subm ssions (date/revised schedul e of
conmitnments, etc.) before proceeding with a project for the Russian
Feder ati on.

23. In response to the statenent by the Russian Federation, two nenbers of
the Conmittee stated that there were still several outstanding issues which
appeared to nake it difficult for the Coomittee to reach a decision. These

i ncl uded the Russian Federation's conpliance with the Protocol's requirenents
on data-reporting and controls on ozone-depl eting substances; exports from

t he Russian Federation, including those to CI'S nmenbers and its programe for
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neeting future obligations.

24, The Co-Chair of the Assessnment Panel clarified that the Parties had
deci ded on what constituted as essential -use exenption under the Protocol

25. The Secretariat noted that if all production facilities in the Russian
Federation al so included recycling facilities, which was not the case in al
countries, then it would be possible for the Russian Federation to accelerate
its phase-out of ozone-depl eting substances producti on and concentrate on
neeti ng donestic needs through reclanmation and recycling.

26. Fol | owi ng a di scussion on these points and in accordance with
paragraph 11 of the non-conpliance procedure, the Conmittee nenbers from
Austria, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Chile, Jordan, Netherlands, Peru, the

Phi | i ppi nes and the United Republic of Tanzania nmet in closed session to

di scuss how to proceed with the draft reconmendati ons to the Seventh Meeting
of the Parties.

27. Fol | owi ng further discussion and informal consultations, the Conmittee
consi dered a set of possible anendnents to draft decision VII/16 on
conpliance with the Montreal Protocol by the Russian Federation, in docunent
UNEP/ CzL. Pro. 7/ 9.

28. The representative of the Russian Federation stated that his del egation
coul d support the first seven paragraphs in the draft decision but not the
par agraphs that addressed trade restrictions or conditions for receiving
nmultilateral assistance to neet its obligations under the Montreal Protocol

He stated that the draft decision still did not take into account the
difficulties of countries with econonies in transition and asked the
Conmittee if they had considered the severe inpact such a decision could have
on his country.

29. The President of the Cormittee noted that the general agreenent on
paragraphs 1 through 7 represented a significant and positive step. He noted
that the paragraph concerning trade was in fact granting an exenption to the
Russi an Federation in order to allow it to export controlled substances to
other CI'S nenbers while also assisting the Russian Federation in altering the
economni ¢ incentives that were currently retardi ng phase-out efforts in that
country.

30. After further discussion, the Inplenmentation Conmittee took note of the
positive steps that had been nmade and approved a recommendati on on conpliance
with the Montreal Protocol by the Russian Federation for the consideration of
the Seventh Meeting of the Parties.

Bel ar us
31. The Secretariat informed the Cormittee that data supplied by Bel arus

showed no recycling facilities and | acked details on how the country intended
to meet the Protocol's control schedule.
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32. The representative of Belarus stated that his country was comitted to
fulfilling all its obligations under the Mntreal Protocol and would be

supplying the necessary information in the formof a draft country programe
by 31 Decenber 1995. However, he could state with certainty that Belarus did
not produce controlled substances nor did it possess reclanation and
recycling facilities. He subsequently submitted a nenorandumto the
Conmittee requesting it to consider possible anendnents to draft

decision VI1/15 on conpliance with the Montreal Protocol by Belarus, in
document UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/ 9.

33. The Conmittee expressed its appreciation for the cooperative approach
shown by Belarus, including its willingness to accept and help the Conmittee
devel op a conmon approach to inproving the conpliance with the Mntrea
Protocol by countries in its region.

34. After further discussion the Inplenentation Commttee approved a
reconmendati on on conpliance with the Montreal Protocol by Belarus for the
consi deration of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties.

Ukr ai ne

35. The Secretariat inforned the Committee that Ukraine had supplied none
of the requested infornation despite several witten nessages fromthe
Secretariat urging conpliance with the Inplenmentation Conmittee's request.

36. The President noted that the situation of Ukraine was different and
less difficult than that of the Russian Federation as Ukraine produced only
one controll ed substance.

37. The representative of Ukraine said that he could not agree with the
coment of the President to the effect that Ukraine was a producer of
control | ed substances. Ukraine did indeed produce carbon tetrachl ori de but
since the quantity produced was entirely used as feedstock, its production
| evel as defined in Article 1, paragraph 5, of the Protocol was zero, and
Ukrai ne could therefore be considered only as a consunmer. He also wished to
stress Wkraine's very low | evel of consunption, which stood at |ess than 0.05
kg per capita. Ukraine had its own scientific and technical capacity to
i mpl enent a phase-out programre, but faced economic difficulties in doing so.
Ukr ai ne was, however, strongly conmtted to neeting its obligations under
the Montreal Protocol and would therefore appreciate it if the Inplenentation
Conmittee could devel op sonme reconmendations for it along the Iines of those
proposed for the Russian Federation. The representative of Ukraine then
distributed to the nmenbers of the Conmittee copies of the draft country
programe for the phase-out of ozone-depleting substances in UKkraine.

38. Speaking with reference to the draft country progranmme for Ukraine, the
President said that it was not practical at the current neeting to reach any
concl usi ons on the substance of the draft country progranmme that had j ust
been circulated by the representative of Ukraine. He was sure that it
cont ai ned many el enents but could lack information on the politica

comm tnent of Ukraine to its inplenentation. That, however, was sonething
best heard fromthe representatives of Ukraine rather than read in a
docurment .
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39. The del egati on of Ukrai ne subsequently submitted a nenorandumto the
Conmittee requesting it to consider possible anendnents to draft

decision VI1/17, on conpliance with the Montreal Protocol by Ukraine, in
docunent UNEP/ OzL. Pro. 7/9.

40. Its representative, who was briefly joined by Wkraine's Mnister of the
Envi ronnent during the final session of the Meeting, stated that his
CGovernment was fully conmitted to neeting its obligations under the Montrea
Protocol. The Comittee expressed its appreciation for the cooperative
approach shown by Wkraine and with the progress made in its relationship with
the Conmittee over a short tine.

41. After further discussion and infornmal consultations, the Inplenentation
Conmittee approved a reconmendation on conpliance with the Mntreal Protoco
by Ukraine for the consideration of the Seventh Meeting of the Parties.

I'V. DATA- REPORTI NG

A. Update by the Secretariat on data-reporting since
the el eventh neeting of the Inplenentation Conmittee

42. The representative of the Secretariat introduced its report on the
reporting of data by the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on Substances that
Depl ete the Ozone Layer (UNEP/ OzL.Pro.7/6 and Corr.1l). He pointed out that
on pages 2 and 3 of the report, the Russian Federation should be deleted and
that in the penultinate sentence of paragraph 20, the figure "33" should
read "44". He also stated that conplenentary information on data-reporting
was contained in paragraphs 11-12 of the note by the Secretariat on issues
before the Inplenmentation Conmittee (UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | nmpConi 12/2), and that
Japan shoul d be included after Italy in the list in paragraph 11, its year
for which data had been reported being 1994.

43. The Secretariat suggested that, when informed by countries in which

t hey were devel opi ng country progranmes or investnment projects that data had
been forwarded directly to the Secretariat, |nplenmenting Agencies should
request copi es of such subnissions.

44, The Conmittee noted that the reports of a nunber of countries were
overdue by nore than two years and that it should be nmade clear to the
Meeting of the Parties that the trend of late reporting should end,
particularly in respect of those countries in which institutional-
strengt heni ng projects have been carried out under the Multilateral Fund.

B. Presentations by the |Inplenmenting Agencies regarding
data-reporting for the countries in which they are
undert aki ng country progranmes

45, The representative of UNEP introduced a report entitled "UNEP' s efforts
to assist data-reporting by Article 5 countries”, which covered countries

wi th whi ch UNEP was undertaki ng country programes,

i nstitutional-strengthening and/or networking activities. That report

i ndicated that the trend shown in the report by the Secretariat was not as
clear cut as it would appear. |In sone countries, country progranmes had not
been conpleted, while in others the conpletion of country programmes had been

[
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too recent for reports to have been prepared. The same could be said for
those countries providing baseline data. UNEP' s paper provided a full review
of the problens of data-reporting, which should allay the fears of the

Conmi ttee regardi ng non-conpliance by the countries concerned.

46. He al so pointed out that anong those countries that had failed to
report, many had acceded to the Montreal Protocol at a later date and had
therefore nmissed the awareness canpaign. Training on data-nonitoring and
reporting could go a I ong way toward resol ving reporting problens.

47. The representative of UNDP reported that of the countries with which it
was wor ki ng, Trinidad and Tobago had failed to provide any baseline data, but
had reported for 1994. Turkneni stan and Uzbeki stan had failed to report.

48. The Conmittee wel coned the information provided by UNEP and deci ded
that it be attached as an annex to the Conmittee's report (see annex ||
below). The Secretariat of the Miltilateral Fund submitted witten coments
on the information provided by UNEP (see annex |V bel ow).

49, The Conmittee al so agreed that there was still the need to focus on the
conmi tnent of Governments to fulfil their obligations.

50. One nmenber of the Committee drew attention to the need for the training
of custons officers as an essential part of institutional strengthening.

V. OTHER NMATTERS

Popul ati on data from Lebanon

51. The representative of UN DO asked why the Secretariat had not used the
popul ati on data provided by Lebanon in calculating that country's per capita
| evel of consunption of controlled substances.

52. In response the Secretariat explained that when it had originally
submitted its data report, Lebanon had provided no popul ation data. In
accordance with established practice in such cases, the Secretariat had
cal cul ated Lebanon's per capita consunption on the basis of the popul ation
figures for that country provided by the United Nations Statistical Division
Subsequent |y, however, the Governnment of Lebanon had di sputed those figures
and had submitted popul ati on data obtained fromthe Wrld Bank, which
differed substantially fromthose supplied by the Statistical D vision. The
matter was still under review

53. Several nmenbers of the Conmittee stated that data supplied by a
Covernment rmust be considered authoritative. One nmenber suggested that it
was inportant to determine a policy should such | arge discrepancies in data
reporting arise again. The President of the Commttee summari zed the

di scussion and the Committee agreed that its guidance to the Secretariat was
that the best data shoul d be used whenever possible but that ultimately it
was the Party supplying the data which had the final word.

| npl enentation of the Montreal Protocol by Lithuania
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54, At the nmeeting, the Committee had before it a letter dated 22 Novenber
1995 fromthe Prime Mnister of Lithuania addressed to the Secretari at
requesting consideration of the issues concerning the peculiarities of the

i mpl enent ati on of the Montreal Protocol provisions under Lithuanian
conditions and a delay in the terns of ODS phase-out for Lithuania conpared
to those estimted by the London and Copenhagen adjustnents by five years.

55. The Conmittee:

(a) VWi | e wel coni ng the approach nade by Lithuania, expressed the
view that the information contained in the letter fromthe Prinme Mnister of
Li t huani a was not adequat e;

(b) Deci ded to request the Secretariat to seek nore detailed
i nformati on from Lithuania so that the Inplenentation Cormittee could revert
to the matter;

(c) Deci ded to request the Secretariat to alert Lithuania to the fact
that major project funding frominternational financial institutions for ODS
phase-out is subject to ratification of the London Anendnent by the country
concer ned.

Proj ect preparation in | owvol une- GDS-consuni ng countries

56. The representative of UNI DO requested gui dance fromthe I nplenentation
Conmittee concerning howto proceed with regard to instructions given to the
| npl enenti ng Agencies by the Executive Conmittee that there be no project
preparation work in | ow vol une-ODS- consum ng countries for which a country
programe had not been approved. He stated that UNI DO had recei ved numnerous
requests fromthis category of countries for project preparation

57. The Conmittee decided to take up this matter at its thirteenth nmeeting.

Interpretation for neetings of the Inplenentation Conmittee

58. The Conmittee took note of a suggestion by one nmenber that the
Secretariat arrange for interpretation on an as-needed basis to ensure that
Parties were able to nmake the best possible presentations to the Conmittee.

VI. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT

59. In accordance with past practice, the Committee entrusted the President
and Rapporteur with the finalization of its report.

VI1. CLOSURE OF THE MEETI NG

60. After the customary exchange of courtesies, the neeting was cl osed
at 2 p.m on 1 Decenber 1995.
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Annex 11
RUSSI AN FEDERATI ON [Oiginal: Russian]

M NI STRY OF PROTECTI ON OF THE ENVI RONVENT
AND NATURAL RESOURCES

In accordance with the recommendati ons of the Tenth Meeting of the
| mpl enent ati on Conmi ttee under the Non-Conpliance Procedure for the Montrea
Protocol and the Twelfth Meeting of the Open-ended Wirking G oup of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol (CGeneva, Switzerland, 25 August -
1 Septenber 1995) and as a conplenent of the Statenment of the Russian
Federati on CGovernment of 26 May 1995 to the Parties of the Vienna Convention
for the Protection of the Ozone Layer and the Montreal Protocol on Substances
that Deplete the OQzone Layer and al so in accordance with the obligations of
Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol, the Mnistry of Protection of the
Envi ronnent and Natural Resources is sending informati on on neasures taken by
t he Russi an Federation at national level for the protection of the ozone
| ayer.

We consider that the attached National progranme on First Priority
Measures to conpliance of obligations of the Russian Federation for the
Protection of the Ozone Layer during 1995-1996, statistical infornmation on
production, export, inport and use as raw nmaterial of ozone-depleting
substances during the period 1986-1993 and a di agram of step by step
reduction of production in Russian up to the total phaseout in 2000 with the
correspondi ng expl anations, will help the Parties to the Vienna Convention
and the Montreal Protocol duly assess the economical and social situation in
t he Russian Federation to satisfy the request on the grace period for Russian
of 4 years termof total stop of production and consunption of
chl or of  uor ocar bons, carbon-tetrachl oride and nethyl chloroformand 3 years
termfor the phaseout of production and consunption of hal ons, based on the
principles of nmutual assistance, goodwi |l spirit and constructive cooperation
for the solution of global ecological problens. That is, the Mnistry of
Protection of the Environment and Nati onal Resources was forced to inform
that the Russian Federation does not have full statistical data on exports,
inmports, utilization in raw materials and destruction of ozone depleting
substances (ODS) controlled by the Montreal Protocol. This was conditioned
by the absence of adequate Protocol requirenment of control system of transfer
and utilization of ODS contained its production and transparent borders
between forner states USSR, as well as difficulties of the transition period
to a narket econony.

Authentic information is data on production of ODS for 1990, the base
year for the Russian Federation and the follow ng years. The renainder are
prelimnary assessnment character data and they will be presented to the
Secretariat of the Vienna Convention and the Montreal Protocol according to
its accuracy and reception by the Mnistry of Protection of the Environnment
and Natural Resources of the Russian Federation

V.1. Danilov-Danilyan
M nister of Protection of the
Envi ronnent and Nat ural Resources
Russi an Federati on

Secretariat Vi enna Convention
and Montreal Protoco
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UNEP' S EFFORTS TO ASSI ST DATA REPORTI NG
BY ARTI CLE 5 COUNTRI ES

Countries with which UNEP i s undertaking Country Programes,
Institutional Strengthening and/or Networking Activities

l. I NTRODUCT! ON:

As outlined inits report to the 6th Meeting of the Inplenentation Conmittee
in Geneva, in 1993, UNEP has been collecting experience and review ng
possi bl e solutions to data collection systenms in view of enabling Article 5
countries to conply with the reporting requirenents under Article 7 of the
Mont real Protocol

UNEP, through its OzonAction Programme, is now using the following of its
activities, to investigate perceived problens and initiate solutions in this
regard:

1) Country Progranmes and |nstitutional Strengthening;

2) Training and

3) ODS Oficers Networks

. COUNTRY PROGRAMVES AND | NSTI TUTI ONAL STRENGTHENI NG

(i) Support to Intiate Data Reporting:

UNEP has assisted 64 Party countries in fornulating Country Programmes, of
which 34 are currently on-going. The nethodol ogy used by UNEP in fornulating
Country Programes ensures the devel opnent of institutional capacity within
the country, through the establishment of a National Team which works in
cl ose collaboration with the Governnent focal point and the UNEP consultant.
In addition to technical expertise provided by the consultant on data
collection, data analysis and forecasting, the consultant also advises the
Covernment on its annual data reporting obligations to the Ozone Secretari at.
UNEP recomends that the National Team works closely with rel evant
departnents like Custons to fulfill these data reporting obligations.

(ii) Docurentation:

Prior to commencing the activities within the Country Progranme fornul ation
exerci se, UNEP provides the Governnments with rel evant support docunents,

whi ch include informati on on nethods of quick data collection, data reporting
requi renents and gui del i nes.

(iii) Institutional Strengthening:

Institutional Strengthening projects focus on the devel opnent of a nationa
institutional nmechanismto coordinate and facilitate the expeditious phase-
out of controlled substances. These projects have stringent reporting
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requi renents, which include informng UNEP on the status of reporting as per
Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol. The reporting criteria are strictly
adhered to and paynents are not released until the countries have
satisfactorily met their reporting obligations.

[11.  TRAI N NG

In 1994, Caneroon, Burkina Faso and Senegal were assisted in hosting

"Wor kshops on Mnitoring and Control of ODS Consunption', as part of the
action plan contained within their Country Progranmes. Four nei ghbouring
countries were also invited to each of the three workshops while experts from
France, Bel giumand Mauritius shared their experiences with African

countri es.

Such wor kshops were oriented to exam ne the existing control systenms and

| egi sl ati ons for chem cal substances in each country, with the objective to
design the nost cost effective way to include ODSs in such systens. The new
desi gn woul d include changes in the existing | egal and operational franework,
with two nmain objectives in mnd:

i) to nmonitor ODS consunption on a yearly basis in order to ascertain the
ef fecti veness of the phase-out activities;

ii) to conply with the reporting requirenments as per Article 7 of the
Montreal Protocol

Al'l three countries hosting the workshops have reported progress in enacting
| egi sl ations which will include ODSs within the nationally controlled

subst ances which require inport pernits. They have also fulfilled their data
reporting obligations for 1994,

O her training activities are also being used to rem nd participating
countries of their reporting obligations and to discuss specific probl ens
they might have in this respect.

V. ODS OFFI CERS NETWORK:

There are currently 5 regional ODS Oficers Networks, covering nore than 70
countries. These Networks provide an excellent opportunity for ODS officers
to share experiences and resol ve data collection difficulties of Network
nmenber Article 5 countries.

These Networks have di scussed neans of inproving data collection nmethods and
reporting of data. In this regard, expert presentati ons have been nmade on
successful data collection systens in various devel oped and devel opi ng
countries, custons systens (including the Harnonized System (HS) and ot her
specific tools for data collection such as pernmit systens and appropriate

| egi sl ati ons.

It has been confirmed that the HS for custons declarati ons works reasonably

well to neet the needs of data collection, although it is not conducive for

data nmonitoring of mxtures/blends and is liable to serious inaccuracies. As
of 1 January 1996, the HS will be anended to better allow the further break

down of hal ogenated conpounds. The new HS, designed to facilitate



UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npConi 12/ 3
Annex ||
Page 3

‘custom zing', is likely to be adopted subsequently.

In order to supplenment the HS, the followi ng systens have al so been found to
be usef ul

i) Permt systens: Options such as “intended use' can be included in the
permits and mandatory reporting can be linked to inport permts.
ii) Inportation clearances: This could be a mandatory requirenment before
banks can issue funds.
iii) Export licenses: The exporting country could notify the National Qzone
Unit (NOU) in the inmporting country. Such a systemis under
consi der ati on.

Net wor k nmeetings are used to examine the status of data reporting from nmenber
countries. Peer pressure from other Network countries has been a neans of

i nduci ng those Network countries not conplying with their reporting
obligations to be nore diligent.

UNEP is currently updating a list of trade names (which will include blends)
to help with ODS nonitoring.

V. STATUS OF DATA REPORTI NG

O the 64 countries where Country Programres and Institutional Strengthening
proj ects have been assisted by UNEP, 19 countries have subnmitted annual 1993
data. 35 countries ratified the Montreal Protocol in 1993 and after and
therefore were not required to submt annual data for 1993. O the bal ance 10
countries which did not report 1993 data, 6 countries are currently in the
process of formulating their Country Progranmes. (Annexes | and I1)

Additionally, there are 19 countries which have not been assisted by UNEP in
their CP/IS exercises but are Network nenber countries (Annex 11). O these
countries, 13 reported annual 1993 data, 4 are not required to submit annua
data for 1993 and 2 did not fulfill their reporting requirenents.

V. KEY PROBLEMS:

At present, key problenms for ODS reporting include difficulties in ODS
nonitoring due to

i) lack of awareness of Montreal Protocol objectives and guidelines by
custons officials and other relevant authorities;

ii) difficulty in identifying ODS use in sone sectors, especially in the
snmal | and medi um scal es enterpri ses;

iii) Jlack of appropriate |egislations and regul ati ons;
iv) lack of conplete list of trade nanes;
v) lack of nonitoring capacity resulting in illegal inports and exports;

vi) lack of Government commitment in sone countries.
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1)

2)

3)

4)

s utilizing its Country Progranmme, Institutional Strengthening,
ng and Networking activities to address these problens.

FURTHER ACTI ON BY UNEP | E

Reporting as per Article 7 will be enforced under Institutiona
Strengt heni ng projects and further paynents wll depend upon whet her
countries have fulfilled all their data reporting requirenments. The
Network neetings will be used as a fora to nonitor the progress of
these projects and to followup on reporting requirenents.

One of the key findings fromthe earlier training workshops was that
countries are bound by regi onal commercial agreenents which nmake it
necessary for themto devel op regi onal approaches for the regul ation of
trade. The English-speaking African countries have been discussing the
need to hold a 'Regi onal Workshop on Mnitoring and Control of ODS
Consunption', to devel op such a regi onal approach.

Both the Central Anerican and South East Asian Networ ks have requested
UNEP t o conduct regional training workshops for custons officers, which
will include training on the new Harnoni zed Systemand facilitate

di scussi ons on anendi ng the systemto best represent regiona
requirenents.

Net work neetings will continue to focus on inproving the capacity of
nmenber countries to collect data. A new enphasis will be given to
ensuring that countries report the data they have collected. Network
neetings will have special training sessions on data collection and
reporting requirements, guidelines and obligations and

i nportance of conpliance. These training sessions will be targeted
towards the focal points responsible for the Country Progranme
exer ci se.
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Appendi x |
NON- COVPLYI NG NETWORK COUNTRI ES

The following Article 5 network countries were identified as not conplying
with reporting requiremnents.

AS OF JUNE 1995 AS OF OCTOBER 1995
(1993 dat a) (1994 dat a)

Sout h-east Asia and Pacific Sout h-east Asia and Pacific

None Fiji
Vi et nam

South Latin Anerica South Latin Anmerica

Ecuador Argentina
Chile
Ecuador
Quat enal a
N car agua
Par aguay
Peru
Venezuel a

Central Latin Anerica Central Latin Anerica

El Sal vador Costa Rica ]
Panama Domi ni can Republic
El Sal vador
Hondur as
Mexi co
Panama

Engl i sh-speaking Africa Engl i sh-speaking Africa

Ganbi a Bot swana
Ni geri a Lesot ho
Zanbi a Mal awi
Mbzanbi que
Nani bi a
Ni geri a
Sudan
Uganda _ .
Uni ted Republic of Tanzania
Zanbi a
Zi mhabwe

French- speaki ng Africa French- speaki ng Africa

GQui nea Beni n ) )
Togo Central African Republic

Cote d'lvoire

Chad

Gabon

Qui nea

Mal i )

Mauri t ani a

Ni ger

Tuni si a

Togo

Note. The first English-speaking African Network workshop was held in My

T995. The first French-speaking African Network workshop was held in
Sept enber 1995.
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Appendi x 11
STATUS OF REPORTI NG BY NETWORKI NG ARTI CLE 5 COUNTRI ES
AS PER ARTI CLE 7 OF THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL
Legend: +: Reported
NR: Not Reported
-: Not Required
COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING
RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA
Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994

Algeria (AFF) Jan 1993 gy gy i - NR T
Antigua and Barbuda Mar 1993 NR NR NR - NR NR
Argentina  (LAS) Dec 1990 i i b i i NR
Bahamas Aug 1993 i i i i NR NR
Bahrain July 1990 i NR NR NR NR NR
Barbados Jan 1993 i i i - i NR
Benin (AFF) Sept 1993 NR NR NR b gy NR
Belize (LAC) Not yet - - - - - -
Bolivia (LAS) Jan 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Botswana (AFE) Mar 1992 T T NR T T NR
Brazil (LAYS) June 1990 T T Nr T T NR
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COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING
RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA

Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994
Brunei (SEAP) Aug 1993 i i i b i i
BurkinaFaso (AFF) Oct 1989 T T T i i i
Cameroon (AFF) Nov 1989 T T T T i i
Central African Republic (AFF) June 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Colombia (LAYS) Mar 1994 i b NR - - i
Congo (AFF) Feb 1995 i i i - - i
Comoros (AFF) Jan 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Cote D'lvoire (AFF) July 1993 T NR NR - - NR
CostaRica (LAC) Oct 1991 T i b i i NR
Croatia Oct 1991 T i i b i i
Chad (AFF) Sept 1994 NR NR NR - - -
Cuba (LAC) Oct 1992 i b NR i b i
Chile (LAS) June 1990 % % & % % NR
DPR of Korea April 1994 NR NR NR - - -
Dominican Republic (LAC) Aug 1993 NR NR NR i - -
El Salvador (LAC) Dec 1992 NR NR NR NR NR NR
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COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING

RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA
Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994

Ecuador (LAYS) July 1990 i b i NR NR NR
Egypt (AFE) Jan 1989 % NR % & & %
Ethiopia (AFE) Jan 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Fiji (SEAP) June 1993 NR NR NR NR - NR
Gabon (AFF) May 1994 NR NR NR - - -
Gambia (AFE) Oct 1990 g g NR g NR g
Ghana (AFE) Oct 1989 g & g i gy gy
Guatemala (LAC) June 1993 T b b - NR NR
Guinea (AFF) Sept 1992 NR NR NR NR NR NR
Guyana Nov 1993 NR NR NR i - NR
Honduras (LAC) Jan 1994 NR NR NR - - -
Indonesia (SEAP) Sept 1992 % NR % & & %
Jamaica June 1993 T NR NR T - NR
Kiribati Jan 1993 NR NR NR NR - NR
Lao PDR (SEAP) Not yet - - - - - -
Lebanon June 1993 T T T - T NR
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COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING
RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA

Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994
Lesotho (AFE) Mar 1994 NR NR NR NR - -
Maldives June 1993 gy i gy gy gy NR
Mai (AFF) Jan 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Mauritania (AFF) Aug 1994 NR NR NR NR - -
Mauritius Nov 1992 T T i - i i
Malaysia (SEAP) Nov 1989 % % % & % %
Malawi (AFE) April 1991 % % ¥ % % NR
Malta Jan 1989 T T T b i NR
Mexico (LAC) Jan 1989 % % ¥ % % NR
Morocco (AFF) Not yet - - - - - -
Mozambique (AFE) Dec 1994 NR NR NR - - -
Myanmar (SEAP) Feb 1994 % % % & ; %
Namibia (AFE) Dec 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Nicaragua (LAC) June 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Niger (AFF) Jan 1993 NR gy gy by gy NR
Nigeria (AFE) Jan 1989 NR NR NR NR NR NR
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COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING

RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA
Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994

Panama (LAC) June 1989 i NR NR NR NR NR
Papua New Guinea Jan 1994 T T T i i -
Paraguay (LAS) Mar 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Pakistan Mar 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Peru (LAS) June 1993 T i i - i NR
Philippines (SEAP) Oct 1991 T NR T T T T
Senegal (AFF) Aug 1993 % & & & - %
Seychelles (AFE) Mar 1993 ? gy gy gy & by
St. Kitts and Nevis Nov 1992 i b i NR NR NR
St. Lucia Oct 1993 T T T - i i
Solomon Islands Sept 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Sudan (AFE) Apr 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Swaziland (AFE) Feb 1993 NR NR NR - - T
Syria Mar 1990 g T g gy gy gy
Tanzania (AFE) July 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Thailand (SEAP) Oct 1989 g g g i gy gy
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COUNTRY DATE OF STATUS OF REPORTING

RATIFICATION
BASELINE DATA ANNUAL DATA
Annx A Annx B Annx C 1992 1993 1994

Tunisia (AFF) Dec 1989 i i b b i NR
Togo (AFF) May 1991 NR NR NR NR NR NR
Uganda (AFE) Jan 1989 % % & % % NR
Uruguay (LAS) April 1991 T T T T T T
Vanuatu (LAS) Feb 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Venezuela (LAS) May 1989 T i b i i NR
Vietnam (SEAP) Mar 1994 NR NR NR - - NR
Western Samoa Mar 1993 NR NR NR - - NR
Zambia (AFE) Mar 1990 % & % NR NR NR
Zaire (AFF) Feb 1995 NR NR NR - - -
Zimbabwe (AFE) Feb 1993 % % % - % NR




UNEP/ QzL. Pro/ | npConi 12/ 3
Annex |V
Page 1

Annex |V

COMVENTS MADE BY THE SECRETARI AT OF THE MULTI LATERAL FUND
ON UNEP' S PAPER TO THE TWELFTH MEETI NG OF
THE | MPLEMENTATI ON COW TTEE

1. Al t hough the paper describes UNEP's activities it fails to provide the
context wi thin which UNEP operated, i.e., as an |nplenmenting Agency of the
Multil ateral Fund whose actions are defined by the decisions of the Executive
Conmittee of the Multilateral Fund and are in support of such deci sions.

2. At its Tenth Meeting, the Executive Committee requested the Parties and
| mpl enenti ng Agenci es col laborating with Article 5 Parties to prepare their
institutional -strengthening projects to nmake provisions to address the needs
of Article 5 countries with respect to data-submi ssion requirenents of
Article 7.

3. The Executive Committee has further nmade it as a condition of approval
of all institutional-strengthening projects reporting of data by the office
created under the project.

4, Providing this "legislative franework" within which UNEP took its
actions woul d have enhanced t he paper as an authoritative docunent that could
gi ve guidance to all countries, not only those for which UNEP is the

| npl enenting Agency. It may also be noted that the networking activity is a
cross-agency activity which should facilitate the work of all Agencies in
Article 5 countries, particularly with regard to awareness creation and dat a-
reporting.

5. The scope of "further action" could be broadened by inserting a
reference to the decisions of the Executive Committee in paragraphs 1 and 4
of section VI of the paper, as well as to collaboration with other

| npl enenti ng Agencies (in, for exanple, paragraph 4 of section VI).

6. A recent report fromthe Fund Secretariat prepared on the basis of
reports fromArticle 5 countries showed that about 40 per cent of the
countries reported a slow pace of inplenmentation of institutiona
strengthening. Perhaps this may partly contribute to the probl em of non-
reporting, i.e., that the ozone office which has to report was not yet
functioning. Hence a statement in section Il (iii) to the effect that UNEP
woul d accel erate the inplenentation of approved institutional strengthening
projects in order to facilitate data-reporting night be in order



