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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. The present report was prepared in pursuance of UNEP Governing Council 
decision 12/14, section I, of 28 May 1984, in which the Council requested the 
Executive Director to convene a fourth session of the Working Group in order to 
complete work on the Convention to the extent possible and to continue to elaborate 
a possible draft protocol concerning control of chlorofluorocarbons, and to 
ensure that any report from the Working Group was brought to the attention of the 
Conference of Plenipotentiaries on the Protection of the Ozone Layer. 

2. This report contains an outline of the background to the work of the 
Working Group, and a summary of its discussions and recommendations, for 
submission through the Executive Director of UNEP to the Conference of 
Plenipotentiaries. 

II. GENERAL BACKGROUND 

A. Legislative authority 

3. The question of the ozone layer was first considered by the Governing Council 
·at its fifth session in 1977. By decision 84 C (V) of 25 May 1977 the Council 
established the Co-ordinating Committee on the Ozone Layer and urged support tor 
the World Plan of Action on the Ozone Layer. 

4 .. By decision 8/7 B of 29 April 1980, the Council confirmed the need for 
further co-operation on the ozone layer on a global scale, and recommended that 
Governments, espenially those of countries where use of chlorofluorocarbons 
11 and 12 was high, should achieve significant reductions in their use and 
encourage the development of ways to control releases into the atmosphere. Th~ 
Council also recommended that production capacity for chlorofluorocarbons \ 
11 and 12 should not be increased. 
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5. By decision 9/13 B of 26 May 1981 the Council decided to initiate work aimed 
at the elaboration of a global framework convention for the protection of the ozone 
layer, and to that end established the Working Group to report to it, through the 
Executive Director, on the progress of its work. At the same time the Governing 
Council requested the Executive Director: 

"(a) To ensure that in the work so initiated, all re+evant information and 
related work currently under way in other forums, as well as the results of 
any discussions on this subject a~ the Ad Hoc Meeting of Senior Government 
Officials Expert in Environmental Law, are taken into account; 

"(b) To invite the Co-ordinating Committee on the Ozone Layer, as part of 
its activities und~r its mandate: 

"(i) To contribute to the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group; 

" (ii) To oomp~le all relevant information, including statistical and 
technical data, on the implementation of the recommendations 
contained in decision 8/7 B of 29 April 1980, in particular that 
relating to reduction in the use of chlorofluorocarbons 11 and 12, 
as well as to production capacity on the basis of an agreed 
definition ... ". 

6. In decision 10/17 of 31 May 1982, the Governing Council commended the, 
Working Group on its work and approved its recommendations concerning-future work, 
requesting the,Executive Director to convene a second session of the Group. 

7. In decision 11/7, part two, section I, adopted on 24 May 1983, the 
Governing Council requested the Executive Director to make the necessary arrangements 
to assist the Working Group to complete its work. 

8. In decision 12/14, section I of 28 May 1984, the Council requested the 
Executive-Director to convene a fourth session of the Working Group in order'-to 
complete work on the Convention to the extent possible and to continue to elaborate 
a possible draft protocol concerning control of chlorofluorocarbons, and to ensure 
that any report from the Working Group was brought to the attention of a diplomatic 
conference to be convened in 1985 for the finalization, adoption and signature of 
the Convention and for the consideration of a report from the Working Group 
concerning further work on a protocol. 

B. Sessions of the Working Group 

9. The Working Group held a total of four sessions, as follows: 

First session 

Second session 

First part 

Second part 

Stockholm 20-28 January 1982 
Report: UNEP/WG.69/10 and Corr.l 

Geneva 
Report: 

Geneva 
Report: 

10-17 December !982 
UNEP/WG.78/8 

11-15 April 1983 
UNEP/WG.78/13 



Third session 

First i:;art 

Second part 

Fourth session 

First part 

Second part 

Geneva 
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17-21 October 1983 

Report: UNEP/HG.94/5 

Vienna 16-20 January 1984 

Report: UNEP/WG.94/10 

Geneva 22-26 October 1984 

Report: UNEP/WG.110/4 and Corr.l 

Geneva 21-25 January 1985 

Report: See annex I. 

10. The following Governments provided financial support and/or meeting facilities 
for sessions of the Working Group: Austria, Canada, Finland, Netherlands, Norway, 
Swed.en, Switzerland and the United States of America. 

11. ~ various sessions of the Working Group were attended by experts ~nd observers 
from the following 50 States: Afghanistan, 1/ Algeria, 3/ Argentina, 4/ 
Australia, 11 Austria, ii Belgium, 1/ Brazil~ II Bulgaria, ll Cameroon~ II Canada,i/ 
Chile, 3/ Colombia, 2/ Congo, 1/ Denmark, 4/ Dominican Republic, 2/ Egypt, 3/ 
El Salvador, 1/ Finland, 4/ France, 4/ Gabon, 1/ Germany, Federal-Republic of, 11 
Greece, 2/ Indonesia, 1/ Iran ( Islamic Republic of), l / Iraq, 1/ Italy, 4/ Japan, i/ 
Kenya, 1/ Kuwait, 3/ Mexico, 2/ Morocco, 1/ rJepal, 1/-Netherlands, 4/ Nigeria, 2/ 
Norway,-i/ Peru, 27 Philippines, 'l:_/ Poland, ll Senegal, ll Spain, l' Sweden, 1./­
Switzerland, 4/ Thailand, 3/ Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 4/ United Arab 
Emirates, 1/ United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,-4/ United States 
of America: 4/ Venezuela, 2/ Yugoslavia, 2/ and Zaire. 1/ In addition, the following 
9 States submitted written-comments to the Executive Director of UNEP: Burma, 
Central African Republic, Djibouti, Israel, Liberia, Madagascar, Mauritius, 
New Zealand and Sri Lanka. The United Nations Economic Commission for Latin Ame~ica 
and the Caribbean and the Commission of the European Communities also submitted 
comments. 

1/ Attended one session. 

2/ Attended two sessions. 

ii Attended three sessions. 

_±I Attended four sessions. 
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12. Representatives of the following international organizations also attended 
the sessions of the Working Group: United Nations Economic Commission for Europe,l/ 
United Nations Industrial Development Organization, 2/ World Health Organization, 3/ 
World Meteorological Organization, 4/ European Economic Community, 4/ Organization­
for Economic Co-operation and Development, 3/ European Council of Chemical 
Manufacturers' Federations (CEFIC), ~/ European Federation of Aerosols, l/ 
International Chamber of C~mmerce, 1/ International Council of Environmental Law, 1/ 
International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. 1/'- •• 

13. A list of the documents before the Working Group at its various sessions appears 
in annex I. 

14. -The text of the draft Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, with 
two technical annexes, resulting from the work of the Group, is contained in 
docum~nt UNEP/IG.53/~. The report of the Working Group on its work at the second 
part of its fourth session is attached to the present final report as annex II, 
and the text of a draft protocol on chlorofluorocarbons appears in annex III. 
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DOCUMENTS BEFORE THE WORKING GROUP AT ITS FOUR SESSIONS 

first session (Stockholm, 20-28 January 1982) 

UNEP/WG.69/1 

UNEP/WG.69/2 

UNEP/WG.69/3 

UNEP/WG.69/3/Add.l 

UNEP/WG.69/4 

UNEP/WG.69/5 

UNEP/WG.69/6 

UNEP /WG. 6917 

UNEP/WG.69/8 

UNEP/WG.69/9 

UNEP/WG.69/10.and Corr.l 

Provisional agenda 

Annotated provisional agenda 

Draft International Convention for the Protection of the 
Stratospheric Ozone Layer - Text submitted by the 
delegations of Finland, tforway and Sweden 

Draft International Convention for the Protection of the 
Stratospheric Ozone Layer (draft preamble) 

Extracts from the report of the Ad Hoc Meeting of Senior 
Government Officials Expert in Environmental Law 

Towards an ozone convention: A look at some issues 

An environmental assessment of ozone layer depletion and 
its impact 

Contribution of the Co-ordinating Committee on the Ozone 
Laye~ to the Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technical 
Experts 

Some o:;servations on the preparation of a global framework 
convention for the protection of the stratospheric ozone 
layer 

A review of Government responses to Governing Council 
decisions 8/7 Band 9/13 B concerning chlorofluoro­
cacbons and risks to the ozone layer 

Report of the ~d Hoc Working Group of Legal and Technical 
Experts for the Elaboration of a Global Framework 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer on its 
first session 

Second session - first part (Geneva, 10-17 December 1982) 

UNEP/WG~78/l/Rev.2 

UNEP/WG.78/2 and Corr.l 

UNEP/WG.78/3 

UNEP/WG.78/4 

Provisional agenda 

Draft Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, 
with commentary 

Alternative structures and formats for technical annexes 
and/or protocols to the draft Convention for the 
Protection of the Ozone Layer 

Institutional arrangements for a convention for the 
protection of the ozone layer 

Io .. 
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UNEP/WG.78/5 

UNEP/WG.78/6 

UNEP /WG. 78 /7 

UNEP/WG.78/8 

Procedures and limitations of assessing socio-economic 
impact of alternative strategies for protection of health 
and the environment from adverse effects of depletion of 
the ozone layer 

Aspects of the international transfer of technology 
information relating to activities whieh-may.affe9t the 
ozone layer 

Financial implications of the implementation of the 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer 

Report of the Working Group (on the first part of its 
second session) 

Second session - second part (Geneva, 11-15 April 1983) 

UNEP/WG.78/9 

UNEP/WG.78/10 

UNEP/WG.78/11 

UNEP/WG.78/12 

UNEP/WG.78/13 

Annotated provisional agenda 

Revised draft Convention for the Protection of the Ozone 
Layer, with additional commentary 

Possible contents of annexes and/or protocols 

Executive summary of the recommendations of the 
Co-ordinating Committee on the Ozone Layer 

Report of the Working Group (on the second part of its 
second session) 

Third session - first part (Geneva, 17-21 October 1983) 

UNEP/WG.94/1 

UNEP/WG.94/2 

UNEP/WG.94/3 

UNEP/WG~g4/3/Add.l and 2 

UNEP/WG.94/3/Add.3 

UNEP/WG.94/4 

Provisional agenda 

Annotated provisional agenda 

Second revised draft Convention for the Protection of 
the Ozone Layer, with additional commentary 

Second revised draft Convention for the Protection of the 
Ozone Layer - Summary of comments by Governments 

Draft annex concerning measures to control, limit and 
reduce the use and emissions of fully halogenated 

-c~lorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for the protection of the 
ozone layer, submitted by Finland, Norway and Sweden -
Summary of comments by Governments 

Draft annex concerning measures to control, limit-and 
reduce the use and emissions of fully halogenated 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for the protection of the 
ozone layer 
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Draft annex concerning measure~ tg_ q_q_r:iJ:.r:c>J_,.__ li,m_j. t a.'od 
reduce the ·use· an(f ·emissions of fully halogenated 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for the protection of the 
ozone layer, submitted by Finland, Norway and Sweden -
Summary of comments by Governments 

Draft annex concerning measures to control, limi,t and 
. reduce t.he use ~nd emissions of fully halogenated 

chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for the protection of the 
o~one iayer; submitted by Finland, Norway and Sweden -
Comments received from the Commission of the European 
Communities 

Report of the Harking Group (on the first part of its 
third session) 

Third session - second part -(Vfenna;-16:-20·-January 1984). 

UNEP/WG.94/5/Add.l 

UNEP/WG.94/6 

UNEP /WG. 94 /7 

UNEP/WG.94/8 

UNEP/WG.94/9 

UNEP /WG. 94/10 

UNEP/WG.94/11 

UNEP/WG.94/12 

UNEP/WG.94/13 

UNEP/WG.94/13/Add.l 

Texts relating to final clauses 

Provisional agenda 

Annotated provisional agenda 

Third revised draft Convention 

Revised draft protocol concerning measures to control, 
limit and reduce the emissions of chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFCs) for the protection of the ozone layer 

Report of the Working Group (on the second part of its 
third session) 

Fourth revised draft Convention for the Protection of 
the Ozone Layer 

Second revised draft protocol concerning measures to 
control, limit and reduce the emissions of 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) for the protection of the 
ozone layer 

Financial implications of the implementation of the 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer: 
Revised estimates 

• 
Financial implications of the implementation of the 
Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer: 
Revised estimates: Comments by WMO 
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Fourth session - first part (Geneva, 22-26 October 1984) 

UlrnP/WG.ll0/1 

UNEP/WG.110/1/Add.l 

UNEP/WG.110/2 

UNEP/WG.ll0/3 

UNEP/WG.110/4 and Corr.l 

Provisional agenda 

Annotated provisional agenda 

Summary of comments received from Governments on the 
fourth draft Convention and second revised draft protocol 

Executive summary of the assessment of ozone layer 
modification and its inDact (October 19134) 

Report of the Working Group on its work at the 
first part of its fourth session 

Fourth session~ second part (Geneva, 21-25 January 1985) 

UNEP/WG.110/5 

UNEP/IG.53/3 

UNEP/IG.53/4 

Provisional agenda 

Fifth r~vis~0 0raft Con~rent:U:-,, :"or t11e Protection of 
the Ozone Layei: 

Final reoort of the Horking Group 

I ... 
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1. The second part of the fourth session of the Ad Hoc Working Group of Legal 
and Technical Experts for the Elab0ration of a Global Framework Convention for 
the Protection of the Ozone Layer was held in Geneva from 21 to 25 January 1985, 
in accordance with UNEP Governing Council decision 12/14, section I. 

II. ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS 

A. Opening of the meeting 

2. The second part of the fourth sessi.on was opened on behalf of the 
Executive Director of UNEP by the Depu~y Director of the Environmental Management 
Service and Chief of the Environmental Law Unit, Mr. P.H. Sand. Af.ter recalling 
the mandate and status of the Working Group, he stressed the global scope of its 
efforts and expressed the hope that when present~ng the results of its work to 
the forthcoming Conference of Plenipotentiaries, the Group would keep in mind the 
need to submit clear and consistent drafts, in order to facilitate study and 
acceptance also by States which had not participated in the work of the 
Working; Group. 

B. Attendance 

). The second part of the fourth session was attended by experts from Afghanistan, 
Ar~entina, Australia, Austria, Belgi~m, Brazil, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Denmark, 
Egypt, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of, Indonesia, Italy, Japan, 
Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United K~ngdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland and United State~ cf America. Representatives were also 
present from the United Nations Economic Cor.nnission for Europe; the World 
Meteorological Organization; the European Economic Community and the Organisation 
for Eq,onomic Co-operation and Development; the European Council of Chemical 
Manufacturers' Federattons, the I:-iternational Cha,nber of Commerce and the 
International Council of Environment.al Law. 

C. Election of officers 

4- The Working Group re-elected as its Chairman Mr. W.J. Kakebeeke (Netherlands), 
who had previously served as Chairman at the third session and the first part 
of the fourth session. The Working Group also re-elected Mr. V. Zakharov 
(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) as Vice-Chairman, and Mr. A.L. Daverede 
(Argentina) as Rapporteur. 

D. Adoption of the agenda and organization of work 

5. The Working Group adopted the following agenda: 

1. Opening of the meeting. 
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2. Election of officers. 

j. Adoption of the a~enda and organization of work. 

4. Consideration of a draft convention for the protection of the ozone 
layer. 

5. Consideration of a draft protocol on chlorofluorocarbons. 

6. Other business. 

7. Adoption of the report. 

8. Closure of the session. 

III. CONSIDERATION OF A DRAFT CONVENTION FOR 
THE PROTECTION OF THE OZONE LAYER 

6. The Working Group agreed that the sixth reading of the draft Convention would 
take place in an informal working group of the whole, the results of whose 
delite1·aticns, in the form of an agreed revised text where possible, would be 
communi~ated to the Working Group meeting in formal session, for discussion and 
d~cision as appropriate. 

7. On the basis of document UNEP/WG.94/11 (fourth revised draft Convention for 
the Protection of the Ozone Layer, including draft technical annexes I and II) 
and dc~u~€~t UNEP/WG.110/4 (report of the Working Group on its work at the first 
part or its fourth session), the Working Group completed a further reading of the 
provisions und annexes. 

8. An informal group chaired by the Vice-Chairman of the Working Group was 
recon·!ened to consider the different proposals regarding settlement of disputes. 
~ts cor.clus.ions were presented to the plenary meeting of the Working Group. 

9. Follo~ing extensive discussion, a fifth revised draft convention, with 
technical annexes, was prepared for submission through the Executive Director to 
the Conference of Plenipotentiaries on the Protection of the Ozone Layer 
(UNEP/IG.53/3). It was agreed to submit a revised text representing the consensus 
of th::! ','.o".''.<in~ Group. However, some experts expressed reservations concerning 
article~ 7, 11 and 12, which are set out below. 

Article 7 (Secretariat) 

10. Dne expert expressed a reservation concerning the provisions of this article. 

Article 11 (Settlement of disputes) 

11. One expert expressed the view that portions of the dispute settlement 
procec.u~es contained in the revised text of article 11 were unusual and without 
clear 9;•3cedent, anc that they might prove unworkable in practice. However, in 
t~e int2~est of not ~olding up further the important work of the meeting, he 
t,.•ould no 1• cppose the s.pparent cons.ansus. He further stressed that his Government 
i.roulc; h:c vs r.o scrutin:.ze carefully the articles as well as study alternative 
langt,ag~ pt'i.or to the c'.iplomatic conference, and that it might prove necessary to 
reopen ~he issue in Vienna. 
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12. Ar.umber of other experts al.so expressed reservations concerr.ing article 11. 
They would further study its draft and ~~sht present alternatives at the 
~iplomat~c cor:ferGnce . 

• 7 '2 (~· t \ Artic ..... e .:.oi,gna -:.rreJ 

13. The expert from the Sc1Yopean :;::;ccnomic C-cmrrruri ty 9 referring to the wording 
'!lh.ich had been adopted for article 12 and 2crticles related to it 1 underlined his 
opposition to thei_r adoption, in2.smuch as they subordinated the participation of 
a :regional economic integration orga.r;ization with competence in the matters 
r,overned by the Convention to that of at least one of its member States. 3:e 
reserved the right tc :reopen discussion of the matter at the diplomatic conference. 

IV. CONSIDERATIOH CF A DRAFT ?RGrCCOL ON CHLOROFLUOROC.AR30NS 

14. The Worki..ng Gro-:...p hea:d several general statements concerning the question of a 
possible protocol on chlorofluorocarbons. 

15. The e;,.__-pert from the Uni tea. States of Arierica drew attention to recent 
indications that a substru1tial risk to the ozone layer still existed. First, 
even models which predicte,i only a small depletion in total ozone pointed to a 
substantial change in its vertical distribution. Secondly, recent model results 
indicated that the atmospheric response to increasing 01:llorine concentrations 
;night not be lir;ear; when the chlorine build-up reached a critical point, the 
ozone decline might be rapid and precipitous and not reversible through short-term 
hu..r:1an action. Despite the cornplex.i ty of the forces determini!'}g f"J.ture --=:hanges, it 
now seemed clear that if CFC use cor.tinued to grow, some depletion of the ozone 
layer was likely to occ'.rr. 

lE. Granted that scientific uncertainties were likely to remain for several 
years, it was necessary to consider what would. be the consequences of delay 
resulting from insistence on 100 per cent accuracy and fai:::_ure to take action 
now to prevent irreversi1::le damage to ti1e ozone layer. While co-,-operation ir. 
research, as provided for ir. the Convention, was necessa.ry 1 the potential risks 
r;iade it essential to adopt in add.it.ion a protocol which could lead to meaningful 
red"J.ctions in CFC emissions in the short term. Substantial progress haJ already 
been made in several countries in lirrii ting CFC 1.u_;e in ae::::-osols 9 one of the least 
essential uses 1 but at the same time the text allowed for special situations 
where there was a continuing need for CFCs 3,s propellants. Concern::; about 
'rlairuna.bility of CFC substitutes had. proved unwarranted. 

17. An important aspect of the protocol 1 in his opinion, was the multi-optional 
format, which would enable coillltries in widely differing circumstances to accept 
the_ protocol and would also reward pasc action by Governments to reduce CFC use. 
'.i.'he si_ngle-option approach put foTW'ard cy EEC had va,yious shortcomings; the 
production capacity cap was so hitsh co□pared. with current production that 
irreparable damage to the ozone layer :night well occur before the cap became 
binding; when the cap did come into d'fect, countries would have to make grea.ter 
reductions in the 1_;_se of CFCs, a17c1. limit more essential and less easily substituta1::le 
,..._ses_; no accoUict was take!: of potential cha..YJgea in the vertica::i_ ozone profile; 
r,o restriction was place~":. or export3 or ir;:ports, so that the protocol would be 
likely to be ineffective in li;-riti.~,g glocal emissions; capping present capacity 
and freezing current prr::ri.,Jc ti.on ar:d 1::,:u ke t s:ia~_·es wa~, prejudicial to developing 
countries and some or:l1ers. 
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18. The multi-optional approach would Jerv~ to l)uy time for further scientific 
research while prudently safegl.:.arding the enviconrnent in the short term. It was 
a pragmatic approa~h wi1i,ch did r.ct :''llt! 0L1 t fnture addi tior1al actions. He urged 
the Workin~ Group to ensure t~at ~hat measure waa available to participants at 
the diplomatic ~onference t0 adop~ i: the~ so wisted, furnishing a clear signal 
to the world that, even in the f2ce of uncertainty, it was still possible to 
take precautio~ary steps to safeguard fulure human welfare against important 
risks. 

19. The expert from ~h~ Eurooear. Economic Community said that the EEC proposal 
for a production capac:ty limitation provided a logical and complete answer to 
the concerns exprcnsed. If a :imitation were imposed there would be no chance 
that emissions would lncrease to !UC~ Rn extent that chlorine concentrations would 
exceed the critkal valu~; furth"!rrnore, changef! in vertical distribution following 
the imposition o; a cap ~ould undoubtedly be Jess mark~d than those caused by 
inevitable growth, for e::amp~.E:, in the non-aerosal sector, under the alternative 
approach. 

20. In response to the criticisms made of the single-option approach, he pointed 
out, firstly, ~hat its ceilinG on proauction capacity, while admittedly higher 
than current JJrodticti::m le\'ela, ·,'elf.. n0t .Jo high ;is to permit the catastrophe 
which could rPsult from the ait"!rnc1tive proposal made by the Toronto group. 
Secondly, if countries had in :uturf:" ~o Ctlrtail some uses of CFCs, that could be 
accomplished in an orderly rr3r1~er to minimize economic damage. Thirdly, the EEC 
approach did more than the alternativL to limit the long-term potential changes 
in the verti~al p.-•ofile of ozone. Fourttly, imports and exports were irrelevant 
in the context of the Convention, whose aim was ~o ensure world-wide application 
of the measures proposed. ~abtly, the !egitima~e concerns of the developing 
countries could be dis~usse~ i~ the W0rking Group. 

21. the key long-term measure o~ the ~reduction capacity cap in the EEC countries 
had been supplemented bv 3tP~s to ~a~ure a substantial reduction in current use 
of CFCs in aerosols, aGd actic~~ in such fiPlds as solvents, refrigeration and 
foam. The multi-optional :1pprcach a!"l,,unted ir. es3ence to no more than a 
short-term bar~ on CI7Cs i I Reroso.i.s, and fa.i led to address the real long-term 
problem. 

22. one exper<:. "'aised several obje0tions to the proposed production capacity cap, 
and suggested that regulatory ~eas~~es shoulti await further results from the work 
of the Co-ordinati:ig Commit.,;;:;e en the Ozone Layer. 

23. ~nether expert said :.hat t'1~ protoc::>l should not be finaU.zed before the 
adoption of the Convention. Other experts emphasized the need for a protocol to 
be adopted simultaneously ~1th the Convention, in order to prevent environmental 
har~ before it was too late. 

24. Another expert state~ that his countrv, as a long-standing supporter of the 
protection of the envi!·onrnent, woulc'. favour a genuinely effective draft protocol. 
It should be limitec to aerosols. in order to tackle non-essential uses first. 
In addftion, the obli~ations unti.·r the protocol should begin to apply to each 
party when it 0nters into force for th2t party. He expressed his preference for 
a multi-optional solut~nn, dhi~h ~as rnore flexible and would adapt better to the 
various situ2.tions erwisaged - diffe:'~nt de'srees of development, levels of 
production capar,ity, etc, 
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25. Another exp~rt pointed out that it was important that the biggest producers 
should reach agreement on the protocol, and that smaller producers should not try 
to impose thair view3. Both main a~proaches to the problem had some shortcomings, 
and further elaboration ~ould be requ~r!d. All CFC emissions, and not only those 
originating from aerosols, should be reduced. 

26. The observer from the European Counci 1 of Chemical t"1anufacturers' Federations 
(CEFIC) presented a sum~ary of mathematical model calculations prepared by 
Professor G. Bras.<Jeur and Ms. A. de Rudder of the Ins ti tut d' Aeronomie de Belgique 
using a 1-D chemical radiative ffijdel 0f the atmosphere. Scenarios reflecting 
alternative regul3tory ~egimes for a ere protocol had been fed into 
multi-perturbation, time-dependent calculations in order to assess the potential 
effect of such global regulations en 3tratospheric ozone. The most significant 
conclusions from the calculatioLR were that: 

(a) Even with sign:ificant CFC growth the threat to the ozone layer would be 
a distant one; 

(b) If further actions were to become necessary in the future in response 
to a period of sustained CFC growth, t:.hen a capacity cap would contain the 
situation, wheree.z an aerosol ban would achieve little over and above the protection 
conferred by a production capacity '.'.!ap; 

(c) An aerosol ban alone would net provide long-term protection in the event 
of sustained CFC growth. 

27. The Working Group reviewed the third revised draft protocol (UNEP/WG.11O/4, 
annex IV) in informal working sessions and completed a further reading of its 
provisions. The outcome of the review is reflected in the fourth revised draft 
protocol attached here~ith as annex III. 

28. There was a general discussion on the contents of article II of the protocol 
on the control of the use of CFCs. 

29. The expert from Canada, speaking on behalf of six countries, reviewed recent 
scientific resultn which ind5.cated th€' risk of precipitous declines in the ozone 
layer. He indicated that even a depletion of 2.5 per cent could add 5 million 
skin cancer cases per year, 1O,C0O deaths, and declinea in agricultural and 
fisharies production. He referred to the fact that the existing alternatives for 
the use of CFCs in refrigeration a~d foam plastics were costly, whereas for 
aerosol sprays effec.ti·,e alternatives did exist which were even less costly than 
CFCs. With regard to the EEC formulation of the control protocol, that approach 
was not advocated by the six Mur.it1 ies because . (a) a production capacity cap did 
not ·offer an immediate control mechanism, ( b) there was concern about how one 
determined an appropr:Late level for a pr0duction capacity cap, and (c) the economic 
consequences of such a cap appl-ieq globally could result in a significant transfer 
of funds from the developing countrieg to CFC producers in the developed world. 
Outlining the- multi-optional 2.ppro~ch, he indicated that the proposal was based 
on (a) flexibility to choose ~he option appropriate to a particular nation, 
(b) equity of co~trol ~ctions ta~en by nations signing the protocol, and 
(c) shared responsibility by all c0osuming nations. The proposal was a first step 
forward which w01.1ld re:quire revtew in the light of continuing research into a 
truly global environment2l prob~em, 
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30. On behalf of the six co-sponsors, the expert from Canada then introduced a 
document containing a consolidation of proposals for article II of the protocol 
put forward during the first part of the fourth session of the Working Group and 
reflected in annex IV of document UNEP/WG.110/4, not a substantive revision 
thereof. He poi~ted o~tthat the time periods mentioned in the various options 
would start to run from the moment of entry into force of the protocol for each 
party, and summarized as follows the main features of the ~ulti-optional approach 
reflected in that ~ocument: 

(a) The four options, although not identical, were approximately equivalent 
in terms both of effective and immediate protection of the ozone layer and of 
equitable sharing of' responsibility among all countries; 

(b) The drafting of the four options was subject to improvement in order 
to take into account the needs and capabilities of the broadest possible range of 
countries; 

(c) The four options were not meant to be exclusive, and could be 
supplemented by other effective and equitable options. 

After explaining the rationale and effect of each of the four options, he recalled 
the Chairman's ruling that clean texts of both the Convention and the protocol 
should be sent to the diplomatic conference and that majority views on non-consensus 
items should be reflected in the text of the agreements themselves, with any 
reservations concerning such views set out in the text of the War-king Group's 
report. 

31. The expert from the European Economic Community, declaring that he was 
speaking on behalf of the ~ember States of the Community, pointed out that the 
so-called 11multi-optional 11 approach incorporated in the text proposed by the 
experts of Canada and oth~rs still essentially amounted to a ban on use of CFCs 
in aerosols and did not imply any ~ffort on the part of those countries to limit 
production c~ CFCs. As regards the questions raised by some delegations as to 
how a production capacity cap could be implemented and controlled, he recalled 
that the matter had already been outlined in the report of the previous meeting 
of th·e Working Group (UNEP/WG.110/4, paragraph 32). He further recalled that the 
latest scientific.evidence, particularly the most recent report of CCCL, appeared 
largely, to support the approach proposed by EEC, especially in protecting against 
a possible "chlorine cat1fstrophe 11

• For those reasons EEC maintained its proposal 
for article II, which had moreover been revised to take account in particular of 
the needs of developing countries. In· this context 'he underlined that· his proposal 
constituted a truly gl6bal apprdach to the problem of protecting the ozone layer, 
since it provided not only for limitations on production but also for reductions 
in the use of SFCs in the ae~osol sector and for measures in the non-aerosol 
sector. Lastly I he recalled 'the willingn'ess of the Community to c-6ntinue 
discussions both at the diplomatic conference in Vie~na and else~here, so as· to 
find a generally acceptable solution which took due account of the latest 
scientific evidence and which wo•1ld allow global participation both in the 
Convention an~ in the protocol. 
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32. One expert expressed his disappointment at the failure to reach agreement on 
article II, bu:~ W3.S will in,~ to continue working on the more flexible multi­
optional approach. Although the present situation in his country would allow 
it to fulfil the requirements of the option in paragraph 4 of the proposal 
introduced by the Canadian expert, his Government would reconsider its position 
in Vienna. The ~ain idea of that option was to limit the over-all use of CFCs 
and not to foc~:s on aerosuls only. That principle could be applied as such by 
developed countri~s, and could be adapted to the needs of developing countries 
by allowing tt1Bm a ce:--tain increase in total use over the present per capita level. 

33. Three o~her ex::,:;rts e::pressed their preference for the multi-optional 
approach as intro<fa::::ed by the expert r'rom Canada, and proposed that that text 
should be submitted to the ciiplor.1atic. conference. 

34. Another expert surported the EEC proposal regarding article II, while four 
other experts were of the view that both proposals should be submitted to the 
diplomatic conference. 

35. Another expe~l proposed a text to be added to the proposal introduced by the 
expert of Canada oetween its paragraphs 4 and 5, to take into account the particular 
needs of deve:oping countries. He proposed the following text: 

"'fh3 requirement.:: of paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 4 shall not apply to 
developinG cou:1tries to the extent that they produce CFCs for uses which 
they de'-m tc he vital to their needs". 

A variety of coMments were made on t~e proposal, which was not opposed in 
principle by any expert. Because of lack of time, it was decided to reconsider 
the proposed adui~ion at the diplomatic conference. 

36. On tha basi8 of the different views expressed, the Working Group decided to 
include both mal~ nropos2ls on ~antral of CFC emissions in the draft protocol to 
be submitted tC' tt1e diplomatic ,onference, as alternative texts. 

V. OTHER BUSINESS 

37, The Chairman express~d the app~2~iation of the Working Group to the 
Governments of Canada, Finla:1d, Norway and the United States of America for 
fin.ancial support providE:c for c.he fourth session of the Group. 

38. The mee~ing took note of the comments submitted by the World Meteorological 
Organization regardin~ the revised estimates of financial implications of the 
implementatio,1 of th~ Convention (UNEP/WG.94/13/Add.l). 

39. The Chai~ru~11 informed the meeting that he had received letters from some 
eiperta which would ~e rcproducad ln appendix I to the present report. 

40, The Worki:-i<s Group :--er:ommer.dcd that informal consultations should be carried 
out during th2 period before the diplomatic conference in Vienna, with a view 
to narrowing down the cut~tanding differences on the draft texts. 
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41. The Working Group also recommended that time should be set aside during 
the diplomatic conference for a negotiating group to meet in order to finalize 
the text of a draft protocol. 

VI. ADOPTION OF THE REPORT AND CLOSURE OF THE SESSION 

42. The Working Group considered the draft report presented by the Rapporteur 
and adopted it with various amendments. The secretariat was entrusted with the 
task of finalizin~ the report and its annexes as amended. 

43. The Working Group heard a closing statement by the Executive Director of 
UNEP, which is attached as appendix II. Following the customary exchange of 
courtesies, the Chairman declared the session closed. 
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LETTERS TRANSMITTED TO THE CHAIRMAN OF THE AD HOC WORKING GROUP 
OF LEGAL AND TECHNICAL EXPERTS FOR THE ELABORATION OF A GLOBAL 
FRAMEWORK CONVENTION FOR THE PROTECTION OF THE OZONE LAYER AT 

THE SECOND PART OF ITS FOURTH SESSION 

Letter dated 24 January 1985 from the expert of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics: 

"The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany to the second part 
of the fourth session of the UNEP Ad Hoc Workins Group of Legal and Technical 
Experts for the Elaboration of a Global Framework Convention for the 
Protection of the Ozone Layer includes Mr. T. Bunge, an official of the 
Federal Environmental Agency of the Federal Republic of Germany, which is 
illegally located in West Berlin. 

ttThe appointment of an official of that Agency as a member of the 
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany cannot be viewed as anything 
other than an act aimed at misusing·the authority of UNEP in order to obtain 
legal sanction for the State bodies of the Federal Republic of Germany 
illegally located in Berlin (West). 

• "The establishment of such bodies in Berlin (West) is in direct 
contradiction with the provision of the Quadripartite Agreement of 
3 September 1971 that Berlin (West} is not a constituent part of the 
Federal Republic of Germany and will not be governed by it in the future. 
Attempts to include such institution& in international co-operation create 
complications and hinder the fulfilment of the tasks facing UNEP. 

"In view of the foregoing,·the representative of the USSR cannot 
recognize as lawful the appointment of Mr. Bunge~~ a member of the delegation 
of the Federal Republic of Germany and requests you, Mr. Chairman, to take 
the appropriate measures for this statement to be duly recorded in the report 
of our session." 
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Letter dated 24 January 1985 from the expert of the United States of America 

"On behalf of the delegations of France, the United States of America, 
and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, I should like 
to address you on the subject raised by the Head of the USSR Delegation in 
his letter to you of 24 January 1985. 

"The establishment of the Federal Environmental Agency in the western 
sectors of Berlin was approved by the French, American and British authorities 
acting on the basis of their supreme authority. These author-itieaare 
satisfied that the Federal Envirortmental Agency does not perform in the western 
sectors of Berlin acts in exercise of direct State authority over the western 
sectors of Berlin. Neither the location nor the activities of that Agency, in 
the western sectors of Berlin, therefore, contravenes any of the provisions 
of the Quadripartite Agreement. 

11 tve cannot agree that the involvement of institutions such as the Federal 
Environmental Agency in any way impedes the work of the UNEP. 

"Furthermore, there is nothing in the Quadripartite Agreement which 
supports the contention that residents in the western sectors of Berlin may 
not be included in delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
international conferences; in fact Annex IV of the Quadripartite Agreement 
stipulates that, p11 ovided matters of security and status are not affected, 
the Federal Republic of Germany may represent the interest of the western 
s.ectors of Berlin in international conferences and that western sectors of 
Berlin residents may participate jointly with participants from the Federal 
Republic of Germany in international exchanges. Furthermore, as a matter of 
principle, it is· for the Federal Republic of Germany alone to decide on the 
composition of its delegation. 

"Regarding other communications on this subject, I would like to state 
that States which are not parties to the Quadripartite Agreement are not 
competent to comment authoritatively on its provisions." 
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Letter dated 24 January 1985 from the expert of the Federal Republic of Germany 

"With reference to the letter of the delegation of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics of 24 January 1985 concerning the participation of 
Dr. T. Bunge at the above-mentioned meeting, I have the honour to communicate 
the following: 

"My delegation fully shares the view expressed in the letter of the 
delegation of the United States of America of 24 January 1985, also on 
behalf of the delegations of France and the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland. 

"In the view of the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany the 
task of this meeting consists in promoting international co-operation in the 
field of the protection of the ozone layer and not in discussing political 
matters which are beyond the scope of this meeting. The delegation of the 
Federal Republic of Germany is guided by the wish to provide the utmost 
possible expertise for the benefit of this meeting. Furthermore, as a matter 
of principle, it is for each member State alone to decide which institutions 
or persona it wishes to be represented by in the work of this organization." 





Apnendix II 

UNEP /IG.53/ 4 
Am1ex II 
.Appendix II 
Page 1 

STATEMEl'<'T BY THE EXECl'TIVE DIRECTOR OF lrIBP 

DELIVERED AT THE CLCSJNG MEETING OF THE FODRTH SESSION OF THE 
WCRKilTG GROUP 

Mr. Chairman, Distinguished Members of the Working Group, 

Three years ago, in Stockholm, I said that I did not underestimate the 
~ifficulties you would encounter in drawing up a framework convention for ozone layer 
protection. So today I am pleased to congratulate you on your willingness and ability 
to reach relatively rapid consensus on many of the most significant challenges posed by 
this complex and critical issue. Your work on the protocol agreement has established a 
well of mutual trust in your negotiations that will no doubt help significantly in 

reaching the final agreement. For this you deserve special thanks and praise• 

Particular thanks are rJ..ue to all the countries represented in this series of 
Working Groups, to the Co-ordinating Committee on the Ozone Layer, to the World 
Meteorological Organization, and to the individual scientists and experts who made such 
strides over the last several yea.rs in our understanding of a difficult and perplexing 
topic. I am also pleased to note the regular participation of industry representatives 
in the Working Group, since industry co-operation will indeed be an essential factor in 
future international action. 

The long process of identifying risk, elaborating theor,J, practio~lly inventing a 
new science since Rowland and Molina took the first hesitant steps more than a decade 
ago, is a classic example of the many obstacles we faee in the environmental movement, 
and in particular at lTNEP, when we attempt to turn understanding into action. Protectio~ 
of the ozone layer is by nature a global problem, requiring concerted international 
response; it points to the need to take prever.tive, anticipatory action in the face of 
environmental damage that is invisible and, we hope, not yet upon us. 

Reaching the present accord (and eliminating the famous "square brackets" of the 
convention) has not been made easier by the e::t::::-ac::::-":.i~:2.::::-ily 0crr.plex nature of the topic 
it addresses. Each passing year - since the Washington meeting in 1977, through 
Monte~ideo and the 1981 Governing Council decision to launch a global convention 
framework - has seen new, often contradictory evaluations of mankind's threat to the 
fragile ozone layer. Supersonic transport, once the focus of the ozone debate, has new 
largely been discounted as a threat. Furthermore, historical data has not yet shown a 
significant trend in total ozone depletion that can be attril:uted to human activities, 
perha~s beo~use any stratospheric ozone depletion resulting from chlorofluoroe'.l.Tbons 
and nitrogen oxide emissions has been partially offset by in•reasing tropospheric ozor:e 
due to b.igher concentrations of other trao':l gases which increase ozone. 

But we have many re':l.Sons not to take undue comfort in such trends, based not on.2.y 
on recent findings concerning ozone modification, but also on our greater understandir.6 
of the effects of increased IV-B radiation. While it is true that some scenarios 
predict a relative increase in total ozone over the next several ,iecad.es, this posi tic:: 
ignores the inherent danger to the global climate as a result of the vertical 
redistribution of ozor.e that would accomp.q,n;v such an increR.se, Tropospheric ozone 
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results in a significant greenhouse effect all by itself 7 and 0~TEP is currently 
investigating the cumulative greenhcuse ::ffect cf ozone, carbon dioxide, and other 
tr~ce gases in troposphere, 

Another recent worry is the predicted non-linear ::::-elationship between high 
concentrations of cr.lorine ir. the atr:1osphere an:i consequent ozone depletion, with an 
attendant risk of greater than 10 per cent 07,one reduction. This prediction rekindles 
the concern that a l per cen+: ozone c.ecre2.se results in a 2 per cent increase in UV-B 
radiation, and as rrmch a,s a fourfold increase in certain skin ca.."lcers as well as other 
adverse biological effects. 

I also wish to add a note of ca,ution on the subject of CFC 11 and 12 production. 
The 1983 figure represented a 21 per cent reduction from the peak level of 1974, but 
behind that impressive figure lie two fairly disturbing trends. The first is that the 
over-all decrease since 1976 is made up of two separate factors - a 51 per cent 
decrease in aerosols, and a. 36 per cent increase in non-aerosol CFC use. The second 
is that a Chemical M3.11ufacture's Association report shows about a 7 per cent increase 
in CFC11 and CFC12 in 1933 over 1932 levels, and both aerosol and non-aerosol use were 
seen to have increased during that period. 

I mention these various sig!ls because I believe - and all of you must realize -
that the stakes are too high, that they call for the utmost prudence. I believe the 
agreements reached here are satisfying evidence that the catalytic role of a 
specialized, international body such as UlilEP, is crucial to focusing international 
attention and cementing global accord. You c3.11 rest assured that UIIBP, through the 
CCOL, will continue its functions of co-ordinating research and ~ssessing ozone 
modifications so that future amendments to the technical annexes of the convention and 
additional protqr,ols, if necessar,J, might :-:-eflec·c the latest in scientific understanding 
of our predicament regarding the ozone layer. 

In asking a.11 of you tc, in turn~ urge your governments to sign the convention an:i 
exert every effort to agree on a responsible, acceptable protocol when we all meet 
again in Vienna, I can only remind you that the long process of research and debate on 
the ozone layer has made all of us more keenly aware tha~ failure to take stringent 
action on this particularly complex issue would s:;:)ell irreversible harm to all living 
organisms and to the natural ecologicei balance that sustains us all. 

It is this overarching threat that brought us together, and I hope that our mutual 
awareness of it will prompt t:i.e f'.1.llest i;ossible agreement in Vienna and beyond. 

" 
" 
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Text agreB<l by the ~:forking Group at the. second parLsL.rtts f"1Jl'th session 

PRZ.A.NBIE 

THE PARTIES TG THIS FROTOCCL, 

Being parties to the Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, 

Mindful of thei::-:- obligation under the Convention to take appropriate measures 
to protect human health and the environment against adverse effects resulting or 
likely to result from human activities which modify or are likely to modify the 
ozone layer, 

Recognizing the possibility that world-wide emissions of fully halogenated 
chlorofluorocarbons can significantly deplete and otherwise modify the ozone la;yer, 
resulting or likely to result in adverse effects on human health e..nd the environment, 

Recognizing also the potential climat~c effects of chlorofluorocarbon 
emissions, 

Determined to protect the ozone layer by taking precautionary measures to 
control total global emissions of chlorofluorocarbons [from aerosols], 

Mindful of the precautionary measures for controlling emissions of 
chlorofluorocarbons that have already been taken at the national and regional levels, 

Aware that measures taken to protect the ozone layer from modifications due to 
the use of chlorofluorocarbons should be based on relevant scientific and technical 
c::msidera tions, 

Considering that emissions of chlorofluorocarbons used in aerosols can be 
relatively economically controlled, 

Mindful that special provision needs to be made in regard to the production 
and use of chlorofluorocarbons for the benefit of developing countries, 

\ 

Considering- the importance of promoting international co-operation in the 
research and development of science and technology on the control and reduction of 
CFC emissions, bearing in mind, in particular, the needs of developing countries, 

• HA VE A GIBED AS FOLLOH3: 

ARTICIB I~ DEFINITIONS 

For the purposes of this Protocol, 

1. "The Convention" means the Convention for th,2 Protection of the Ozone La;yer 9 

2. "Parties" means, lL."lless the context otherwise requires, Parties to this Protocol; 

3. "The Secretariat'' means the :Secretariat of the Convention, 

it. "Chlorofluorocarbon" ;:ir "CFC" means any fully halogenated chlorofluoroalkane. 
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Alternative 1 

Ail.Tir~LE E: C0lITR0L }:EA3'JRSS 

1. ---E..ch Earty shall, select one of th_e control_ options 3et out iil paragraphs l 
to t, below. After entry into force :,f fais Protocol for it, each P2-rty shall 
either: 

(a) (i) 1Jithin two years, ensure that its total annual use of CFCs in aerosols 
does not exceed 6G per cent of the amount of CFCs it used in aerosols 
in the year of its ma.ximw:i use prior to the entr-J into force of this 
Protocol; and 

(ii) Within four years, ensure t:iat its total annual use of CF:::s in 
aerosols does not exceed 20 per cent of the amount of CFCs it used 
in aerosols in the year of its maximum use prior to the entry into 
force of this Protocol; and 

(iii) Within six years, ensure that its total annual use and exports of 
CFCs in aerosols does not exceed 20 per cent of the amount of CFCs 
it used and exported in aerosols in the year of its maximum use prior 
to the entrJ into force of this Protocolj or 

(b) (i) Within four years, prohibit all uses of CFCs in aerosols except for 
those uses it considers to be essential 7 and 

( ii) Within six years, prohibit all exports of CFCs in aerosols except 
for those uses it con3iders to be essential~ or 

(c) (i) Within two years, ensure that its total annual use of CFCs in 
aerosols does not exceed 60 per cent of the amount of CFCs it used 
in aerosols in the year of its maxillium use prior to the entry into 
force of this Protocol; and 

(ii) Within four years~ ensure that its total annual use of CFCs in 
aerosols does not exceed 30 per cent of the amount of CFCs it used in 
aerosols in the year of its maximum use prior to the entry into force 
of this Protocol 7 and 

(iii) Within six years, ensure that its total annual use and exports of CFCs 
in aerosols does not exceed 30 per cent of the amount of CFCs it used 
in aerosols in the year of its maximum use prior to the entry into 
force of this Protocol; and 

(iv) Ensure that its total production capacity for CFCs does not exceed 
the total production capacity at the moment of entry into force of 
this Protocol, or 

( d) \vi thin four years~ ensure that its total annual use of CFCs does not 
exceed 80 per cent of the amount of CFCs it used in the year of its 
maximum use yrior to the entry into force of this Protocol. 

2. The previsions of this articlP slto..11 in no wcy affect the rigt.t of the Parties 
to adopt domestic measures stricter than those provided for in paragraphs l(a) to 
(d) above. 
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l. ~adl Party snall take all a.pi:ropriat2 precauticna.ry measures to ensure that 
industry situated ir,. its terri torJ does not increase its production capacity of 
:.:FCs 11 and 12 .. 

2. Each Party shall 9 within t~o ye~rs after entry into force of this Protocol fer 
it, ensure that there ~3 a r2duct.i.o:'1 in its ·cotal annual use of CFCs 11 and 12 in 
aerosols of at lea.st 3C pe"': cert ,:if its t:se 0f theee CFCs in aerosols in 1976. 

3. The requirements of paragraphs 1 and 2 shall not apply to developing countries 
to the exten1; t~1at they 1.:..se only chlorofh;_orocarbons 11 and 12 fer purposes which 
they deem vital to their need;::;, 

4. Tne provisions of this artJ.cle s.r1c.l l in no way affect the right of the Parties 
to adopt measures stricter t:1an ~hose provided f ::ir in paragraphs 1 and 2. 

5. The Parties shall co-operate in actions aimed at reducing chlorofluorocarbon 
losses and clevelopi..ng the best practj_cable tec1mo7-ogies in order to limit emissions 
in the synthetic foam 9 refl'.'i6eration ancl solvent sectors. 

,'.J{i'=:;IB III: ~EVIE~! OF CON'11B.OL i'1lEAS1J?E3 

The Parties shall regularly .c,t their r:setings reass2ss the control measures 
provided for in article II! or the basis of the scientific, environmental and 
economic information availq,l,le 9 end. shall +,ake all appropriate action. 

!1 RTICIE =-✓; P~?CPTI~JG '.J.f<1 lNFOIDlA'i'ION 

1. \li thin one year a.fte::' the entzy into force '.)f this Pre to col for it, each Party 
shall inform the Secretariat of :.,ts year of maximum use of CFCs in aerosols, as 
provided f:ir in article II and tl",e total anour.t of such use in that year. 

2. The F2.rties to this Protoc:il, 2ith2r .~nrJ.ividually or jointly, shall zubmit 
annually to the Secretari2.t: 

(a) Aggregated data on ~~h8 :;cta.l 2-rnolmts of C?Cs used in aerosols and the total 
a~ou:ots of CFCs exporte~ in ~e~osols; 

I 

(b) A list of the uses they Gonsi.d.er essential pursuant to paragTaph 1 (b) 
of article II, and the :::-easons why such -uses are consic.ered essential; 

• (c) Information on national l~ws 1 regulations, policy directives and other 
measures adopted to im;ilement this Protocol; 

(d) Any other information to indicata their implementation of this Protocol. 

ARTICIE V: RESEARCH, DEVI'.LOH0:NT AlID :2XCHANG'i OF IllFORMATION 

1. Recognizing thG.t red,.1cti.ons gai:-ieu. ty implementation of article II may be offset 
'Qy potential growt~1 in .::,t11 e:r.· ,-1ses of 8::7Cs, ":;he Pa:!:'ties shnl 1 co-operate in promoting, 
directly nnd through coP.1peter.t internn tional bodies, bearing in mind the needs of 
,ieveloping countries, rcseai·cl1, -=!.evelopment and. exchar.ge of information on: 

( a) Tr"e best practicablR technologies; 
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(t,) Possible alternatives to CFCs and ,2'J rirodc.1_c-ts 9 

(c) Costs and benefits of relevant ccntrcl str:1tegies. 

2. Each Farty ::,:nll suboit to the Secretariat a summar,J of activities conducted 
pursuant to -:he present ,:,.rticlt? on a biennL:,l oasis. 

ARTICIB "fl; TSCHNI8AL AS3I3T.A1JCI; 

1. The Parties shall co-operate 9 taking into account in particular the needs of 
developing countries, in promoting, in the context of the provisions of article 4 
of the '__;onvention, tecl''11ical assistance to fo_cili ta te participation in and 
implementation of this Protocol. 

2. Any ParvJ or 3ignatory to this Protocol in need of technical assistance in 
implementing it may su'omit a request to t0e Secretariat. 

AR1rICIE VII: S-.G CRE':'AE.IAT F:JNCTI Ol>TS 

The Secretariat shall: 

(a) Arrange for and ssrvice ::1eetings of the Partiesj 

(b) Distribute to the Parties information en each Par"b.f' s year of maximuri 
use of CFCs in aerosols and the total amount of its use in that year, as reported 
by the Parties in accordance with article IV; 

(c) Prepare and distribute to the Farties regularly a report based on 
information received pursuant to articles IV and V1 

(d) Notify the Parties of any request for technical assistance received 
pursuant to article VI so as to facilitate the provision of such assistance to the 
extent possible; 

(e) Perform such other functions 3.s may be assigned to it by the Parties. 

ARrrICIE VIII; hSETilTG'.:, OF rrFIE PARTIES 

1. \The Parties shall hold meetings at regular intervals. 'The 3ecretari2.t shall 
convene the first meeting of the Parties witLin one year after the entry into force 
of this Protocol and in conjunction with a meeting of the Conference of the parties 
to the Convention, if a meeting of the latter is scheduled within that period. 

2. Subse~uent ordinary meetings of the Parties shall be held in conjunction with 
mee,tings of the parties to the Convention, unless othen:ise decided by the Parties 
to the Protocol. Extraordinary :neetings cf the Farties may be held at such other 
times as may be c,eemed necessar,J by them, or at the written request of any of ti1es, 
provided that, within six months of such a request being communicc:ted to them by 
the Secretariat, it is supported by at least a third cf the Parties. 

3. The functions of the meetings of the Partie;:; shall be; 

( a) '11 0 review implementation cif this Pre to col; 

(b) T-=i establish where necessarJ guidelines or -orocedures for reporting of 
information as pi·ovided for in article IV ancl 7; 
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( c) To review requests lcr tec:~;.r.i,cal ass is tar.ce :;:rovid.ed for in article VI; 

( c.) 'l'::: revie•.,r reports received frc:n the Secretariat pursuant to article VII; 

(e) 'L:: reassess, pursuant -:;o article ==r 1 t11E- con-trol measures provided for 
in article II; 

( f) To consider and :i.dcp-'c proposals for 2,mendment of this Protocol 7 

(g) To consider and adort the budget for the iwplementation of this Protocol. 

• iL.1TI.:::ill TY~ 
.l. .. n .. .-. FHTAlTCIA:S ?ROVISIONS 

The expenditure ::cequireJ. fc::::- the functioning of the Secretariat or other 
expenditure for the administration of this Protocol shall be charged against special 
contributions from the Parties :'cc;.; this Protocol "?xcl-:J.sively, 

ARTICIB X; ?ELA.rIONSHIF O? THI:3 PRGTOCGL TO 'rifil CONVENTION 

l. The relevant provisions of the Convention '.,ith respect to any protocol shall 
apply to this Protocol. 

2. The rules of procedure and financial rules adopted pursuant to article 6, 
paragraph 3 of the Convention shall apply to t:1.is Frotocol, unless the Parties to 
the Protocol agree othe:::wise. 

ARTI 1~LE XI: SIGNATURE 

This Protocol s~all be open for signat-u.re at•••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••• 
from to .. , ..• , .. o • • • • • • • by signatories to the Convention. 

ARTICLE XIIz EN'.;,'RY IIJTO FORCS 

l. T1!1.is Protocol shall enter into force on the same date as tr,e Convention enters 
into force, provided that there have been deposited r.ine instruments of ratificati:n, 
acceptance, approval or accession to tl1e Protocol. In the event that nine such 
inS(_truments have not been de:r::osi ted by tr.e :lai:;e of entry into force of the Conventior:, 
this Protocol shall enter into force on the thirtieth day following the date of 
deposit of the ninth instrument of ratification, acceptance 7 approval er accession to 
the rrotocol submitted by an;,; party to ~ne Ce,nvention . 

. :=. • For t:r1e purpose of parae,raJ)l1 l an;1.,. i:1stru.m.9n-c deposited b3r an organization 
referred to in article 12 in the Conver.tion shall not be counted as additional to 
t:10::ie deposited by member State:s of su2h Qrganization. 

3. After the entry into force of this ?:rotocol, any party to the Convention shall 
become a Party to this Fr0tocol on the thirti..eth c.ay following the date of deposit 
of its instrument of ratifica ticm 1 acceptance, 2,:1:)proval or accession. 
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lhe original cf tr.L:, Protocol, cf wr.L.::h the Arabic, ::::hinese, 2nglish, French, 
Russian ancl Sp2.n.is.h texts are ec;:-.:tally 3i.lthentic, shal 1 be depo3i ted with the 
Secretary-General cf the United :Jations, 

IN WITNESS ·,r=-IB~OF TEE UlTDBRSIGlfi.D, B_2;ING DULY AUTHORIZED TO THAT EFFECT, HAVE 
SIGllED Tr£ ?RESENT FRGTOCOL, 

DO:r1E AT • . • • • e • • e • • e C e e • e e o e • e O I • " • ♦ e •• • I THIS • e I e • I e I • e I I • I e e e • I e e I O I • I • e • I e I I I 

DAY OF •••••••• " ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

·---------


