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Provisional agenda

I. Preparatory segment (12-14 November 2012)
1. Opening of the preparatory segment:
@ Statements by representative(s) of the Government of Switzerland;
(b) Statements by representative(s) of the United Nations Environment Programme.
2. Organizational matters:
@ Adoption of the agenda of the preparatory segment;

(b) Organization of work.

3. Administrative matters:

@) Consideration of membership of Montreal Protocol bodies for 2013;

(b) Financial reports of the trust funds and budgets for the Montreal Protocol.
4, Issues related to exemptions from Acrticle 2 of the Montreal Protocol:

@) Nominations for essential-use exemptions for 2013;

(b) Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 2014;

(c) Quarantine and pre-shipment issues;

(d) Feedstock uses.

5. Additional information on alternatives to ozone-depleting substances.

6. Procedural issues related to the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel and its subsidiary
bodies.

7. Proposal on trade of controlled substances with ships sailing under a foreign flag.

8. Investigation of carbon tetrachloride discrepancy.

9. Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol.

10.  Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 through by-product emission control.

11.  Proposal on additional funding for the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the
Montreal Protocol to maximize the climate benefit of the accelerated phase-out of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons.

12.  Proposal on funding of production facilities for hydrochlorofluorocarbons.
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13.  Proposal on the review by the Scientific Assessment Panel of RC-316c¢.

14.  Proposal on the implications of the outcome document of the United Nations Conference on
Sustainable Development for small island developing States with regard to the implementation
of the Montreal Protocol.

15.  Proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol.
16. Compliance and data reporting issues:

@ Proposal on the differences between data reported on imports and data reported on
exports;

(b) Presentation on and consideration of the work and recommended decisions forwarded
by the Implementation Committee under the Non-Compliance Procedure for the
Montreal Protocol.

17. Other matters.

Il.  High-level segment (15 and 16 November 2012)
1. Opening of the high-level segment:

€)) Statements by representative(s) of the Government of Switzerland;
(b) Statements by representative(s) of the United Nations Environment Programme;
(c) Marking the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Montreal Protocol;

(d) Statement by the President of the Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol.

2. Organizational matters:

@ Election of officers for the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol;

(b) Adoption of the agenda of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol,

(c) Organization of work;
(d) Credentials of representatives.

3. Status of ratification of the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer, the
Montreal Protocol and the amendments to the Montreal Protocol.

4. Presentations by the assessment panels on the status of their work, including the latest
developments.

5. Presentation by the Chair of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol on the work of the Executive Committee, the
Multilateral Fund secretariat and the Fund’s implementing agencies.

6. Statements by heads of delegation.

7. Report by the co-chairs of the preparatory segment and consideration of the decisions
recommended for adoption by the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties.

8. Dates and venue for the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.

9. Other matters.

10. Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.
11 Adoption of the report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.

12. Closure of the meeting.
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Annotations to the provisional agenda of the Twenty-Fourth
Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol

I. Preparatory segment (12-14 November 2012)

A.  Opening of the preparatory segment (item 1 of the provisional agenda for the
preparatory segment)

1. The preparatory segment of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer will be opened by the co-chairs of the Open-ended
Working Group of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol at 10 a.m. on Monday, 12 November 2012, at
the Centre International des Conferences, Geneva. The meeting will be preceded by a seminar on
Sunday 11 November at the same venue commemorating the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Montreal
Protocol. Registration of participants will begin at 9 a.m. on Friday, 9 November 2012, at the meeting
venue. Participants are encouraged to register well in advance of the meeting through the Ozone
Secretariat’s website (http://ozone.unep.org or http://www.montreal-protocol.org), and are urged to
bring their own laptop computers to the meeting, which will be virtually paperless. The opening of the
meeting will include celebratory activities and statements by representatives of the Government of
Switzerland and the United Nations Environment Programme.

B.  Organizational matters (item 2 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory
segment)

1. Adoption of the agenda of the preparatory segment

2. The provisional agenda set forth in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/1 will be before the parties for
adoption.

2. Organization of work

3. The meeting will be divided into two components: a three-day preparatory segment and a
two-day high-level segment. Ms. Gudi Alkemade (Netherlands) and Mr. Ghazi Odat (Jordan) will
co-chair the preparatory segment; the high-level segment will be led by a bureau selected by the
parties attending. The parties may wish to conduct their work in plenary sessions and contact groups as
appropriate. The co-chairs of the preparatory segment are expected to draw up a detailed timetable to
cover the work on the agenda for that segment.

K1282157 111012



UNEP/OzL ..Pro.24/1/Add.1

C.

Administrative matters (item 3 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory
segment)

Consideration of membership of Montreal Protocol bodies for 2013

4. The preparatory segment of the meeting of the Parties is expected to recommend to the
high-level segment draft decisions proposing 2013 membership for the Implementation Committee
under the Non-Compliance Procedure for the Montreal Protocol and the Executive Committee of the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol, as well as co-chairs of the
Open-ended Working Group for 2013. Draft proposals designed to forward proposed members for the
consideration of the high-level segment of the meeting can be found as draft decisions XXIV [BB],
[CC] and [DD] in section 111 of document UNEP.OzL.Pro.24/8.

Financial reports of the trust funds and budgets for the Montreal Protocol

5. The financial reports and budgets of the Montreal Protocol are considered annually by the
parties. The budget documents and the financial reports for the current meeting carry the symbols
UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/7 and Add.1, respectively. Under this agenda item, the parties are expected to
establish a budget committee during the preparatory segment to deliberate on and recommend a draft
budget decision for formal adoption, as appropriate, during the high-level segment.

Issues related to exemptions from Article 2 of the Montreal Protocol (item 4
of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

Nominations for essential-use exemptions for 2013

6. The Meeting of the Parties is expected to discuss and take a decision on the nominations of
China and the Russian Federation for essential-use exemptions for chlorofluorocarbons. Draft
decisions on related issues which were discussed by the Open-ended Working Group at its
thirty-second meeting can be found as draft decisions XXIV/[A] and XXIV/[B] in section Il of
document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8.

Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 2014

7. The Meeting of the Parties is expected to discuss and take a decision on the nominations of
Australia, Canada and the United States of America for critical-use exemptions for methyl bromide.
The Meeting of the Parties may also consider an update of the handbook on critical-use nominations
prepared by the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel and its Methyl Bromide Technical
Options Committee.

Quarantine and pre-shipment issues

8. At the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group the parties discussed and
formed a contact group to consider a draft decision on quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl
bromide submitted by the European Union and Croatia. The parties are expected to engage in further
discussion of that draft decision, which can be found as draft decision XXIV/[C] in section Il of
document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8.

Feedstock uses

9. At its thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group formed a contact group to
consider a draft proposal from the European Union and Croatia on feedstock uses of ozone-depleting
substances. The draft proposal emanating from that contact group, which the Working Group agreed to
forward to the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further discussion, can be found as draft
decision XXIV/[D] in section 1l of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Additional information on alternatives to ozone-depleting substances (item 5
of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

10.  Atits thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group formed a contact group to
consider the work of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel and a draft proposal from the
United States on additional information on alternatives to ozone-depleting substances. The draft
proposal emanating from that contact group, which the Working Group agreed to forward to the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further discussion, can be found as draft decision XXIV/[E]
in section 1l of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.
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Procedural issues related to the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel
and its subsidiary bodies (item 6 of the provisional agenda for the
preparatory segment)

11.  Atits thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group heard a presentation by the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel on proposals related to the operation of the Panel.
Subsequent to that presentation, the Working Group formed a contact group to consider the work of
the Panel and a draft proposal by the United States on guidelines on recusal, guidelines on the
appointment of co-chairs of the Panel, a revision of the number of members of each of the Panel’s
subsidiary bodies and an update of the terms of reference of the Panel and its technical options
committees and temporary subsidiary bodies. The draft proposal emanating from that contact group,
which the Working Group agreed to forward to the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further
discussion, can be found as draft decision XXIV/[F] in section 11 of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Proposal on trade of controlled substances with ships sailing under a foreign
flag (item 7 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

12.  Atits thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group formed a contact group to
consider a draft proposal from the European Union on issues related to trade of controlled substances
with ships sailing under a foreign flag. The draft proposal emanating from that contact group, which
the Working Group agreed to forward to the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further
discussion, can be found as draft decision XXIV/[G] in section Il of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Investigation of carbon tetrachloride discrepancy (item 8 of the provisional
agenda for the preparatory segment)

13.  Inaccordance with decision XXI11/8, the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties is expected to
hear an update from the assessment panels on the possible reasons for the identified discrepancies in
top-down and bottom-up estimates of atmospheric abundance of carbon tetrachloride.

Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol (item 9 of the
provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

14.  Inaccordance with decision XXI1/2, the Open-ended Working Group at its thirty-second
meeting considered the final draft of the independent evaluation of the financial mechanism and
agreed upon a process for its finalization, including submission of comments by parties and
consideration of those comments by ICF. The Meeting of the Parties is expected to discuss the final
evaluation report and consider what recommendations, if any, it would like to make to the high-level
segment of the Meeting of the Parties.

Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 through by-product emission
control (item 10 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

15.  Atits thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group formed a contact group to
consider a draft proposal from Burkina Faso, Canada, the Comoros, Egypt, Mexico, Senegal and the
United States on clean production of hydrochlorofluorocarbon-22 (HCFC-22) through by-product
emission control. The draft proposal emanating from that contact group, which the Working Group
agreed to forward to the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further discussion, can be found as
draft decision XXIV/[H] in section Il of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Proposal on additional funding for the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol to maximize the climate benefit of
the accelerated phase-out of hydrochlorofluorocarbons (item 11 of the
provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

16. At the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group the parties discussed a draft
decision submitted by Switzerland on additional funding for the Multilateral Fund to maximize climate
benefits of the accelerated phase-out of HCFCs. The parties are expected to continue their
deliberations on that draft decision, which can be found as draft decision XXIV/[1] in section Il of
document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8.
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L.

Proposal on funding of production facilities for hydrochlorofluorocarbons
(item 12 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

17. At the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended working Group, India put forward a draft
decision on Multilateral Fund funding for facilities producing hydrochlorofluorocarbons. The parties
are expected to continue their deliberations on that draft decision, which can be found as draft decision
XXIV/[L] in document UNEP.OzL.Pro.24/8.

Proposal on the review by the Scientific Assessment Panel of RC-316¢ (item
13 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

18. At the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group the parties discussed a draft
decision from Australia, Canada, Norway, Switzerland, the United States and the European Union
which called for the Scientific Assessment Panel to review the ozone-depletion potential and
global-warming potential of RC-316c¢, a newly identified ozone-depleting substance. The parties are
expected to continue their deliberations on that draft decision, which can be found as draft decision
XXIV/[J] in section Il of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Proposal on the implications of the outcome document of the United Nations
Conference on Sustainable Development for small island developing States
with regard to the implementation of the Montreal Protocol (item 14 of the
provisional agenda for the preparatory segment)

19. At the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Working Group, the parties discussed a draft
decision submitted by Saint Lucia and Trinidad and Tobago on the implications for small island
developing State implementation of the Montreal Protocol of the outcome document of the United
Nations Conference on Sustainable Development. The parties are expected to continue their
deliberations on that draft decision, which can be found as draft decision XXIV/[K] in section Il of
document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol (item 15 of the provisional
agenda for the preparatory segment)

20.  Inaccordance with paragraph 2 of article 9 of the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the
Ozone Layer, the Government of the Federated States of Micronesia and the Governments of Canada,
Mexico and the United States submitted proposals to amend the Montreal Protocol to control
hydrofluorocarbons, among other things. Those proposals can be found in documents
UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/5 and UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/6, respectively.

Compliance and data reporting issues (item 16 of the provisional agenda for
the preparatory segment)

Proposal on the differences between data reported on imports and data reported on exports

21.  Atits thirty-second meeting, the Open-ended Working Group formed a contact group to
consider a draft proposal on issues related to differences in data reported for imports and exports. The
draft proposal emanating from that contact group, which the Working Group agreed to forward to the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties for further discussion, can be found as draft decision XXIV/[M]
in section Il of document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8.

Presentation on and consideration of the work and recommended decisions forwarded by the
Implementation Committee under the Non-Compliance Procedure for the Montreal Protocol

22.  The President of the Implementation Committee is expected to report on the status of
ratification of the Vienna Convention, the Montreal Protocol and the amendments to the Protocol, in
addition to issues considered at the Committee’s forty-eighth and forty-ninth meetings. A draft
decision recording the status of ratification is included as draft decision XXIV/[AA] in section 111 of
document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8. Any compliance-related proposals for draft decisions emanating from
the Committee’s meetings are expected to be distributed to the parties on the second day of the
preparatory segment. The parties are expected to consider the related issues and make
recommendations for the high-level segment, as appropriate.
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Other matters (item 17 of the provisional agenda for the preparatory
segment)

23.  Under this item, the parties will consider other matters agreed at the time of the adoption of the
agenda.

High-level segment (15 and 16 November 2012)

Opening of the high-level segment (item 1 of the provisional agenda for the
high-level segment)

24.  The high-level segment of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol is
scheduled to be opened on 15 November at 10 a.m.

Statements by representative(s) of the Government of Switzerland
Statements by representative(s) of the United Nations Environment Programme
Marking the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Montreal Protocol

Statement by the President of the Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol

25.  Opening statements will be made by representatives of the Government of Switzerland and the
United Nations Environment Programme and by the President of the Twenty-Third Meeting of the
Parties.

Organizational matters (item 2 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

Election of officers for the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol

26.  Inaccordance with rule 21 of the rules of procedure, the parties must elect a president, three
vice-presidents and a rapporteur. A representative of a party from the group of African countries
presided over the Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties, while a representative of a party from the
group of Western European and other countries served as rapporteur. Following the principle of
regional rotation agreed on by the parties, the parties may wish to elect a representative of a party from
the group of Asian and Pacific countries to preside over the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties and
to elect a representative of a party from the group of African countries as rapporteur. The parties may
also wish to elect three additional vice-presidents, one each from the group of Western European and
other countries, the group of Latin American and Caribbean countries and the group of Eastern
European countries.

Adoption of the agenda of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol

27.  The parties may wish to adopt the agenda for the high-level segment, including any items that
they may agree to include under item 9, “Other matters”.

Organization of work

28.  The President of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties is expected to outline a plan of work
to enable the agenda items to be covered.

Credentials of representatives

29.  Inaccordance with rule 18 of the rules of procedure, the credentials of representatives must be
submitted to the Executive Secretary of the meeting, if possible not later than 24 hours after the
opening of the meeting. In accordance with rule 19 of the rules of procedure, the officers of the meeting
must examine the credentials and submit their report thereon to the parties.

Status of ratification of the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the
Ozone Layer, the Montreal Protocol and the amendments to the Montreal
Protocol (item 3 of the provisional agenda for the high-level segment)

30.  The parties will review the status of ratification of the instruments agreed under the ozone

regime. A draft decision recording the status of ratification can be found as XXIV/[AA] in section Ill
of document UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/8.
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D.

Presentations by the assessment panels on the status of their work, including
the latest developments (item 4 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

31.  The assessment panels will make brief presentations on their work with a particular focus on
any new developments.

Presentation by the Chair of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral
Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol on the work of the
Executive Committee, the Multilateral Fund secretariat and the Fund’s
implementing agencies (item 5 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

32.  The Chair of the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund will present the report of the
Executive Committee to the parties, as circulated in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/9.

Statements by heads of delegation (item 6 of the provisional agenda for the
high-level segment)

33.  Heads of delegations will be invited to make statements.

Report by the co-chairs of the preparatory segment and consideration of the
decisions recommended for adoption by the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the
Parties (item 7 of the provisional agenda for the high-level segment)

34.  The co-chairs of the preparatory segment will be invited to report on the progress made in
reaching consensus on the substantive issues on the agenda.

Dates and venue for the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol (item 8 of the provisional agenda for the high-level segment)

35.  The parties will be provided with any information available regarding the potential venue for
the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties.

Other matters (item 9 of the provisional agenda for the high-level segment)

36.  Any additional substantive issues agreed for inclusion on the agenda under item 2 (b),
“Adoption of the agenda”, will be taken up under this agenda item.

Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol (item 10 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

37.  The parties will adopt the decisions to be taken at the current meeting.

Adoption of the report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol (item 11 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

38.  The parties will adopt the report of the meeting.

Closure of the meeting (item 12 of the provisional agenda for the high-level
segment)

39.  The Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties is expected to close by 6 p.m. on Friday,
16 November 2012.
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Introduction

1. The Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Meal Protocol was held at the Geneva
International Conference Centre in Geneva fromolP6 November 2012. The meeting consisted of a
preparatory segment from 12 to 14 November andgla-leivel segment on 15 and 16 November.

Part one: preparatory segment

Opening of the preparatory segment

2. The preparatory segment was opened by its co-¢ihgsGudi Alkemade (Netherlands) and
Mr. Ghazi Odat (Jordan) on Monday, 12 November 28120.10 a.m.
3. Opening statements were delivered by the represents# the Government of Switzerland,

Mr. Bruno Oberle, Director of the Federal Office the Environment, and Mr. Marco Gonzalez,
Executive Secretary of the Ozone Secretariat.

4, Mr. Oberle said that in the 25 years since the MaitProtocol had been signed, much
success had been seen; several ozone-depletingscds had been banned and the ozone layer was
beginning to recover, although it would be at lé&#ksyears until it again reached its original tinie&s.
The success to date had largely been achieved $eeaientists had laid the foundations of the
international community’s understanding of the adpitere and the ozone layer and Governments had
understood the need to act quickly to offset thesjide disastrous effects of the thinning of thenez
layer on the environment and public health. Alsac@l to that success was the fact that developing
countries had been greatly assisted in meeting tbenmitments under the Protocol through the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Ml Protocol.

5. The Montreal Protocol had also led to a reductiogreenhouse gas emissions. Although it
had not been known at the time the Protocol wasesigozone-depleting substances were also
greenhouse gases. Despite the regulation of greselgases under the Kyoto Protocol to the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate Changectreentration in the atmosphere of one,
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), was rising dramaticalyeatening the climate benefits already gained.
HFCs were being introduced primarily as alternatiteehydrochloroflurocarbons (HCFCs), an ozone-
depleting substance being phased out under therbaRrotocol. The Government of Switzerland
urged parties to halt their use of HFCs and to adtyer alternatives to HCFCs. Acknowledging that
proposed amendments to the Protocol aimed at gingddFCs to the Montreal Protocol and phasing
down their use were viewed critically by a numbEparties, his Government proposed that the
institutional, financial, and technical implicat®of the amendments be examined and that the
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Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund beetsko assess the feasibility of a funding window
for minimizing their climate impact. He also suggesthat parties could provide voluntary
contributions to cover the costs associated withtHEC alternatives to HCFCs with minimal climate
impact.

6. In his remarks the Executive Secretary noted thabmmemorate the twenty-fifth anniversary
of the signing of the Montreal Protocol, in 198&@yearal events and activities had been organized by
the Secretariat and by Governments. Of particudée was a seminar that had been held in Geneva on
11 November 2012 on the theme of “protecting onrasphere for generations to come”, which had
provided the opportunity to remember all that hadrbachieved under the ozone treaties and the
lessons that could be learned and applied whemneapg to other environmental threats, including
climate change.

7. The Secretariat had produced several materiakhéanniversary, including a press kit and
new editions of the Montreal Protocol and Viennan@mtion handbooks and had also launched a
global youth video competition.

8. Despite the achievements of the Montreal Protazdéte, many challenges remained, as
could be seen from the items on the agenda ofutreret meeting. Several issues — such as essential-
use and critical-use exemptions, quarantine andlpipgment and feedstock uses — were often major
items of discussion, while new issues continueaipjoear, demanding the attention of the parties. At
the current meeting parties would again be disagssbme difficult matters and he urged all delegjate
regardless of the outcomes, to participate in theudsions with the bold spirit shown by those who
had negotiated the Montreal Protocol twenty-fivangeearlier, remembering the obligation of all
nations, large, small, rich or poor, to act togetbe the protection of the planet.

9. Following his remarks the Executive Secretary pressawards to Dr. Stephen Andersen and
Dr. Lambert Kuijpers, the two longest serving c@ich of any of the assessment panels under the
Montreal Protocol, for their outstanding contrilouts to the protection of the ozone layer. The asard
recognized the time and effort that the co-chaad teevoted over many years to the protection of the
ozone layer and their significant role in the depehent and evolution of the Protocol.

Organizational matters
Adoption of the agenda of the preparatory segnm

10.  The following agenda for the preparatory segmers agopted on the basis of the provisional
agenda contained in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/1:

1. Opening of the preparatory segment:

(@) Statements by representative(s) of the Governnfe®ivizerland;

(b) Statements by representative(s) of the United Nattenvironment Programme.
2. Organizational matters:

(a) Adoption of the agenda of the preparatory segment;

(b) Organization of work.
3. Administrative matters:

(a) Consideration of membership of Montreal Protocalibs for 2013;

(b) Financial reports of the trust funds and budgetsHe Montreal Protocol.
4, Issues related to exemptions from Article 2 of Mhentreal Protocol:

(@) Nominations for essential-use exemptions for 2013;

(b) Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 2014;

(c) Quarantine and pre-shipment issues;

(d) Feedstock uses.
5. Additional information on alternatives to ozone-iimg substances.

Procedural issues related to the Technology anddtn@ Assessment Panel and its
subsidiary bodies.

7. Proposal on trade of controlled substances withsséailing under a foreign flag.
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Investigation of carbon tetrachloride discrepancy.
Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Moatri@rotocol.
10. Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 throughplnduct emission control.

11. Proposal on additional funding for the MultilateFaind for the Implementation of the
Montreal Protocol to maximize the climate benefithe accelerated phase-out of
hydrochlorofluorocarbons.

12. Proposal on funding of production facilities fordngchlorofluorocarbons.
13. Proposal on the review by the Scientific Assessritamiel of RC-316c.

14. Proposal on the implications of the outcome docuroéthe United Nations
Conference on Sustainable Development for smalhébeveloping States with regard
to the implementation of the Montreal Protocol.

15. Proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol.
16. Compliance and data reporting issues:

(@) Proposal on the differences between data reportechports and data reported
on exports;

(b) Presentation on and consideration of the work aadmmended decisions
forwarded by the Implementation Committee undemMtba-Compliance
Procedure for the Montreal Protocol.

17. Other matters.

11. During the adoption of the agenda for the prepayategment the parties agreed to include
under agenda item 6, “Procedural issues relatéitetd echnology and Economic Assessment Panel
and its subsidiary bodies”, the nomination of exp&y serve on the Technology and Economic
Assessment Panel. The parties further agreed tastisunder agenda item 17, “Other matters”, a
request for information on existing and plannedgie$ that influenced the phase-out of
ozone-depleting substances; the process of rawuatnew Chief Officer of the Multilateral Fund for
the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol; thetis$ of ratification of the Beijing Amendment to
the Montreal Protocol; and the status of the Baltlaration on Transitioning to Low Global Warming
Potential Alternatives to Ozone-Depleting Substance

12. During the discussion of the agenda, one reprethemiguestioned the inclusion on the agenda
of items 4 (d), “Feedstock uses”; 10, “Proposatiaan production of hydrochlorofluorocarbon 22
through by-product emission control”; 11, “Proposaladditional funding for the Multilateral Fund

for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocohtaximize the climate benefit of the accelerated
phase-out of hydrochlorofluorocarbons”; and 15 ofirsed amendments to the Montreal Protocol”.
The representative, supported by several othedsitsat, for various reasons, those items did albt f
within the purview of the Montreal Protocol andréfere should not be discussed by the Meeting of
the Parties. Regarding item 4, he said that feellsises of ozone-depleting substance were not
covered by the Montreal Protocol and that furtheasures regarding them should be eschewed out of
concern for important economic and confidentiakigues. Regarding item 10, he acknowledged that a
very small amount of hydrofluorocarbon-23 emissiaese formed as a by-product of the production
of hydrochlorofluorocarbon-22, but their emissiovere already controlled under the Framework
Convention on Climate Change and the Kyoto Protokslto item 11, he recalled decision XIX/6,
which envisaged neither maximization of climatedféa nor additional funding for the Multilateral
Fund and stated only that the funding availableugh the Multilateral Fund for accelerated HCFC
phase-out should be “stable and sufficient”. Conicgy item 15, he said that hydrofluorocarbons were
not ozone-depleting substances and that the prd@eendment on their phase-out was therefore not
appropriate, as the Montreal Protocol did not ptevior the phase-out of non-ozone-depleting
substances.

13. In response, one representative said that whilksteek uses were excluded from the
calculation of consumption and production they weseertheless covered by the Montreal Protocol.
A number of decisions had been taken on feedstaicgsevious meetings of the parties and the item
thus needed to remain on the agenda. Recallinghteamportance of control of HFCs had been
underscored during the seminar on protecting auoaphere for generations to come, the
representative also expressed strong support fortamging the proposed amendments on the agenda
and discussing them in a formal contact group.
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14.  The Co-Chair said that, as there was no consengesrove them, items 4 (d), 10, 11, and 15
would remain on the agenda, although considerataid be given when they were taken up to the
best way to undertake the discussions on them.

Organization of work

15.  The parties agreed to follow their customary pracedind to establish contact groups as
necessary.

Administrative matters
Consideration of membership of Montreal Protocbbodies for 2013

16. Introducing the sub-item, the Co-Chair requestedréigional groups to submit nominations to
the Secretariat for several positions in Montreatétol bodies for 2013.

17.  [To be completed]

Financial reports of the trust funds and budget for the Montreal Protocol

18. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair noted that il lneen the practice of the parties at past
meetings to establish a budget committee to rebiedget-related documents and prepare one or more
draft decisions on budgetary matters for considmndiy the Meeting of the Parties. In accordance

with that practice the parties agreed to estalsiiglih a committee, chaired by Mr. lves Salas (Mgxico
and Ms. Klara Wajdvova (Czech Republic).

19.  [To be completed]

Issues related to exemptions from Article 2 othe Montreal
Protocol

Nominations for essential-use exemptions for 2013
Metered dose inhalers

20. Introducing the sub-item, the Co-Chair recalled tha Technology and Economic
Assessment Panel had presented its recommendatiche nominations for 2013 exemptions for
essential uses of controlled substances at thg-fecond meeting of the Open-ended Working Group
of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on Substaribat Deplete the Ozone Layer. Based on its
discussion of those recommendations, the Workirgu@had forwarded to the Twenty-Fourth
Meeting of the Parties for its consideration a datision on essential-use exemption nominations
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decision XXIV/[A]). Sindke meeting of the Open-ended Working
Group, China had provided to the Panel additiom@rimation on its essential-use nomination for the
use of CFCs in metered-dose inhalers containintjtivaal Chinese medicines. The results of the
review of that information by the Medical Techni€gbtions Committee were set in the addendum to
volume 1 of the Technology and Economic AssessiRantl’'s May 2012 progress report.

21. Ms. Helen Tope, co-chair of the Medical TechnicatiGns Committee, gave a presentation on
the Committee’s review of the additional informatiorovided by China, a summary of which is set
out in annex [ ] to the present report. TQoemmittee had concluded that China’s proposed fise o
CFCs was not essential under decision 1V/25 owinipé availability of suitable alternatives and was
therefore unable to recommend the nominated CFQssfa For 2013, China might wish to consider
allocating CFCs for the proposed use from its augled quantity to allow time for patient transititm
alternatives.

22. Following the presentation, the representative lih& said that the party could accept
exclusion of 7 of the 9 tonnes nominated for exéonmptut exclusion of 2 tonnes manufactured by
one company in a remote area of China would createomic, social and human health problems in
the locality. China therefore hoped that the nomdmefor that amount could be accepted while
alternatives were put in place.

23.  The representative of the Russian Federation thihtileeMedical Technical Options
Committee for considering its nomination for the a$ CFCs in metered-dose inhalers and for
authorizing the requested amount, stating thap#itey was committed to undertaking the necessary
activities to comply with the planned phase-ou€C8{Cs.

24.  The representative of Bangladesh drew attentidristparty’s success in complying with its
commitment to phase out the use of CFCs in metéosd-inhalers in 2012.
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25.  One representative, while noting the progress beiage by many parties in eliminating the
use of controlled substances under essential-uegamions, expressed the hope that the Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel could take into deration in its deliberations on the nominations
the large global stocks of CFCs that already ediatel that it explain the obstacles preventing thei
use for pharmaceutical purposes by parties reaqugesiiemptions.

26.  Addressing the issues raised, Mr. Ashley Woodcoaolghair of the Medical Technical

Options Committee, stressed that in considering#se of China the Committee had worked to avoid
discriminating in favour of modern medicines and bhacordingly based its assessment solely on the
criteria set out in decision 1V/25. On the matteimbernational stocks of CFCs, he agreed that such
stocks were of critical importance during the phaseprocess, and he said that the Technology and
Economic Assessment Panel would present informatiotne barriers to their use in its next report.

27. Following the presentation and discussion, it wgreed that an informal group of interested
parties would further discuss the draft decisioressential-use nominations for controlled substance
for 2013 and report to the parties on its discussio

28.  [To be completed]
Aerospace applications

29.  The Co-Chair then introduced a draft decision @rtbmination for essential-use exemption
for CFC-113 for aerospace applications in the RusBiederation (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decision
XXIV/[B]. The nomination had been discussed attthigty-second meeting of the Open-ended
Working Group and the draft decision aimed to agieltbe concerns raised by some parties at that
meeting.

30. The parties approved the draft decision on theanédt consideration and adoption during the
high-level segment.

Marine cooling and refrigeration equipment on raval ships

31.  Atthe request of the Co-Chair Mr. Lambert Kuijpefghe Refrigeration and Technical
Options Committee then introduced an essentialkosgination by the Russian Federation for the use
of 130 tonnes of CFC-12 in 2013 for the operatibmarine cooling and refrigeration equipment in
the party’s naval fleet. He said that the nomirmapeeviously submitted to the Secretariat had been
reviewed by the Technology and Economic Assessiangl during the thirty-second meeting of the
Open-ended Working Group and that bilateral disonsshad taken place in October 2012, as
outlined in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/2/Add.1. Failog that discussion additional information
had been submitted to the Panel.

32. He said that the nomination had been evaluate@fogeration experts, following which the
Russian Federation had been asked to supply furtf@mation, including on whether recycled
substances could be obtained on the internatioagteh Insufficient evidence had been provided to
justify an essential-use exemption for use of CR®d board ships. Thus, the Technology and
Economic Assessment Panel was unable to recomrhentbtnination. The representative of the
Russian Federation said that his Government urateisghe reasons for rejection of the application
and thanked the Panel for considering the nominatio

Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 204

33. Introducing the sub-item, the Co-Chair recalled tha Methyl Bromide Technical Options
Committee had presented the results of its inigalew of the 2013 and 2014 critical-use nomination
at the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Wigr&roup. Since then, several nominating parties
provided further information, which the Panel hadisidered in further assessing the nominations.

34.  Three of the four co-chairs of the Methyl Bromidechnical Options Committee, Mr. lan
Porter, Ms. Michelle Marcotte and Ms. Marta Pizamade a detailed presentation on critical-use
nominations, including trends in nominations, pagpgorting on methyl bromide stocks and the final
recommendations on the 2013 and 2014 nominatiorssimary of the presentation prepared by the
presenters is set out in annex [ ] to thesgmereport.

35. During the ensuing discussion, one representasibthat the use of methyl bromide was still
important to many developing countries, especiityse that relied heavily on exports of a limited
range of agricultural products, and that the retguelthose parties for critical-use exemptionsustho
be considered in that light. In addition, he sougdétification on the extent to which existing ste®f
methyl bromide were taken into account in the assest of critical-use nominations. Another
representative said that greater efforts shoulchbee to use existing stocks of methyl bromide and
that more evaluation of and exchange of informatiniphase-out measures undertaken by similar
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enterprises operating under similar geographicatltimns would assist efforts to eliminate methyl
bromide use.

36.  The representative of Australia said that his pewdyg seeking flexibility by requesting

approval for its use, in 2013, of some part oPi#d 4 critical-use exemption for fumigating packaged
rice. That flexibility would allow phase-out to &lplace one year earlier than planned, following
which Australia would submit no further criticalausominations for methyl bromide in the rice sector
On the matter of his country’s critical-use nomioatfor strawberry runners, he said that the 10 per
cent reduction for 2014 proposed by the Methyl BdenTechnical Options Committee presented
difficulties for the party, as there had been ifisight time to undertake trials on the efficacy of
soilless systems for subsequent generations oferarand the withdrawal of the registration for

methyl iodide meant that that alternative was mgéo available. The party was investigating a
combination treatment that had the same efficaapethyl bromide and planned to begin phase-out of
methyl bromide use in 2015, and accordingly reqee#ite parties to approve its critical-use
nomination for 2014. Finally, on the matter of trendbook on critical use nominations for methyl
bromide, he questioned the suggested change igmata3.6.1 whereby the sub-committees of the
Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee couldkenaecommendations to the Meeting of the
Parties, saying that any recommendations shoulc&cdoom the Committee itself.

37.  The representative of the United States of Amesidd that the party had made considerable
progress in reducing its reliance on methyl brongidd that its present request for an essential-use
exemption represented less than 2 per cent oagsline consumption. The withdrawal of
iodomethane from the United States market, howeweagnt that a significant alternative to methyl
bromide had been lost, and as a consequence tiyenuight have to submit a supplemental
critical-use nomination for 2014. Regarding the MgBromide Technical Options Committee’s
recommendations, the United States had concerng #i®recommended cut in its nomination for
artisanal ham, given that there were no feasilidgradtives for that use, and the cut would make it
difficult to comply with national food safety re@tions. In addition, the recommended reduction in
the nomination for use in strawberry fields witlglipest pressures presented difficulties, given the
lack of feasible alternatives to methyl bromide tfait purpose. The United States would therefore be
submitting a conference room paper containing & degision requesting parties to approve the full
amount of the artisanal ham and strawberry nomanatiFinally, regarding the handbook, he
expressed concern about the alteration by the M8ttomide Technical Options Committee of the
economic guidelines referred to in paragraph 6egision Ex.l/4 and contained in section 4 of anhex
to the report of the Sixteenth Meeting of the Rattivhich had been carefully negotiated during an
extraordinary meeting of the parties. He also esg#d agreement with the representative of Australia
that recommendations should emanate from the Cdeeniather than its sub-committees.

38.  The representative of Canada said that the parsyfully committed to phasing out

critical-use nominations for methyl bromide wheltematives were registered, technically feasible
and could be introduced into the country, and i wkeased to announce that it did not intend to put
forward a nomination for flour mills for 2015. Tiparty, however, could not accept the
recommendation of the Methyl Bromide Technical Opsi Committee that it switch in the near future
to soilless cultivation of strawberry runners, lzet twould mean a large change to production methods
not yet proven in Canada, presenting significactitécal challenges, adding greatly to costs and
causing market disruption. The party acknowleddpad dther parties had phased out the use of methyl
bromide for strawberry cultivation, but those pestbenefited from regional alternatives not avéglab

to Canada. The party had developed an action jaingto resolve the issue, but in the meantime it
requested that the parties approve the full nontnatquested for that use.

39.  One representative, speaking on behalf of a grégpuntries, said that all parties in his
region had succeeded in achieving a total phasefauethyl bromide use for strawberry runners and
that other parties should work to develop solutimnthe problems identified. He also urged paities
accept the recommendations of the Methyl Bromidehhial Options Committee, which were based
on the professional judgement of respected scteniiEng robust science. He expressed agreement
with those parties who said that the large exissitogks of methyl bromide should be taken into
account in the assessment of critical-use nomingtio

40. Mr. Porter said that he had listened to the corecerpressed and hoped that most could be
resolved in bilateral discussions with the partiescerned. He added that the consideration of rhethy
bromide stocks was an issue for the parties andstbeks were not taken into account in the tedinic
recommendations of the Methyl Bromide Technicali@yst Committee.

1 UNEP/OzL.Pro.16/17.
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41. Following the presentation and discussion, the @aiCsuggested that parties with further
concerns should consult bilaterally with the MetBydmide Technical Options Committee.

42.  [To be completed]
Quarantine and pre-shipment issues

43.  The Co-Chair introduced the sub-item, recalling tha representative of the European Union
had put forward a draft decision on quarantine nedshipment uses of methyl bromide for
consideration at the thirty-second meeting of tipei®@ended Working Group. A contact group had
been set up to consider the draft decision butioadhad time to complete its work. The Working
Group had therefore requested interested partiesgage in informal consultations on the outstagndin
issues ahead of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of thiid®a The draft decision was presented in
document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8 (draft decision XXIV/[C]

44.  The representative of the European Union requestae time to finalize the draft decision,
pointing out that one of the main issues to belvesbwas that of dealing with zeros and blank dells
the reporting formats used by parties in reportingne-depleting substance data in accordance with
under Atrticle 7 of the Montreal Protocol. In resperthe Co-Chair noted that the issue of zerosan th
data reporting formats had been addressed by thiefnentation Committee at its forty-ninth meeting,
which had approved a draft decision on the mattecdnsideration by the parties at the current
meeting.

45.  One representative stressed the importance to Exga@nd importing countries of considering
quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl bromideder to prevent the global spread of pests and
diseases.

46.  The parties agreed to establish a contact grouphaed by Mr. Augustin Sanchez (Mexico)
and Ms. Alice Gaustad (Norway), to work furthertba draft decision.

47.  [To be completed]
Feedstock uses

48. Introducing the sub-item the Co-Chair recalled thatEuropean Union had put forward a
draft decision on feedstock uses of ozone-depletifggtances at the thirty-second meeting of the
Open-ended Working Group. The draft decision hashbeformally discussed and parties had been
invited to provide additional comments to the pnogats.

49.  The representative of the European Union thendiited a revised version of the draft
decision submitted by the European Union and Cad&tNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decision

XXIV/[D]). He said that in total more than 1 milliotonnes of ozone-depleting substances were being
used for feedstock and that that amount was exgpéatgrow. Given that, without closer monitoring

of the situation there was a risk that significamounts of ozone-depleting substances could be
diverted to uses that were restricted under thetMahProtocol. Following the discussions at the
Open-ended Working Group the proponents had revissdproposal to protect the confidentiality of
some of the information being collected. Althouphttinformation would be aggregated, both the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel and tbeeC&ecretariat would require some
information in a disaggregated form.

50. One representative, recalling his statement dutingadoption of the agenda, reiterated the
view that there was no need to discuss feedstoek as they were not controlled uses for the pugpose
of the Montreal Protocol. While he agreed that rtammg was an important activity he asked why the
issue was being raised at the current time, aftenty-five years and after the phase-out of carbon
tetrachloride. He asked for an explanation as tg tlib proponents of the draft decision considered
that feedstock uses fell under the purview of theniveal Protocol.

51.  Onerepresentative suggested that feedstock uses sheukported, but another pointed out
that the proposed draft decision had only beerudsed by interested parties thus far and should be
further discussed with regard to the issue of ctamnftiality, among others.

52.  The representative of the European Union saidwhde controlled substances used entirely
for feedstock were excluded from the definitiorpadduction under article 1 of the Protocol theyever
nevertheless controlled substances, and he rechli¢the parties had in the past called for the
reduction of emissions from feedstock uses. Gitanthe parties could adopt further decisions on
feedstock uses to protect the ozone layer.

53.  One representative said that substances beingfaistskdstock were not controlled
substances within the meaning of the Protocol.draé decision would call on parties to replace
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VI.

ozone-depleting substances in feedstock uses lématives to the extent possible without regard t
whether the alternatives were economically viablee proposal would also request the Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel to continue its aadkprovide, in its 2013 progress report,
information as called for in decision XXI/8, in piaular on the identification of alternatives toooe-
depleting substances for feedstock uses, and éss8se technical and economic feasibility of
measures to assist parties to reduce or elimimatesens from such uses. The Panel was being asked
to identify alternatives to feedstock uses butitfiermation being collected under decision XXI1/8
referred only to the use of carbon tetrachloride reiterated that the ozone-depleting substandeg be
used as feedstock were permitted under the Moredbcol. Furthermore, they were beneficial to
society and there had only been a minimal increéagieeir use. That use was being monitored and
there was no need to discuss the issue further.

54.  The Co-Chair suggested that given the divergenttpaif view on the issue the proponents of
the draft decision should further discuss the isgitle the representatives of interested parties and
report on the results of their discussions.

55.  [To be completed]

Additional information on alternatives to ozonedepleting
substances

56. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled that Trechnology and Economic Assessment
Panel, in accordance with decision XXI11/9, hadgemeted a report on alternatives to ozone-depleting
substances at the thirty-second meeting of the @pded Working Group. The representative of the
United States of America had subsequently put fadveadraft decision aimed at enhancing available
information on the matter, which had been consdl@rea contact group. Many issues had remained
unresolved at the end of that meeting, however tlamdVorking Group had agreed to forward the
draft decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decisiokIX/[E]), enclosed in square brackets to indicate
a lack of consensus, to the Twenty-Fourth Meetindp® Parties for further consideration.

57.  The parties agreed to establish a contact grouphawed by Ms. Anne Gabriel (Australia)
and Mr. Leslie Smith (Granada), to work furthertba draft decision.

58.  [To be completed]

Procedural issues related to the Technology ahEconomic
Assessment Panel and its subsidiary bodies

59. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled that kiheeting of the Parties had requested the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel to takender of actions to improve its operation and
the procedures for the nomination of experts toRthrel and its subsidiary bodies (decision XXI1)/10
A task force set up by the Panel to implement #agigion had presented its findings to the Open-
ended Working Group at its thirty-second meetimgl e representative of the United States of
America had put forward a draft decision on theterait that meeting, which had subsequently been
considered in a contact group. Despite making demable progress, the contact group had been
unable to complete its task and the Working Groag &greed to forward the draft decision
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decision XXIV/[F]), ensled in square brackets to indicate a lack of
consensus, for consideration by the parties atuhent meeting. The task force had also been
requested to prepare a matrix showing existingresetied expertise among members of the Panel and
its technical options committees; to propose pfanseorganizing those committees, including their
operating procedures; and to provide further dtaifon on the configuration and role of a possible
conflict resolution body. Its works on those mattesas presented in volume 3 of the May 2012
progress report of the Technology and Economic gssent Panel.

60.  The co-chair of the task force reported that tis& farce had prepared revised matrices of
existing and needed expertise of Panel and tedhmtimns committee members, taking into account
the comments made in the contact group at theytb@tond meeting of the Open-ended Working
Group. It had also drafted a brief discussion pgpeviding the requested clarification on the
proposed conflict resolution body. As for the remgation plans and proposed operating procedures
for the technical options committees, she saidttiatask force had been unable to complete it& wor
and that it intended to continue striving to figelia set of proposals to be presented to the pamtie

the near future. In the meantime, the task forcedsteady to answer any questions raised by ittep

61. The parties agreed to establish a contact growgirezhby Mr. Javier Camargo (Colombia) and
Ms. Masami Fujimoto (Japan), to work further on dhaft decision.
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62. [To be completed]

VIl.  Proposal on trade of controlled substances wh ships sailing
under a foreign flag

63. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled thatHar to decision XXIIl/11 the Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel had presented asmes# of ozone-depleting substances used to
service ships at the thirty-second meeting of ther®ended Working Group; that the Secretariat had
provided information on how parties regulated aggbrted on the use of ozone-depleting substance to
service ships; and that the European Union hadopward a draft decision aimed, inter alia, at
standardizing the treatment of those substancesWdrking Group had set up a contact group to
discuss the draft decision and, given that a nurabmsues had remained unresolved, had agreed to
forward it (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8, draft decision XX[@&]), enclosed in square brackets to indicate a
lack of consensus, for consideration by the pagidle current meeting. It had also requested
members of the contact group to continue workingesmlve the issues during the intersessional
period.

64.  The representative of the European Union introdicednference room paper, submitted by
the European Union and Croatia, setting out a eeMi&rsion of the draft decision in document
UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8. It requested the TechnologyBoohomic Assessment Panel to provide a range
of additional information that could help to addréise complex underlying issues at the national and
global levels and to identify possible alternatit@she ozone-depleting substances used in the
maritime sector. One representative expressedtarest in examining the revised version of thetdraf
decision, suggesting that that the additional imfmtion requested from the Panel might be
burdensome and unnecessary.

65.  The parties agreed to establish a contact grouphaoed by Ms. Marissa Gowrie (Trinidad
and Tobago) and Mr. Philippe Chemouny (Canadajoiwsider the revised draft decision.

66. [To be completed]

VIIl.  Investigation of carbon tetrachloride discrepancy

67. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled that plarties had decided, in decision XXII1/8, to
request the Technology and Economic Assessment ®at@ntinue to investigate the reasons for the
identified discrepancy between emissions estindaeised from reported production and

consumption and those inferred from atmosphericsomesnents and to report on its work at the
present meeting. He then invited Mr. Paul NewmathefScientific Assessment Panel to report on the
progress that had been made in that work.

68. Mr. Newman recalled that the amounts of carboratéiioride in the atmosphere continued to
decrease but that there was a discrepancy of sBrgegdgrammes between the “bottom-up”
emissions estimate derived from the data repod&dNEP, which were highly variable, and the
“top-down” estimates inferred from atmospheric meaments. That discrepancy had been difficult to
explain, but new information was available thaipleel to narrow that gap between the two estimates.
Losses to the atmosphere of carbon tetrachloridegistorage, transport, servicing and other
operations had been less than believed and newmatmn suggested that the lifetime of the
substance in the atmosphere should be taken asa38 ynstead of 26 years. In addition, an Austnalia
study had suggested that the total global emissibnarbon tetrachloride from landfills could be
some eight to twelve gigagrammes annually andsthiatte small emissions could also be ascribed to
the chlorination of water. Consequently the disareyy between the “top-down” and the “bottom-up”
estimates had been narrowed but not quite closadesult of the new information.

69.  One representative said that discrepancy of 4Qggegames was significant given that a
number of the projects being approved were to pbaséundreds of tonnes of ozone-depleting
substances. He therefore welcomed the new infoomahiat narrowed the discrepancy and said that
there was a need for a better understanding afutrent state of knowledge as it related to carbon
tetrachloride used as feedstock. He suggestedt tvatild be important for representatives of the
Scientific Assessment Panel and the TechnologyEaaomic Assessment Panel to participate in the
small group that was addressing the issue of feekist Another represenative supported that
suggestion.

70.  Another representative said that during the semingsrotecting our atmosphere for
generations to come the representative of Switzértead indicated that the use of carbon
tetrachloride was trending upward; that asserti@said, was contrary to the position of the Panel,
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and he asked for an explanation of the discrepdnagsponse the representative of the Scientific
Assessment Panel said that the Swiss presentattborly addressed the situation in Europe, while
the Panel had addressed the global usage of ctetranhloride as well as the new information
explaining the conflict between the top-down antturo-up estimates. Another representative said
that the issue of feedstock uses should be keptrapfrom the issue of the discrepancy in the
top-down and bottom-up estimates of emissions.

71.  The Co-Chair suggested that interested partieddluiscuss the matter and report on the
outcome of their discussions.

72.  [To be completed]

Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Mbntreal Protocol

73. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled that plarties had decided, in decision XXI1/2, to
conduct an evaluation of the financial mechanisrthefMontreal Protocol and that they had
considered the final draft report on that evaluatib the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended
Working Group. At that time they had also agreeaqmocess for the finalization of the report, whic
included the submission of further comments byphrties to the consultant, ICF International, that
had undertaken the evaluation and prepared thetrépoexecutive summary of the final report, ih al
six official languages of the United Nations, wasaut in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/4, while the
full report, in English only, was set out in docuth&/NEP/OzL.Pro.24/INF/4.

74. Mr. Mark Wagner of ICF International gave an ovewiof the evaluation process, including
the evaluation schedule and the parties interviewsdh result of the comments received, sectiohs 6.
and 6.2 of the draft had been updated and an applead been added to the report to explain how the
consultant had addressed the comments. Sectiaf th2 report, setting forth recommendations, had
also been updated.

75.  Section 6.1 had been updated to include key feanfrthe Multilateral Fund that had been
instrumental to its success, such as its complianesmted approach, its straightforward and re&dsiv
fast access to project funds, its consistent agiidio of the principle of incremental costs, its
transparent business planning model, its contisuggbort for institutional strengthening and
capacity-building efforts and its decision-makinfprmed by comprehensive technical analysis.

76.  Section 6.2 had been updated to provide lessonsledrom the Global Environment Facility
(GEF). They included the idea that private entitgd government sustainability and commitment were
critical drivers in the success of both GEF andihatilateral Fund. Strong private sector
involvement, including through the provision of fieancing, also contributed to the rapid and
enduring phase-out of ozone-depleting substanchadlbeen learned that in countries with
economies in transition, national ozone units heaised to function once GEF support had ended,
which might prevent the implementation of meastwesddress the remaining threats to the ozone
layer, including the phase-out of HCFCs and deStrn®f ozone-depleting substances. It had also
been observed that GEF operations had been lessftective than those of the Multilateral Fund, in
part because GEF projects did not always adharetemental financing procedures.

77.  All who spoke complimented the consultant on a cahensive report. One representative,
however, said that it was important to do more tsiamply take note of the report and that a way was
needed to move forward with it, perhaps along ites| of decision XV1/36, to allow the Executive
Committee of the Multilateral Fund to considerAihother representative pointed out that previous
reviews of the financial mechanism had only takiaxtg@ on an ad hoc basis and said that a more
regular process to evaluate the effectivenesseofitiancial mechanism was needed.

78.  The representative of Brazil said that the reporfficmed the value of the Multilateral Fund,
which had allowed parties operating under paragflapharticle 5 of the Protocol to comply with thei
obligations through a country-driven approach. Bgithe negotiations over the replenishment of the
Multilateral Fund at the Twenty-Third Meeting oktRarties, however, parties not operating under
that paragraph had shown little interest in pravidihe additional resources that the Technology and
Economic Assessment Panel had said would be negdesenable implementation of the Protocol.

79.  Two representativesxpresse@dgreement, with one saying that a lack of resouraesmade it
impossible to undertake a more comprehensive regfahe financial mechanism and that the parties
should continue support for the national ozonesuaitd the implementing agencies of the Multilateral
Fund and provide greater resources to the Multéateund.

80. Following the presentation and the discussionQbeChair requested interested parties to
consult informally with the aim of preparing a drdécision for the consideration of the parties.
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XI.

XIl.

XII.

81.  [To becompleted]

Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 througlby-product
emission control

82.  [To be completed]

Proposal on additional funding for the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol to maximizethe climate
benefit of the accelerated phase-out of hydrochlofluorocarbons

83.  [To be completed]

Proposal on funding of production facilities for
hydrochlorofluorocarbons

84.  [To be completed]

Proposal on the review by the Scientific Asessment Panel of
RC-316c¢c

85. Introducing the item the Co-Chair recalled thathatthirty-second meeting of the Open-ended
Working Group the representative of the United &&taif America had introduced a draft decision
requesting parties to provide information on, dml $cientific Assessment Panel to review, the
ozone-depleting and global-warming potential of &Bc¢. That chemical had been identified by the
Chemicals Technical Options Committee during thresentation on the 2012 progress report as a new
CFC, not currently controlled by the Montreal Pt and the proposal had requested that the
Scientific Assessment Panel provide a report ofinitings to the Open-ended Working Group at its
thirty-third meeting.

86.  The representative of the Russian Federation baidhe climate impacts of RC-316c¢ had
been investigated by an independent expert grotigeifRussian Federation. The group had evaluated
how the chemical changed in the atmosphere, comgjutat it was affected by light of certain
wavelengths and took 150-160 years break downztine-depleting potential had also been
examined and it had been found to be similar todh&FC-12 or CFC-113. The Russian Federation
was currently looking at alternatives to CFC-118ife space industry, some of which were produced
in the United States, and had been consideringhehé¢d use RC-316c¢ as an alternative to CFC-113
in the cleaning process for rockets. In the lighthe findings outlined above, however, the padd h
decided that it would not do so.

87.  Atthe request of the representative of the UnBtates for further information, the
representative of the Scientific Assessment Paidlthat the chemical had two isomers, whose
atmospheric lifetimes and properties did not appediffer significantly. The photolytic loss of RC
136¢ had been evaluated in laboratory studiestaapgpeared to occur mainly in the stratospherdy wit
ultraviolet radiation being the major cause. Thessance was similar to CFC-12 and CFC-113
although it had a slightly higher cross sectiothim key “window” of 190 to 210 nanometres. Its
lifetime was measured in the laboratory at 81 yeaith an ozone-depleting potential of 0.46, both
measures being roughly half of what had been obsddoy the researchers in the Russian Federation.
Based on the laboratory data and calculated atneoispifetimes, RC-136¢ appeared to have a global-
warming potential roughly half that of CFC-12 aminparable to that of CFC-11.

88.  The representative of the United States said thtta light of the information presented by the
Scientific Assessment Panel she would consult thighother proponents of the draft decision and
report to the parties on their discussions. Theasgntative of the Russian Federation said that
although he did not object to the draft decisiornview of his country's decision not to proceecdhwit
the use of RC-136¢ he suggested that there wasrtheef need to discuss the draft decision.

89.  One representative, saying that RC-316c was ndtalted by the Montreal Protocol, asked
whether the parties could request the Scientifise&sment Panel to carry out a study on it without
amending the Protocol. He also said that it wasomamt to consider intentional releases into the
atmosphere and noted that in the past the globahimg-potential of CFCs, carbon tetrachloride and
Halons had not been considered when evaluating thlsstances.
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XV.

XVI.

XVII.
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90. Following the discussion the Co-Chair asked thgppnents and interested parties to consult
informally and report to the parties on the resafttheir discussions.

91.  [To be completed]

Proposal on the implications of the outcome dcument of the
United Nations Conference on Sustainable Developmefor small
island developing States with regard to the implemeation of the
Montreal Protocol

92.  [To be completed]

Proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol
93.  [To be completed]

Compliance and data reporting issues
94.  [To be completed]

Proposal on the differences between data repatl on imports and data
reported on exports

95.  [To be completed]

Presentation on and consideration of the workrad recommended decisions
forwarded by the Implementation Committee under theNon-Compliance
Procedure for the Montreal Protocol

96.  [To be completed]

Other matters
97.  [To be completed]

Part two: High-level segment

Opening of the high-level segment
98.  [To be completed]

Organizational matters
99.  [To be completed]

Status of ratification of the Vienna Convention for the Protection
of the Ozone Layer, the Montreal Protocol and the mendments to
the Montreal Protocol

100. [To be completed]

Presentations by the assessment panels on ttatus of their work,
including the latest developments

101. [To becompleted]

Presentation by the Chair of the Executive Comiittee of the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Mon treal
Protocol on the work of the Executive Committee, te Multilateral
Fund secretariat and the Fund’s implementing ageneis
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

XI.

XIl.

102. [To be completed]

Statements by heads of delegation
103. [To be completed]

Report by the co-chairs of the preparatory sgment and
consideration of the decisions recommended for adapn by the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties

104. [To be completed]

Dates and venue for the Twenty-Fifth Meetingof the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol

105. [To be completed]

Other matters
106. [To be completed]

Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Meanhg of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol

107. [To be completed]

Adoption of the report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol

108. [To be completed]

Closure of the meeting
109. [To be completed]
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Addendum
Part one: preparatory segment (continued)

Administrative matters (agenda item 3) (continued)
Consideration of member ship of Montreal Protocol bodiesfor 2013 (agenda
item 3 (c)) (continued)

1. Also under the agenda item, the representativenagfaCintroduced a conference room paper
setting out a draft decision endorsing Mr. Shao [hina) as the new co-chair of the Environment
Effects Assessment Panel and thanking Ms. Tangydia¢China), the outgoing co-chair of the
Environmental Effects Assessment Panel, for heg bomd outstanding service on behalf of the
Montreal Protocol.

2. The parties approved the draft decision for consitten and adoption during the high-level
segment.

3. [To be completed]

Financial reports of the trust funds and budgetsfor the Montreal Protocol
(agendaitem 3 (d)) (continued)

4. [To be completed]

I ssuesrelated to exemptionsfrom Article 2 of the Montreal
Protocol (agendaitem 4) (continued)

Nominations for essential-use exemptionsfor 2013 (agenda item 4 (a))
(continued)

M eter ed doseinhaler s (continued)
5. [To be completed]
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B.

VI.

VII.

VIII.

Nominationsfor critical-use exemptionsfor 2014 (agendaitem 4 (b))
(continued)

6. Subsequently, a conference room paper containdrgfadecision on critical-use exemptions
for methyl bromide for 2014 was submitted by AusrsCanada and the United States of America.
Introducing the draft decision, the representativ€anada said that in addition to permitting spedi
levels of production and consumption of methyl bigerit also aimed to address the concerns of some
parties by including an operative paragraph disaging the accumulation of methyl bromide stocks.

7. [To be completed]

Quarantine and pre-shipment issues (agenda item 4 (c)) (continued)
8. [To be completed]

Feedstock uses (agenda item 4 (d)) [continued]
9. [To be completed]

Additional information on alter natives to ozone-depleting
substances (agenda item 5) (continued)

10.  [To be completed]

Procedural issuesrelated to the Technology and Economic
Assessment Panel and its subsidiary bodies (agenda item 6)
(continued)

11.  The representative of the United States of Amdritaduced a conference room paper setting
out a draft decision on changes in the memberdhipeoT echnology and Economic Assessment Panel.
He said that the recommendation would endorseetgpointment of five members of the Panel and
the selection of Ms. Bella Maranion to replace Btephen O. Anderson as co-chair of the Panel. He
also thanked Mr. Anderson for his long and outstagdervice as co-chair of the Panel.

12.  The parties approved the draft decision for comatiten and adoption during the high-level
segment.

Proposal on trade of controlled substances with ships sailing
under aforeign flag (agenda item 7) (continued)

13.  [To be completed]

I nvestigation of carbon tetrachloride discrepancy (agenda item 8)
(continued)

14. Following those consultations it was agreed thatuntiher discussion of the item was required
at the current meeting.

Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol
(agenda item 9) (continued)

15.  Subsequently, one of the interested parties regporeprogress in the consultations and
presented a conference room paper setting ouffladéi@sion. The parties agreed to establish a
contact group, chaired by Ms. Annie Gabriel (Ausd)ato discuss the draft decision.

16.  [To be completed]

Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 through by-product
emission control (agendaitem 10)
17.  The Co-Chair introduced a draft decision on cleamdpction of hydrochlorofluorocarbon-22

through by-product emission control (UNEP/OzL.P4d&2 draft decision XXIV/[H]), recalling that it
had been discussed at the thirty-second meetittgedDpen-ended Working Group. The
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representative of the United States of America,afrthe proponents of the draft decision, addetl tha
parties had held informal consultations on theassuring the intersessional period.

18.  The representative of the United States, resportdiagrequest for clarification on a number
of issues relating to the draft decision, said finat the term “clean production” was not intended
have a specific definition, but referred in gen¢oathe idea of avoiding undesirable impacts on the
environment, such as releases of contaminantghietair or water, that might arise from industrial
processes. Second, the proposal for demonstratigeqbs to eliminate by-product emissions of
HFC-23 during the production of HCFC-22 for fa@di not earning emissions reduction credits under
the Kyoto Protocol's Clean Development Mechanisns wat intended to result in deferral of the
agreed accelerated HCFC phase-out; the purpo$e dieimonstration projects was to gather
information to facilitate a better understandindghe implications of the phase-out of HFCs over the
next two decades. Third, the Technology and Ecoadmsessment Panel and the Scientific
Assessment Panel would not be asked to conduatydbvead study; the study would have a very
narrow focus, looking at the costs, benefits andrenmental implications of clean production of
HCFC-22. Finally, he clarified that the proposakwemt intended to further accelerate phase-out, but
rather only to give greater consideration to whiaghihbe the unintended consequences of the
continued production of HCFC-22 over the next twecatles.

19. Responding, the representative that had requesbse clarifications, supported by two others,
said that the principles of the Vienna Conventiod the Montreal Protocol focused on protecting the
ozone layer and reducing ozone-depleting substatiteslimination of by-product emissions of
HFC-23 should therefore not be addressed by thdiiMpeef the Parties as it was not an ozone-
depleting substance and the proposed demonstatiject was therefore not eligible for funding

from the Multilateral Fund. Further, those emissiarere already controlled under the Framework
Convention on Climate Change and the Kyoto Protobaé phase-out of HCFC-22, which did fall
within the mandate of the Montreal Protocol, woindime naturally lead to a reduction in HFC-23; as
such, the draft decision did not warrant furthemsideration by the parties.

20.  Another representative added that under the Cleareidpment Mechanism much information
was already available on mitigation of emissiond @rat there was therefore no added value to the
proposed demonstration project. Furthermore, théilslieral Fund had limited funds available and
priority should be given to HCFC-22 phase-out.

21.  Several representatives expressed the view thaptpdsiction of HCFC-22 would not be
phased out for two decades, or longer if produgpiamts converted to feedstock uses, consideration
needed to be given to mitigating the by-productssioins of HFC-23. It was within the remit of the
Meeting of the Parties to take up such a discusasohwas important to assess the cost-effectasene
of the measures available, particularly as it wowdtibe economically feasible to accelerate further
the phase-out of HCFC-22. Further, while converpingduction to feedstock uses could be one of the
most cost-effective measures, the parties had alrabligation to avoid taking any decisions that
would have a detrimental impact on achievemenhefabjectives of the Kyoto Protocol or other
multilateral environmental agreements. One reptaser added that the proposed study would
provide valuable information that the Executive Quaittee of the Multilateral Fund could take into
consideration when deciding on strategy for thespkaut of HCFC production by parties operating
under paragraph 1 of article 5.

22.  One representative proposed that further discusditime item should be deferred until the
parties had opened discussions on agenda itermI&2pooposal for the funding of production
facilities for HCFCs, as both items related to pheduction of HCFCs.

23.  As outlined in the section below on item 12, theees considerable discussion on the merits of
one contact group dealing with items 10 and 12ttege At the end of that discussion it was agreed
that an informal group, led by the United Statesgwiferica, would continue the discussions on item
10.

24.  [To be completed]

Proposal on additional funding for the Multilateral Fund for the

| mplementation of the Montreal Protocol to maximize the climate
benefit of the accelerated phase-out of hydrochlor ofluor ocarbons
(agendaitem 11)

25. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled thait3evland had introduced, at the
thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Workingupr@ proposal on additional funding for the
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implementation of the Montreal Protocol to maximilae climate benefit of the accelerated phase-out
of HCFCs. The proposal would, among other thingguest the Executive Committee to assess a
number of options related to the establishmentfahding window to maximize climate co-benefits

of the HCFC phase-out and agree on proceduressamg of reference for its functioning based on
certain specified conditions. Following informalnsultations, the Working Group had agreed to
forward a draft decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro/24/8, dadtision XXIV/[I]) for consideration by the

parties at the current meeting and to invite patileprovide comments to Switzerland to enable
progress on the matter intersessionally.

26.  The representative of Switzerland said that ther@gsional discussions had been fruitful and
had provided an opportunity to clarify the issugised and to achieve a better understanding of the
viewpoints of various parties. Regarding the soofthe proposal, he said that it did not seek éate
new obligations for, or reduce the present oblayetiof, those parties that contributed to the
Multilateral Fund, but rather aimed to mobilize dighehal voluntary contributions for activities with
minimal climatic impacts.

27. In the ensuing discussion, one representativerriedeto decision X1X/6 on adjustments to the
Montreal Protocol with regard to HCFCs, said theithrer paragraph 5 nor paragraph 11 (b) of that
decision, on the funding for parties operating umdgagraph 1 of article 5 to comply with the
accelerated HCFC phase-out schedule and the furdiega for projects and programmes, referred
to maximization of climate benefits or additionahéling for the Multilateral Fund. Hence there was
no need to discuss the draft decision further. Aaptepresentative said that the provisions under
decision XIX/6 for stable and sufficient fundinggcluding for projects and programmes that
minimized impacts on the environment, includingnzie, should be adequate to ensure that finances
were available for projects that took account ahate benefits, arguing that there was therefore no
need for further measures that might make the wbtke Multilateral Fund more complicated.

28.  One representative said that while the proposalMeascomprehensive it raised a number of
practical difficulties, including with regard toghimpact of the proposed funding window on the
operations of the Multilateral Fund and the mobhiian of voluntary contributions and the
relationship with the Multilateral Fund Climate laxd Indicator, discussions on which were
continuing. In summary, it was not clear how thegmsal would strengthen the functioning of the
Multilateral Fund or add to its cost-effectiveneSnother representative said that it was essetatiné
realistic about available financial resources, ioggin mind the difficulties that had attended the
negotiation of the 2012—-2014 replenishment of thdtilteral Fund. Several representatives said that
any financial resources available to the Fund shbalfocused on current priorities, including the
accelerated phase-out of HCFCs, and that caredheulaken not to weaken efforts to protect the
ozone layer by considering issues outside the Poisomandate.

29.  Several other representatives, speaking in favbtiveoproposal, said that it offered an
opportunity to reap climate co-benefits from theFCphase-out. On the wording of decision XIX/6,
one representative said that while the relevantdigknot specify maximization of climate benefits,
did say that minimization of impacts on climate @lddbe taken into account by the Executive
Committee when developing and applying fundingecidt for projects and programmes. If that
potential existed, then the parties had a mandagglore it. In addition, article 10 of the Pratboon
the financial mechanism of the Protocol, includealfsion for voluntary funding, meaning that that
form of financing had been envisaged at the tineeRhind was set up. He agreed that setting up an
additional funding window was complex, but saidt thay difficulties could be resolved through
further discussion of the matter. Some represaemttressed that the voluntary funding being
suggested was additional to existing funding andldvaot detract from funds for other purposes or
compromise the work of the Multilateral Fund.

30. The parties agreed to establish an informal graigh, Mr. Peter Enoh (Cameroon) and Mr.
Phillipe Chemouny (Canada) serving as co-convet@discuss the proposal further and clarify the
implications of its suggested provisions.

31.  [To be completed]

X.  Proposal on funding of production facilities for
hydr ochlor ofluor ocar bons (agenda item 12)

32. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled that pinoposal on funding of production
facilities for HCFCs had been introduced by Indighe thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended
Working Group. The proposal, which referred tofilmeding provisions in decision XIX/6, urged the
Executive Committee to finalize the discussionshenguidelines for funding of production facilities
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XI.

and requested it to take into consideration preactgulatory actions adopted by some partiesii li
production. Following informal discussions, the \Wag Group had agreed to forward the draft
decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro/24/8, draft decision XXIV]]lfor further discussion at the current meeting.

33. Introducing the proposal, the representative ofdisdid that by decision XIX/6 the parties
had agreed that funding available through the Néwéral Fund should be stable and sufficient totmee
all agreed incremental costs to enable partiesatipgrunder paragraph 1 of article 5 to comply with
the accelerated phase-out schedule for both cortganrgnd production of HCFCs. There was very
little time left, he said, before the first contrakasures on HCFCs for those parties came inte forc
with a freeze at the baseline level to be impleeein 2013 and a 10 per cent reduction from the
baseline in 2015, and the inadequate implementafigiecision XI1X/6, particularly with regard to
funding, placed parties with production facilitetsrisk of non-compliance. Some of those parties,
including India, had taken proactive regulatoryiatd to limit production of HCFCs in facilities in
their countries beyond those required for compkawith the relevant control schedule, thus
achieving a significant reduction of the potenimpact of those substances on the ozone layer.

34. In the ensuing discussion, one representative,stgp by others, said that the draft decision
was not needed because there was no need to teeitieeselements of decision XI1X/6, which had
featured prominently in discussions during the entrmeeting and other meetings, and because the
Executive Committee was already working hard talfze the guidelines for funding of production
facilities for HCFCs and other important tasks tesdiato the production sector. In addition, proagtiv
regulatory actions taken by parties to limit pratitut of HCFCs did not come under the category of
incremental costs eligible for funding. Anothernegentative said that it was a misconception that
funding for HCFC phase-out was dependent upon cetiopl of the guidelines: nothing prevented the
Executive Committee from considering applicatiomsftinding for the phase-out of HCFC production,
although only one project had so far been submitisb, while proactive actions to comply with
control measures were commendable, it was notgbdine mandate of the Multilateral Fund to
provide retroactive compensation for such measures.

35.  One representative, supported by several othdosttest the issues raised by the draft decision
were of great relevance to the achievement of {88 €l phase-out targets for parties operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5 and should be given higbrgly, given the high social and economic
implications of possible non-compliance.

36.  One representative suggested that the presentdald be dealt with in a contact group that
also discussed agenda item 10, as both itemswligalproduction of HCFCs and how activities
related to their regulation might be financed. Téygresentative of India said that decision XIX/6 on
accelerated phase-out of HCFCs in the productiotosdated back to 2007, was considerably more
urgent and should be accorded higher priority #laan production of HCFC-22, both in the
Executive Committee and at the current meeting.thoeissues, he stressed, were unrelated, and
should not be addressed in the same forum. Anogpeesentative, supported by several others, said
that the focus of agenda item 10 was HFCs, whéddhus of item 12 was HCFCs, and that it was
therefore inappropriate to place the two items tiogje Another representative, supported by several
others, said that there was an overarching sinylafithemes and that discussion of the two items i
the same forum would present an equitable way fatwa

37.  The parties decided to establish an informal greopyened by India, to discuss agenda item
12 and, as described in section[ ] aboveagenda item 10, to establish a second informalgrou
convened by the United States of America, to dsagenda item 10.

38.  [To be completed]

Proposal on thereview by the Scientific Assessment Panel of
RC-316¢ (agenda item 13) (continued)

39. Following those consultations the parties appraheddraft decision for consideration and
adoption during the high-level segment.
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XI1I.

X1,

Proposal on theimplications of the outcome document of the
United Nations Confer ence on Sustainable Development for small
iIsland developing States with regard to the implementation of the
Montreal Protocol (agenda item 14)

40. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled thataft decision on Implications of the
outcome document of the United Nations Conferemc8ustainable Development for small island
developing States with regard to the implementadibthe Montreal Protocol, had been discussed at
the thirty-second meeting of the Open-ended Workingup and put forward for further consideration
by the parties at the current meeting.

41.  The representative of Grenada, noting that thar@igroponents of the proposal — Saint
Lucia and Trinidad and Tobago — were not in attendaat the current meeting, said that he had been
asked to convey a request from Saint Lucia thatdision of the proposal be deferred to the next
meeting of the Open-ended Working Group. The CoiGigaeed that it would be beneficial to
postpone discussion on the matter until the proptsneere present.

42.  One representative queried whether the item autoatigtqualified for insertion on the
provisional agenda of the next meeting of the Opeded Working Group under the rules of

procedure for meetings of the Conference of théidzato the Vienna Convention and Meetings of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol. The represergaifthe Secretariat clarified that, under rulary

item could be placed on the agenda whose inclusaginbeen agreed at a previous meeting. Further, as
all parties had already discussed the proposakgbtevious meeting of the Open-ended Working
Group, the request to place it on the agenda ofi¢lxé meeting did not have to come only from the
original proponents, nor would they have to resultha@ text of the proposal.

43.  The parties agreed to defer the discussion of thpgsal and place it on the agenda of the next
meeting of the Open-ended Working Group.

Proposed amendmentsto the Montreal Protocol (agenda item 15)

44, Introducing the item, the Co-Chair noted that twopmsed amendments to the Montreal
Protocol had been submitted to the Secretariatéoralance with the provisions of the Vienna
Convention and the Protocol by the Federated Stditeicronesia and by Canada, Mexico and the
United States, respectively. He then requestegrigonents to introduce their proposals briefly.

45.  The representative of the Federated States of Mésia said that his country’s proposed
amendment (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/5) would effect a graghase-down of HFCs, an approach that had
been supported at the recent United Nations Coméeren Sustainable Development (Rio+20).
Participants at that Conference had recognizedtiegphase-out of ozone-depleting substances had
resulted in a rapid increase in the use and relefdd&Cs into the environment and had therefore
supported a gradual phase-down in their consumpii@hproduction, as indicated in paragraph 222 of
the Conference outcome documéite future we want. The Montreal Protocol, with its experience in
efforts to phase out HCFCs and other ozone-deplstibstances, had the necessary expertise and
moral responsibility to deal with the issue. Hised@ation was open to other views as it was impaortan
to start a discussion on the matter, but it was afgortant to protect the poor and vulnerable gsou
that would suffer most from any failure to act.

46.  The representatives of Canada, Mexico and the tiSitates presented their proposed
amendment (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/6), drawing attentiofrequently asked questions, and answers
provided by the proponents, that had been compilah information document for the benefit of the
parties at the current meeting (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/MIF

47.  The representative of the United States said Heaptoposal would generate 100 gigatonnes
of carbon dioxide equivalents in direct climate &iis by 2050, while gains in energy efficiency
through a reduction in the current reliance on glgibal-warming potential HFCs would enhance the
benefits generated. While the decisions taken éyp#rties to the Protocol had meant that the ozone
layer would recover by the middle of the presemtwasy, it was important to address the implications
of those decisions for the climate system, as agthe potential of ozone-depleting substances to
exacerbate the problem of climate change. The Mah#rotocol was well-suited to tackle the issue
of HFCs. Its institutions had addressed other sinfifoblems and served to ensure that policy choice
were well informed and could do the same for HF@gghdown. It also had a successful model for
addressing intentionally produced substances thraugradual reduction in their production and
consumption.
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48.  The representative of Canada drew attention tomeott UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/INF/7 and
highlighted some of the information provided by greponents. He said that the Protocol could be
amended according to paragraph 2 (b) of Articlé the Vienna Convention in order to harmonize
policies on ozone-depleting substances and thbstiutes. Actions taken under the Montreal
Protocol would not interfere with those taken unither Kyoto Protocol or the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change, as theqz®g amendments were intended to support the
global goals of the climate system and did notcffiee provisions of those two instruments. Both
processes were complementary and there would Iogeréerence with the work of the Framework
Convention. As the Executive Committee of the Maléral Fund had already approved stage one of
HCFC phase-out management plans for many partiessi important to assist those parties in
making the right decisions when selecting alteueatiby establishing a long-term framework for the
control of HFC-consumption.

49.  The representative of Mexico said that the propasal based on the principles of the
Montreal Protocol, which included the recognitidrtommon responsibilities for all sectors. He
expressed the hope that the discussion of the patgwvould be fruitful and urged the parties not to
wait until the issue became a race against time.

Questionsto the proponents
50. Following the presentations by the proponents smpratives posed a number of questions.

51.  One representative requested clarification as tethdr the proposed amendments would

result in any changes to the ozone layer; whetfeptoponents were suggesting that bodies operating
under the United Nations Framework Convention dm@le Change were lacking in relevant
expertise; and whether the amendments were angtterpreempt the action taken under the
Framework Convention on Climate Change. He alseasky the decisions adopted at Rio+20
should be taken into account, given that they wetdegally binding.

52. Responding, the representative of the United Ststiesthat the aim of the proposed
amendments was not to protect the ozone layeoaddress the link between efforts to do so and the
effects of those efforts on the climate systemgcihias entirely consistent with the legal authority
afforded by the Montreal Protocol. The proponeiffitthhe amendments were not suggesting that the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, thei8ialpg Body on Scientific and Technological
Advice and other such bodies lacked the necessamrise in relation to HFCs. They could not,
however, be expected to address the climate chiengieations of the accelerated phase-out of
HCFCs, as they had neither the time nor experienc¢o do so. In answer to the second question he
said that the proposed amendments, if adopted,dymoimote action that was additional to, and that
would in no way preempt or undermine, efforts ttktea HFCs under the Framework Convention on
Climate Change. They went well beyond the scopgbatfConvention, calling for a structured, step-
by-step, phase-down involving the gradual introgturcbf new technologies that would result in
significant climate benefits. Furthermore, it woblel wrong to suggest that the many States that had
signed the agreements reached at Rio+20 wouldaketthem seriously simply because they were not
legally binding. The representative of the Fedet&tates of Micronesia added that States were keen
to observe them, as they were crucial to the fubfitbe planet, and that the fact that emissions of
HFCs were covered by the Kyoto Protocol did notjuge addressing their production and
consumption under the Montreal Protocol.

53.  One representative asked how the proposed amensimentd affect the way in which the
Montreal Protocol worked with the Framework Convemibn Climate Change. The representative of
the Federated States of Micronesia said in respiiase compromise would ultimately need to be
reached between the various approaches, and #iatabld be one of the subjects discussed in a
contact group.

54.  The representative of the United States, resportdigquestion about HFCs already in use in
a number of sectors as a result of efforts to pbas&CFCs, said that the proposed amendment, if
adopted, would comprehensively address all HF@#ydling the existing base. It presented a humber
of challenges in terms of technology, which wouidvdrto be examined on a sector-by-sector basis.
The proposed gradual phase-down would address thadlenges, as it recognized that there were
already some viable low global-warming-potentidg¢alatives available, such as hydrofluoroolefins
(HFOs) and other fluorinated and non-fluorinatedssances, that could help to promote energy
efficiency. It also sent a message to the privatéos that there was a market for new technolagies
those areas.

55.  One representative asked how the proponents hadlatd the cost-effectiveness of
alternatives available in developing their proposeltedules for the phase-down of HFCs, requesting
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further information on alternative substances,udisig when they might become available and how
commercial considerations had been assessed. Risgpthe representative of the Untied States said
that one of the key considerations in preparingptteposal had been the availability of fluorinagex
non-fluorinated alternatives and that a large arho@imformation had been provided in, among
others, document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/INF/7. Alternativeere already being used in the automobile,
domestic refrigeration, air-conditioning, foams anber sectors. Some had been selected on the basis
of their average global-warming potential. Thosgtided relatively low-GWP HFCs and HFOs,

which could be used and recycled, for example thhaefrigerant management practices, over a
relatively long period of time. In terms of the teéfectiveness of the transition, while
energy-efficiency benefits in areas such as comialenrfrigeration had often not been taken into
account, the removal of high energy-consuming teldgies was helping to decrease the electricity
burden.

56.  The representative of the Federated States of Mégia, responding to a question on whether
attention had been given to the need to assistaj@ng countries in adopting high-technology
alternatives to HFCs, drew attention to the docureetting out his delegation’s proposal, which
included information on the technologies cruciathte phase-down of those substances.

B. General discussion

57. Following the questions and answers there ensggetheral discussion in which the parties
considered at length the question of whether tbpgaed amendments should be discussed at the
present meeting and how that should be done. Sepnesentatives expressed support for doing so but
others were strongly opposed to any formal conatiter of the issue.

58.  The parties also engaged in an extensive discus$iwhether HFCs could be addressed under
the Montreal Protocol. Many representatives saad H+Cs did not fall within the scope of the
Protocol, which should be limited to matters ttaat ¢tlearly within its own mandate. Several
representatives said that there was a need fabmttion on the issue with the Framework
Convention on Climate Change. Some warned thatdge&etion on HFCs before they had been
addressed by the parties to the Framework Conventight be seen as interfering with the latter's
work. Other representatives, however, argued tiiatea2 of the Vienna Convention allowed the
parties to coordinate their policies in managirgphase-out of HCFCs and the introduction of
alternatives, including HFCs, and that action tagghdown HFCs was clearly appropriate under the
Montreal Protocol as the phasing in of those sulzeta was the direct result of the HCFC phase-out
implemented under the Protocol. The parties tdtbatreal Protocol had a moral responsibility to
address the issue and to avoid the adoption of His@dternatives to ozone-depleting substances. One
representative said that if the ozone layer weotepted at the expense of the climate it would be a
hollow victory.

59.  Several representatives said that the prioritigh@Montreal Protocol did not include climate
protection and that the task of phasing out HCF@&s already stretching the resources of many parties
operating under paragraph 1 of article 5 of thed®a@. One representative, however, said that the
Protocol should ensure that parties, especiallgehmt operating under paragraph 1 of article thef
Protocol, adopted domestic policies to introduémate-friendly alternatives, while avoiding the
phasing in of HFCs. Emphasis should also be placeghcouraging parties not operating under
paragraph 1 of article 5 to provide additional tachl, technological and financial support for the
strengthening of the Multilateral Fund.

60.  One representative said that while he understoaddisire to use experience acquired under
the Montreal Protocol in new areas by regulatirgubke of HFCs, there were currently no alternatives
to a number of uses of HFCs, a situation that weoldtinue for another 20 years. He said that a new
and comprehensive global climate regime was reduaed he suggested that an ad hoc group could
be convened to give interested parties an oppadyttmidiscuss the way forward. Several
representatives supported that suggestion, togefitiethe coordination of activities, in order to
promote ambitious commitments in the post-Kyotdgeebased on shared responsibilities and the
outcomes of Rio+20. It was suggested that scieatlfi based alternatives to the use of HFCs had to
be found. One representative, however, expresseckoo about the availability of alternative
substances, saying that developing countries nhigi¢ trouble introducing them owing to intellectual
property rights.

61. One representative said that her country had sdagidopt alternative technologies that were
environmentally friendly, such as natural refrigesa In some cases, however, especially for small
and medium-sized enterprises, there were no atteesahat were technically proven or
environmentally safe. The recommendation of thehfimal and Economic Assessment Panel on the
budget for the periods 2015-2017 and 2018-2020 welhtbeyond the funding provided by the
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parties operating under article 2 and it therefbidenot seem reasonable to add more demands on
parties operating under paragraph 1 of article Bmthie financial mechanism of the Protocol was
short of funds. Furthermore, parties operating updeagraph 1 of article 5 were focused on the
implementation of stage one of their HCFC phasermariagement plans and on developing the next
stage of those plans, meaning that the proposeddments would subject them to additional
challenges. The proposed amendments could be evedidnce the parties had implemented stage
two of their plans and it was clear what resoureesained. For the time being, the priority mustde
meet the commitments already made under the Prdotoco

62.  One representative said that, in view of the ditfiinancial situation, the resources of the
Multilateral Fund should be earmarked for effodsrteet the current commitment to reduce ozone-
depleting substances and to provide support fatdéaveloped countries and small-island developing
States. Another representative said that whilehlaeesl the concern of the proponents that the
continued increase in HFCs could become a majatezorfor the environment, the difficulties in
mobilizing funds at the Twenty-Third Meeting of tRarties raised doubts as to how sufficient
resources could be mobilized to fund the phase-dufiFCs.

63.  Several representatives expressed support fortdmped amendments. One representative
said that they showed that it was legally and texddily feasible to address HFCs under the Montreal
Protocol. Noting that the outcome document of tinitédl Nations Conference on Sustainable
Development expressed support for the phase-dowtt@Gfs and the creation of the Climate and
Clean Air Coalition, one representative said thatdelegation supported the consideration of the
proposed amendments in a contact group, bearingrid that any decision should recognize the
primacy of the Framework Convention on Climate Qjaan

64.  Several representatives from countries vulnerabtbe effects of climate change, particularly
least-developed countries and small island devetpBiates, emphasized that the risks posed and
harm caused by climate change were already ocguifime Montreal Protocol had the expertise
needed to address the issue, but it was also ientdad develop synergies between the Framework
Convention on Climate Change and the Montreal lPmtd&Resources had to be made available to
fund the phase-out of HFCs. Developing countriexied scientific and financial support, which was
an issue that the parties had a moral duty to addfighe Secretariat and Multilateral Fund should
work with parties to design a project to seek ctarfaiendly alternatives.

65.  One representative said that he had put threeiquegb the proponents and based on the
responses HFCs clearly did not modify the ozonerland should not be discussed at the current
meeting. While the Montreal Protocol had experitiséealing with ozone-depleting substances, the
Framework Convention on Climate Change had exgeirtishe control of greenhouse gases. Neither
mechanism had had such expertise when they hadftiened and had only developed it over time.
The outcomes of Rio+20 were not legally binding thetefore not relevant. If parties had concerns
about HFCs they should raise them within the meishaof the Framework Convention, as the
mandate of the Montreal Protocol was to phase pon@-depleting substances. He urged the parties to
spend no more time in plenary discussing the iasidesaid that interested parties could, if they
wished, discuss the issue in the margins of theinggeAnother representative, drawing attention to
the situation of high ambient temperature countaigd pointing out that there were currently no
alternatives to HFCs in those countries, saidtt@tMeeting of the Parties should confine itself to
discussing issues related to compliance with thatkéal Protocol and ozone-depleting substances
instead of using its time to discuss global warmiglgted issues, which were under the purview ef th
Framework Convention. Furthermore, HFCs represgosd per cent of the substances causing
global warming and dealing with them in isolationudd not be sufficient to address the problem.

66.  Another representative said that while HFCs wereped under the Kyoto Protocol they
could also be dealt with through phase-down/phageyoproach, which was not provided for under
the Framework Convention. He said that the Stadeticfpating in the second commitment period of
the Kyoto Protocol produced less than 20 per cemioold emissions, meaning that a significant
proportion of gases would not be covered in théope2013—-2020; nor would there be any
phase-down/phase out or any focus on HFCs. Thesessmight be addressed in the negotiations for
the post-2020 period but no such proposals hatlge made, possibly because the financial
mechanism was not conducive to the compliance-mikapproach of the Multilateral Fund. Stressing
the need for mutual support between the Montreatideol and the Framework Convention, he asked
whether a focus on the phase-down/phase-out agpreaicld result in other gases that did not affect
the ozone layer also being addressed under therb&mrotocol. Regardless of the merits of the
proposals, those issues needed further discussion.
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67. One representative said that it was crucial totalipé on every possible means of imposing
stricter controls on greenhouse gases. The Morfedbcol represented the most suitable framework
for that purpose as it had extensive experienceeapdrtise, as well as the mechanisms to provide
parties operating under paragraph 1 of articleth thie necessary technical and financial support.
Many parties had expressed a need for furthefficiation and the current meeting of the Parties was
an ideal opportunity to ascertain exactly what infation was required to meet that need.

Discussion group

68. Following the discussion, the Co-Chair observed thany parties had expressed divergent
views, both in favour of the amendments and thel ne¢ake action on the HFCs, and in opposition to
the amendments for a variety of reasons. A numbguestions had also been raised, including on the
appropriate institutional framework for addressimgeased emissions of HFCs and the possibility of
a mutually supportive approach among the climasagh and ozone layer protection regimes. Other
questions concerned the need for further informasio the costs of the proposals and on the
availability of alternatives in different circumstzes.

69.  Various views had also been expressed on the mastomvard in dealing with the issue.
Arguments had been put forward both supportingambsing the establishment of a contact group.
Some parties had also expressed the wish to edtablianel or forum to discuss the questions raised
regarding the proposed amendments and to addesedd for an exchange views among the parties.

70.  Considering all those factors, the Co-Chairs predds forgo the establishment of a formal
contact group and instead to establish a discuggimup to enable an exchange of views on the issues
including questions on the institutional framewas&sts, financial support and the availability of
alternatives, bearing in mind that many questiefsted to the availability of alternatives weresalily
being discussed under other agenda items. Pattanipaf parties in the proposed discussion group
would in no event imply that they agreed with ttleds suggested by the proposed amendments, or the
proposals themselves, and would not preempt argpmeés of the discussions under the climate
regime. To enable the efficient use of time andau$ed discussion, the discussions would be limited
to two hours. In the first 10 minutes the group ldcgelect two convenors to moderate the discussions
The group would report briefly on its discussionghe parties.

71. Following some discussion on whether convenorgweeded, the role they might play, and
the correct terminology that might apply to thermrfeenors, moderators or facilitators), the parties
agreed to the proposal of the Co-Chairs.

72.  Subsequently one of the co-convenors of the dismuggoup gave the following account of
the discussions in the discussion group, whictptréies agreed should be reflected in the present
report:

“The co-convenors suggested that the discussiodwarldress four
main themes in order to encourage and stimulataigisson. The themes
presented were: availability of alternatives, stfenaspects, funding aspects
and institutional aspects.

A few parties were not in agreement with havingractured
discussion. Nonetheless the co-chairs were algeitte the discussions along
the aforementioned themes.

On the issue of alternatives there were differemgpectives from
article 5 parties non-article 5 parties regardimgavailability of alternatives.

However, the Parties generally felt that the wodgsheld in Bangkok
had provided valuable information on where altéuestwere readily available
and where they were not.

It was mentioned that until recently non-articlpdties had replaced
ozone-depleting substances with HFCs in a relatilsgbe proportion.

Issues relative to flammability and unsatisfactoeyformance of HFOs
in the mobile air-conditioning sector were highliggh.

It was also mentioned that several non-articlerfiggand one regional
economic organization had introduced controls a&strictions on the
marketing and use of HFCs, including taxes andritiges, based on
assessments of the availability of environmentsdlynd alternatives.
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There were also different views expressed regaritiegxpectations
for the development and penetration of non-HFCretdgies. It was also
indicated that in several HCFC phase-out managepians non-HFC
alternatives had been identified for replacing HEFC

Some representatives offered to share their cashixperiences with
policies that had been successfully implementeéer@ace to information
available on alternatives in particular from thed@pean Union and the United
States were made.

Scientific aspects

Regarding the scientific aspects, an interestisguiision took place
involving the Scientific Assessment Panel aboatetolution of emissions
and concentrations of HFCs in the atmosphere. $tiwantioned that the
concentrations were still low but had increased vapidly during the past
years.

The Scientific Assessment Panel was called upaocoasion to offer
clarifications and updates to several parties vépect to (1) scientific
observations of HFCs (2) total global predictiomsrdime relative to baseline
data (3) future radioactive forcing and (4) atmesjphlifetime of HFCs.

Finance aspects

With limited time remaining, the group attemptedliscuss financial
issues. The Multilateral Fund Secretariat was daligon to provide
information at the request of some parties, such@sumber of parties that
went to low-GWP alternatives in their HCFC phas¢foanagement plans.

It was also mentioned that the Fund Secretariatalbspositioned to
handle the phase-down and that the Clean Develapwhechanism might not
be equipped to provide comprehensive assistance.

In summary it was expressed by one member of thepgthat Aphase-
down of HFCs would result in adverse effects onustdy and countries
economies.

(b) Another felt that there should be a collabeatipproach
between the Montreal Protocol and the Frameworkv€otion on Climate
Change in the handling phase-down of HFCs.

The group did not have enough time to discusstutitnal issues

At the end the co-chairs were generally satisfi@t the spirit of the
group and the cordial manner in which the discusstook place.”

XI1V. Compliance and data reporting issues (agenda item 16)

A. Proposal on the differences between data reported on imports and data
reported on exports (agenda item 16 (a))

73. Introducing the item, the Co-Chair recalled thathat thirty-second meeting of the
Open-ended Working Group the European Union hadgoutard a draft decision with a view to
reducing the burden of clarifying discrepanciesueein reports imports and exports of ozone-
depleting substances and helping to identify illégade. The proposal had been discussed in aconta
group and the Working Group agreed to forward ttadtdlecision (UNEP/OzL.Pro/24/8, draft
decision XXIV/[MY]), including text enclosed in squabrackets to indicate a lack of consensus, for
consideration by the parties at the current meefihg draft decision invited parties to use a eis
reporting format for imports and exports, to impealata collection and help identify discrepanaies i
import and export data, and to consider particguain the “iPIC” informal prior informed consent
mechanism. The Working Group had also agreed mibateisted parties could provide comments on
the matter to the European Union before the cumerdting.

74.  The representative of the European Union saidttiwete parties that had expressed views at
the Open-ended Working Group had provided furthiggsstions intersessionally and that the co-
convenors of the contact group had incorporateid siggestions into a revised text, which had been
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circulated to interested parties. No comments tehlveceived, and the revised draft decision was
before the parties at the current meeting.

75.  The parties agreed to establish a contact grouhematter, co-chaired by Mr. Arumugam
Duraisamy (India) and Mr. Federico San Martini (tddi States of America), the co-chairs of the
contact group established at the thirty-second imgeff the Open-ended Working Group, to work to
finalize the draft decision.

76.  [To be completed]

Presentation on and consideration of thework and recommended decisions
forwarded by the Implementation Committee under the Non-Compliance
Procedurefor the Montreal Protocol (agendaitem 16 (b))

77. Mr. W.L. Sumathipala (Sri Lanka), President of tiplementation Committee under the
Non-Compliance Procedure for the Montreal Protogalje a presentation on the work of the
Committee at its forty-eighth and forty-ninth mee, which took place in Bangkok on 29 and 30
July 2012 and Geneva on 8 and 9 November 2012ectsgply. The full report of the forty-eighth
meeting was available on the Ozone Secretariatiteglghile that of the forty-ninth meeting would
be available in due course. The Committee, at thusetings, had developed a total of six draft
decisions, which had been forwarded for considenably the parties at the current meeting.

78.  The Implementation Committee, he said, had beessphtat the excellent progress of the
parties in meeting the data reporting obligatiohthe Protocol, and only four parties of the 196
parties that should have reported data for 201 ifditl to do so, namely, Israel, Mali, Sao Tomd an
Principe, and South Africa. The first draft decisitealt with data reporting and urged those four
parties to report the required data as soon ashgp@sshe decision also noted with appreciatior tha
99 parties had reported their data by 30 June &0&2cordance with decision XV/15, enabling the
Committee to carry out much useful work at its Julyeting, and encouraged parties to submit their
data as early as possible. In addition, 173 pahniesreported data by 30 September 2012, as relquire
under Article 7 of the Protocol, an improvementpoavious years.

79.  The second draft decision dealt with requests fpanties for the revision of their HCFC
consumption baseline data for 2009, 2010 or batactordance with decision XIII/15. The
Committee considered that there was sufficienteavig to approve the requests of Algeria, Ecuador,
Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Haiti, Niger, the fomyaigoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey.

80.  The third draft decision concerned the reportingeyb in article 7 data reporting forms, and
reflected concern in the Committee over some instarcies in the reporting of data for production,
imports, exports and destruction of ozone-depletingstances in accordance with article 7 of the
Montreal Protocol. The draft decision requestedigmto enter a number in each cell in the data
reporting forms that they submitted, including zewbere appropriate, rather than leaving the cell
blank, and asked the Secretariat to request datifin from any party that submitted a reportingrfo
containing a blank cell.

81.  The fourth draft decision, on reporting of informoaton the use of process agents, noted with
appreciation that 195 of the 197 parties to thedea had reported such information in accordance
with decisions X/14 and XXI/3, and urged the twetigs that had not submitted their information to
do so as a matter of urgency. The Committee waaiébw the situations of those parties at its fiftie
meeting.

82.  The fifth draft decision, dealing with the statdghe establishment of licensing systems under
Article 4B of the Protocol, noted with appreciatitrat 191 of the 192 parties to the Montreal
Amendment to the Protocol had established impatteport licensing systems for ozone-depleting
substances, as required by the amendment, anti%fatf those parties had provided disaggregated
information on their licensing systems detailingiethannexes and groups of substances under the
Montreal Protocol were subject to those systems. dperative paragraphs of the draft decision
congratulated South Sudan for having recentlyieatifll amendments to the Montreal Protocol and
requested it to establish an import and exporhiogy system; asked Tajikistan and Gambia to
undertake measures regarding their licensing systamd encouraged Botswana to ratify the Montreal
Amendment.

83.  The final draft decision concerned non-compliantEkraine with the control measures of the
Montreal Protocol for the consumption of HCFCs @1 and 2011. The draft decision recorded with
appreciation the submission by Ukraine of a plaaaiifon for reducing its consumption of HCFCs,

returning to compliance in 2015 and attaining tptase-out by 2020, save for some consumption in
the servicing of refrigeration and air-conditionieguipment until 2030. The Committee, he said, had
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appreciated the attendance of the representatiudkraine at its forty-ninth meeting to discuss the
matter.

84.  The President of the Committee then turned togked of those parties that had yet to ratify
one or more of the amendments to the Protocolngati particular the difficulties that might be éat
by those parties that had not ratified the Beijpmgendment with regard to the trade restrictions on
HCFCs that would become operative on 1 January.2Bfat efforts had been made by the
Secretariat to encourage those parties to ratify,lee noted that some of those parties had sulshzitte
draft decision on their situation for consideratipnthe parties at the current meeting.

85. In conclusion, he thanked all those who had askisie Committee in its work during the
previous year.

86. Following that presentation, the parties approveddraft decisions submitted by the
Committee for further consideration and adoptiorirduthe high-level segment.

87.  [To be completed]

Other matters (agenda item 17)

Status of ratification of the Beljing Amendment: application of paragraph 8
of Article 4 of the Montreal Protocol with respect to the Beijing Amendment
to the Montreal Protocol

88.  The Co-Chair introduced the matter, drawing ateentd a draft decision on the application to
Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Ecuador, HaitichNicaragua of paragraph 8 of Article 4 of the
Montreal Protocol with respect to the Beijing Amereht to the Montreal Protocol, which had been
submitted by those parties in a conference roonempfap consideration by the Meeting of the Parties.

89.  The representative of Ecuador said that its purp@seto outline the current situation of the
four parties listed with regard to ratificationtb® Beijing Amendment and to request that the
exceptions provided for in paragraph 8 of Articlbetapplied to those parties. The representative of
Nicaragua added that all four were at advancedstamgtheir national ratification processes andewer
working hard to complete them but were not in atposto do so before the trade restrictions of
article 4 took effect in respect of HCFCs on 1 &am2013. The representative of Bolivia added the
parties had already demonstrated that they werkimgom full compliance with the Beijing
Amendment and had established the necessary HORIL including licensing systems.

90.  Several representatives welcomed the draft dectmibindicated that they would require time
to study it. It was agreed that interested paxtiesld discuss the matter informally and reportlos t
outcome of their discussions.

91.  Subsequently the representatives of Kenya and €k@aldined the situation in their countries
and introduced a draft decision on the applicatiaragraph 8 of Article 4 of the Protocol with resipe
to the Beijing Amendment to the Montreal Protoaotteir countries. The representative of Kenya
said that that his country was experiencing tecimooblems with the implementation of the Beijing
Amendment and the representative of Chad saichthatountry expected to ratify the Beijing
Amendment by the end of the current year.

92.  The representative of Ecuador said that the twli dexisions were similar and informed the
parties that he had consulted with the represeetafi Kenya during the informal consultations that
had taken place on the draft decision that he haskepted. Another representative said that it would
be useful to merge the two draft decisions intingle document and suggested that the draft decisio
presented by Ecuador be the formal basis for disonss some slight textual changes had already
been made to it as a result of the informal coatiols.

93.  Several representatives expressed the wish tothairecountries added to the draft decision
and one representative said that he also wishadddhe name of at least one country that was not
present at the meeting.

94.  One representative said that in principle the sitna facing the proponents of the draft
decisions should have been considered by the Ingritation Committee before being addressed by
the Meeting of the Parties. In the present casg#ichaot object to considering the issue on an
exceptional basis but suggested that in view ofdtge number of parties that wished to covered by
them he suggested that further discussion shokédptace in a contact group.

95.  The parties agreed to establish a contact grodgstuss the draft decisions further.

13
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96.  [To be completed]
Information on ozone-depleting substance transition policy measures

97.  The Co-Chair introduced the sub-item, drawing ditberto a conference room paper
containing a draft decision on information on ozolepleting substance transition policy measures,
proposed by Australia, Canada, Croatia, the Eumopkaon, New Zealand and the United States of
America.

98.  The representative of the United States of Ametiea summarized the draft decision and
said that the proponents believed it would be J@kigo compile all of the available information on
approaches to the transition from ozone-depletitggmnces aimed to minimize the negative climate
effects of that transition. Responding to a reqtmstlarification, he said that the intention bahithe
draft decision was to provide parties with inforrmaton policy, control measures and other initiesiv
aimed at avoiding a transition from ozone-depleingstances to alternatives with high global
warming potential. On the proposed coordinatiorlie United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change, he said that it could be benefmialwas not an integral part of the proposal and
could be discussed further with interested parties.

99. In response, the representative who had souglificddion questioned the timing and equity

of the proposal, noting that it came as the HCF&spkout by parties not operating under paragraph 1
of article 5 of the Montreal Protocol was set tgibeand saying that no such proposal had been
contemplated for the phase-out by parties not svatimg, many of whom had indeed adopted
high-GWP alternatives. He also said that the prapdisl not accord with decision XIX/6 and that he
therefore had no mandate to agree to it. Shoutdnmdtion of the sort contemplated by the proposal
be collected, he continued, it should be collefteth parties not operating under paragraph 1 of
article 5 with the aim of facilitating the transfafrtechnology to parties operating under that gajah.

100. Several representatives expressed support fod#zeliehind the draft decision but said that
they would require time to study it. One said thatas a timely initiative while another said tHnmsr
country would be happy to provide information anadivn experiences and measures undertaken in the
transition from ozone-depleting substances to radtidres.

101. At the suggestion of the Co-Chair, it was agreed ithterested would meet informally to
discuss the draft decision and then report to #régs on the outcome of their discussions.

102. [To be completed]

Tributeto Ms. Maria Nolan

103. The representative of the United States of Amepaid tribute to Ms. Maria Nolan, who

would soon be retiring as Chief Officer of the Miakeral Fund. He said that the recent review ef th
Financial Mechanism had demonstrated that for & fventy years the Multilateral had been an
extremely effective and efficient institution. Thaas due in large measure to the staff of the
Multilateral Fund, which had been ably led by M&l&h. He said that it was important to ensure that
the future of the Multilateral Fund was in good tiaiand he informed the parties that the process of
selecting a new Chief Officer was already under.way

Update on the status of the Bali Declaration

104. Introducing the item, the representative of Indemescalled the Bali Declaration on
Transitioning to Low Global Warming Potential Altatives to Ozone Depleting Substances, which
had been adopted at the combined ninth meetingeoCbnference of the Parties to the Vienna
Convention and Twenty-Third Meeting of the Part@she Montreal Protocol. That declaration
resulted from the understanding that the partigbeédviontreal Protocol should not ignore the impact
on the environment, including the climate systefitheir efforts to protect the ozone layer.. Shid sa
that regardless of the outcome of the current @etratamending the Protocol, it was important to
work toward a transition to low-GWP alternativeotmne-depleting substances. A total of 105 parties
had signed the Declaration to date, and a numbethefs had verbally indicated their support. That
number was expected to increase in the futureshacncouraged all parties to support the move
towards alternatives that had minimal effect ongheironment.
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Addendum
Part one: preparatory segment (continued)

I.  Administrative matters (agenda item 3) (contined)

A.  Consideration of membership of Montreal Protocbbodies for 2013 (agenda
item 3 (a)) (continued)

1. [To be completed]

B.  Financial reports of the trust funds and budged for the Montreal Protocol
(agenda item 3 (b)) (continued)

2. [To be completed]

II. Issues related to exemptions from Article 2 othe Montreal
Protocol (agenda item 4) (continued)

A. Nominations for essential-use exemptions for 2013denda item 4 (a))
(continued)

Metered dose inhalers (continued)

3. [To be completed]

B. Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 204 (agenda item 4 (b))
(continued)

4, [To be completed]
C. Quarantine and pre-shipment issues (agenda itesh(c)) (continued)

5. Subsequently, the co-chair of the contact groupéhiced a conference room paper setting out
a revised version of the draft decision preparethbycontact group. The parties approved the draft
decision for consideration and adoption duringtigh-level segment.
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D. Feedstock uses (agenda item 4 (d)) [continued]
6. [To be completed]

[ll.  Additional information on alternatives to 0zone-depleting
substances (agenda item 5) (continued)

7. [To be completed]

IV. Proposal on trade of controlled substances whitships sailing
under a foreign flag (agenda item 7) (continued)

8. [To be completed]

V. Evaluation of the financial mechanism of the Matreal Protocol
(agenda item 9) (continued)

9. [To be completed]

VI.  Proposal on clean production of HCFC-22 throudp by-product
emission control (agenda item 10) (continued)

10.  [To be completed]

VII.  Proposal on additional funding for the Multil ateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol to maximizethe climate
benefit of the accelerated phase-out of hydrochloflumorocarbons
(agenda item 11) (continued)

11. [To be completed]

VIIl.  Proposal on funding of production facilities for
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (agenda item 12) (continue)

12.  [To be completed]

IX. Compliance and data reporting issues (agenddaam 16) (continued)

Proposal on the differences between data reportezh imports and data
reported on exports (agenda item 16 (a)) (continugd

13.  [To becompleted]

X.  Other matters (agenda item 17) (continued)

A.  Status of ratification of the Beijing Amendment application of paragraph 8
of Article 4 of the Montreal Protocol with respectto the Beijing Amendment
to the Montreal Protocol (continued)

14.  [To be completed]
B. Information on ozone-depleting substance transon policy measures

(continued)
15.  [To be completed]
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Part two: high-level segment

Opening of the high-level segment

16.  The high-level segment of the Twenty-Fourth Meetifithe Parties was opened at 10.30 a.m.
on Thursday, 15 November 2012, with a performarid¢eaditional Swiss music.

17.  Opening statements were delivered by Ms. Doris lhauat, Minister of Environment,
Transport, Energy and Communications of SwitzerJdmd Marco Gonzalez, Executive Secretary of
the Ozone Secretariat; Ms. Amina Mohamed, Depuschtive Director of UNEP; and Mr. Syanga
Abilio (Angola), President of the Twenty-Third Mé® of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.

18. Ms. Leuthard welcomed the representatives to Germsxribing the Montreal Protocol,

which had been ratified by every country in the i@nd had contributed to the phase-out of

98 per cent of controlled ozone-depleting substaree the most successful agreement in interndtiona
environmental policymaking. In addition to harmithg ozone layer, ozone-depleting substances were
also potent greenhouse gases, meaning that thecBletas also delivering significant climate

benefits. It had shown how global problems coulddsslved if all local stakeholders joined forces
with a framework for clear, legally binding comménts and a financial mechanism that was directly
linked to compliance. Lessons could be learnedsesapme the obstacles to global legally binding
instruments in other areas such as mercury anpd$e2020 climate change regime. Care must be
taken, however, to avoid undermining climate besdfirough the use of
high-global-warming-potential substances as repfergs for ozone-depleting substances.
Switzerland therefore supported the proposed amentinto the Protocol aimed at phasing down the
production and consumption of HFCs adopted asratimes to HCFCs. The reservations that some
parties had expressed about such measures beiatiex for action under other instruments were
understandable, but every opportunity should bertak achieve climate targets. Her Government,
which remained committed to a strong chemicalstobnégime, and whose chemicals industry had
become a reliable partner to policymakers, waswgtic that the remaining barriers could be
overcome. She wished the parties every succebgindeliberations.

19. Mr. Gonzalez thanked the Government of Switzerlfandhosting the meeting. He recalled
that the Montreal Protocol had been adopted twéwéyyears previously in line with the
precautionary principle to take firm, science-baaetibn to protect the ozone layer, without waiting
for incontrovertible evidence of the causes oflépletion or for alternatives to CFCs and halons to
become available for all uses. The Protocol’s commmant to the principle of common but
differentiated responsibility, recognizing the difént needs and circumstances of countries at
differing stages of development, had been cruaiad, its effective data collection and reporting
system had made it possible to judge complianceé@pdovide assistance to parties experiencing
difficulty in meeting their obligations. Having drlad the phase-out of the vast majority of
ozone-depleting substances, the Protocol had domne to protect the climate system than any other
international agreement and, with just 14 countyitsto ratify all four amendments to the Protocol,
the spirit of cooperation among public and priveg¢etor stakeholders had helped it to deliver major
achievements for sustainable development. Thait sicooperation, and the Protocol’s continuing
ability to innovate and adapt, would continue talde it to meet and overcome new and emerging
challenges, including those that had been the subfaliscussions at the current meeting.

20. Ms. Mohamed began her statement by paying trilutest predecessor, Ms. Angela Cropper,
who had passed away on 12 November 2012. Ms. Crpgipe said, had been a morally upright,
selfless soldier for the environment, fully committto public service, until the day she died.

21.  The Meeting of the Parties observed a minute’siséeén memory of Ms. Cropper.

22. Commending the parties on the commitment and fgheshat had contributed to the Montreal
Protocol’s success, she said that credit must\y®ngb the Governments, private-sector companies,
civil society organizations and academics thatwarked hard in partnership with conviction and
tireless dedication. At the current rate, the oZager would return to its pre-1980 state by 2050,
thereby achieving the goal of protecting life ontledrom harmful ultraviolet radiation. She urgdd a
parties to continue to choose low-global-warmingeptial alternatives wherever possible in order to
ensure an ozone-safe world for future generatidobieving such a world required intergenerational
responsibility; application of the precautionarinpiple, based on sound science, and the prinoiple
common but differentiated responsibility; and ef§ao lay the foundations for a sustainable future,
building on the outcomes of the United Nations @oeifice on Sustainable Development, held in
Rio de Janeiro in June 2012. The lessons learoad the 25 years of the Protocol’s history, the
national and international governance and instihali structures established to implement it, aed th
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cooperation demonstrated by its parties had masl@tbtocol a model and an inspiration for tackling
other global challenges. One major challenge, dslean recognized at the Conference on
Sustainable Development, was the phase-down of HIR€subject of proposed amendments to the
Montreal Protocol on the agenda for the currenttmgeThe negotiations had not been easy and
would require the same global partnership and camerit that had led to the Protocol’'s adoption.
UNEP pledged its continued commitment and suppattié efforts needed to reach agreement on the
proposed amendments and the many other critiaa$ssn the agenda for the current meeting.

23. Mr. Abilio thanked the Government of Switzerland fmsting the meeting. Expressing his
appreciation to the parties for having entrustedcbuntry with the presidency, he said that thesBur
had met on 10 November 2012 to review implemematfcthe decisions adopted at the Twenty-Third
Meeting of the Parties and that he had been pleassek that those decisions had been implemented;
the parties, the assessment panels, the Implenmm@bdmmittee and the Secretariat were currently
engaged in follow-up action. A key decision hadrb&ereplenish the Multilateral Fund for the next
three years, and the parties operating under Ephdr of Article 5 of the Montreal Protocol were
about to begin implementing the first measure tebrate the phase-out of HCFCs, based on the
adjustments agreed in 2007.

24.  Congratulating the world’s newest State, South 8yfta having become a party to the
Protocol in January 2012 and for having ratifidd@ir amendments in October, he expressed the
hope that the other parties, the Executive Comenitfehe Multilateral Fund and the implementing
agencies would all work together to assist it imptying with its obligations. He wished the parties
every success in their deliberations.

Video message from the Queen of Bhutan

25.  The Executive Secretary recalled that Her Majebty,Queen of Bhutan, had earlier in the
year undertaken to mobilize support for ozone lgyetection, to promote the Montreal Protocol and
to support parties in their implementation of thietBcol, in particular through the Ozone Officers
Network. Since then she had been recognized lopalitries in the Asia and the Pacific regional
networks as an ambassador for the ozone layervitdlea message to the Meeting of the Parties, the
Queen expressed her gratitude for the recognitidreowork and reiterated her commitment to the
cause of ozone layer protection.

lI.  Organizational matters

A.  Election of officers for the Twenty-Fourth Meeing of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol

26.  Atthe opening session of the high-level segmenacicordance with paragraph 1 of rule 21 of
the rules of procedure, the following officers wetected, by acclamation, to the Bureau of the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Monitiatocol:

President: Mr. Mehmood Alam Pakistan (Asia andfieac
Vice-Presidents:  Mr. Alain Wilmart Belgium (Westdfrope and others)

Mr. Dmytro Mormul Ukraine (Eastern Europe)

Mr. Leslie Smith Grenada (Latin America and @eibbean)
Rapporteur: Mr. Wylbur Simuusa Zambia (Africa)

B.  Adoption of the agenda of the Twenty-Fourth Meting of the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol

1. Opening of the high-level segment:
(a) Statements by representative(s) of the Governnfedividzerland;
(b) Statements by representative(s) of the United Nattenvironment Programme;
(c) Marking the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Montté€aotocol;

(d) Statement by the President of the Twenty-Third lhgedf the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol.

2. Organizational matters:
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@) Election of officers for the Twenty-Fourth Meetinfithe Parties to the
Montreal Protocol;

(b) Adoption of the agenda of the Twenty-Fourth Meetfighe Parties to the
Montreal Protocaol,

(c) Organization of work;
(d) Credentials of representatives.

3. Status of ratification of the Vienna Conventfonthe Protection of the Ozone Layer,
the Montreal Protocol and the amendments to thetidahProtocol.

4. Presentations by the assessment panels orathe ef their work, including the latest
developments.

5. Presentation by the Chair of the Executive Comemiof the Multilateral Fund for the
Implementation of the Montreal Protocol on the wofkhe Executive Committee, the
Multilateral Fund secretariat and the Fund’s impetng agencies.

6. Statements by heads of delegation.

7. Report by the co-chairs of the preparatory segmed consideration of the decisions
recommended for adoption by the Twenty-Fourth Megtf the Parties.

Dates and venue for the Twenty-Fifth Meetinghef Parties to the Montreal Protocol.
Other matters.

10. Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Megtof the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol.

11. Adoption of the report of the Twenty-Fourth Nleg of the Parties to the Montreal
Protocol.

12. Closure of the meeting.

Organization of work

27.  The parties agreed to follow their customary praces.

Credentials of representatives
28.  [To be completed]

Status of ratification of the Vienna Convention for the Protection
of the Ozone Layer, the Montreal Protocol and the mendments to
the Montreal Protocol

29.  The President said that since the previous Megtirthe Parties there had been much progress
in the status of ratification of the Vienna Convent the Montreal Protocol and the amendments to
the Protocol. He drew attention to the draft decigin the status of ratification of the Vienna
Convention, the Montreal Protocol and the Londoop&hhagen, Montreal and Beijing amendments
to the Montreal Protocol (see UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8)iclv was a standard decision of the kind that
was usually taken by the Meeting of the Partie®tmrd the status of ratifications and to encourage
further ratifications.

Presentations by the assessment panels on ttatus of their work,
including the latest developments

30. Under the item presentations were made by repratbezd of the Scientific Assessment Panel,
the Environmental Effects Assessment Panel and@¢knology and Economic Assessment Panel
and its Halons Technical Options Committee.

31. Mr. Paul Newman outlined the status of the 2014sm8ent of the Scientific Assessment
Panel and summarized the topics that would be adédetherein. He also provided a summary of new
information on carbon tetrachloride and on the e¥flaorocarbon RC-316¢.

32. Mr. Nigel Paul presented an update on the stattiseo2014 assessment of the Environmental
Effects Assessment Panel and outlined the topatsttkvould cover.



UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/L.1/Add.2

33. Mr. Lambert Kuijpers gave an overview of the staitithe 2014 assessment of the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel and piegsan update on the work of the Flexible and
Rigid Foams Technical Options Committee, the MeBrgimide Technical Options Committee and
the Refrigeration, Air-Conditioning and Heat Punigzhnical Options Committee. Mr. Daniel
Verdonik then reported on the work of the Halonshirécal Options Committee and its cooperation
with the International Civil Aviation Organizatiomith regard to the phase-out of halon production.

34. Summaries of the presentations prepared by thepiers are set out in annex [ ] to the
present report.

35.  The parties took note of the information provided.

V. Presentation by the Chair of the Executive Comiitee of the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Mon treal
Protocol on the work of the Executive Committee, te Multilateral
Fund secretariat and the Fund’s implementing ageneis

36. Mr. Xiao Xuezhi (China), chair of the Executive Cmittee of the Multilateral Fund,

delivered a presentation on the Committee’s a@iwisince the Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties,
encompassing the Committee’s sixty-sixth and sedyenth meetings. He summarized the report
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/9) and said that at its sixtydsiahd sixty-seventh meetings the Executive
Committee had approved a total of 101 additionajgmts and activities with a planned phase-out of
522 ODP-tonnes of controlled substances. The fapgsoved for projects and activities had totalled
$40,379,077, including $3,273,203 for agency suppasts. He also reported that an agreement had
been reached on a new administrative cost regimiaéoMultilateral Fund that would encourage
implementing agencies to continue their engagemneathie Montreal Protocol process and ensure the
cost-effective and efficient implementation of p&ast projects in countries operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5.

37. Further progress had also been made regardingiteanding contributions of the Russian
Federation and, after further discussions, the iRugsederation stood ready to start paying, at the
earliest from 2013, its pledges to the Multilatdfahd as soon as the financial processes and
agreement had been finalized. He also drew thataiteof the parties to annex Il to the reportted t
Multilateral Fund (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/9), which haceheprovided in response to decision XVI/36. He
said that in view of the current evaluation of Eheancial Mechanism that component of the annual
report of the Executive Committee was considerdubtie been completed and that future annual
reports of the Executive Committee would therefowdonger contain that annex.

38. Recognizing that the first control measure for HGEQuction was fast approaching, the
Executive Committee had focused its attention @ueng that funding was provided for HCFC
phase-out management plans in as many countriggsaghle. As of the sixty-seventh meeting, 126
parties operating under paragraph 1 of article theMontreal Protocol had put the infrastructure i
place to implement those activities. Twenty of thékCFC phase-out management plans had been
approved during the reporting period, and followihg submissions to the sixty-eighth meeting of the
Executive Committee there would remain only sixstatding stage 1 HCFC phase-out management
plans to be funded.

39. The Executive Committee had also undertaken aietsvib implement decisions of the
Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties, some of whidfected the efficient implementation of HCFC
phase-out activities in developing countries. TRedutive Committee had consequently taken a
number of policy decisions, which were more fulgsdribed in document UNEP/OzL.Pro24/9 and
some of which are as described below.

40.  The results of projects demonstrating low-costraitives to HCFCs in the foam sector had
allowed the Executive Committee to examine poténtiplacements that appeared to be feasible
solutions meeting the objective of a cost-effeGtaero ozone-depleting potential and
low-global-warming-potential replacement technololgythe case of hydrocarbons, however,
additional investigation and the development obsting concept on pre-blended hydrocarbon polyols
was required. For enterprises in the foam sectirttad received funding for moving away from
CFCs, full funding of eligible incremental costs &&cond stage conversion to non-HCFC technology
would be limited to new lines and equipment esshigld before September 2007. Full funding for
eligible incremental costs for second stage comwert® phase-out HCFC-141b in imported polyols
would be considered on a case-by-case basis, guticht parties committed to banning the import of
HCFC-141b in bulk or in fully formulated systems.
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41.  The Executive Committee had also looked at tracgimgects that used HCFC-141b-based
pre-blended polyols in order to avoid double caupthem. The Executive Committee was
considering ways of discounting the amount, or ageramount of HCFC-141b contained in
pre-blended polyols that countries exported foivargyear or years, from its starting point fogéle
consumption. Deliberations on that issue woulddrectuded at the sixty-eighth meeting of the
Executive Committee. The Executive Committee had abncluded that, depending on the alternative
technology selected, some costs related to regp&dinmanufacturing heat exchangers in the
refrigeration and air conditioning sector mightddigible as incremental costs. The extent to which
those costs were eligible and incremental, howewas, still to be decided. Ways to maximize the
climate benefits from the phase-out of HCFCs inréfageration servicing sector had also been
considered, although more effective means of maingiclimate benefits in the refrigeration
servicing sector needed to be agreed upon. Impléngeagencies also continued to look for creative
ways to mobilize resources for maximizing the clienbenefit of the accelerated phase-out of HFCs.

42.  Although there were still some policy issues pegdor the HCFC production sector,
discussions on the outstanding matters had taleee plith the aim of finalizing the HCFC production
sector guidelines, and the draft final report aatéchnical audit of China’s HCFC production sector
had been reviewed during the reporting period. €weare urgent issues that posed for the
Government of China, and Chinese industry, thelehgé of meeting the 2013 and 2015 HCFC
control targets of the Montreal Protocol.

43. He then spoke on behalf of the implementing agendibe United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP) was operating a programme in d@6rcountries that had resulted in the
phase-out 65,495 ODP-tonnes of ozone-depletingaubess and had a cumulative Multilateral Fund
grant value of $630 million, of which 87.4 per céatl been disbursed. UNDP continued to assist its
partner countries to stay in, or return to, comm& thus contributing to the effective implemeiotat

of the Montreal Protocol. UNDP had also been etdxdusvith the preparation of HCFC phase-out
management plans for 42 countries, all of whichenmnrently being implemented. It had also
completed the assessment of the viability of défferclimate-friendly alternatives to blowing ageints
the polyurethane and extruded polyurethane sectors.

44, UNEP was implementing the largest number of HCF&sphout management plans for
low-volume consuming countries. Under its ComplaAssistance Programme, UNEP continued to
provide support to parties operating under pardgfapf article 5 of the Montreal Protocol for
compliance-related issues and to build the capatibational ozone units to implement their ozone
programmes.

45.  The United Nations Industrial Development Organaaf{UNIDO) had developed HCFC
phase-out management plans for 69 countries opgratider paragraph 1 of article 5 of the Protocol
to help them meet the HCFC consumption freeze taugfel January 2013 and 1 January 2015. Since
the Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties, the ExaeCommittee had approved funding for 59 new
projects to be implemented by UNIDO for the phaseeas 391.90 ODP-tonnes of controlled
substances in 41 countries operating under paradrap article 5. It had also prepared and
implemented projects, funded through the Multilat&und, on environmentally sound disposal of
stockpiles of waste ozone-depleting substancegguaibment containing ozone-depleting substances.

46.  The World Bank, together with its partner countriesd phased out some 300,000
ODP-tonnes of ozone-depleting substances undévitittdateral Fund and a further 230,000
ODP-tonnes under the Global Environment Facilitye hiet phase-out of 0zone-depleting substances,
once the global-warming-potential impact of thedatives being phased in was accounted for, was
the equivalent of approximately 1.22 billion tonmégarbon dioxide emissions averted. Since the
Twenty-Third Meeting of the Parties, the World Bdrdd focused on the development of a new
HCFC production phase-out management plan for Chiméimely phase-out of HCFC production
supply was critical for consumer countries operatinder paragraph 1 of article 5 to meet the
phase-out targets of stage 1 of their HCFC phasesanagement plans.

47. In conclusion he said that all agencies had hegidifstant celebrations in honour of the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the Montreal Protocoldathat as Chair of the Multilateral Fund he had
been struck by the effective cooperation betweerptrties that was the hallmark of the Montreal
Protocol. It was that spirit of cooperation thatd®mahe Montreal Protocol stand out from among the
other multilateral environmental agreements.

48.  The parties took note of the information presented.
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

XI.

XII.

Statements by heads of delegation
49.  [To be completed]

Report by the co-chairs of the preparatory sgment and
consideration of the decisions recommended for adapn by the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties

50. [To be completed]

Dates and venue for the Twenty-Fifth Meetingof the Parties to the
Montreal Protocol
51.  [To be completed]

Other matters
52.  [To be completed]

Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Meanhg of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol

53.  [To be completed]

Adoption of the report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol

54.  [To be completed]

Closure of the meeting
55.  [To be completed]
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Statements by heads of delegation (agenda item 6)

1. During the high-level segment statements were rbgdeeads of delegation of the following
parties, listed in the order in which they spokexddgascar, China, United States of America, the
European Union and its member States, Zambia, Boldapan, Ukraine, Indonesia, Holy See,
Burundi, Fiji, Cambodia, Zimbabwe, Nigeria, Bradigrdan, Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of), Iran
(Islamic Republic of), Kenya, Uganda, Maldives, Besudan, Kiribati, Yemen, Guinea, Philippines,
Mozambique, Croatia, Dominican Republic, Malawi,itdd Republic of Tanzania, Serbia,
Timor-Leste, Canada, Bangladesh, Democratic Repuoblihe Congo, Pakistan, Irag, Nicaragua,
Malaysia, Mongolia, Palau, Panama, Cote d’lvoirkil&Cand India.

2. Statements were also made by the representatihe @ffrican group of countries and the
representative of the World Meteorological Orgatia

3. Representatives of all parties who spoke thankedibvernment and people of Switzerland
for their hospitality in hosting the current megtifany thanked UNEP and the Ozone Secretariat,
the Multilateral Fund Secretariat and implementiggncies, industrial countries, the assessment
panels, international organizations and other $walkkers for their roles in ensuring the succeghef
meeting and the successful development and impletien of the Protocol.

4, Many representatives reiterated their commitmeniéoobjectives of the Protocol and
amendments. Many described their countries’ effiartmeet their obligations under the Protocol,
outlining the policy, legislative, institutional dmprogrammatic measures that they had put in place
order to support those efforts. Several represeataexpressed their countries' pride in achietirg
Protocol’'s phase-out milestones for various ozomglating substances, for example CFCs and halons,
often ahead of the stipulated schedules, and itetidheir determination to continue in the sama,vei
including with regard to the planned phase-out @HEs. In that regard, several parties said that the
HCFC management plans were in place and operati@naide range of initiatives to support the
elimination of ozone-depleting substances wererde=t, including the establishment of
import/export licensing and quota systems, the eodaent of institutional coordination, training and
capacity-building, the development of public-prevgiartnerships, the establishment of funding
mechanisms, and the raising of public awareneskiding through the educational system. Several
representatives indicated that their efforts tot@dmzone-depleting substances under the Protocol
were part of a wider commitment to sustainable graent and the protection of the environment
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and human health, and some noted the need foiisgibalpproach by which environmental protection,
including care of the ozone layer, was woven intdocial, economic and aspirational fabric of
society as a whole. Finally, several parties exggégratitude to the international partners anddon
who had assisted them in their endeavours.

5. There was fulsome praise and congratulations faMbntreal Protocol on the occasion of the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the signing of the agmgent on 16 September 1987. Many representatives
highlighted the remarkable achievement of the Rt attaining universal ratification and putting
in place a regulatory framework that had been isgwely successful in achieving its aim of
reversing the damage to the ozone layer, to thefli@f present and future generations. The degfee
success had been such that the Protocol was held apnodel for the operation of other multilateral
environmental instruments. There was broad reciognibat robust science had underpinned the
accomplishments of the Protocol, in which the afléhe Protocol's assessment panels had been
crucial. One representative highlighted the elesémat had contributed to the Protocol’s success,
including the setting of legally binding commitmgnivhile providing for flexibility; its dynamic
structure, allowing for the accommodation of tedbgizal progress; and the operation of efficient
compliance and financial support mechanisms.

6. Several representatives said that the past suotéss Protocol should not cause the parties to
the Protocol to drop their guard, as consideraliekwas still needed to ensure the continued
protection of the ozone layer into the future. Anther of representatives said that, in keeping with
current institutional trends, activities under Br@tocol should be increasingly coordinated withsth

of other instruments, including the United Natiégimamework Convention on Climate Change, given
the climate co-benefits that had been deliverethbyphase-out of 0zone-depleting substances and the
growing urgency of the climate change threat.

7. Many representatives highlighted the role of thdtNa&teral Fund as a mechanism by which
parties with developing or transitional economiesld avail themselves of financing and other forms
of assistance for phase-out projects. A numberiased the implementing agencies for their ctucia
work at the country level. Some representativesvdnecouragement from the conclusions of an
independent evaluation confirming the value ofNhdtilateral Fund as a key institution for the
success of the ozone protection regime. Severegseptatives urged the developed countries to make
greater efforts to ensure that the Fund, as a tagind the success of the Protocol, had sufficient
resources at its disposal to support the objectivéise Protocol, particularly as the start of the
accelerated phase-out schedule for HCFCs was inmi@&e representative said that the economic
conditions of individual countries should be taketo account in considering the cost of projects
under the Multilateral Fund, rather than treatiegaloping countries as a single large group.

8. A theme figuring prominently in many country statmts was the next major objective of the
Protocol, namely, the phase-out of HCFCs. A nunalbeepresentatives of parties operating under
paragraph 1 of article 5 of the Protocol expressettern as to whether there was sufficient time and
resources to comply fully with the imminent 2018dze and 10 per cent reduction of HCFCs by 2015
under the accelerated phase-out schedule. Sevghtighted the need for such supportive elements as
capacity-building, technology transfer and streegthg of national ozone units. In addition, it was
crucial to ensure the adoption of environmentailgridly technologies that reduced ozone-depleting
substances without causing harm to other compomdnitee environment. One representative said that
a sustained effort by Government and industry veasmtial, including in the promotion of new
technologies and research into and developmernterhatives. Another representative said that the
existence of many small and medium-sized enterpiisdeveloping countries was a particular
challenge in the application of alternative teclogis. Another representative said that the indizid
situation of parties should be taken into accoalang with the economic and technical feasibility o
alternatives, to ensure a realistic transitionqmbrSeveral representatives stressed the continuing
importance of the principle of common but diffeiatéd responsibilities, while several urged donor
countries to fulfil their responsibilities duringg upcoming crucial period by ensuring the provigib
stable and predictable resources.

9. Many representatives expressed concern at theilwatidn to global warming caused by the
adoption of HFCs technologies in the conversiomftdCFCs technologies. There were divergent
views on the role of the Montreal Protocol in tregard, with one group of opinions urging the [arti
to accept their responsibilities and take releva@asures under the Protocol and, in cooperatidn wit
other instruments, to address the situation, wanlether group of opinions stated that substancis wi
high global-warming potential came under the pwwad the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change and its Kyoto Protocol and shbeldealt with in that forum. One representative
highlighted the Bali Declaration, an outcome of Tveenty-Third Meeting of the Parties, as
embodying an approach to the issue that deserteatian, in that it promoted the use of alternative
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to ozone-depleting substances that had low glolaining-potential and were economically viable,
environmentally benign, technologically feasiblel aeadily available on the market. He added that
discussion of the matter should not be confinedtiether or not to amend the Protocol, but should
focus on working more holistically to develop sadéiernatives to ozone-depleting substances. One
representative of a small island developing Staig that such States were at the forefront of déma
change impacts and were challenged enormously,hgitfhtening environmental impacts giving rise
to economic and social hurdles. Given the urgericheomatter, it was disheartening to hear parties
brush off their responsibilities when strong co-&fis for the climate and the ozone layer could be
realized through appropriate action.

10. A number of representatives spoke of the challetiyggday ahead for the Montreal Protocol.
Among the specific issues raised were the urgesd te find alternatives for certain uses of methyl
bromide, the continuing existence of large bankkstackpiles of ozone-depleting substances, the
need to improve systems for recovery and recyctimggrowing problem of illicit trade and dumping,
the need for further institutional strengthenirgg thallenge of incorporating innovative solutiams
the field of alternative technologies, and the jeois faced by countries with hot climates in the
refrigeration and air-conditioning sectors. Son@esentatives of small-island developing Statewdre
attention to the consumption of HCFCs by foreigipsttoming into their ports as a growing
compliance-related challenge.

11.  On a broader level, several representatives comsldehat might be the future role of the
Protocol in a rapidly changing environmental, eaqaimand social context. There was recognition of
the importance of increased partnership, great@peation between international instruments and
more effective regional cooperation. Sourcing fceand other resources for particular activitiearin
increasingly complex and crisis-ridden global eoninent was a matter of concern. One
representative spoke of the crises currently fattieghuman family, including poverty, forced
migration and sea-level rise, and urged environaidrgaties and instruments, including the Montreal
Protocol, to employ creative thinking to ensure thaman rights issues were given full cognizance in
their deliberations, including through adoptioreahore synergistic approach involving a wide range
of stakeholders.

12.  The representatives of Cote d’'lvoire and Ukraingregsed their Governments' willingness to
host the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties to khentreal Protocol in 2013.

13. The representative of the World Meteorological @igation noted the effective collaboration
that had taken place between the organizationtemtibntreal Protocol, and underlined the
contribution of observation and research to theassg of that collaboration. He said that the rdgent
established Global Framework for Climate Serviaesised to be a powerful tool for the provision
of climate services and the building of partnerstigr coordinated and systematic action at differen
scales, from the global to the local.
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Item 10 of the agenda for the high-level segment

Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth Meetingof the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol

Compilation of draft decisions for adoption

The Meeting of the Parties decides:

A. Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Status of ratification of the Vienna Convention, the
Montreal Protocol and the London, Copenhagen, Monteal and Beijing
amendments to the Montreal Protocol

1. To note with satisfaction the universal ratifion of the Vienna Convention for the
Protection of the Ozone Layer, the Montreal ProtocoSubstances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, the
London Amendment to the Montreal Protocol and thpg&hhagen Amendment to the Montreal
Protocol, each with 197 parties;

2. To note also that, as at 16 November 2012, 388eg had ratified the Montreal
Amendment to the Montreal Protocol and 183 pattasratified the Beijing Amendment to the
Montreal Protocol;

3. To urge Bahrain, Bolivia (Plurinational Stat¢, dotswana, Chad, Djibouti, Ecuador,
Haiti, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Kazakhstan, Keny.ibya, Mauritania, Papua New Guinea and
Saudi Arabia to ratify, approve or accede to thentviml and Beijing Amendments, taking into
account that universal participation is necessamsnisure the protection of the ozone layer.

B.  Draft decision XXIV/[...]: Quarantine and pre-shipment issues

Recalling the need for improved reporting on methyl bronmédasumption for quarantine and
pre-shipment uses,

Recalling also decision XXIII/5, in particular its paragraph B,which the Meeting of the
Parties invited parties in a position to do soaamluntary basis, to submit information to the @zo
Secretariat by 31 March 2013 on:
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(@) The amount of methyl bromide used to comphhyitytosanitary requirements of
destination countries; and

(b) Phytosanitary requirements for imported comrieslithat must be met through the use
of methyl bromide,

Recalling further decision XXIII/5, in particular its paragraph 8,which the Meeting of the
Parties urged parties to comply with the reportieguirements of Article 7 and to provide data an th
amount of methyl bromide used for quarantine amdgiipment applications annually and invited
parties in a position to do so, on a voluntary fasi supplement such data by reporting to the
Secretariat information on methyl bromide usesmded and collated pursuant to the recommendation
of the Commission on Phytosanitary Measures,

1. To consider at the thirty-third meeting of thped-ended Working Group whether to
ask the Technology and Economic Assessment Panal@ertake an analysis of trends in Article 7
data on methyl bromide use for quarantine and pisent, taking into account the information
submitted in accordance with decision XXIII/5 arahhto improve the information;

2. To request the Ozone Secretariat to remindgsattiat they are invited to submit
information by 31 March 2013, on a voluntary basisgccordance with paragraph 2 of decision
XX/5;

3. To invite parties that have not yet establighextedures for data collection on methyl

bromide use for quarantine and pre-shipment or vasmprove existing procedures to consider using
the elements identified as essential by the Tedgyoshnd Economic Assessment Panel in section
10.4.4 of its 2012 progress report;

4, To request the Ozone Secretariat to upload teabsite the forms that have been
provided as examples in section 10.4.2 of the Z0tgress report of the Technology and Economic
Assessment Panel.

C. Draft decision XXIV[...]: Data and information pr ovided by the parties in
accordance with Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol

Noting with appreciation that 194 parties of the 196 that should have tepattata for 2011
have done so, and that 99 of those parties reptirédddata by 30 June 2012 in accordance with
decision XV/15,

Noting further that173 of those parties reported their data by 30e3eper 2012 as required
under Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol,

Noting with concern, however, that the following parties have not régpd 2011 data: Mali,
and Sao Tome and Principe,

Noting that their failure to report their 2011 data ic@wance with Article 7 places those
parties in non-compliance with their data-reportifidigations under the Montreal Protocol until such
time as the Secretariat receives their outstandixtg,

Noting also that a lack of timely data reporting by partiepédes effective monitoring and
assessment of parties’ compliance with their oliligs under the Montreal Protocol,

Noting further that reporting by 30 June each year greatly fatds the work of the Executive
Committee of the Multilateral Fund for the Implentetion of the Montreal Protocol in assisting
parties operating under paragraph 1 of Article ghefProtocol to comply with the Protocol’s control
measures,

1. To urge the parties listed in the present degjsivhere appropriate, to work closely
with the implementing agencies to report the regflinlata to the Secretariat as a matter of urgency;

2. To request the Implementation Committee to me\thee situation of those parties at its
fiftieth meeting;

3. To encourage parties to continue to report copsion and production data as soon as
figures are available, and preferably by 30 Jurh gaar, as agreed in decision XV/15;
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Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Requests for the revisio of baseline data by
Algeria, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Haiti, Niger, the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey

Noting that, in accordance with decision Xll1/15, by whithe Thirteenth Meeting of the
Parties decided that parties requesting the ravisigeported baseline data should present such
requests to the Implementation Committee, whictuin would work with the Secretariat and the
Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund foe tmplementation of the Montreal Protocol to
confirm the justification for the changes and pné$bem to the Meeting of the Parties for
approval,

Noting also that decision XV/19 sets out the methodology far submission of such requests,

1. That Algeria, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritidaiti, Niger, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia and Turkey have presenteficgrft information, in accordance with decision
XV/19, to justify their requests for the revisiohtbeir consumption data for
hydrochlorofluorocarbons for 2009, 2010 or bothjchtare part of the baseline for parties operating
under paragraph 1 of Article 5;

2. To approve the requests of the parties listedarptieceding paragraph and to revise
their baseline hydrochlorofluorocarbon consumptiata for the respective years as indicated in the
following table:

Previous HCFC data New HCFC data
(metric tonnes) (ODP-tonnes) (metric tonnes) (ODP-tonnes)
Party 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010
1. Algeria 497.75 497.75| 30.2 30.2 1061.6 1122.5| 60.35 63.88
2. Equatorial Guinea 253 - 13.9 - 113 - 6.22 -
3. Eritrea 1.8 1.9 0.1 0.1 19.1 20.31 1.05 1.12
4. Haiti 35.308 3341 1.9 1.8 70 62 3.85 341
5. Niger 660 - 36.3 - 290 - 15.95 -
6. Ecuador 379.89 261.8 20.7 143 469.01| 386.45| 25.74 21.24
7. The former 57.332 - 4 - 41.632 - 2.29 -
Yugoslav Republig
Of Macedoni&
8. Turkey - 8 900.721 - 606.( - 7 041.25 - 493.03

& The request for a revision of baseline data froenftimer Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
only relates to excluding of HCFCs contained inamed pre-blended polyols from its
HCFC consumption.

Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Reporting of zero in Article 7 data reporting forms

Recalling the need for consistent reporting of productiomarts, exports and destruction
of ozone-depleting substances in accordance wiitlea? of the Montreal Protocol,

Noting that the forms for reporting in accordance withicégt7 submitted by parties sometimes
contain blank cells, in which no numbers indicatingntities of ozone-depleting substances are
entered,

Noting also that such blank cells could be intended by a partygiven case to indicate zero
controlled substances or, alternatively, could @spnt non-reporting by that party in respect o$¢ho
substances,

(@) Torequest parties, when reporting productimports, exports or destruction, to enter a
number in each cell in the data reporting forms they submit, including zero, where appropriate,
rather than leaving the cell blank;

(b) To ask the Secretariat to request clarificatiom any party that submits a reporting
form containing a blank cell;



UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/L.2

F.

Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Status of the estabishment of licensing systems
under Article 4B of the Montreal Protocol

Noting that paragraph 3 of Article 4B of the Montreal il requires each party, within
three months of the date of introducing its systenticensing the import and export of new, used,
recycled and reclaimed controlled substances ire&es A, B, C and E of the Protocaol, to report
to the Secretariat on the establishment and operafithat system,

Noting with appreciation that 191 of the 192 parties to the Montreal Ameadnto the
Protocol have established import and export licensiystems for ozone-depleting substances as
required by the Amendment and that they have peavitisaggregated information on their licensing
systems detailing which annexes and groups of aobss under the Montreal Protocol are subject to
those systems,

Recognizing that licensing systems provide for the monitorifigm@ports and exports of
ozone-depleting substances, prevent illegal tradecaable data collection,

Recognizing also that the successful phase-out of most ozone-deglstibstances by parties
is largely attributable to the establishment angl@mentation of licensing systems to control the
import and export of ozone-depleting substances,

1. To congratulate South Sudan for having recestified all Amendments to the
Montreal Protocol, and to request the party tatdigth an import and export licensing system for
ozone-depleting substances consistent with Arfidieof the Protocol and to report to the Secretaria
by 30 September 2013 on the establishment of jisd¢s;

2. To urge Gambia, which operates a licensing sy$te ozone-depleting substances that
does not include export controls, to ensure thattslistem is structured in accordance with Ardc
of the Protocol and that it provides for the lidegsof exports and to report thereon to the Seregfa

3. To encourage Botswana, which is non-party taMbetreal Amendment to the Protocol
and has not yet established a licensing systerartya imports and exports of ozone-depleting
substances, to ratify the Amendment and to estabiish a licensing system;

4, To review periodically the status of the estttient of import and export licensing
systems for ozone-depleting substances by allgzatti the Protocol as called for in Article 4 Btlod
Protocol;

Decision XXIV/[ ]: Non-compliance with the Mantreal Protocol by Ukraine

Noting that Ukraine ratified the Montreal Protocol on@€ptember 1988, the London
Amendment on 6 February 1997, the Copenhagen Amemnidom 4 April 2002 and the Montreal and
Beijing amendments on 4 May 2007 and is classHied party not operating under paragraph 1 of
Article 5 of the Protocaol,

Noting also thatthe Global Environment Facility has approved fugdimthe amount of
[$ ]to facilitate Ukraine’s compliance wittsiMontreal Protocol obligations;

Taking note of the consultations between the Implementation @dtee and representatives
of Ukraine regarding that party’s non-compliancéwiis Protocol obligations,

Acknowledging with appreciation Ukraine’s significant efforts to return to compiee with the
Montreal Protocol,

1. That Ukraine's reported annual consumptionHercontrolled substances in Annex C,
group | (hydrochlorofluorocarbons, or HCFCs) of 8@DP-tonnes for 2010 and 93.3 for 2011
exceeds the party’s maximum allowable consumptfofildl ODP-tonnes for those controlled
substances for those years and that the partyheasfore in noncompliance with the consumption
control measures under the Montreal Protocol foFB€in 2010 and 2011,

2. To record with appreciation the submission bydile of a plan of action to ensure its
prompt return to compliance with the Protocol’'s HIC€ontrol measures, under which, without
prejudice to the operation of the Global Environtrfeacility, Ukraine specifically commits itself:

(a) To reducing its HCFC consumption to no gretitan:
0] 86.90 ODP-tonnes in 2013;
(ii) 51.30 ODP-tonnes in 2014;
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(i)  16.42 ODP-tonnes in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 2019;

(iv)  Zero by 1 January 2020, save for consumptestricted to the servicing of
refrigeration and air-conditioning equipment betwéee period 2020 and
2030 as prescribed in the Protocol;

(b) To implementing its system for licensing imoaind exports of ozondepleting
substances and a quota system for such importexqadts, and to making it operational;

(c) To introducing as soon as possible a graduabimaimports of equipment containing
or relying on ozone-depleting substances and taitoramg its operation once introduced,;

(d) To pursuing the passage of new legislation toentlosely control ozone-depleting
substances;

3. To note that the measures listed in paragragdbo®e should enable Ukraine to return
to compliance with the Protocol’'s HCFC control meas in 2015, and to urge the party to work with
the relevant implementing agencies to implementldas of action to phase out its consumption of
HCFCs;

4, To monitor closely the progress of Ukraine wilgard to the implementation of each
of the parts of its plan of action to phase out I@€Fas outlined in paragraph 2 above. To the degree
that the party is working toward and meeting thectfic Protocol control measures, it should corginu
to be treated in the same manner as a party in giaoding. In that regard, Ukraine should contittue
receive international assistance to enable it tetfese commitments in accordance with item A of
the indicative list of measures that may be takea Meeting of the Parties in respect of non
compliance;

5. To caution Ukraine in accordance with item Bhef indicative list of measures that
may be taken by a Meeting of the Parties in respiecbn-compliance that, in the event that it fails
return to compliance, the parties will consider sueas consistent with item C of the indicative dift
measures. Those measures may include the possdfibictions available under Article 4, such as
ensuring that the supply of the HCFCs that aresthgect of noncompliance is ceased so that
exporting parties are not contributing to a contigwsituation of noncompliance.

Decision XXIV/[ ]: Endorsement of the new cazhair of the Environmental
Effects Assessment Panel

1. To thank Ms. Tang Xiaoyan (China), who served aslwir of the Environmental
Effects Assessment Panel, for her long and outstigrstrvice on behalf of the Montreal Protocol;

2. To endorse the selection of Mr. Shao Min (Chinalhasnew co-chair of the
Environmental Effects Assessment Panel.

Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Membership of the Im plementation Committee

1. To note with appreciation the work done in 20¥2he Implementation Committee
under the Non-Compliance Procedure for the MontPeatocol;

2. To confirm the positions of Lebanon, PolandnSlaucia, the United States of
America and Zambia as members of the Committeerderfurther year and to select Bangladesh,
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cuba, Italy and Moroccmembers of the Committee for a two-year
period beginning 1 January 2013;

3. To note the selection of Mr. Janusz Kozakiewigaland) to serve as President and of
Ms. Azra Rogovic-Grubic (Bosnia and Herzegovina3éove as Vice-President and Rapporteur of the
Committee for one year beginning 1 January 2013.

Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Membership of the Executive Committee of the
Multilateral Fund

1. To note with appreciation the work done byHxecutive Committee of the
Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Moeal Protocol with the assistance of the Fund
secretariat in 2012;

2. To endorse the selection of Belgium, Bulga@ianada, Finland, Japan, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Iredaand the United States of America as members
of the Executive Committee representing partiesopetrating under paragraph 1 of Article 5 of the
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Protocol and the selection of India, Kuwait, M&licaragua, Serbia, Uganda and Uruguay as
members representing parties operating under #ragpaph, for one year beginning 1 January 2013;

3. To note the selection of Ms. Fiona Walters {ehiKingdom) to serve as Chair and Mr.

Vladan Zdravkovic (Serbia) to serve as Vice-Chéithe Executive Committee for one year beginning
1 January 2013.

K.  Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Co-Chairs of the Open-ended Working Group of
the Parties to the Montreal Protocol

3. To endorse the selection of Mr. Patrick Mclnernaygtralia) and Mr. Javier Camargo

(Colombia) as Co-Chairs of the Open-ended Workingu@ of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol in
2013.




UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/L2




NATIONS EP

UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/L.2/Add.1

Distr.: Limited
16 November 2012

Only English
United Nations
Environment
Programme

Twenty-Fourth M eeting of the Partiesto
the Montreal Protocol on Substances
that Deplete the Ozone L ayer

Item 10 of the agenda for the high-level segment

Adoption of decisions by the Twenty-Fourth M eeting of the
Partiesto the Montreal Protocol

Compilation of draft decisionsfor adoption

The Meeting of the Parties decides:

A. Draft decision XXIV/[ ]: Review by the Scientific Assessment Panel of
RC-316¢

The Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties decides:

Recalling decisions | X/24, X/8, X1/19 and XI111/5 of the Meeting of the Parties pertaining to new
substances,

Noting that the Scientific Assessment Panel has developed procedures for assessing the
ozone-depletion potential of new substances,

1 Toinvite partiesin a position to do so to provide environmental assessments of
RC-316c (1,2-dichloro-1,2,3,3,4,4-hexafluorocyclobutane, CAS 356-18-3), a chlorofluorocarbon not
controlled by the Montreal Protocol, and any guidance on practices that can reduce intentional releases
of the substance;

2. To request the Scientific Assessment Panel to conduct a preliminary assessment of
RC-316c¢ and report to the Open-ended Working Group at its thirty-third meeting on the
ozone-depletion potential and global-warming potential of the substance and other factors that the Panel
deems relevant.
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The Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties decides

A. Draft decison XXIV/[ ]: Essential-use nominationsfor controlled
substances for 2013

Noting with appreciatiorthe work done by the Technology and Economic AssessPanel
and its Medical Technical Options Committee,

Mindful that, according to decision IV/25, the use of cbllmorocarbons (CFCs) for
metered-dose inhalers does not qualify as an eabaese if technically and economically feasible
alternatives or substitutes are available thabaoeptable from the standpoint of environment and
health,

Notingthe Panel’'s conclusion that technically satisfactiternatives to CFC-based
metered-dose inhalers are available for some teetapformulations for treating asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease,

Takinginto accounthe Panel's analysis and recommendations for éakeise exemptions
for controlled substances for the manufacture aenmeel-dose inhalers used for asthma and chronic
obstructive pulmonary disease,

Welcominghe continued progress in several parties operatiagr paragraph 1 of Article 5
in reducing their reliance on CFC-based metere@-dldsalers as alternatives are developed, receive
regulatory approval and are marketed for sale,

Taking into accounthe additional information provided to the partigsChina during the 24th
Meeting of the Parties concerning the use of CFCratlitional Chinese Medicine in remote areas;

1.  To authorize the levels of production and comstion for 2013 necessary to satisfy
essential uses of CFCs for metered-dose inhaleestbma and chronic obstructive pulmonary
disease specified in the annex to the presentidagis

2. Torequest nominating parties to supply toMleglical Technical Options Committee
information to enable assessment of essential-oisemations in accordance with the criteria setiout
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decision 1V/25 and subsequent relevant decisiorsetsut in the handbook on essential-use
nominations;

3.  To encourage parties with essential-use exemptn 2013 to consider sourcing
required pharmaceutical-grade CFCs initially fraockpiles where they are available and accessible,
provided that such stockpiles are used subjed¢te@onditions established by the Meeting of the
Parties in paragraph 2 of its decision VI1/28;

4.  To encourage parties with stockpiles of phaeutical-grade CFCs potentially available
for export to parties with essential-use exemptiarZ013 to notify the Ozone Secretariat of such
quantities and of a contact point by 31 Decembé&220

5. Torequest the Secretariat to post on its wellgtails of the potentially available stocks
referred to in the paragraph 4 of the present degis

6.  That the parties listed in the annex to thegmedecision shall have full flexibility in
sourcing the quantity of pharmaceutical-grade CteGke extent required for manufacturing
metered-dose inhalers, as authorized in paragrafithke present decision, from imports, from
domestic producers or from existing stockpiles;

7.  Torequest parties to consider domestic reiguiato ban the launch or sale of new
CFC-based metered-dose inhaler products, eveuwlif groducts have been approved,;

8. To encourage parties to fast-track their adstiiafion processes for the registration of
metered-dose inhaler products in order to spedtaifransition to chlorofluorocarbon-free
alternatives;

9. Torequest China, if they should nominate aga013 the use of CFC to be used in
Traditional Chinese Medicine in remote areas, tivigle more information about the absence of
alternatives in the region, the phase out effontbentaken for this use and other relevant inforomati
necessary to allow MTOC to evaluate the case fully;

Annex

Essential-use authorizations for 2013 of
chlor ofluor ocarbonsfor metered-dose inhalers

(Metric tonnes)

Parties 2013
China 388.82
Russian Federation 212

B. Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Essential-use exemption for
chlorofluorocarbon-113 for aer ospace applicationsin the Russian
Federation

Notingthat the Chemical Technical Options Committeedwasluded that the nomination of
the Russian Federation satisfies the criteria tdifyuas essential use under decision 1V/25, inicigd
the absence of available technically and econolyiédsible alternatives or substitutes that are
acceptable from the standpoint of environment adlth,

Notingalsothat the Chemical Technical Options Committee revemded the acceleration of
efforts to introduce appropriate alternatives testigate materials compatible with alternatived an
the adoption of newly designed equipment to corepie¢ phase-out of chlorofluorocarbon-113
(CFC-113) within agreed time schedule,

Noting that the Russian Federation provided in its efemdée exemption nomination a final
phase-out plan and nominated 2016 as the finalfdateFC-113 use in this application,

Notingalsothat the Russian Federation is continuing its &sftr introduce alternative
solvents in order to gradually reduce consumptio@EC-113 in the aerospace industry to a
maximum of 75 metric tonnes in 2015,
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1. To authorize an essential-use exemption foptbduction and consumption in 2013
of 95 metric tonnes of CFC-113 in the Russian Fatitar for chlorofluorocarbon applications in its
aerospace industry;

2. To request the Russian Federation to contitsueffiorts to follow up the CFC-113
final phase-out plan and explore further the palitsilof importing CFC-113 of the required quality
for its aerospace industry needs from availabléalstocks as recommended by the Chemical
Technical Options Committee of the Technology andri®mic Assessment Panel.

Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Critical-use exemptions for methyl
bromidefor 2014

Noting with appreciatiorthe work of the Technology and Economic AssessiRanel and its
Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee,

Recognizinghe significant reductions made in critical-useniations for methyl bromide in
many parties,

Recallingparagraph 10 of decision XVII/9,

Recalling alsahat all parties that have nominated critical-usengptions are to report data on
stocks using the accounting framework agreed tthéysixteenth Meeting of the Parties,

Recognizinghat the production and consumption of methyl baefor critical uses should be
permitted only if methyl bromide is not availabtesufficient quantity and quality from existing
stocks of banked or recycled methyl bromide,

Recognizing alsthat parties operating under critical-use exenmgtishould take into account
the extent to which methyl bromide is availableirficient quantity and quality from existing stack
of banked or recycled methyl bromide in licensipgrmitting or authorizing the production and
consumption of methyl bromide for critical uses

Recognising alsthat Australia will not seek any further criticad@inominations of methyl
bromide for use in the rice sector and therefoat tifie approval to use part of its 2014 allocation
2013 is to be seen as exceptional and non-recurring

Notingthat soilless systems for strawberry runners atgeifully economically or
technically feasible throughout Australia and Canad

Noting alsothat the Methyl Bromide Technical Options Comnatteas a “bottom up”
approach for calculating the area concerned by yhbtbhmide in California in the United States of
America and that the regulatory authorities hatte@down’ approach and that these varying
approaches give rise to a difference of 150 hestare

Acknowledginghat the Technical and Economic Assessment Pamgtlsecifically its
Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee, produegorts that are science based, independent
and robust and that all Parties should strive $peet the results of this work;

1. To permit, for the agreed critical-use categofte 2014 set forth in table A of the
annex to the present decision for each party, stitgethe conditions set forth in the present denis
and in decision Ex.l/4 to the extent that thosedatioms are applicable, the levels of productiod an
consumption for 2014 set forth in table B of th@eto the present decision, which are necessary to
satisfy critical uses, with the understanding #ditional levels of production and consumption and
categories of use may be approved by the MeetittigeolParties in accordance with decision 1X/6;

2. As part of a final transition out of the ricecs®, to approve Australia bringing forward
up to 1.187 tonnes of methyl bromide from its catiuse exemption to 2013 for fumigating packaged
rice, with any quantity brought forward to 2013 detd from its allocation in 2014 and for Australia
to ensure that this amount is reported in full $parency to the Ozone Secretariat;

3. That parties shall endeavour to license, peanifjorize or allocate quantities of
methyl bromide for critical uses as listed in taBlef the annex to the present decision;

4, To recognize the continued contribution of tRpegtise of the Methyl Bromide
Technical Options Committee and to agree that co@tance with section 4.1 of the terms of
reference of the Technology and Economic AssessRemtl the Committee should ensure that it
develops its recommendations in a consensus pratasisicludes full discussion among all available
Committee members and should ensure that memb#rselévant expertise are involved in
developing its recommendations;
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5. That each party that has an agreed criticabueenption shall renew its commitment
to ensuring that the criteria in paragraph 1 ofislen 1X/6, in particular the criterion laid down i
paragraph 1 (b) (ii) of decision IX/6, are appliadicensing, permitting or authorizing criticalesof
methyl bromide, with each party requested to reporthe implementation of the present provision to
the Ozone Secretariat by 1 February for the yeawghich the present decision applies;

6. To request that Canada and Australia take adaeable steps to explore further the
possibility of transitioning to technically and exomically feasible alternatives, including soilless
culture in the case of strawberry runners and suenthat the Methyl Bromide Technical Options
Committee is fully aware of these efforts;

7. To request that the United States of Americagakll reasonable steps to explore
further the possibility of transitioning to techallty and economically feasible alternatives in¢hse
of strawberry fruits and to ensure that the MeBrgmide Technical Options Committee is fully
aware of these efforts;

8 To request the Technology and Economic AssessRargl to ensure that its
consideration of nominations analyse the impactational, subnational and local regulations and law
on the potential use of methyl bromide alternatiaed to include a description of the analysis & th
critical use nomination report;

9. To urge parties operating under critical-useng#ons to put in place effective
systems to discourage the accumulation of methlyrhite produced under the exemptions.

Annex to decision XXIV/[X]

Table A

Agreed critical-use categoriesfor 2014
(Metric tonnes)

Australia Strawberry runners (29.760), rice (1.187)
Canada Mills (5.044), strawberry runners (Prince Edwaransl) (5.261)
United States of | Commodities (0.740), mills and food processingdatmes (22.800), cured
America pork (3.730), strawberry — field (415.067)
Table B

Permitted levels of production and consumption for 2014
(Metric tonnes)

Australia 30.947
Canada 10.305
United States of | 442.337
America

& Minus available stocks.

D. Draft decision XXI1V/[...]: Feedstock uses

RecallingArticle 7 of the Montreal Protocol, which mandateser alia, reporting on amounts
of controlled substances used for feedstock,

Recallingparagraph 1 of decision VII/30, in which, interaalihe parties specified that
importing countries shall report the quantitieonbne-depleting substances imported for feedstock
uses and that importers shall, prior to exportyjol® exporters with a commitment that the substance
imported shall be used for this purpose,

Recalling alsadecision 1V/12, in which the parties clarified thasignificant quantities of
ozone-depleting substances originating from ina@weor coincidental production during a
manufacturing process, from unreacted feedstockpar their use as process agents which are
present in chemical substances as trace impuritidbat are emitted during product manufacture or
handling, shall be considered not to be coverethéylefinition of an ozone-depleting substance
contained in paragraph 4 of Article 1 of the Moatrérotocol,
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Recalling furthetthat in decision 1V/12, the parties were urgedaketsteps to minimize
emissions of such substances, including such stepsoidance of the creation of such emissions and
reduction of emissions using practicable controhtelogies or process changes, containment or
destruction,

1. To encourage parties to exchange information @wknalternatives being applied to
replace ozone-depleting substances in feedstosk use

2. To encourage parties with feedstock uses to exeharfigrmation on systems they
have in place for qualifying a specific ozone déptesubstance use as feedstock use and for
identification and/or monitoring of containers @doon the market and intended for feedstock uses,
for example reporting or labelling requirements;

3. To confirm that the use of carbon tetrachloiidthe production of vinyl chloride
monomer by pyrolysis of ethylene dichloride in grecesses evaluated by the Panel in its 2012
progress report is considered to be a feedstock use

4, To request parties with vinyl chloride monomesduction facilities in which carbon
tetrachloride is used and that have not yet reddhe information requested by the parties in degis
XXIII/7 to provide such information to the Paneffties 28 February 2013 to allow it to clarify
whether the use in a particular facility is a fededk use or process agent use;

Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Additional information on alter natives
to ozone-depleting substances

Recalling the report of the Technology and Economic Assessfanel on alternatives to
hydrochlorofluorocarbons in the refrigeration aimdcanditioning sector in parties operating under
paragraph 1 of Article 5 with high ambient temperas and unique operating conditions, submitted to
the Open-ended Working Group at its thirtieth megpursuant to decision X1X/8,

Noting with appreciatiowolume 2 of the 2012 progress report of the Teatmohlnd
Economic Assessment Panel which responded to Beckxll1/9,

1. To request the Technology and Economic AssessRanel in consultations with experts from
outside the Panel with the relevant expertise éessary, to update information on alternatives and
technologies in various sectors and prepare a it for consideration by the Open-ended
Working Group at its thirty-third meeting and adimeport to be submitted to the Twenty-Fifth
Meeting of the Parties that would by end use:

(a) Describe all available alternatives to OD& tire commercially available, technically
proven, environmentally-sound, taking into accaheir efficacy, health, safety and environmental
characteristics, cost-effectiveness, and tharimsluding in high ambient temperatures and high
urban density cities;

(b) Update information provided by previous TEASports on alternatives under
development;

(©) Identify barriers and restrictions to the ption and commercial use of certain
environmentally-sound alternatives to ODS;

(d) Estimate, if possible, the approximate amairalternatives with negative
environmental impacts that could be or could Haaen avoided or eliminated by both non-Article 5
and Article 5 parties in the process of phasingemamne-depleting substances;

(e) Identify the opportunities for the selectmfrenvironmentally-sound alternatives to
HCFCs in the future;

2. To invite TEAP to take into account any infotioa relevant for the report to be prepared
under paragraph 1 of this decision provided byipatb the Secretariat.
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E. Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Terms of reference, code of conduct and
disclosure and conflict of interest guidelinesfor the Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel and itstechnical options
committees and temporary subsidiary bodies

Taking noteof paragraph 17 of decision XXIII/10, in which tharties requested the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel to résisieaft guidelines on recusal, taking into
account similar guidelines in other multilateralufims, and provide them to the Open-ended Working
Group for consideration at its thirty-second meggtin

Taking note alsof the terms of reference of the Panel as seinatnex V of the report of
the Eighth Meeting of the Parties, as amended bisibe XVI11/19,

Taking note furtheof decision XXIII/10, in which the parties requestld fTechnology and
Economic Assessment Panel to propose an updatetrs of reference

Recallingdecision VII/34 on the organization and functionofghe Panel and specifically on
efforts to increase the participation of expertsrfrparties operating under paragraph 1 of Articile 5
order to improve geographical expertise and balance

Notingthat the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Chdmageestablished a conflict of
interest committee and the Stockholm ConventioRersistent Organic Pollutants Review Committee
has adopted a procedure for dealing with confbétisiterest,

Bearing in mindthat the role of the Panel, its technical optioosimittees and its temporary
subsidiary bodies makes it essential to avoid ¢hemppearance of any conflict between individual
members’ interests and their duties as Panel member

Bearing in mindalsothat it is in the interest of the Panel, its tachhoptions committees and
its temporary subsidiary bodies to maintain pubtiofidence in its integrity by adhering closelyit®
terms of reference,

1. To request the Technology and Economic AssessiRarel to make recommendations
on the future configuration of its technical opsarommittees to the Open-Ended Working Group at
its thirty-third meeting, bearing in mind anticipdtworkloads;

2. To approve the terms of reference and the atrffiinterest and disclosure policy for
the Technology and Economic Assessment Panegdlmical options committees and any temporary
subsidiary bodies set up by those bodies set dheimnnex to the present decision in place of the
terms of reference set out in annex V to the repbitte Eighth Meeting of the Parties, as amended;

3. To request that the Technology and Economic #sseent Panel and its technical
options committees make available to the parties #tandard operating procedures.

Annex to decision XXIV/[ ]

Terms of reference of the Technology and Economic Assessment
Panel and itstechnical options committees and temporary subsidiary
bodies

1. Scope of Work

The tasks undertaken by the Technology and Econéssessment Panel (TEAP) are those specified iicl&® of
the Montreal Protocol in addition to those requeéi$tem time to time at Meetings of the Parties. FE&nalyses and
presents technical information and recommendatidren specifically requested. It does not evaluateypissues
and does not recommend policy. TEAP presents teahand economic information relevant to policyrtRarmore,
TEAP does not judge the merit or success of natiglaas, strategies, or regulations.

To carry out its work programme, technical optioosimittees (TOCs) are established and agreed &odegision of
the parties. TEAP may also establish temporaryididrg bodies (TSBs), as needed. These bodies gineiill not
last for more than one year and are aimed at respgmho specific requests made by the parties.
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2.1 Size and Balance

2.1.0
The overall goal is to achieve a representaticabafut 50 per cent for Article 5(1) Parties in tHeAP and TOCs and
appropriate representation of expertise in thestkfft alternatives.

2.1.1 TEAP

The membership size of the TEAP should be abo@2lBiembers, including 2 or 3 co-chairs to allotwifunction
effectively. It should include the co-chairs of th@Cs; there should be two co-chairs per TOC addS2nior
Experts for specific expertise not covered by tBAP co-chairs or TOC co-chairs, taking into accayemder and
geographical balance.

At least one and preferably all of the TEAP co-chahould not simultaneously serve as a TOC ca-chai

2.1.2TOCs

Each TOC should have two co-chairs. The positidri8C co-chairs must be filled to promote a geobiegl,
gender and expertise balance. TEAP, through it€ T®-chairs, shall compose its TOCs to reflectlarze of
appropriate and anticipated expertise so that thpiorts and information are comprehensive, objeand policy-
neutral.

2.1.3TSBs

TEAP, in consultation with the TSB co-chairs, sltalinpose its TSBs to reflect a balance of apprtgpegapertise so
that their reports and information are comprehengbjective and policy-neutral. TEAP, acting ttgbuhe TSB co-
chairs, shall provide a description in reports I8BE on how their composition was determined. TSkbers,
including co-chairs, who are not already membeith@fTEAP, do not become members of the TEAP byeiof
their service on the TSB.

2.2 Nominations

2.2.1 TEAP

Nominations of members to the TEAP, including caichof the TEAP and TOCs, must be made by indafidu
Parties to the Secretariat through their respectatmnal focal points. Such nominations will bewarded to the
Meeting of the Parties for consideration. The TEo®Rchairs shall ensure that any potential nomidestified by
TEAP for appointment to the Panel, including coichaf TEAP and the TOCs, is agreed to by the malidocal
points of the relevant party. A member of TEAP, T@Cs or the TSBs shall not be a current repredeatat a party
to the Montreal Protocol.

2.2.2. TOCs and TSBs

All nominations to TOCs and TSBs shall be madauihdonsultation with the national focal point btrelevant
party.

Nominations of members to a TOC (other than TOClairs) may be made by individual parties or TEAR a0C
co-chairs may suggest to individual parties expertonsider nominating.

Nominations to a TSB (including SB co-chairs) can be made by the TEAP Co-chairs

2.3 Appointment of Members of TEAP

In keeping with the intent of the parties for aipdic review of the composition of the assessmanmniefy the Meeting
of the Parties shall appoint the members of TEARafperiod of no more than four years. The Meetifithe Parties
may re-appoint Members of the Panel upon nomindtiothe relevant party for additional periods oftagour years
each. In appointing or re-appointing members of PEthe parties should ensure continuity, balanceedisas a
reasonable turnover.

2.4 Co-chairs

In nominating and appointing co-chairs of the TERPCs/TSBs, parties should consider the followingdes:

(@) Co-chairs should have experience or skills in mantgagoordinating, and building consensus in
technical bodies, in addition to possessing tecimigpertise in relevant areas;
(b) The co-chairs of a TOC should not normally act@sltairs of another TOC; and
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(c) The co-chairs of TEAP should not be co-chairs oxC.
(d) The TEAP and TOC co-chairs may suggest to indivigagties experts to consider nominating.

2.5 Appointment of Members of TOCs

Each TOC should have about 20 members. The TOC ewsnalbe appointed by the TOC co-chairs, in consuitta
with TEAP, for a period of no more than four year®C members may be re-appointed following the @doce for
nominations for additional periods of up to fouasgeach.

2.6 Subsidiary Bodies

Temporary Subsidiary Technical Bodies (TSBs) caafyminted by TEAP to report on specific issueknoited
duration. TEAP may appoint and dissolve, subjecetgew by the parties, such subsidiary bodiegdfinical experts
when they are no longer necessary. For issuesdnabt be handled by the existing TOCs and arelustantial and
continuing nature, TEAP should request the estaiient by the parties of a new TOC. A decision effMeeting of
the Parties is required to confirm any TSB thasesdor a period of more than one year.

2.7 Termination of Appointment

Members of TEAP, a TOC or a TSB may relinquishrtpeisition at any time by notifying in writing ap@ropriate
the co-chairs of the TEAP, TOC or TSB and the rah¢party.

TEAP can dismiss a member of TEAP, the TOCs and 81s, including co-chairs of those bodies, by a-thirds
majority vote of TEAP. A dismissed member has tghtrto appeal to the next Meeting of the Partiweugh the
Secretariat. The TEAP co-chairs will inform theexgdnt party if TEAP is dismissing members.

2.8 Replacement

If a member of TEAP, including TOC Co-chairs, rgliishes or is unable to function including if hesbhe was
dismissed by TEAP, the Panel, after consultatiah tie nominating party. can temporarily appoinéplacement
from among its bodies for the time up to the nerelihg of the Parties, if necessary to completevitk. For the
appointment of a replacement TEAP member, the pitweeset out in paragraph 2.2 should be followed.

2.9 Guidelines for Nominations and Matrix of Exjst

The TEAP/TOCs will draw up guidelines for nomingtiexperts by the parties. The TEAP/TOCs will pubéca
matrix of expertise available and the expertisaladén the TEAP/TOCS so as to facilitate submissioappropriate
nominations by the parties. The matrix must incltiilieneed for geographic and expertise balanceranide
consistent information on expertise that is avddamnd required. The matrix would include the name affiliation
and the specific expertise required including dfedént alternatives. The TEAP/TOCS, acting throthyir
respective co-chairs, shall ensure that the mestnipdated at least once a year and shall pultissim@atrix on the
Secretariat website and in the Panel's annual pesgreports. The TEAP/TOCs shall also ensure tieahformation
in the matrix is clear, sufficient and consistenfar as is appropriate between the TEAP and T@@salanced to
allow a full understanding of needed expertise.

3. Functioning of TEAP/TOCs/TSBs

3.1 Language

TEAP/TOCs/TSBs meetings will be held and reports aifier documents will be produced only in English.

3.2 Meetings

3.2.1 Scheduling
The place and time of the TEAP/TOCs/TSBs meeting<e fixed by the co-chairs.

3.2.2 Secretariat
The Ozone Secretariat should attend the meetintiedfEAP whenever possible and appropriate toigeoongoing
institutional advice on administrative issues whenessary.

3.2.3 Operating Procedures
8
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Co-chairs of the TOCs should organize meetings@omalance with operating procedures developeddy @Cs in
consultation with the Secretariat to ensure fuitipgation of all members, sound and appropriaeisilon-making
and record keeping. The procedures should be upgatéodically and made available to the parties.

3.3 Rules of Procedure

The rules of procedure of the Montreal Protocoldommittees and working groups will be followedconducting
the meetings of the TEAP/TOCSs/TSBSs, unless othersiated in these terms of reference for TEAP/TDERBS or
other decisions approved by a Meeting of the Partie

3.4 Observers

No observers will be permitted at TEAP, TOC or Ti8Betings. However, anyone can present informatiche
TEAP/TOCs/TSBs with prior notice and can be heandgnally if the TEAP/TOCs/TSBs consider it necessa

3.5 Functioning by Members

The TEAP/TOCs/TSBs members function on a persoasistas experts, irrespective of the source of thei
nominations and accept no instruction from, nocfiom as representatives of Governments, indusinias-
governmental organizations (NGOSs) or other orgditina.

4. Report of TEAP/TOCs/TSBs

4.1 Procedures
The reports of the TEAP/TOCs/TSBs will be develogedugh a consensus process. The reports musttafhy
minority views appropriately.

4.2 Access

Access to materials and drafts considered by th&®PTEOCs/TSBs will be available only to TEAP/TOCsmizers
or others designated by TEAP/TOCs/TSBs.

4.3 Review by TEAP

The final reports of TOCs and TSBs will be revieviigathe TEAP and will be forwarded, without modéfiion
(other than editorial or factual corrections whitve been agreed with the co-chairs of the relel/@a or TSB) by
TEAP to the Meeting of the Parties, together witly aomments TEAP may wish to provide. Any factuabes in the
reports may be rectified through a corrigendunofeihg publication, upon receipt by TEAP or the TOIC
supporting documentation.

4.4 Comment by Public

Any member of the public can comment to the co+shai the TOCs and TSBs with regard to their repartd they
must respond as early as possible. If there i2gpanse, these comments can be sent to the TEARaas-for
consideration by TEAP.

5. Code of conduct for Members of the Technology Boonomic Assessment Panel and its
bodies

Code of Conduct

Members of TEAP, the TOCs and the TSBs have bdexddsy the parties to undertake important respditigb. As
such, a high standard of conduct defined in accm&avith the principles of transparency, predidiihi
accountability, trustworthiness, integrity, resgbildy and disclosure is expected of members scdarging their
duties. In order to assist members, the followinglglines have been developed as a Code of Cotithtanust be
followed by the members of TEAP, the TOCs and tB83.

1. This Code of Conduct is intended to protect Memio&BEAP, the TOCs and the TSBs from conflicts of
interest in their participation. Compliance witle theasures detailed in these guidelines is a ¢ondar
serving as a Member of TEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs.

2. The Code is to enhance public confidence in thegiitly of the process while encouraging experieraed
competent persons to accept TEAP, TOC and/or TSRbaeship by:

. Establishing clear guidelines respect to conflidnterest and disclosure while and after
serving as a member; and
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. Minimizing the possibility of conflicts arising h&een the private interest and public duties of
members and by providing for the resolution of seehflicts, in the public interest, should
they arise.

3. In carrying out their duties, members shall:
. Perform their official duties and arrange theiwpte affairs in such a manner that public

confidence and trust in the integrity, objectivatiyd impartiality of TEAP, the TOCs and the
TSBs are conserved and enhanced;

. Act in a manner that will bear the closest pubtiuginy, an obligation that is not fully
discharged by simply acting within the law of amunotry;

. Act in good faith for the best interest of the mss;

. Exercise the care, diligence and skill that a reabty prudent person would exercise in
comparable circumstances;

. Not give preferential treatment to anyone or angriest in any official manner related to
TEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs;

. Not solicit or accept significant gifts, hospitglitr other benefits from persons, groups or
organizations having or likely to have dealingshiEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs;

. Not accept transfers of economic benefit, othen thaidental gifts, customary hospitality or

other benefits of nominal value, unless the trarisfpursuant to an enforceable contract or
property right of the member;

. Not represent or assist any outside interest itirdgabefore TEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs;

. Not knowingly take advantage of, or benefit fronformation that is obtained in the course of
their duties and responsibilities as a member AFRheTOCs and the TSBs, and that is not
generally available to the public; and

. Not act, after their term of office as member§ BAP, the TOCs or the TSBs in such a
manner as to take improper advantage of their posvoffice.

4, To avoid the possibility or appearance that mensmof TEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs might receive
preferential treatment, members shall not seelepeafial treatment for themselves or third paries
act as paid intermediaries for third parties inlidga with TEAP, the TOCs or the TSBs.

6. Conflict of Interest and Disclosure Guidelinesthe Technology and Economic Assessment
Panel, Its Technical Options Committees and Temp@absidiary Bodies

Definitions
1. For the purposes of these Guidelines:

(@) “Conflict of interest” means any current intgref a member, or of that member’s personal
partner or dependant which, in the opinion of ao@able person does or appears to:
0] Significantly impair that individual’s objedcfity in carrying out their duties and

responsibilities for TEAP, the TOC or the TSB; or

(ii) Create an unfair advantage for any persoarganization;

(b) “Member” means member including co-chairs &AP, the TOCs and/or the TSBs;

(c) “Recusal” means that a member does not paatieip particular elements of TEAP, TOC or
TSB work because of a conflict of interest; and
(d) “Conflict resolution advisory body” means thedy appointed under paragraph 22.
Purposes
2. The overall purpose of these Guidelines isrtdqet the legitimacy, integrity, trust, and cratiip of

the TEAP, TOCS and TSBs and of those directly imedlin the preparation of reports and activities.
3. The role of the TEAP, TOCs and TSBs demandsiiey pay special attention to issues of
independence and bias in order to maintain theiityeof, and public confidence in, their products
and processes. It is essential that the work of FBAd its TOCs and TSBs is not compromised by
any conflict of interest.
4, Written agreement to comply with these Guidedirs a condition for service as a Member.
5. These Guidelines are to enhance public confielémthe process, while encouraging experiencdd an
competent persons to serve on the TEAP, TOC afi@8r, by:
(a) Establishing clear guidance with respect told&ire and conflict of interest while
serving as a Member; (b) Minimizing the possibititiyconflicts of interest
arising with respect to Members, and by providiogthe resolution of such conflicts,
in the public interest, should they arise; and
(c) Finding the balance between the needs:
0] To identify the appropriate disclosure requiets, and
(ii) To ensure the integrity of the TEAP process.

10
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Disclosure
8.

10.

11.

These Guidelines are principle-based and dpmstide an exhaustive list of criteria for the
identification of conflicts.

TEAP, the TOCS, the TSBs and their membersldhmt be in a situation that could lead a
reasonable person to question, and perhaps disoodigmiss, their work because of the existence of
a conflict of interest.

Members are to disclose annually any potentaflicts of interest. They must also disclose the
source of any funding for their participation iretvork of the TEAP, TOC and/or TSB. An
illustrative list of other interests that shoulddisclosed is provided in Annex A to these Guidedin
Members are to disclose any material changeawiqusly submitted information within 30 days of
any such change.
Notwithstanding paragraphs 8 and 9, a memiagrdacline to disclose information related to
activities, interests and funding where its disateswould adversely and materially affect:

(a) Defence, national security or imminent pubéesy;

(b) The course of justice in prospective or curi@nirt cases;

(c) The ability to assign future intellectual proyeights; or

(d) The confidentiality of commercial, governmemt,industrial information.

Members who decline to disclose informatiodamparagraph 10 must declare that they are doing s
in their disclosure of interest under paragrapbs 8 and must be completely excluded from
discussions and decisions on related topics.

Conflict of Interest

12.

13.

Procedures

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

A member’s strong opinion (sometimes refeteeds bias), or particular perspective, regarding a
particular issue or set of issues does not creatmflict of interest. It is expected that the TEA
TOCs and TSBs will include members with differeatgpectives and affiliations, which should be
balanced so far as possible.

These Guidelines apply only to current cotdlwf interest. They do not apply to past intertsis
have expired, no longer exist and cannot reasoraifdgt current assessment. Nor do they apply to
possible interests that may arise in the futurettatt do not currently exist, as such interests are
inherently speculative and uncertain. For exanglaending application for a particular job is a
current interest, but the mere possibility that onight apply for such a job in the future is not a
conflict of interest.

All of the bodies involved in advising on asheciding conflict of interest issues under these
Guidelines should consult the relevant member wtierdody has concerns about a potential conflict
of interest and/or where it requires clarificatmfirany matters arising out of a member’s disclosure
Such bodies should ensure that the relevant ingildand, where appropriate, the nominating Party,
have an opportunity to discuss any concerns abpatential conflict of interest.
In the event that an issue regarding a potesti#lict of interest arises, the relevant meméved co-
chairs should attempt to resolve the issue thraagisultations, including consultations with the
advisory body. If the consultations reach an impa$&AP could request the Executive Secretary to
select an outside mediator to assist in resolvilegnatter. The mediator should not be a member and
should not otherwise have any current affiliatiathwthe relevant individuals, bodies or issues.
At any point, the conflict resolution advisdrydy may be consulted by members or potential
members regarding issues related to:
(a) Member disclosures;
(b) Potential conflicts of interest or other ethigsues; or
(c) Potential recusal of members.
The conflict resolution advisory body mustrppily inform a member if it has been asked to aslvis
on an issue regarding the member. Any informatimviged to and any advice provided by the
conflict resolution advisory body will be considéreonfidential and will not be used for any purpose
other than consideration of conflict of interestues under these Guidelines without the express
consent of the individual providing the informationrequesting the advice, as appropriate.
If an issue under these Guidelines cannogsealvred through the procedures in paragraphs ddighr
17:
. A TEAP member, including TEAP and TOC co-chairsyrha recused from a defined area of
work only by a three-fourths majority of TEAP (exdlng the individual whose recusal is at
issue).

11
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. A TOC or TSB member, excluding TEAP and TOC co-d)ahay be recused from a defined
area of work by the co-chairs of the relevant TOCupon appeal, by a three-fourths majority
of TEAP.

19. In the event of the procedure under the presvzaragraph taking place, the Member whose re@isal
at issue may not participate. In the event thahta#er is brought to the TEAP consistent with
paragraph 18, the Member whose recusal is undeusti®on, should be excluded from those
discussions.

Recusal
20. When a conflict of interest is determined x@sewith respect to a particular Member, the Membe
should, depending on what is appropriate in theuanstances, be:
(a) Excluded from decision-making and discussi@teted to a defined area of work;
(b) Excluded from decision-making but may partitépin discussions related to a defined
area of work; or
(c) Excluded from participation in the matter iryasther manner deemed appropriate.
21. A Member who is recused completely or pastifitbm an area of work may nevertheless answer
questions with respect to that work at the reqaéste TEAP, TOC or TSB.

Conflict Resolution Advisory Body

22. The conflict resolution advisory body is novisioned as a body that will meet on any regulaida
but will come together, physically or virtually, aseded to provide advice to members or potential
members and assist with resolving issues. It glaaiist of Co-Chairs of the Open-Ended Working
Group and the President of the Bureau of the Mgetfrthe Parties, with the Ozone Secretariat
providing logistical, technical legal and admingsive support and advice to the body. No additional
travel support or other financial support will b@yided to members serving on the body.

Annex

The following is an illustrative list of the type$ interests that should be disclosed:

(a) A current proprietary interest of a member or his/her personal partner or dependent in a
substance, technology or process (e.g., ownership of a patent) to be considered by the Technology and
Economic Assessment Panel or any of its technical options committees or temporary subsidiary bodies;

() A current financial interest of a member or his/her personal partner or dependent, e.g., shares
or bonds in an entity with an interest in the subject matter of the meeting or work (but not shareholdings
through general mutual funds or similar arrangements where the expert has no control over the selection of
shares);

( A current employment, consultancy, directorship or other position held by a Member or his/her
personal partner or dependent, whether or not paid, in any entity which has an interest in the subject matter of
the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel. This element of disclosure also includes paid consultancy
efforts performed on behalf of an implementing agency to assist developing countries to adopt alternatives;

(d) The provision of advice on significant issues to a government with respect to its implementation
of the Montreal Protocol or engaging in the development of significant policy positions of a government for a
Montreal Protocol meeting;

(e) Performance of any paid research activities or receipt of any fellowships or grants for work
related to a proposed use of an ozone-depleting substance or an alternative to a proposed use of an ozone
depleting substance.

F. Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Controlled substances used on ships

Noting with appreciatiorthe report provided by the Ozone Secretariatspoase to decision
XXI/11;

1. To request the Technology and Economic AssessiRarel to provide together with
its 2013 progress report an updated version aiffieemation provided in its previous progress repor
on transport refrigeration in the maritime sector;

2. To invite parties to encourage relevant stalaggrslito minimize the use of controlled
substances in newly built ships and to consideirenmentally benign and energy-efficient
alternatives wherever they are available;

12
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3. To revisit the issue at the thirty-third meetafghe Open-ended Working Group.

Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Evaluation of the financial mechanism

Notingthat the Multilateral Fund for the Implementatwithe Montreal Protocol is an
efficient and effective instrument for enabling q@iance with the Protocol by parties operating unde
paragraph 1 of its Article 5,

Recognizinghat parties consider periodic evaluations offth@ncial mechanism of the
Montreal Protocol an important means of ensurirgdbntinued efficiency and effectiveness of the
Multilateral Fund,

Recognizing alsthe role of the Multilateral Fund as a cornerstohthe Montreal Protocol
and as a key mechanism for the success of the dapaeregime,

1. To note with appreciation the report on the 201&2umtion of the financial mechanism
of the Montreal Protocdi;

2. To request the Executive Committee of the Multilak&und, within its mandate, to
consider the report on the 2012 evaluation of ith@nicial mechanism of the Montreal Protocol, as
appropriate, in the process of continuously impnguhe management of the Multilateral Fund.

Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Differences between data reported on
importsand data reported on exports

Noting differences in data on imports and exports of maietd substances submitted by the
parties under Article 7 of the Montreal Protocaigdaecognizing that whilsuch shipments may have
plausible explanations such as shipments overrtie€a calendar year or the submission of
incomplete data, they may also result from illegadle activities or from not complying with domesti
legislation without criminal intent,

Noting alsothat in the Article 7 data reporting format, ast leevised by decision XVII/16,
parties exporting controlled substances are regddstsubmit to the Ozone Secretariat information o
countries of destination, while there is no reqdiesparties importing controlled substances with
regard to the country of origin,

Noting furtherthat the absence of a request for importing céesto submit information on
source countries makes the process of clarificaifatifferences complex and burdensome for both
importing and exporting countries,

Mindful that the further improvement of data reporting eyt will facilitate the prevention of
the illegal trade in controlled substances,

Recalling Decision 1V/14 and 1X/34 that provided some clagafion on how to report
transhipments and imports for re-export and theqgioyided an indication on what country is to be
considered as country of origin

3.

4, 1. To request the Ozone Secretariat to reviseyddfdanuary 2013, the reporting
format resulting from decision XVI11/16 to include the Data Forms an annex indicating the exporting
Party for the quantities reported as import, antihgathat this annex is excluded from the reporting
requirements under Article 7, and provision of itifermation in the annex would be done on a
voluntary basis;

5. 2. To request the Ozone Secretariat to compileyelamuary aggregated
information on controlled substances by Annex angu@ received from the importing/re-importing
party and to provide this uniquely and solely te #xporting party concerned when requested, in a
manner that will maintain information deemed tocbefidential in accordance with Decision 1/11;

1 UNEP/Oz.L.Pro.24/INF/4, annex.
13
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6. 3. To invite parties to enhance cooperation withilew to clarifying any
differences in import and export data as providgthie Ozone Secretariat in accordance with
paragraph 2 above.

7. 4. To invite Parties to consider participatiorthie informal Prior Informed
Consent (iPIC) scheme as a means to improve infivmabout their potential imports of controlled
substances.

Decison XXIV/[ ]: Application to Bahrain, Bolivia (Plurinational
State of), Chad, Ecuador, Haiti, Kenya and Nicaragua of
paragraph 8 of Article4 of the Montreal Protocol with respect to
the Beijing Amendment to the Montreal Protocol

Consideringparagraph 8 of Article 4 of the Montreal Protoashich reads:

“ Notwithstanding the provisions of this Article, ionbs and exports referred to in
paragraphs 1 to 4 ter of this Article may be peedifrom, or to, any State not party to this
Protocol, if that State is determined, by a meetihthe Parties, to be in full compliance with
Article 2, Articles 2A to 2l and this Article, arfthve submitted data to that effect as specified
in Article 77,

Acknowledginghat Bahrain, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), &h Ecuador, Haiti, Kenya and
Nicaragua have notified the Secretariat that traification processes of the Beijing Amendment are
under way and that they will do all that is possitd complete the procedures as expeditiously as
possible,

Expressing regrethat despite their best efforts, Bahrain, Boli{durinational State of), Chad,
Ecuador, Haiti, and Kenya will not be able to ratlie Beijing Amendment before the last day of the
Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties,

Noting that although the Implementation Committee hasspetifically considered the
situation of Bahrain, Bolivia (Plurinational Stat§, Chad, Ecuador, Haiti, and Kenya in the context
of paragraph 8 of Article 4 of the Montreal Prothdbe report of the Implementation Committee to
the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties indicdtes all of those parties are in full compliancehwi
Article 2, Articles 2A to 2l and Article 4 of ther&tocol, including its Beijing Amendment, and have
submitted data to that effect as specified in Aetic,

1. That on the basis of the data submitted undgclér7 of the Protocol, Bahrain,
Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Chad, Ecuadorjthl&enya and Nicaragua are in full compliance
with Articles 2, Articles 2A to 21 and Article 4 diie Protocol, including its Beijing Amendment;

2. That the exceptions provided for in paragrajoih 8rticle 4 of the Protocol shall apply
to Bahrain, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Ch&tuador, Haiti, Kenya and Nicaragua from 1
January 2013;

3. That the determination in paragraph 1 of thesent decision and the exceptions
referred to in paragraph 2 of the present decisiail expire at the end of the Twenty-Fifth Meeting
of the Parties;

4. That the term “State not party to this ProtbaolArticle 4, paragraph 9 applies to
those States operating under Article 5, paragraii the Protocol that have not agreed to be bound
by Beijing Amendment and that are not listed ingg@aph 2 of the present decision, unless such a
State has by 31 March 2013:

(@) Notified the Secretariat that it intends tafyataccede to or accept the Beijing
Amendment as soon as possible;

(b) Certified that it is in full compliance with Acles 2, 2A to 21 and Article 4 of the
Protocol, as amended by the Copenhagen Amendment;

(c) Submitted data under subparagraphs (a) anab@d)e to the Secretariat, in which case
that State shall fall outside the definition of&tdte not party to this Protocol” until the conabusof
the Twenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties and theiniation so submitted will be posted by the Ozone
Secretariat on its website within a week of regeipt
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5. That the term “State not party to this Protodotludes all other States that have not
agreed to be bound by the Beijing Amendment;

6. That any State that has not agreed to be boytitetBeijing Amendment and that
seeks an exception as provided for in paragrapgh®8tizle 4 of the Protocol beyond the Twenty-Fifth
Meeting of the Parties may do so by submittingcuest to the Ozone Secretariat prior to the
beginning of the meeting of the Implementation Cattaa that immediately precedes the Meeting of
the Parties, that the Secretariat will notify then@nittee of the request, that the Committee will
review relevant data submitted in accordance witiicke 7 and develop a recommendation for
consideration by the parties and that such reqsestsing the exception provided for in paragraph 8
of Article 4 will be considered on an annual basis.

Draft decison XXIV/[...]: Financial reports of thetrust fundsand
budgetsfor the Montreal Protocol

Recallingdecision XXIII/17 on financial matters,

Taking noteof the financial report on the Trust Fund for ther¥treal Protocol on Substances
that Deplete the Ozone Layer for the biennium 22Q01, ended 31 December 2011,

Recognizinghat voluntary contributions are an essential demgnt for the effective
implementation of the Montreal Protocol,

Welcomingthe continued efficient management by the Sedagtaf the finances of the
Montreal Protocol Trust Fund,

1. To approve the revision of the 2012 budget in thewant of $4,920,762 United States
dollars and the budget of $4,927,420 for 2013ea®4t in annex [xx] to the report of the Twenty-
Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Peotp

2. To authorize the Secretariat to draw down $643j82012 and $650,487 in 2013,
and to note the proposed drawdown of $493,049 1420

3. To approve, as a consequence of the drawdownsedfer in paragraph 2 above, total
contributions to be paid by the parties of $4,238,fbr 2012 and 2013, and to note the contribstion
of $4,276,933 for 2014, as set out in annex [xx¢h®report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the
Parties to the Montreal Protocol;

4. That the contributions of individual parties fori20and 2013 shall be listed in annex
[xx] to the report of the Twenty-Fourth Meetingtbé Parties;

5. To reaffirm an operating cash reserve at a levé&bgber cent of the annual budget to
be used to meet the final expenditures under thet'Hund,;

6. To request the Secretariat to indicate, in futimarfcial reports of the trust funds for
the Vienna Convention on the Protection of the @zibayer and the Montreal Protocol, the amounts
under “Total reserves and fund balances” whichaaemciated with contributions that have not yet
been received,;

7. To encourage parties, non-parties and other stédetsoto contribute financially and
with other means to assist members of the threzsassent panels and their subsidiary bodies with
their continued participation in the assessmeritities under the Protocol;

8. To note with concern that a number of parties hrtepaid their contribution for 2011
and prior years, and to urge those parties to p#y their outstanding contributions and their fetur
contributions promptly and in full;

9. To authorize the Executive Secretary to enter diigoussions with any party whose
contributions are outstanding for two or more yerith a view to finding a way forward, and to
request that the Executive Secretary report td thenty-Fifth Meeting of the Parties on the outcome
of the discussions;

10.  To reaffirm the importance of the full participatiof non-Article 5 parties and Article
5 parties in the activities of the Meeting of tharties;

11.  To encourage parties that are still receiving ltapies of meeting documents to
access such documentation through the Ozone Seatetabsite instead.

15
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Annex |

Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol on Substancesthat Deplete the Ozone Layer

Approved 2012 and 2013 and proposed 2014 budgets

10 PROJECT PERSONNEL COMPONENT

1100 Project personnel

1101

Executive Secretary (D-2) (shared
with the Vienna Convention, VC)

1102  Deputy Executive Secretary (D-1)
1103  Senior Legal Officer (P-5)
1104 Senior Scientific Affairs Officer (P-
5) (shared with VC)
1105 Senior Administrative Officer (P-5)
(paid by UNEP)
1106 Programme Officer (Information
System & Technology - P-4)
Programme Officer
1107  (Communication & Information - P-
3) (paid from VC)
Programme Officer (Monitoring and
1108 )
Compliance - P-4)
1109  Webmaster (P-2) *
1199 Sub-total
1200 Consultants

12
12

12

12

12

12

2012
(US$)

166,000

302,538
208,711

110,000
0

154,618

193,640

1,135,507

12
12

12

12

12

12

2013
(US$)

170,980

311,614
214,972

113,300
0

159,257

199,449

0
1,169,572

2014 (US$)

185,980

320,962
214,972

116,699
0

164,035

205,432

0
1,208,081

17
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w/m
1201 Assistance in data-reporting,
analysis and promotion of the
implementation of the Protocol
1299 Sub-total
1300 Administrative Support
Administrative Assistant (G-7)
1301 (shared with VC) 6
1302  Administrative Assistant (G-6) 12
1303 Programme Assistant (G-6) (paid 12
from VC)
Programme Assistant (Data)(G-6)
1304 (shared with VC) 6
Research Assistant (G-6) (shared
1305 ith vo) 6
1306 Information Management Assistant 12
(G-6)
Data Assistant (Computer
1307 Information Systems Assistant) (G- 12
7)
1308  Administrative Assistant - Fund (G-
7) - paid by UNEP-(approved for 12
upgrade to P-2 - Associate
Administrative Officer) 2
1309 Team Assistant/Logistics Assistant 12

(G-4) (paid by UNEP)

Meetings Services

1310  Assistant/Bilingual Senior 12
Secretary (G-6) (paid from VC)

1320 Temporary Assistance

1321 Oper!-ended Working Group
Meetings

18

2012
(US$)

75,000
75,000

21,888
28,350

18,452
16,295

28,387

44,704

0

21,300
490,000

12
12

12

12

12

12

12

2013
(US$)

75,000
75,000

22,545
29,768

19,375
16,295

29,239

47,386

0

21,300
490,000

2014 (US$)

75,000
75,000
23,221

31,256
0

19,375
16,295

29,239

47,386

0

21,300
490,000
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1999

20

2999
30

1399

1600

1699

COMPONENT TOTAL

CONTRACTS

COMPONENT TOTAL
MEETING/PARTICIPATION COMPONENT

3300

2300

2399

1322

1323
1324

1325
1326

Preparatory and Parties Meetings
(shared with VC every three years,
applies to the twenty-third and
twenty-sixth Meetings of the Parties
to the Montreal Protocol and Ninth
and Tenth meetings of the
Conference of the Parties to the
Vienna Convention in 2011 and

2014)

Assessment Panel Meetings

Bureau Meeting

Implementation Committee

Meetings

MP informal consultation meetings

Sub-total

Travel on Official Business
Staff travel on official business
Conference Services staff travel on

1601
1602

official business

Sub-total

2301

Subcontracts *

Sub-total

Support for Participation

3301

Assessment Panel Meetings *

2012

w/m (USS$)

500,000

75,000
20,000

111,200

10,000
1,385,575

210,000
15,000

225,000
2,821,083

57,134

57,134
57,134

400,000

2013
(US$)

500,000

75,000
20,000

111,200

10,000
1,392,107

210,000
15,000

225,000
2,861,679

o

450,000

2014 (US$)

350,000

75,000
20,000

111,200

10,000
1,244,272

210,000
15,000

225,000
2,752,353

o

420,000
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2012 2013
w/m (US$) w/m (US$) 2014 (US$)
Preparatory and Parties Meetings
(Montreal Protocol bears the cost
3302 of the participation of MP_& VC 350,000 350,000 350,000
delegates from A5 countries at the
joint 23rd MOP and 9th COP in
2011)
3303  Open-ended Working Group 300,000 300,000 300,000
Meetings
3304  Bureau Meeting 20,000 20,000 20,000
3305 IMplementation Committee 125,000 125,000 125,000
Meetings
3306 Cons_ultatmns in an informal 10,000 10,000 10,000
meeting
3399 Sub-total 1,205,000 1,255,000 1,225,000
3999 COMPONENT TOTAL 1,205,000 1,255,000 1,225,000
40 EQUIPMENT AND PREMISES COMPONENT
Expendable Equipment (items under
4100 $1,500)
Miscellaneous expendables
4101 (shared with VC) 20,000 20,000 20,000
4199 Sub-total 20,000 20,000 20,000
4200 Non-Expendable Equipment
4201 Personallcomputers and 5.000 5.000 5.000
accessories
4202  Portable computers 5,000 5,000 5,000
4203 Other office equipment (server, fax, 5.000 5.000 5.000
scanner, furniture etc.)
4204  Photocopiers (for external use) 5,000 5,000 5,000
4205 Equipment and peripherals for 10,000 5.000 5.000
paperless conferences
4299 Sub-total 30,000 25,000 25,000
4300 Premises

20



UNEP/OzL .Pro.24/L .2/Add.2

4999
50

5999
99

wim 2012
(US$)
Rental of office premises (shared
4301 with VC) 49,440
4399 Sub-total 49,440
COMPONENT TOTAL 99,440
MISCELLANEOUS COMPONENT
5100 Operation and Maintenance of Equipment
Maintenance of equipment and
5101 others (shared Wi?h \?C) 20,000
5199 Sub-total 20,000
5200 Reporting Costs
5201 Reporting 20,000
5202 Reporting (Assessment Panels) 10,000
5203  Reporting (Protocol Awareness) 5,000
5299 Sub-total 35,000
5300 Sundry
5301 Communications 20,000
5302 Freight charges 25,000
5303 Training 12,000
5304  Others (International Ozone Day) 40,000
5399 Sub-total 97,000
5400 Hospitality
5401 Hospitality 20,000
5499 Sub-total 20,000
COMPONENT TOTAL 172,000
TOTAL DIRECT PROJECT COST 4,354,657
Programme support costs (13%) 566,105
GRAND TOTAL (inclusive of programme support costs) 4,920,762
Operating cash reserve exclusive of 0
PSC
TOTAL BUDGET 4,920,762

2013
(US$)

51,870

51,870
96,870

20,000

20,000

25,000

10,000
5,000
40,000

20,000
25,000
12,000

10,000
67,000

20,000
20,000
147,000
4,360,549
566,871
4,927,420

0
4,927,420

2014 (US$)

51,870

51,870
96,870

20,000

20,000

25,000

10,000
5,000
40,000

20,000
25,000
12,000

10,000
67,000

20,000
20,000
147,000
4,221,223
548,759
4,769,982

0
4,769,982
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22

2012 2013
w/m (US$) w/m (US$) 2014 (US$)
Draw down ° 643,829 650,487 493,049
Contribution from the Parties 4,276,933 4,276,933 4,276,933

! For the substantive and technical operations, as well as the maintenance of the different web sites managed

by the Secretariat for the delivery of essential communications services which is envisaged to be discharged by a
dedicated webmaster, the Parties request the Secretariat to explore the possibility of collaborating with UNEP, other
organizations in the United Nations system, as well as external services to deliver the required website services, and report the
findings to the next meeting of the Open-ended Working Group of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol.

% The upgrade of this post from G-7 level to P-2 (Associate Administrative Officer) is not intended to set a precedent
for future decisions.

®In accordance with decision XXII/2, and under the decision created by that decision, the Secretariat entered

into a contract with ICF International for the preparation of an evaluation of the financial mechanism.

4 Budgetline covers participation of Article 5 TEAP experts to enable the timely completion of the work requested

by the Parties.

® Draw down levels were set with a view to maintaining the level of contributions constant through 2013.
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Explanatory notesfor the approved 2012 and 2013, and proposed

2014 budgets of the Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol on
Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer

Budget line

Personnel component
1101-1108
1105

1109

Consultants — 1201

Administrative
support/personnel

1301- 1309
1308

1310

Administrative
support/Conference
services — 1321-1326

Comment

Indicative Professional salary costs applicablééorelevant duty stations
have been used for the budget proposals. Wherematon on actual staff
costs is available, however, the figures have lagusted accordingly, as in
budget lines 1102 and 1104. Unspent commitmentaaldy revert to the
Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol.

The post of the Senior Administrative Officer conies to be paid by UNEP
from the 13 per cent programme support costs.

Webmaster post — For the substantive and techopeahtions, as well as
the maintenance of the different web sites managatie Secretariat for
the delivery of essential communications servichikvis envisaged to be
discharged by dedicated webmaster, the Partieested the Secretariat to
explore the possibility of collaborating with UNE#ther organizations in
the United Nations system, as well as externalisesuo deliver the
required website services, and report the findingbe next meeting of the
Open-ended Working Group of the Parties to the khtProtocol.

Assistance in data reporting, updating of publaradi translation of
essential features of the Ozone Secretariat websitehe maintenance of a
fully interlinked digital system at the Secretamall continue to be
required. Funds under this line may be transfetwdishe 1100 to create or
support short-term Professional posts if necessary.

Standard General Service salary costs applicalileetblairobi duty station
have been used for the 2013-2014 budget proposals.

The upgrade of this post from G-7 level to P-2 I¢pessociate
Administrative Officer) is not intended to set &pedent for future
decisions.

The post of Bilingual Secretary is funded from Yfienna Convention Trust
Fund.

Necessary funds may be transferred from the coméerservicing budget
lines (1321-1326) should such services be requaigiter through
individual consultancies or corporate contracts.

The current conference servicing costs have besedban the following
reasons and assumptions:

1321: The budget proposed is for one meeting o&ypen-ended Working
Group to be held each year in 2013 and 2014 inddaor at another United
Nations venue, in the six official United Natiomsiguages;

1322: The Montreal Protocol budget for 2014 willdbered with the
Vienna Convention budget for the tenth meetinchef€Conference of the
Parties to the Vienna Convention;
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Travel on official business —
1601-1602

Meetings/Participation
component — 3300

3301

3302

3303

3304

3305

24

The budgeted amount is based on the estimateathstding the Meeting
of the Parties in Nairobi in 2013 and 2014, insheofficial United Nations
languages. Any additional costs arising from haidime meetings in a
location other than Nairobi will be borne by thev@mments hosting the
meetings;

1323: The budget allocation in 2013 and 2014 vaiter the costs of
organizing annual meetings of the assessment panélthe Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel’s technical optiomsrittees, together
with communication and other sundry costs relatetthé work of Panel
members from developing countries and countrieb einomies in
transition;

1324: One Bureau meeting is scheduled for eatheofears 2013 and
2014, with provision for interpretation and docuinganslation into the
appropriate languages based on the membershie &uteau;

1325: At least two Implementation Committee meetiofthree days’
duration are scheduled for each of the years 2a@2814, with
interpretation and document translation as requi@tle held back-to-back
with the Open-ended Working Group meetings andrtbetings of the
parties in those years;

1326: At least one informal consultation meeting yaar, expected to take
place in Nairobi, is envisaged for 2013 and 201fatilitate the work of
assisting the parties and promoting ratificatiomiod compliance with the
Montreal Protocol and its amendments.

Travel on official business for 2013 and 2014 imbenaintained at the
2012 level.

Participation of representatives of developing ¢oas

The participation of representatives of partiesrafieg under paragraph 1
of Article 5 in the various Protocol meetings isigated at $5,000 per
meeting per representative, taking into accounnoce than one person’s
travel costs per country, using the most appropaad advantageous
economy-class fare and United Nations daily subscs allowances.

The budget provision requested in 2012 for tra¥@hembers and experts
of the assessment panels and the technical omt@nsmittees attending
assessment panel meetings has been reduced bp83%0 f&flect the
expected level of expenditure for the year. Addisiibfunds will be
requested as required for the next assessmentssroce

In 2014, the total participation costs based ones8fhparticipants attending
the joint meetings of the Conference of the Pattigbe Vienna Convention
and the Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal ¢talt will be borne fully
by the Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol.

Participation costs are based on some 60 partisdtending the
Open-ended Working Group meetings in both 2013241

Participation costs are based on one Bureatimgeper year for four
Bureau members from developing countries or cogsitnith economies in
transition at each meeting.

The participation costs for the two Implem&ataCommittee meetings per
year are based on eight members from developingtdes and countries
with economies in transition at each meeting arelrepresentative each
from three or four countries invited by the Implartagion Committee at
each meeting. Provision has also been made fazltbgavthe
Implementation Committee President or Vice-Predifiem a country
operating under paragraph 1 of Article 5 to attdmde Executive
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3306

Equipment and premises
component

Non-expendable
equipment — 4203

Premises (rent) — 4300

Miscellaneous component

Reporting costs (including
editing, translation,
duplication, publication and
printing) — 5201-5203

Sundry —
Communications — 5301

Training — 5303

Committee meetings a year.

Funds have been allocated to finance thecjation of two participants
from developing countries and countries with ecoigsnmn transition in
informal consultations in 2013 and 2014 on critisalies relating to the
Montreal Protocol. It is expected that these cdaatiohs will be held in
Nairobi.

A small amount has been allocated to provide fordased server capacity,
as required, to cope with the demands of papentestings and to enable
the Secretariat to replace equipment as required.

The allocation for rentgdremises in 2013 and 2014 has been based on
Nairobi rental rates imposed by the United NatiGositroller.

General reporting costs for the Secretariat areigeal for under these lines.
Line 5201 is being reduced minimally in 2012 tdeef projected savings
due to reduced duplication, publication and prigtithine 5202 is reserved
for reporting of assessment panels. A small amizugitocated in line 5203
for any editing, translation, duplication, publicet and printing related to
Protocol awareness campaigns.

Careful monitoring of telecommunications resouraes the use of
electronic mail instead of facsimile communicati@mable the Secretariat
to maintain a relatively low budget provision untigs line. Line 5301 is
being reduced minimally in 2012 to reflect projecsavings due to
increased usage of communications facilities ak#lavithin the computing
systems.

The provision for training will Ineaintained to meet evolving training
needs and to cater for training schemes introdbgatie United Nations as
a result of its continuing human resources reforaypamme and guidelines
for continuous training to encourage high perforogadelivery of staff.

Others (International Ozone The Ozone Secretariat will continue to provide stasice to specific

Day) — 5304

countries during 2012 and 2013 to assist in thedparations for the
celebration of the International Day for the Preagon of the Ozone Layer.
In 2012, this line is being increased by $30,0@dnfthe originally
approved level of $10,000 to augment the fundsireduo support
celebrations of International Ozone Day and thenty«ifth anniversary of
the Montreal Protocol at the national level.
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Annex |1

Trust Fund for the Montreal Protocol on the Substancesthat Deplete

the Ozone Layer

Scale of contributions by the partiesfor 2012 and 2013 based on the

United Nations scale of assessments

(General Assembly resolution 64/248 of 24 December 2009 with a

maximum assessment rate of 22 per cent)

(United Statesdollars)

. Adjusted
UN scale of Ul?\ldjsg;g:o UNscale | 515 g 2013 | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude W'th. 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY years 2010- o maximum |~ O\ S By CONTRIBUTI
2012 contributor | 2SFSMeNtl pARTIES ONSBY
s rgte PARTIES
considered

Afghanistan 0.004 0.000 0.000 0 0
Albania 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Algeria 0.128 0.128 0.128 5,465 5,465
Andorra 0.007 0.000 0.000 0 0
Angola 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Antigua and Barbuda 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Argentina 0.287 0.287 0.287 12,255 12,255
Armenia 0.005 0.000 0.000 0 0
Australia 1.933 1.933 1.930 82,537 82,537
Austria 0.851 0.851 0.850 36,337 36,337
Azerbaijan 0.015 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bahamas 0.018 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bahrain 0.039 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bangladesh 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Barbados 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
Belarus 0.042 0.000 0.000 0 0
Belgium 1.075 1.075 1.073 45,901 45,901
Belize 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Benin 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bhutan 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bolivia 0.007 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.014 0.000 0.000 0 0
Botswana 0.018 0.000 0.000 0 0
Brazil 1.611 1.611 1.608 68,788 68,788
Brunei Darussalam 0.028 0.000 0.000 0 0
Bulgaria 0.038 0.000 0.000 0 0
Burkina Faso 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Burundi 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
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. Adjusted
UN scaleof | UN ateto | UNSS | 50106 o013 | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude W'th. 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY year s 2010- nOnN- maximum IONSBY CONTRIBUTI
2012 | contributor |3 pARTIES ONSBY
s rate PARTIES
considered

Cambodia 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Cameroon 0.011 0.000 0.000 0 0
Canada 3.207 3.207 3.202 136,935 136,935
Cape Verde 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Central African Republic 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Chad 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Chile 0.236 0.236 0.236 10,077 10,077
China 3.189 3.189 3.184 136,167 136,167
Colombia 0.144 0.144 0.144 6,149 6,149
Comoros 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Congo 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Cook Islands - 0.000 0.000 0 0
Costa Rica 0.034 0.000 0.000 0 0
Cote d' Ivoire 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Croatia 0.097 0.000 0.000 0 0
Cuba 0.071 0.000 0.000 0 0
Cyprus 0.046 0.000 0.000 0 0
Czech Republic 0.349 0.349 0.348 14,902 14,902
Democratic People's

Republic of Korea 0.007 0.000 0.000 0 0
Democratic Republic of

Congo 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Denmark 0.736 0.736 0.735 31,426 31,426
Djibouti 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Dominica 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Dominican Republic 0.042 0.000 0.000 0 0
Ecuador 0.040 0.000 0.000 0 0
Egypt 0.094 0.000 0.000 0 0
El Salvador 0.019 0.000 0.000 0 0
Equatorial Guinea 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
Eritrea 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Estonia 0.040 0.000 0.000 0 0
Ethiopia 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
European Union 2.500 2.500 2.496 106,747 106,747
Fiji 0.004 0.000 0.000 0 0
Finland 0.566 0.566 0.565 24,168 24,168
France 6.123 6.123 6.113 261,445 261,445
Gabon 0.014 0.000 0.000 0 0
Gambia 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Georgia 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Germany 8.018 8.018 8.005 342,360 342,360
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. Adjusted
UN scaleof | UN saleto | UNSSEE | 50156 so1 | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude W'th. 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY year s 2010- nonN- maximum IONSBY CONTRIBUTI
2012 | contributor |3l pARTIES ONSBY
s rate PARTIES
considered

Ghana 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Greece 0.691 0.691 0.690 29,505 29,505
Grenada 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Guatemala 0.028 0.000 0.000 0 0
Guinea 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Guinea-Bissau 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Guyana 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Haiti 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Holy See 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Honduras 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
Hungary 0.291 0.291 0.291 12,425 12,425
Iceland 0.042 0.000 0.000 0 0
India 0.534 0.534 0.533 22,801 22,801
Indonesia 0.238 0.238 0.238 10,162 10,162
Iran (Islamic Republic of) 0.233 0.233 0.233 9,949 9,949
Iraq 0.020 0.000 0.000 0 0
Ireland 0.498 0.498 0.497 21,264 21,264
Israel 0.384 0.384 0.383 16,396 16,396
Italy 4,999 4,999 4,991 213,452 213,452
Jamaica 0.014 0.000 0.000 0 0
Japan 12.530 12.530 12.509 535,017 535,017
Jordan 0.014 0.000 0.000 0 0
Kazakhstan 0.076 0.000 0.000 0 0
Kenya 0.012 0.000 0.000 0 0
Kiribati 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Kuwait 0.263 0.263 0.263 11,230 11,230
Kyrgyzstan 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Lao People's Democratic

Republic 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Latvia 0.038 0.000 0.000 0 0
Lebanon 0.033 0.000 0.000 0 0
Lesotho 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Liberia 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Libya 0.129 0.129 0.129 5,508 5,508
Liechtenstein 0.009 0.000 0.000 0 0
Lithuania 0.065 0.000 0.000 0 0
Luxembourg 0.090 0.000 0.000 0 0
Madagascar 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Malawi 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Malaysia 0.253 0.253 0.253 10,803 10,803
Maldives 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
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. Adjusted
UN scaleof | UN ateto | UNSS | 50106 o013 | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude W'th. 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY year s 2010- nOnN- maximum IONSBY CONTRIBUTI
2012 | contributor |3 pARTIES ONSBY
s rate PARTIES
considered

Mali 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Malta 0.017 0.000 0.000 0 0
Marshall Islands 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Mauritania 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Mauritius 0.011 0.000 0.000 0 0
Mexico 2.356 2.356 2.352 100,599 100,599
Micronesia (Federated State

of) 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Monaco 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Mongolia 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Montenegro 0.004 0.000 0.000 0 0
Morocco 0.058 0.000 0.000 0 0
Mozambique 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Myanmar 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Namibia 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
Nauru 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Nepal 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Netherlands 1.855 1.855 1.852 79,206 79,206
New Zealand 0.273 0.273 0.273 11,657 11,657
Nicaragua 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Niger 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Nigeria 0.078 0.000 0.000 0 0
Niue - 0.000 0.000 0 0
Norway 0.871 0.871 0.870 37,191 37,191
Oman 0.086 0.000 0.000 0 0
Pakistan 0.082 0.000 0.000 0 0
Palau 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Panama 0.022 0.000 0.000 0 0
Papua New Guinea 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Paraguay 0.007 0.000 0.000 0 0
Peru 0.090 0.000 0.000 0 0
Philippines 0.090 0.000 0.000 0 0
Poland 0.828 0.828 0.827 35,355 35,355
Portugal 0.511 0.511 0.510 21,819 21,819
Qatar 0.135 0.135 0.135 5,764 5,764
Republic of Korea 2.260 2.260 2.256 96,499 96,499
Republic of Moldova 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Romania 0.177 0.177 0.177 7,558 7,558
Russian Federation 1.602 1.602 1.599 68,404 68,404
Rwanda 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Saint Kitts and Nevis 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
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. Adjusted
UN scaleo | UN ateto | UNSS | 50108 o013 | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude W'th. 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY year s 2010- nonN- maximum IONSBY CONTRIBUTI
2012 | contributor |3 pARTIES ONSBY
s rate PARTIES
considered

Saint Lucia 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Saint Vincent and the

Grenadines 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Samoa 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
San Marino 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Sao Tome and Principe 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Saudi Arabia 0.830 0.830 0.829 35,440 35,440
Senegal 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Serbia 0.037 0.000 0.000 0 0
Seychelles 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Sierra Leone 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Singapore 0.335 0.335 0.334 14,304 14,304
Slovakia 0.142 0.142 0.142 6,063 6,063
Slovenia 0.103 0.103 0.103 4,398 4,398
Solomon Islands 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Somalia 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
South Africa 0.385 0.385 0.384 16,439 16,439
Spain 3.177 3.177 3.172 135,654 135,654
Sri Lanka 0.019 0.000 0.000 0 0
Sudan 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Suriname 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Swaziland 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Sweden 1.064 1.064 1.062 45,432 45,432
Switzerland 1.130 1.130 1.128 48,250 48,250
Syrian Arab Republic 0.025 0.000 0.000 0 0
Tajikistan 0.002 0.000 0.000 0 0
Thailand 0.209 0.209 0.209 8,924 8,924
The former Yugoslav

Republic of Macedonia 0.007 0.000 0.000 0 0
Timor-Leste 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Togo 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Tonga 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Trinidad and Tobago 0.044 0.000 0.000 0 0
Tunisia 0.030 0.000 0.000 0 0
Turkey 0.617 0.617 0.616 26,345 26,345
Turkmenistan 0.026 0.000 0.000 0 0
Tuvalu 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Uganda 0.006 0.000 0.000 0 0
Ukraine 0.087 0.000 0.000 0 0
United Arab Emirates 0.391 0.391 0.390 16,695 16,695
United Kingdom 6.604 6.604 6.593 281,983 281,983
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. Adjusted
Adjusted
UN scaleof | UN scaleto | UNSC@€ | 50156 ooz | INDICATIVE
assesment for exclude with 22% CONTRIBUT 2014
NAME OF PARTY maximum CONTRIBUTI
years 2010- non- IONSBY
2012 contributor |2ESMeNt| oA RTIES ONSBY
rate PARTIES
S :
consider ed

United Republic of Tanzania 0.008 0.000 0.000 0 0
United States of America 22.000 22.000 21.964 939,375 939,375
Uruguay 0.027 0.000 0.000 0 0
Uzbekistan 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Vanuatu 0.001 0.000 0.000 0 0
Venezuela (Bolivarian

Republic of) 0.314 0.314 0.313 13,407 13,407
Viet Nam 0.033 0.000 0.000 0 0
Yemen 0.010 0.000 0.000 0 0
Zambia 0.004 0.000 0.000 0 0
Zimbabwe 0.003 0.000 0.000 0 0
Total 102.501 100.165 100.000 4,276,933 4,276,933
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SUMMARY OF THE TWENTY-FOURTH
MEETING OF THE PARTIES TO THE
MONTREAL PROTOCOL ON SUBSTANCES
THAT DEPLETE THE OZONE LAYER:
12-16 NOVEMBER 2012

The twenty-fourth Meeting of the Parties (MOP 24) to the
Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer
took place in Geneva, Switzerland, from 12-16 November
2012. The meeting was attended by over 550 participants
representing governments, UN agencies, intergovernmental and
non-governmental organizations, academia, industry and the
agricultural sector.

MOP 24 opened with a preparatory segment from Monday
to Wednesday, 12-14 November, which addressed the MOP’s
substantive agenda items and related draft decisions. This
segment was followed by a high-level segment on Thursday and
Friday, 15-16 November, which adopted the decisions forwarded
by the preparatory segment. As the preparatory segment did
not conclude its work by Wednesday, it reconvened several
times during the high-level segment to address a number of
outstanding issues.

MOP 24 adopted 14 substantive and 11 procedural decisions,
including on: the review by the Scientific Assessment Panel
(SAP) of RC-316c¢; procedural issues related to the Technology
and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP) and its subsidiary
bodies; budget; and data and compliance issues. MOP 24 did
not reach agreement on the draft decision on clean production
of HCFC-22 through by-product emission control or on the
draft decision to amend the Montreal Protocol to include
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs).

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE OZONE REGIME

Concerns that the Earth’s stratospheric ozone layer
could be at risk from chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and other
anthropogenic substances first arose in the early 1970s. At that
time, scientists warned that the release of these substances into
the atmosphere could deplete the ozone layer, hindering its

ability to prevent harmful ultraviolet (UV) rays from reaching
the Earth. This would adversely affect ocean ecosystems,
agricultural productivity and animal populations, and harm
humans through higher rates of skin cancers, cataracts and
weakened immune systems. In response to this growing concern,
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) convened
a conference in March 1977 that adopted a World Plan of Action
on the Ozone Layer and established a Coordinating Committee
to guide future international action on ozone protection.

VIENNA CONVENTION: In May 1981, the UNEP
Governing Council launched negotiations on an international
agreement to protect the ozone layer and, in March 1985, the
Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer was
adopted. The Convention called for cooperation on monitoring,
research and data exchange, but did not impose obligations
to reduce the use of ozone depleting substances (ODS). The
Convention now has 197 parties.

MONTREAL PROTOCOL: In September 1987, efforts
to negotiate binding obligations to reduce the use of ODS led
to the adoption of the Montreal Protocol on Substances that
Deplete the Ozone Layer. The Protocol introduced control
measures for some CFCs and halons for developed countries
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(non-Article 5 parties). Developing countries (Article 5 parties)
were granted a grace period allowing them to increase their ODS
use before taking on commitments. The Protocol currently has
197 parties, which represents universal membership.

Since 1987, several amendments and adjustments to the
Protocol have been adopted, adding new obligations and
additional ODS, and adjusting existing control schedules.
Amendments require ratification by a defined number of parties
before they enter into force, while adjustments enter into force
automatically.

LONDON AMENDMENT AND ADJUSTMENTS:
Delegates to the second Meeting of the Parties (MOP 2), which
took place in London, UK, in 1990, tightened control schedules
and agreed to add ten more CFCs to the list of ODS, as well
as carbon tetrachloride (CTC) and methyl chloroform. To date,
197 parties have ratified the London Amendment. MOP 2 also
established the Multilateral Fund (MLF), which meets the
incremental costs incurred by Article 5 parties in implementing
the Protocol’s control measures and finances clearinghouse
functions, including technical assistance, information, training
and the costs of the MLF Secretariat. The Fund is replenished
every three years and has received pledges of over US$2.8
billion since its inception.

COPENHAGEN AMENDMENT AND ADJUSTMENTS:
At MOP 4, held in Copenhagen, Denmark, in 1992,
delegates tightened existing control schedules and added
controls on methyl bromide, hydrobromofluorocarbons and
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). MOP 4 also agreed to enact
non-compliance procedures and to establish an Implementation
Committee (ImpCom). The ImpCom examines cases of possible
non-compliance by parties, and makes recommendations to the
MOP aimed at securing full compliance. To date, 197 parties
have ratified the Copenhagen Amendment.

MONTREAL AMENDMENT AND ADJUSTMENTS: At
MOP 9, held in Montreal, Canada, in 1997, delegates agreed
to a new licensing system for the import and export of ODS,
in addition to tightening existing control schedules. They also
agreed to ban trade in methyl bromide with non-parties to the
Copenhagen Amendment. To date, 192 parties have ratified the
Montreal Amendment.

BEIJING AMENDMENT AND ADJUSTMENTS: At MOP
11, held in Beijing, China, in 1999, delegates agreed to controls
on bromochloromethane and additional controls on HCFCs, and
to reporting on methyl bromide for quarantine and pre-shipment
(QPS) applications. At present, 182 parties have ratified the
Beijing Amendment.

MOP 15 AND FIRST EXTRAORDINARY MOP: MOP 15,
held in Nairobi, Kenya, in 2003, resulted in decisions on issues
including the implications of the entry into force of the Beijing
Amendment. However, disagreements surfaced over exemptions
allowing the use of methyl bromide beyond 2004 for critical
uses where no technically or economically feasible alternatives
were available. Delegates could not reach agreement and took
the unprecedented step of calling for an “extraordinary” MOP.
The first Extraordinary Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal

Protocol (ExMOP 1) took place in March 2004, in Montreal,
Canada. Parties agreed to critical-use exemptions (CUEs) for
methyl bromide for 2005, with the introduction of a “double-
cap” concept distinguishing between old and new production
of methyl bromide central to this compromise. Parties agreed
to a cap on new production of 30% of parties’ 1991 baseline
levels, meaning that where the capped amount was insufficient
for approved critical uses in 2005, parties were required to use
existing stockpiles.

MOP 16 AND EX-MOP 2: MOP 16 took place in Prague, the
Czech Republic, in 2004. Work on methyl bromide exemptions
for 2006 was not completed and parties decided to hold a second
ExMOP. ExXMOP 2 was held in July 2005, in Montreal, Canada.
Parties agreed to supplementary levels of CUEs for 2006.

Under this decision, parties also agreed that: CUEs allocated
domestically that exceed levels permitted by the MOP must be
drawn from existing stocks; methyl bromide stocks must be
reported; and parties must “endeavor” to allocate CUEs to the
particular use categories specified in the decision.

COP 7/MOP 17: MOP 17 was held jointly with the seventh
Conference of the Parties to the Vienna Convention (COP 7) in
Dakar, Senegal, in December 2005. Parties approved essential-
use exemptions for 2006 and 2007, supplemental CUEs for
2006 and CUEs for 2007, and production and consumption
of methyl bromide in non-Article 5 parties for laboratory and
analytical critical uses. Other decisions included a US$470.4
million replenishment of the MLF for 2006-2008, and agreement
on terms of reference for a feasibility study on developing a
monitoring system for the transboundary movement of controlled
ODS.

MOP 18: MOP 18 took place in New Delhi, India, from
30 October - 3 November 2006. Parties adopted decisions
on, inter alia: future work following the Ozone Secretariat’s
workshop on the Special Report of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC) and the Technical and Economic
Assessment Panel (TEAP); difficulties faced by some Article
5 parties manufacturing CFC-based metered dose inhalers
(MDIs); treatment of stockpiled ODS relative to compliance;
and a feasibility study on developing a system for monitoring the
transboundary movement of ODS.

MOP 19: MOP 19 took place in Montreal, Canada, in
September 2007. Delegates adopted decisions on: an accelerated
phase-out of HCFCs; critical-use nominations for methyl
bromide; and monitoring transboundary movements of, and
illegal trade in, ODS. Parties also adopted an adjustment
accelerating the phase out of HCFCs.

COP 8/MOP 20: MOP 20 was held jointly with COP-8 of the
Vienna Convention in Doha, Qatar in November 2008. Parties
agreed to replenish the MLF with US$490 million for 2009-
2011 and adopted other decisions concerning, inter alia: the
environmentally sound disposal of ODS; approval of 2009 and
2010 CUEs for methyl bromide; and compliance and reporting
issues.

MOP 21: MOP 21 took place in Port Ghalib, Egypt,
in November 2009 and adopted decisions on: alternatives
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to HCFCs; institutional strengthening; essential uses;
environmentally sound management of ODS banks; methyl
bromide; and data and compliance issues. Delegates considered,
but did not agree to, a proposal to amend the Montreal Protocol
to include hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) submitted by the
Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) and Mauritius.

MOP 22: MOP 22 took place in Bangkok, Thailand, in
November 2010 and adopted decisions on, inter alia: the terms
of reference for the TEAP study on the MLF replenishment and
for the evaluation of the financial mechanism; and assessment
of technologies for ODS destruction. Delegates considered, but
did not agree to, two proposals to amend the Montreal Protocol
to address HFCs, one submitted by the US, Mexico and Canada,
and another submitted by FSM.

COP 9/MOP 23: COP 9/MOP 23 took place in Bali,
Indonesia in November 2011 and adopted decisions on, inter
alia, a US$ 450 million replenishment of the MLF for the
2012-2014 period; issues related to exemptions; updating
the nomination process and recusal guidelines for TEAP; the
treatment of ODS to service ships; and additional information
on alternatives. Delegates considered, but did not agree to, two
proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol to address HFCs,
one submitted by the US, Mexico and Canada, and the other
submitted by FSM.

CURRENT ODS CONTROL SCHEDULES: Under
the amendments and adjustments to the Montreal Protocol,
non-Article 5 parties were required to phase out production
and consumption of: halons by 1994; CFCs, CTC,
hydrobromochlorofluorocarbons and methyl chloroform by
1996; bromochloromethane by 2002; and methyl bromide by
2005. Article 5 parties were required to phase out production
and consumption of hydrobromochlorofluorocarbons by 1996,
bromochloromethane by 2002, and CFCs, halons and CTC
by 2010. Article 5 parties must still phase out production and
consumption of methyl chloroform and methyl bromide by 2015.
Under the accelerated phase-out of HCFCs adopted at MOP 19,
HCFC production and consumption by non-Article 5 parties was
frozen in 2004 and is to be phased out by 2020, while in Article
5 parties, HCFC production and consumption is to be frozen
by 2013 and phased out by 2030 (with interim targets prior to
those dates, starting in 2015 for Article 5 parties). There are
exemptions to these phase-outs to allow for certain uses lacking
feasible alternatives.

SUMMARY OF MOP 24

PREPARATORY SEGMENT

The preparatory segment of MOP 24 was opened by Ghazi
Odat (Jordan), who co-chaired the meeting with Gudi Alkemade
(the Netherlands).

Bruno Oberle, Secretary of State for the Environment,
Switzerland, highlighted the Protocol’s scientific foundation,
governments’ willingness to act quickly and the Multilateral
Fund (MLF) as factors contributing to the Protocol’s success. He
expressed Swiss support for the HFC amendment proposal.

Marco Gonzalez, Executive Secretary, Ozone Secretariat,
highlighted the Protocol’s success and noted outstanding
challenges, including decisions on, inter alia, critical-use
exemptions (CUEs) and quarantines and feedstock uses.
Gonzalez called on delegates to discuss the HFC amendment
proposals in the spirit of the Protocol’s original negotiations,
which based decisions on science, recognized industry’s
ability to innovate and accepted the principle of common but
differentiated responsibilities (CBDR).

Awards were presented to Stephen Andersen (US) and
Lambert Kuijpers (Netherlands) for their work as the longest
serving Co-Chairs of the TEAPs.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: Co-Chair Alkemade
introduced the provisional agenda (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/1).

The US suggested additions to the agenda, including: TEAP
membership; improved information on policy and control
measures of ODS transition; and transition of the MLF chief
officer. India, supported by China, Bahrain and Kuwait, objected
to raising the following issues, stating their belief that they do
not fall within the mandate of the Montreal Protocol: feedstock
uses; clean production of HCFC-22 through by-product emission
control; additional funding for the MLF to maximize the climate
benefit of the accelerated phase-out of HCFCs; and new HFC
amendments. The European Union (EU) noted feedstock use

is controlled by the Montreal Protocol and this item, as well as
proposals for amendments, should be retained on the agenda.

Haiti, Indonesia, Bolivia, Ecuador, Bahrain and Nicaragua
said that they have not yet ratified the Beijing Amendment.
Indonesia proposed discussing the status of the Bali Declaration,
which was introduced at MOP 23.

Co-Chair Alkemade proposed that issues related to TEAP
membership, raised by the US and China, be added as a sub-item
to the existing agenda item on TEAP procedures. Regarding the
proposed amendments to the Protocol, Alkemade acknowledged
that while this topic was discussed at previous meetings, no
agreement was reached and thus it remains on the agenda.

Alkemade proposed, and parties agreed, to include several
items under “other matters,” including: policies and controls
influencing transition of ODS; transition of the chief MLF
officer; ratification status of the Beijing Amendment; and the
status of the Bali Declaration.

OTHER MATTERS: Co-Chair Odat expressed gratitude to
Paul Horwitz, the outgoing Deputy Executive Secretary of the
Montreal Protocol, and Maria Nolan, outgoing chief officer of
the MLF. The US also paid tribute to the outgoing officers.

HIGH-LEVEL SEGMENT

Doris Leuthard, Head of the Department of Environment,
Transport, Energy and Communications, Switzerland, opened
the high-level segment of MOP 24 on Thursday. She lauded the
Montreal Protocol’s twenty-fifth anniversary, noting that 98% of
ODS have been phased out. She said Switzerland supports the
proposed HFC amendments.

Marco Gonzalez, Executive Secretary, Ozone Secretariat,
highlighted principles of the Montreal Protocol, inter alia: a
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firm scientific foundation; the precautionary principle; common
but differentiated responsibilities (CDR); cooperation; and an
effective data system to monitor compliance. He expressed
hope that these principles will contribute to overcoming current
challenges.

Amina Mohamed, Deputy Executive Director, UNEP,
asked for a moment of silence for Angela Cropper, former
UNEP Deputy Executive Director and Special Advisor to the
UNEP Executive Director. Mohamed highlighted the spirit of
cooperation between governments, civil society, academia,
NGOs and the private sector in implementing the Protocol
and stressed inter-generational responsibility. She underscored
UNEP’s commitment to the Vienna Convention and the Montreal
Protocol.

Syanga Abilio, MOP 23 President, said Article 5 parties are
taking initial steps toward the accelerated phase-out of HCFCs,
and lauded South Sudan for becoming a party to the Protocol.

ORGANIZATIONAL MATTERS: MOP 24 elected by
acclamation Mahmood Alam (Pakistan) as President, Dmytro
Mormul (Ukraine), Leslie Smith (Grenada) and Alain Wilmart
(Belgium) as Vice Presidents, and Wilbur Simuusa (Zambia)
as Rapporteur. Delegates also adopted the agenda (UNEP/OzL.
Pro.24/1) with parties agreeing to follow customary procedures.

PRESENTATIONS BY THE ASSESSMENT PANELS
ON THE STATUS OF THEIR WORK, INCLUDING THE
LATEST DEVELOPMENTS: SAP: Paul Newman (US)
presented the report on behalf of the SAP, including the status
of the 2014 assessment report. He said the amount of time CTC
remains in the atmosphere has been revised upward from 35 to
50 years, which has narrowed, but not closed, the discrepancy
between top-down and bottom-up emission estimates. He noted
that R-316C is a powerful ODS and greenhouse gas.

EEAP: Nigel Paul (UK) described the Environmental Effects
Assessment Panel’s (EEAP) work on examining the effects of
ozone depletion and climate change on, infer alia, ultraviolet
(UV) radiation in relation to human health, terrestrial and
aquatic ecosystems, materials, and ODS and replacements.

He highlighted a significant advance in understanding the
relationship between UV radiation and key receptors, noting that
UV can result in negative health effects but may have beneficial
impacts on Vitamin D status.

TEAP: Lambert Kuijpers (Netherlands) presented the key
conclusions of the TEAP. He said 80% of the methyl bromide
use by Article 5 parties has been phased out from the aggregate
baseline, in advance of the 2015 deadline. Daniel Verdonik
reported on the Halons Technical Options Committee (TOC).
He described an International Civil Aviation Organization study
on the use of halons in the aviation industry, noting there is
little evidence that states, civil aviation and ozone offices work
together, and that it is not yet possible to determine long-term
halon needs.

PRESENTATION BY THE CHAIR OF THE MLF
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ON THE WORK OF THE
MLF AND ITS RELATED BODIES: Delegates considered the
report (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/9). Xiao Xuezhi (China) highlighted

efforts to ensure funding for HCFC phase-out management
plans, noted that 101 additional projects have been approved,
and outlined a number of institutional efforts from the UN
Development Programme (UNDP), UNEP, UN Industrial
Development Organization (UNIDO) and the World Bank.

Additional information can be found at: http://www.iisd.ca/
vol19/enb1991e.html.

STATEMENTS BY HEADS OF DELEGATION: A number
of heads of delegation made statements during the high-level
segment, highlighting, inter alia, national efforts to implement
the Protocol, possible obstacles to implementation, and recent
successes.

Several parties commended the MLF for its critical support
in helping Article 5 parties to meet their obligations under the
Protocol, including Nepal, Kiribati, Madagascar, Timor Leste and
Cote d’Ivoire. New Zealand urged continued support for Article
5 countries. Tanzania, with India, commended the Protocol for
being a model of cooperation between developed and developing
countries, based on CBDR.

Mozambique and others provided overviews of national
actions to raise awareness on and implement the Protocol.
Bangladesh noted its active role in different committees of
the Montreal Protocol and the Secretariat’s recognition of its
efforts. The Democratic Republic of Congo highlighted efforts
to improve ODS monitoring and technical capacity. Guinea and
Malawi noted efforts to eliminate HCFCs. Panama highlighted
mechanisms to reduce HCFCs, inter alia, implementing annual
import quotas and import monitoring. The Philippines described
its efforts to phase-out ODS but noted compliance concerns
related to illegal ODS trade and non-documented use of ODS in
shipping and other sectors.

Sudan, Timor Leste and Croatia described national efforts
to eliminate ODS use. Serbia described its efforts to phase-out
HFCs, including its work to minimize illegal trade by cross-
checking data as part of its licensing procedure. Mongolia
described its progress on phasing out ODS and HCFCs. Palau
stressed its commitment to phasing out ODS and reducing the
illegal importation of ODS equipment and substances. Nicaragua
said it has phased out CFCs and will now focus on phasing out
HFCs. The Dominican Republic urged a smooth transition to
substances that have a low Global Warming Potential (GWP).

On the proposed amendments, Kenya and others expressed
their full support and favored cooperation between the Protocol
and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC). Nepal said any process that creates new
obligations for parties should be judged against their capacities to
meet obligations. Canada recognized the many achievements of
the Protocol while stressing the need to address new challenges,
including the negative influence of HFCs on climate. Uganda
and the Maldives stressed the need for affordable ozone-friendly
and climate-friendly alternatives. Iraq, noting its high summer
temperatures, asked that this concern be taken into account with
regards to appropriate substitution technologies.

On obstacles to be addressed in the future, Nigeria and
Bangladesh highlighted developing indigenous technologies
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to address ODS. Pakistan expressed concern about the illegal
cross-boundary movement of ODS. Benin, for the African region,
identified technology concerns, especially for parties with hot
climates, legal problems and fragile economic environments as
challenges in implementing and achieving Protocol obligations.
He expressed Cote d’Ivoire’s interest in hosting the next meeting
of the Protocol.

The International Plant Protection Convention (IPPC) said it
had signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the Protocol
to formalize mutual cooperation. Greenpeace, the Natural
Resources Defense Council and the Environmental Investigation
Agency (EIA) urged addressing HFC emissions.

A summary of the statements can be found at: http://www.iisd.
ca/vol19/enb1991e.html.

DATES AND VENUE FOR THE TWENTY FIFTH
MEETING OF THE PARTIES TO THE MONTREAL
PROTOCOL: In the closing plenary, Gonzalez announced that
MOP 25 will be held in Ukraine, commencing in the last week of
October 2013.

CLOSURE OF THE MEETING: On Friday, delegates
adopted the reports of the meeting (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/L.1, L.1/
Add.1/, L.1/Add.2. and L.1/Add.3) with minor amendments.
Delegates also adopted the decisions forwarded from the
preparatory segment (UNEP/OzI.Pro.24/L.2, L.2/Add.1. and L.2/
Add.3).

President Alam, in closing, noted the need to reflect not only
on the achievements of the Montreal Protocol but also on the
challenges ahead. He said that as improved technologies are
widely-available and scientific evidence exists in the face of an
increasingly dramatic environmental crisis, the Protocol needs to
act and embrace its responsibility to deal with HFCs. He urged
arties to join discussions on the availability of alternatives to
HCFCs and HFCs.

President Alam closed the meeting at 10:05 pm.

MOP 24 OUTCOMES AND DECISIONS:

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS: Consideration of
membership of Montreal Protocol bodies for 2013: The
Secretariat introduced the item, noting that the preparatory
segment will recommend the membership to the high-level
segment.

Financial reports of the trust funds and budgets for the
Montreal Protocol: The Secretariat introduced this item (UNEP/
OzL.Pro.24/7 and 7/Add.1). A budget group was established to
further discuss the documents and prepare a draft decision for
consideration by the parties.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/
enb1991e.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.13),
the MOP approves:

« a budget of US$4,927,420 for 2013;

- total contributions to be paid by the parties of US$4,276,933
for 2012 and 2013; and

- an operating cash reserve at 15% of the annual budget for
meeting the final expenditures under the Trust Fund.

It further requests the Secretariat to indicate, in future
financial reports, the amounts under “total reserves and fund
balances” of contributions that have not yet been received and
authorizes the Executive Secretary to enter into discussions with
any party whose contributions are outstanding for two or more
years.

ISSUES RELATED TO EXEMPTIONS FROM ARTICLE
2 OF THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL: Nominations for
essential-use exemptions for 2013: Delegates considered draft
decisions XXIV/[A] and XXIV/[B] on essential-use exemptions
for 2013 (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Discussions focused on, inter alia, the use of CFCs for
manufacturing traditional Chinese medicine (TCM) MDIs. The
TEAP said the Medical Technical Options Committee (MTOC)
noted that the improved efficacy for the treatment of asthma
using TCM MDIs was not proven and thus not considered an
essential use. China said that refusing the nomination would have
negative implications for Chinese companies and communities
and requested reconsideration.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989¢.html, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.
html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1992¢.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.15),
the MOP:

- authorizes the levels of production and consumption for 2013
needed for using CFCs for MDIs as set out in the annex to the
decision;

+ requests nominating parties to supply the MTOC with
information to assess essential-use nominations;

- encourages parties with essential-use exemptions in 2013 to
consider sourcing required CFCs, initially from stockpiles;

- further encourages parties with potentially available stockpiles
to notify the Ozone Secretariat of quantities and a contact
point by 31 December 2012 and requests the Secretariat to
post details on its website;

« further requests parties to consider domestic regulations to ban
the launch or sale of new CFC-based MDIs; and

+ requests China to provide more information about the absence
of alternatives in the region, the phase-out efforts undertaken
for this use, and other relevant information necessary to the
MTOC for full evaluation of the case.

Nominations for critical-use exemptions for 2014:
Delegates considered a draft decision put forward by the US,
Canada and Australia on critical-use exemptions for 2014.

Discussions focused on, inter alia, methyl bromide exemption
nominations put forward by the US, Canada and Australia.

The Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee (MBTOC)
Co-Chairs presented their recommendations on methyl bromide
critical-use nominations (CUNs). Co-Chair Ian Porter noted
decreasing CUN trends and outlined nominations from Australia,
Canada and the US for strawberry production. Co-Chair Marta
Pizano described revisions to the CUN handbook including,
inter alia, removal of the code of conduct and clarification of
economic indicators.
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The EU, highlighting soilless cultures available for strawberry
runners, asked if bigger reductions are not possible for Australia
and Canada. Mexico recommended using existing methyl
bromide stocks and fully eliminating methyl bromide use in the
future.

Australia requested flexibility to use its 2014 CUE for
fumigation of packaged rice in 2013, noting this would allow
Australia to complete its transition one year earlier and result in
no additional methyl bromide use. Canada said it will not request
an exemption for flour mills in 2015. The EU said parties should
respect the MBTOC recommendations.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.
html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1992¢.html.

Final Outcome: In the decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.4/
Rev.1), the MOP:

- allows the agreed critical-use categories for 2014 set out in the
annex for each party, subject to the conditions set forth in the
decision and in decision Ex.I/4;

- approves Australia’s request to bring forward up to 1.187
tonnes of methyl bromide from its 2014 CUE to 2013 for
fumigating packaged rice, with any quantity brought forward
to 2013 deducted from its allocation in 2014;

« recognizes the continued contribution of the expertise of the
MBTOC; and

- requests Canada, Australia and the US to take steps to explore
the possibility of transitioning to technically and economically
feasible alternatives and ensure the MBTOC is aware of these
efforts.

Quarantine and pre-shipment issues: Delegates considered
draft decision XXIV/[C] on the QPS uses of methyl bromide
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Discussions focused on, inter alia: QPS uses in trade; TEAP
reporting; and methyl bromide exemptions.

On reporting of methyl bromide for QPS, TEAP and others
noted that data provided under Article 7 (data reporting) is
voluntary and insufficient to analyze or provide a conclusion
on QPS and methyl bromide. Switzerland and the US suggested
providing more regular TEAP reports, including trend data.

The IPPC explained their “system approach application” to
tackle pests, where parties are encouraged to reduce or reuse
methyl bromide. Japan noted methyl bromide use in trade to
minimize pests and disease.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.
html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1992¢.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.11),
the MOP invites the 33rd meeting of the Open-ended Working
Group (OEWG 33) to request the TEAP to analyze trends in data
provided under Article 7 (reporting of data) on methyl bromide
use for QPS. It invites parties to establish data collection
procedures for methyl bromide use in QPS. It also requests
the Secretariat to remind parties that they are invited to submit
information by 31 March 2013, on a voluntary basis, and make
the forms available on its website.

Feedstock uses: Delegates considered draft decision XXIV/
[D] on feedstock uses (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Discussions focused on whether the TEAP should conduct a
study on ODS use in feedstocks. The EU presented the proposal,
noting anticipated increases and a need for monitoring. India,
supported by China, stated that feedstocks are not controlled
under the Montreal Protocol. The US, with the EU, and
opposed by India, said this approach would be voluntary and
provide opportunities for learning. Delegates also addressed
inviting experts with additional expertise; and qualifying
the characteristics of new alternatives to ODS, in particular,
emerging, under development, or commonly available and
environmental.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989¢.html, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e,
http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/
vol19/enb1992e.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.3),
the MOP decides to, inter alia:

- remind parties that reporting on ODS quantities used as
feedstock is obligatory under Article 7;

« urge parties to take steps to minimize ODS emissions in
feedstock uses;

+ encourage parties to replace ODS in feedstock uses with
alternatives to the extent possible;

+ request parties to report, by 31 January 2014, whether
feedstock uses are taking place in their territory and to provide
information on the processes identified; and

- invite parties to provide information to the Secretariat on new
alternatives replacing any feedstock uses reported, where such
information is not considered confidential.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON ALTERNATIVES
TO ODS: Delegates considered draft decision XXIV/[E] on
additional information on alternatives to ODS (UNEP/OzL.
Pro.24/8).

The Co-Chairs introduced a shortened compromise text of
the decision, which was taken as a basis for further negotiations.
Discussions focused on whether the TEAP should conduct a
study on ODS use in feedstocks. The EU presented the proposal,
noting anticipated increases and a need for monitoring. India,
supported by China, stated that feedstocks are not controlled
under the Montreal Protocol. The US, with the EU, and opposed
by India, said this approach would be voluntary and provide
opportunities for learning. Discussion centered on: how to
specify the terms of reference for TEAP to prepare a report,
namely whether to establish a task force, which was supported
by the US and the EU, but opposed by India; inviting experts
with additional expertise; and how to define the characteristics of
new alternatives to ODS.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991¢.html
and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1992¢.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.17),
the MOP requests TEAP, in consultation with outside experts
with relevant expertise, if necessary, to update information on
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alternatives and technologies in various sectors and to prepare
a draft report for consideration by OEWG 33 and a final report
to be submitted to MOP 25. The report, taking into account any
relevant information provided by parties, would:

- describe all available alternatives to ODS that are
commercially available, technically proven, and
environmentally-sound, taking into account their efficacy,
health, safety and environmental characteristics, cost-
effectiveness, and their use including in high ambient
temperatures and high urban density cities;

- update information provided by previous TEAP reports on
alternatives under development;

- identify barriers and restrictions to the adoption and
commercial use of certain environmentally-sound alternatives
to ODS;

- estimate the approximate amount of alternatives with negative
environmental impacts that could be or could have been
avoided or eliminated by both non-Article 5 and Article 5
parties in the process of phasing-out ODS; and

- identify the opportunities for the selection of environmentally-
sound alternatives to HCFCs in the future.

PROCEDURAL ISSUES RELATED TO TEAP AND ITS
SUBSIDIARY BODIES: Delegates considered draft decision
XXIV/[F] in section II of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Delegates discussed the procedural issues related to the
TEAP and its subsidiary bodies in a closed contact group, which
considered, inter alia: the code of conduct; procedures to address
conflicts of interest; and disclosure guidelines, including on
advisory bodies. The guidelines include procedures to deal with
conflicts of interest.

Final Outcome: In its decisions (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.S,
CRP.8, CRP.12 and CRP.14), the MOP, inter alia:

- endorses the selection of Shao Min (China) as the new
Co-Chair of the EEAP;

- endorses the selection of Co-Chairs of TEAP, and its
associated TOCs;

- approves the membership of the MLF Executive Committee;

+ endorses the Co-Chairs of the OEWG;

« requests the TEAP to make recommendations on the future
configuration of its TOCs to OEWG 33, bearing in mind
anticipated workloads;
approves the terms of reference and the conflict of interest and
disclosure policy for the TEAP, its TOCs and any Temporary
Subsidiary Bodies (TSBs) set up by those bodies, as contained
in the annex to the decision; and

« requests that the TEAP and its TOCs make available to the
parties their standard operating procedures.

The annex to the decision outlines, inter alia: the scope of
work; the size and balance of TEAP and its TOCs and TSBs;
nominations and appointments of members to TEAP and its
TOCs and TSBs; termination of appointment; replacement;
TEAP functioning, including language, meetings, scheduling,
operating procedures, rules of procedure and observers; report
of TEAP, TOCs and TSBs, including procedures, access, review,

public comment and code of conduct; conflicts of interest;
disclosure; recusal; and conflict resolution advisory body.

PROPOSAL ON TRADE OF CONTROLLED
SUBSTANCES WITH SHIPS SAILING UNDER A
FOREIGN FLAG: Delegates considered draft decision XXIV/
[G] in section IT of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Delegates discussed, inter alia: monitoring issues, particularly
when flag ships do not enter the waters of the party they are
registered under; data discrepancies between reported export and
import data; issues of prior informed consent; and monitoring.
They also considered what type of information is already
available and accessible and whether requests would be within
or beyond the mandate of TEAP. Delegates requested additional
time to discuss this issue at the next meeting.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http:/www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/
enb1991e.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.2/
Rev.1), the MOP, inter alia:

« requests the TEAP to provide an updated version of the
information provided in its previous progress reports on
transport refrigeration in the maritime sector with its 2013
progress report; and

- invites parties to encourage relevant stakeholders to minimize
the use of controlled substances in newly built ships and
to consider environmentally benign and energy-efficient
alternatives wherever they are available.

INVESTIGATION OF CTC DISCREPANCY: The SAP
reported that discrepancies between “top-down” and “bottom-
up” estimates of CTC have narrowed but not closed, as a result
of new information. They also stated that the atmospheric
concentration of CTC is decreasing. Canada and Australia
suggested that TEAP and SAP participate in the feedstocks
contact group. India expressed doubt about the necessity of such
action.

EVALUATION OF THE FINANCIAL MECHANISM OF
THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL: Delegates discussed the
final report of the evaluation of the financial mechanism of the
Montreal Protocol (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/INF/4).

Mark Wagner, ICF International, described the evaluation
findings, noting that the final report incorporates comments from
OEWG 32 and written submissions. Many delegates welcomed
the report, with several noting that it recognizes the MLF as an
effective and efficient funding mechanism for implementing the
Protocol. Delegates also discussed, inter alia, implementing a
more regular schedule of evaluations and developing clear terms
of reference for future evaluations.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/
enb1991e.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.6/
Rev.1), the MOP, inter alia:

+ notes that the MLF is an efficient and effective instrument for
enabling compliance with the Protocol by Article 5 parties;
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« recognizes that parties consider periodic evaluations of the
MLF an important means of ensuring its continued efficiency
and effectiveness;

- recognizes also the role of the MLF as a cornerstone of the
Protocol and a key mechanism for the success of the ozone
layer regime;

- notes with appreciation the report on the 2012 evaluation of
the MLF; and

- requests the MLF Executive Committee, within its mandate,
to consider the report on the 2012 evaluation of the MLF in
the process of continuously improving the MLF management.
PROPOSAL ON CLEAN PRODUCTION OF HCFC-

22 THROUGH BY-PRODUCT EMISSION CONTROL:
Delegates discussed the draft decision XXIV/[H] in section II of
document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Participants discussed, inter alia: the continuation of HCFC-
22 production for another two decades, and possibly longer as a
feedstock; and prioritizing the phase-out of HCFC-22.

The US, supported by Mexico and Canada, recommended
conducting demonstration projects on the costs, benefits,
environmental implications and climate impacts of HCFC-22
production. Nigeria supported a study on HCFC-22 conducted
by TEAP in consultation with SAP, but preferred delaying a
decision on a demonstration project until after completion of the
study. EIA said the Protocol has an obligation to ensure HCFC-
22 production does not harm the global climate. India said the
Protocol is not the appropriate forum for controlling by-product
emissions. China said the Protocol is not mandated to cover
HFC-23. India and China opposed forwarding the draft decision
to the high-level segment.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e.html.

Final Outcome: This topic will be taken up by parties at
OEWG 33.

PROPOSAL ON ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR THE
MLF TO MAXIMIZE THE CLIMATE BENEFIT OF THE
ACCELERATED PHASE-OUT OF HCFCS: Delegates
considered draft decision XXIV/[I] on additional funding for the
MLF to maximize the climate benefit of the accelerated phase-
out of HCFCs (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Discussions addressed, inter alia: the voluntary nature of
the funding; that it would be additional to the MLF financial
assistance; and funding sources.

Colombia, Brazil, China and others asked if this would
influence existing MLF replenishments. China, opposed by
Japan, the EU and others, stressed that funding should come
from non-Article 5 parties. Parties did not reach agreement.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e.html, http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.
html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1992¢.html

Final Outcome: This item will be taken up by parties at
OEWG 33.

PROPOSAL ON FUNDING OF PRODUCTION
FACILITIES FOR HYDROCHLOROFLUOROCARBONS:
Delegates considered draft decision XXIV/[L] on funding of
production facilities for HCFCs (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Discussion focused on regulatory actions to limit HCFC
production and 2013 deadlines for phase-outs. India proposed
that the MLF expedite funding for HCFC phase-out in the
production sector, noting ODS control schedules for Article 5
parties. Australia, the US and Japan questioned the decision.
Parties differed concerning how many Annex 5 countries would
be affected by this pending deadline. No consensus was reached
on the draft document.

A summary of the discussion can be found at: http://www.iisd.
ca/download/pdf/enb1990e.pdf.

Final Outcome: This issue will be forwarded to OEWG 33,
for consideration by parties.

PROPOSAL ON THE REVIEW BY THE SCIENTIFIC
ASSESSMENT PANEL OF RC-316C: Delegates considered
draft decision XXIV/[J] in document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8,
which called for the SAP to review the ozone depletion potential
(ODP) and GWP of RC-316¢, a newly identified ozone-depleting
substance.

Delegates discussed the findings of two studies, one by the
SAP and an independent study on which the Russian Federation
reported, both of which verified the high ODP and GWP of
RC-316c¢. The Russian Federation informed delegates these
properties make RC-316¢ an unfeasible alternative for aerospace
uses. He emphasized the Russian Federation is seeking new
alternatives, including imported ones. India said this substance is
not controlled by the Protocol, and that requests are not made to
SAP to assess the GWP.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1989e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/
enb1991e.html.

Final Outcome: Following discussions and informal
consultations, delegates welcomed the findings.

PROPOSAL ON THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE
OUTCOME DOCUMENT OF THE UNCSD FOR SIDS
WITH REGARD TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL: Delegates considered
draft decision XXIV/[K] on the implications of the outcome
document on the UN Conference of Sustainable Development
(UNCSD or Rio+20) for small island developing states’ (SIDS)
implementation of the Montreal Protocol (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8).

Grenada, on behalf of St. Lucia and Trinidad and Tobago,
introduced the document and proposed delaying discussion until
OEWG 33. Following clarification questions on procedure and
responses by the Secretariat, delegates agreed to defer the agenda
item to OEWG 33.

Final Outcome: This issue will be forwarded to OEWG 33
for consideration by parties.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE MONTREAL
PROTOCOL: Delegates discussed proposals to amend the
Montreal Protocol to control hydrofluorocarbons, among other
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things, submitted by the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM)
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/5) and Canada, Mexico and the US (UNEP/
OzL.Pro.24/6).

The proponents of the amendments presented their proposals.
The FSM proposed a gradual phase-down in the consumption
and production of HFCs, noting that the Protocol has expertise
in phasing down production and consumption of gases that are
chemically similar to HFCs. The FSM emphasized that parties
have a legal obligation to address adverse effects on the ozone
layer and on the climate system, and further noted that UN
experts have estimated that addressing HFCs would prevent 0.1
degree Celsius of warming by 2050. The US said the benefits of
the North American proposal amount to nearly 100 gigatonnes
of carbon dioxide equivalent in direct benefits. He stressed that
decisions taken by the Protocol have implications for climate
and urged action to avoid reducing the climate benefits achieved
under the Protocol. Canada addressed frequently asked questions
on the proposal (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/INF/7). The US and Mexico
said the Protocol is the appropriate institution to address this
issue, and the US stressed the expertise of TEAP, SAP and the
MLF. Mexico emphasized the Protocol’s recognition of common
responsibilities and called for urgent action.

Delegates discussed a number of questions about the proposed
amendments, including, inter alia: availability of technologies;
calculation of the costs and availability of alternatives; the effect
of the proposals on modifying the ozone layer; and expertise
within the Protocol and the UNFCCC and its subsidiary bodies.

The Russian Federation, Nigeria, Israel, Australia,
Bangladesh, Japan, the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia,
the EU, Egypt, Morocco, Samoa, Norway, Switzerland,
Maldives, Mozambique, Cameroon, Costa Rica, Colombia,
Chile, Turkey and the Bahamas called for establishing a contact
group to discuss the proposed amendment. Iran, Iraq and Tunisia
expressed uncertainty in discussing the topic. Argentina, India,
Cuba, Uruguay, Malaysia, Bahrain, China and others opposed
establishing a contact group. India, China and Venezuela
questioned whether the Montreal Protocol is the right legal
framework to address HFCs. Bahrain noted ongoing use of HFCs
in many processes, and Qatar stated that there are not yet clear
alternatives. Following discussion on whether to form a contact
group, Co-Chair Alkemade proposed establishing an informal
discussion group, to which delegates agreed. Delegates then
elected Grenada and Switzerland as co-conveners of this group.

The US said it proposed a phase-down due to alternatives
not being available in every sector, such as for MDIs. He
suggested that schedules could be adjusted later if alternatives
are identified. The EU agreed that an HFC phase-down approach
allows additional alternatives to emerge over time. He added
that bans and taxes can push consumers and producers in the
right direction. Canada highlighted commercialized alternatives
available in the foam sector, noting there is still time for
alternatives to emerge in other sectors.

Singapore said its primary concern is the availability of
alternatives. India said there was uncertainty on emerging
technologies. Japan said HFCs have varying levels of GWP
and should not be grouped together, and expressed support for
controlling GWP levels.

The FSM explained that because the Kyoto Protocol addresses
“baskets of gases,” the UNFCCC may not address HFCs if
addressing carbon dioxide or other gases is cheaper. He stressed
that the most mitigation would occur by using the Protocol as an
additional approach. Canada requested that parties who advocate
addressing HFCs under the climate regime provide details on
how they propose to do so. South Africa outlined a number of
policy issues, including: concerns that a phase-down would result
in developing countries taking on quantified targets for the first
time, albeit at a sector level; and issues of CBDR and capabilities
and their interaction with the climate regime.

The SAP commented on observed increases of HFCs in
the atmosphere, which are 10 to 15% per year. The SAP also
said, inter alia, that observations are based on measurements at
ground stations that are averaged to give global concentrations,
and differences among different HFCs are calculated and
reported.

New Zealand said current growth in HFC use indicates that
action needs to be taken. India suggested that SAP projections
are not valid as the penetration of HFCs has not occurred in the
manner used by the SAP.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/enb1991e.
html.

COMPLIANCE AND DATA REPORTING ISSUES:
Proposal on the differences between data reported on
imports and data reported on exports: Delegates discussed the
draft decision XXIV/[M] in section II of document UNEP/OzL.
Pro.24/8.

Delegates felt that the existing reporting system generally
works well but noted there is room for improvement. Delegates
also recognized multiple reasons for differences between data
reported on imports and data reported on exports and discussed,
inter alia, how to modify the current reporting system.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http:/www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e.html.

Final Outcome: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.18),
the MOP, inter alia:

- notes differences in data on imports and exports of controlled
substances submitted by parties under Article 7 (data
reporting), and recognizes that while such shipments may
have plausible explanations, such as shipments over the end
of a calendar year or the submission of incomplete data,
they may also result from illegal trade activities or from not
complying with domestic legislation without criminal intent;

+ notes also that in the Article 7 data reporting format, parties
exporting controlled substances are requested to submit to
the Ozone Secretariat information on countries of destination,
while there is no request for parties importing controlled
substances with regard to the country of origin;
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« notes further that the absence of a request for importing
countries to submit information on source countries makes
the process of clarification of differences complex and
burdensome for both importing and exporting countries;

- requests the Ozone Secretariat to revise, before 1 January
2013, the reporting format resulting from decision XVII/16 to
include in the Data Forms an annex indicating the exporting
party for the quantities reported as import, and noting that
this annex is excluded from the reporting requirements under
Article 7, and provision of the information in the annex would
be done on a voluntary basis;

« requests the Ozone Secretariat to compile every January
aggregated information on controlled substances by annex
and group received from the importing/re-importing party
and to provide this uniquely and solely to the exporting
party concerned, when requested, in a manner that maintains
confidentiality;

- invites parties to clarify any differences in import and export
data as provided by the Ozone Secretariat; and

- invites parties to consider participating in the informal prior
informed consent scheme as a means to improve information
about their potential imports of controlled substances.
Presentation on and consideration of the work and

recommended decisions forwarded by the Implementation
Committee under the Non-Compliance Procedure for the
Montreal Protocol: Delegates considered the draft decision on
the status of ratification included as draft decision XXIV/[AA] in
section III of document UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/8.

Sri Lanka, on behalf of the ImpCom, presented the progress
on data reporting, noting, inter alia, that 192 out of 196 parties
have reported their consumption and production data for
2011. He also described efforts made by parties to ratify all
amendments to the Protocol.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e.html.

Final Decision: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.1),
the MOP decides, inter alia:

« to urge Israel, Mali, Niger, Sao Tome and Principe, South
Africa and Tajikistan to work closely with the implementing
agencies to report the required data to the Secretariat as a
matter of urgency;

- to request the ImpCom to review the situation of those parties
at its fiftieth meeting;

- that Algeria, Ecuador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Haiti, Niger,
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia and Turkey
have presented sufficient information to justify their requests
for the revision of their consumption data for HCFCs for
2009, 2010 or both and approves the requests to revise their
baseline;

« to request parties, when reporting production, imports, exports
or destruction, to enter a number in each cell in the data
reporting forms that they submit;

« to urge Bhutan, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea,
Marshall Islands, Qatar, South Africa and Yemen to submit
information on process agent uses as a matter of urgency; and

+ to record with appreciation the submission by Ukraine of a
plan of action to ensure its prompt return to compliance with
the Protocol’s HCFC control measures.

OTHER MATTERS: Application of paragraph 8 of
Article 4 of the Montreal Protocol with respect to the Beijing
Amendment to the Montreal Protocol: Delegates considered
the application of Article 4 (Control of Trade with non-parties) to
parties that are in the process of ratifying the Beijing Amendment
and are in full compliance with the Protocol’s control measures.
During discussion, participants noted the similarity between two
draft decisions (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.7) and (UNEP/OzL.
Pro.24/CRP.10).

Canada, supported by the EU, proposed merging the
documents by including Kenya and Chad in CRP.7. Participants
discussed, inter alia: actions to ratify the Beijing Amendment;
how to create a process that would allow countries that have
not ratified it to submit something to avoid trade sanctions; and
reviewing exceptions on an annual basis. Belarus expressed
concern about allowing exceptions on an annual basis. Several
delegations noted that time is needed to ratify amendments
due to ratification procedures. Ecuador, Bolivia, Nicaragua,
Kenya, Bahrain and others supported combining the two CRP
documents, and delegates agreed to forward the document to the
high-level segment.

A summary of the discussions can be found at: http://www.
iisd.ca/vol19/enb1990e.html and http://www.iisd.ca/vol19/
enb1991e.html.

Final Decision: In its decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.7/
Rev.1), the MOP, inter alia:

« acknowledges that Bahrain, Bolivia, Chad, Ecuador, Haiti,
Kenya and Nicaragua have notified the Secretariat that their
ratification of the Beijing Amendment is under way and
that they will complete the procedures as expeditiously as
possible;

+ notes that Bahrain, Bolivia, Chad, Ecuador, Haiti, Kenya
and Nicaragua are in full compliance with Articles 2A to 21
(Control Measures) and Article 4 (Control of Trade with non-
Parties) of the Protocol, including its Beijing Amendment, on
the basis of the data submitted under Article 7 (data reporting)
of the Protocol;

- notes also that the exceptions provided for in paragraph 8
of Article 4 of the Protocol shall apply to Bahrain, Bolivia,
Chad, Ecuador, Haiti, Kenya and Nicaragua from 1 January
2013 and will expire at the end of MOP 25; and

- notes further that any state that has not agreed to be bound by
the Beijing Amendment and that seeks an exception beyond
MOP 25 may do so by submitting a request to the Ozone
Secretariat prior to the beginning of the ImpCom meeting
that immediately precedes the MOP, that the Committee will
review relevant data submitted in accordance with Article
7 and develop a recommendation for consideration by the
parties and that such requests for exception will be considered
on an annual basis.
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Status of the Bali Declaration: Indonesia updated the
meeting on the status of the Bali Declaration, which calls for
the most effective means under the Protocol of achieving the
transition to low GWP alternatives to ODS. She noted that 105
countries support the Declaration and several have given oral
support. She encouraged others to join.

A summary of the discussions can be found at http://www.iisd.

ca/vol19/enb1991e.html.

Information on ODS Transition Policy Measures:
Delegates considered draft decision (UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/CRP.9/
Rev.1). The US said the informal group had agreed to delete
“reporting systems” from the draft decision. Co-Chair Alkemade
proposed to forward the document to the high-level segment,
which India opposed. Canada, the EU, Australia, New Zealand,
Norway and the US expressed concern and disappointment with
India’s opposition, given that India did not participate in the
discussions. They further stressed the voluntary nature of the
information gathering exercise and emphasized ways in which
the proposed activities would be useful. India responded that
it is not required to participate in an informal group and said it
did not understand the sense of collecting the information. The
US said it was difficult to rationalize how working procedures
can result in successful conclusions when countries that do
not participate in discussion can block decisions, a sentiment
supported in statements by several others. Brazil appreciated
the positive spirit of discussion but noted the decision involves
aspects of technical and political sensitivity, including possible
overlap with reporting obligations in other fora. Brazil and China
proposed considering the decision at the next meeting. Co-Chair
Alkemade proposed intersessional discussions.

A summary of the discussions can be found at http://www.iisd.

ca/voll19/enb1992e.html.

A BRIEF ANALYSIS OF MOP 24

On the Montreal Protocol’s twenty-fifth anniversary,
participants had a chance to look back on the Protocol’s
achievements; they also realized the serious difficulties it faces
today. MOP 24 proved to be a watershed, both in terms of the
Protocol’s future agenda of phasing down specific chemicals,
and the generational change the ozone expert community is
undergoing.

The Protocol is a uniquely successful international
environmental agreement. Its membership of 197 countries
is universal, which means that every nation in the world has
agreed to implement its objectives. The Protocol’s record is no
less impressive, as its original and regularly updated objectives
illustrate. The Protocol set precise, time-bound targets and
achieved practical results by eliminating entire classes of
chemicals and vastly reducing emissions of ozone depleting
substances (ODS). An impressive 98% of controlled substances
have been destroyed or taken off the market. According to health
experts, the Protocol has helped to avoid tens of millions of
non-fatal skin cancers and cataracts, and will prevent millions
of cancer deaths in this century, thus saving trillions of dollars
for health-care services. Furthermore, the Protocol has achieved

these results by operating mostly on trust among parties, without
an intrusive verification system to ensure parties’ compliance
with their obligations. Finally, the Protocol’s Multilateral Fund
(MLF) has provided necessary financial assistance in such an
efficient and effective manner that some suggest it should serve
as a financial model for future environmental conventions,
including the mercury convention, which is currently being
negotiated.

Despite these impressive achievements, the twenty-fourth
Meeting of the Parties (MOP 24) shed light on some serious
problems that will have to be addressed if the Protocol is to
continue to represent a model agreement and contribute to
environmental improvement. This brief analysis will focus on
several controversial issues that came to the fore in the debates,
and that pose new challenges for the Protocol and may serve
as markers of its future successes. One of the most significant
and controversial questions is whether the Protocol should
take up a whole class of currently used chemicals—HFCs
(hydrofluorocarbons)—a move that may lead the Montreal
Protocol into uncharted territory.

AT A CROSSROADS

As in the previous three MOPs, the problem of controlling
HFCs took center stage at MOP 24. Touted as an inexpensive
and safe alternative to hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) for
use in refrigeration, foams, fire extinguishers and solvents, HFCs
have turned out to pack a disturbingly high global warming
potential (GWP), many times more than carbon dioxide. In fact,
if no controls are introduced, HFC emissions into the atmosphere
may negate the reductions of greenhouse gases pledged or
anticipated under the UNFCCC. Thus, strictly speaking, HFCs
are not ozone-depleting, but they have a direct bearing on the
climate regime.

Many delegates point out that because the Montreal Protocol
introduced HFCs as a substitute, parties have a responsibility
to address the harmful climatic effects of these chemicals. One
party cited Protocol text as justification, saying the Protocol
obliges parties 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.” Others argue that tackling HFCs goes
too far beyond the Protocol’s mandate.

The problem of HFCs emerged as the single most important
and controversial issue of the meeting, to the extent that it
overshadowed other debates at times. HFCs are now at the
center of a tangled web of economic, political and technical
issues. The US, Canada, Mexico and the Federated States of
Micronesia (FSM) once again tabled their Protocol amendments
to make HFCs a controlled substance. Supported by a sizable
number of parties—one participant put the total of supporters
at 106 parties and counting—proponents of the amendment
emphasized the climate benefits of phasing down HFCs. They
emphasized that since this group of chemicals originated from
the Protocol’s agenda, phasing them down would be in line with
the Protocol’s objectives and would not affect the UNFCCC and
Kyoto Protocol mandates, nor preempt any measures the latter
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might take. The proponents note that the Montreal Protocol

has already phased out more ozone depleting greenhouse gases
than the Kyoto Protocol. The FSM and the US also cited the
Rio+20 Outcome Document, which recommended “a gradual
phase-down in the consumption and production of HFCs.” Other
parties made a number of additional arguments in support of the
amendments, highlighting economic, environmental and moral
concerns. Niger and the Maldives, for instance, stressed that
parties have a moral imperative to take action, with the Maldives
pointing out that if parties are committed to environmental
protection and global safety, it is not moral not to address the
challenge within the Protocol.

However, the case for phasing out HFCs, judged by the tenor
of the debate and informal exchanges in the corridors, is not
so straightforward. The opponents of the proposal, including
the members of the BRICS group (Brazil, Russia, India, China
and South Africa), produced counterarguments that drew on
economic, financial, legal, social, and technological issues. Their
main proposition was that HFCs are not ODS and thus do not
fall under the Montreal Protocol’s mandate, and instead relate to
the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol. One delegate wryly wondered
why a country that is not among the ardent supporters of the
Kyoto Protocol is now arguing for ambitious climate measures
“through the backdoor of the Montreal Protocol.”

Some delegates quietly suggested in informal discussions
that they harbored suspicions that the HFC proponents might be
motivated by industry interests. For instance, 3M, Honeywell,
DuPont and other multinational companies are at the cutting
edge of new technology and chemical substances, and are in a
position to reap profits from the expected transition, at least after
an initial phase of heavy investment. In fact, these companies are
already turning to new alternatives and technologies in advance
of regulation they expect (and possibly hope for). A BRICS
delegate recalled that some countries are still reeling from the
shock of the destruction of whole industries based on CFCs, and
said some parties’ hesitation regarding HFCs stems from concern
that dealing with HFCs might siphon funds from the work to
phase out HCFCs.

India was particularly vociferous in its opposition to the HFC
amendments, and delegates highlighted several concerns. India
repeatedly questioned the legality of addressing HFCs under the
Montreal Protocol, emphasizing while HFCs have a high GWP,
they are not an ODS. They referred to the huge investments
made in their national industry, employing substances that
would otherwise be earmarked for oblivion by the “chemically
advanced” parties. India also pointed to what they viewed as
inconsistencies, such as the continued use of HFCs in the US
and the EU when no alternatives are available. Safety concerns
were emphasized: alternatives like propane are flammable and
toxic, and can pose major problems in high ambient temperature
developing countries (noted for slack government regulation
and lax safety standards). India, supported by fellow BRICS
members, succeeded in blocking action on the HFC amendments
as well as HFC-associated items, such as a proposal on clean
production of HCFC-22, and one to compile voluntarily-

reported information on ODS transition policy measures, which
led several parties to express deep disappointment in the final
plenary sessions.

These outcomes might have been predicted, given that the
amendment proposals have been tabled at several previous
MOPs. Still, many suggested that this outcome is not the final
decision on the HFC amendments. As weary delegates added up
the results of the debate over HFCs, a shrewd observer of the
proceedings expressed hope, saying “We are five yards closer
to the walls of the fort...” Admittedly, some worried inhabitants
peer over the walls and see a Trojan horse poised to outwit the
fort defenders. It is still an open question whether chipping off
the fort walls will take another year or two, or five, but the drive
towards an HFC phase-out might gather speed, particularly if
strong incentives are available. One participant suggested that
if India’s fears of their companies losing a sizable chunk of the
home market if HFCs are put under control could be dispelled,
then it will move quickly. In this connection, Switzerland’s
initiative to maximize climate benefits in the MLF will be
an important factor, as will be the possibility of voluntary
contributions.

Furthermore, the agreement to discuss the amendment
during plenary and in an informal group represented progress,
considering that India and others successfully blocked
any discussion at MOP 23. But this time they conceded to
informally “discussing” ODS alternatives, albeit under the title
“Co-Conveners,” rather than Co-Chairs, which they regarded
as a notch lower in formality. While Russia did not support
the proposed amendments, its suggestion that a special group
be established to address the issue was seen as an important
development. China and Brazil, while ready to voice their
solidarity with India in principle, also showed a willingness to
engage in further discussions. Some detected signs that China,
with its export-oriented economy, might be in the process of
taking a long-term strategic look at HFCs.

A BIFURCATED HIGHWAY

The meeting was an occasion for lauding several distinguished
scientists, whose role in the Protocol’s history was seminal.
Stephen Andersen received a special award from the Russian
government, and the outgoing chief officers of the ozone
secretariat and the MLF were feted. But as congratulatory
speeches were delivered, some veteran participants felt nostalgia.
The Montreal Protocol is in transition and a change of guard
is taking place, with some negotiators stating that they may
not be around for the final ODS phase-out. As one delegate
observed, the anniversary meeting in Geneva marked the passing
of the torch to a younger generation. Against this background,
there was poignancy in calls for maintaining the networks and
the bonds built over the years among scientists and national
institutions and focal points. Several participants recalled the
comradeship and cooperation from previous years: the hard
bargaining and the late night sessions in which delegates were
driven by a commitment to compromise in order to reach
agreement. Some thought this commitment to compromise was
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evaporating, and expressed concern about too much politicization
and intolerance in recent MOPs. However, optimists argued

that the overhaul of membership on TEAP and its associated
organs will inject the “new blood” that will be necessary to pull
the Protocol through the difficult times ahead. At the end of the
day, the new areas of substantial work, especially on HFCs, are
the ones that will give the Protocol a new lease on life, posing
critical decisions for delegates in the meetings ahead.

Several participants emphasized that the debate about HFCs
should not obscure the Protocol’s original focus. Both the
Scientific Assessment Panel and one NGO noted that the ozone
layer recovery is yet to be detected: indeed, it might not be
restored to 1980 levels before 2050. Funding for background
observation stations, which do critical ozone monitoring, is
running dangerously low, and some national ozone units have
ceased functioning after World Bank grants petered out.

However, the biggest challenge lies in strategic decisions. The
HFC dilemma has again demonstrated the interconnectedness of
the global ecosystem; it has also shown the real-life synergies
between multilateral environmental agreements, where problems
spill over and beg to be resolved in a practical way, overcoming
man-made legalistic restrictions.

This challenge was evident when the normally simple
procedure of adopting the agenda resulted in debate among
parties regarding the re-tabling of proposed amendments to
the Protocol, as well as the addition of TEAP membership and
improved information on policy and control of ODS transition.
Much emphasis was placed on process and procedure by parties
opposing the adoption of amendments to the Protocol. For
instance, some parties argued that since previous discussions on
the proposed amendments had not concluded with agreement,
they should not be reopened. However, the current procedures
allow for agenda items to be forwarded to the OEWG or the next
MOFP for further discussion. This allows intersessional work to
reach agreement on contentious issues, such as those described
above. At the same time, such a strategy raises the question
about the point at which parties may decide to “call time” on an
issue that is proving difficult to resolve.

Several participants described the Montreal Protocol as
arriving at a crossroads, a sentiment that has been expressed with
increasing frequency in recent years. One participant invoked the
words of Robert Frost, noting that perhaps the Protocol will take
“the road less traveled:” the amendments may not be achieved
at MOP 25, but the long road of discussions and sometimes
acerbic debates may enable delegates to discover a way to reach
consensus. In a sense the Protocol is approaching a bifurcated
highway, partly obscured by fog, and hard decisions will need
to be taken. The HFC phase-down represents a historical
opportunity for the Protocol to revitalize and renew its life span.
The Protocol is a powerful driver for beneficial environmental
change and it can once again show itself as a model agreement
by imposing a concrete phase-out schedule, without preempting
what the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol can accomplish. In

fact, several parties emphasized the Protocol is already doing
more than the climate regime to address climate change, torn as
the mechanisms are by political strife.

It was indicative that in the closing minutes of the meeting
MOP 24 President Mehmood Alam of Pakistan issued a call for
strong and immediate action on climate change, saying “it is
time to act on HFCs.” MOP 24 focused the parties’ attention on
issues crucial for the Protocol; the vigorous debate in Geneva
has bared the political fissures and alliances, and, consequently,
the framework for upcoming negotiations. While delegates may
not yet be ready to commit to addressing HFCs at MOP 25, in
the view of majority of the participants, this issue provides the
opportunity to define the future of the Montreal Protocol.

UPCOMING MEETINGS

UNFCCC COP 18: The 18th session of the Conference of
the Parties (COP 18) to the UNFCCC and the eighth session of
the Conference of the Parties serving as the Meeting of Parties to
the Kyoto Protocol (CMP 8), among other associated meetings,
are scheduled to take place in Doha, Qatar. dates: 26 November
- 7 December 2012 location: Doha, Qatar contact: UNFCCC
Secretariat phone: +49-228-815-1000 fax: +49-228-815-1999
email: secretariat@unfcce.int www: http://unfccc.int/meetings/
doha nov_2012/meeting/6815.php

World Climate Summit 2012: The third annual World
Climate Summit, which is organized alongside UNFCCC COP
18, will bring together government leaders and representatives
from the business and finance community to discuss issues
related to a low-carbon economy and industrial, financial,
political and innovation drivers to accelerate progress in
mitigating and adapting to climate change. The meeting
will focus specifically on Qatar and the Middle East.

Topics of discussion include: public-private partnerships;
renewable energy; agriculture and water; emission reductions;
transportation; carbon pricing; and energy efficiency. dates: 1-2
December 2012 location: Doha, Qatar contact: Michael
Mathres phone: +44-7427-307730 email: michael@wclimate.
com www: http://www.worldclimatesummit.org/

68th Meeting of the Executive Committee of the
Multilateral Fund for the Montreal Protocol: The Executive
Committee will meet to approve projects and review
implementation of existing projects. dates: 3-7 December
2012 location: Montreal, Canada contact: Multilateral
Fund Secretariat phone: +1-514-282-1122 fax: +1-514-
282-0068 email: secretariat@unmfs.org www: http://www.
multilateralfund.org/

Joint Meeting of the Bureaux of the Conferences of the
Parties (COPs) to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm
Conventions: The Joint Meeting will review arrangements for
the extraordinary meeting of the COPs to the three conventions,
the proposal for the organization of their secretariats, joint
activities for the 2014-2015 biennium, the budget and possible
necessary amendments to the budgets of the three conventions
for the 2014-2015 biennium, and information received from the
UNEP ’s Executive Director on the outcome of the consultative
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process on financing options for chemicals and wastes. dates:
13-14 December 2012 location: Geneva, Switzerland contact:
Secretariat of the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions
phone: +41-22-917-8729 fax: +41-22-917-8098 email:
synergies@unep.org Www: http://synergies.pops.int/

Fifth Session of the INC to Prepare a Legally Binding
Instrument on Mercury: This meeting is the last of five
Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) meetings to
negotiate a legally binding instrument on mercury. dates: 13-18
January 2013 location: Geneva, Switzerland phone: +41-22-
917-8192 fax: +41-22-797-3460 email: mercury.chemicals@
unep.org www: http://www.unep.org/hazardoussubstances/
MercuryNot/MercuryNegotiations/tabid/3320/language/en-US/
Default.aspx

Expert Meeting on POPS in Articles in Use and “POPS-
Free” Initiative: Experts will provide input for a publication on
POPs in articles in use and the Stockholm Convention’s POPs-
free initiative. dates: 4-6 February 2013 location: Geneva,
Switzerland contact: Stockholm Convention Secretariat
phone: +41-22-917-8729 fax: +41-22-917-8098 email: ssc@
pops.int  www: http://www.pops.int

Coordinated Ordinary and Extraordinary Meetings of the
COPs to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions:
The ordinary and extraordinary meetings of the Conferences
of the Parties (COPs) to the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm
Conventions will convene in Geneva, Switzerland. dates: 28
April - 10 May 2013 location: Geneva, Switzerland phone:
+41-22-917-8729 fax: +41-22-917-8098 email: synergies@
unep.org Www: http://synergies.pops.int/Implementation/
ExCOPs/ExCOPs2013/tabid/2747/language/en-US/Default.aspx

Eleventh International Conference on Mercury as a Global
Pollutant: Convened under the theme “Science informing
global policy,” the conference will celebrate the official launch
of the UNEP Global Legally Binding Treaty on Mercury, and
consider how to put the treaty into practice. The meeting aims
to exchange information on the science of mercury behavior
and release, and its effect on ecosystems. dates: 28 July - 2
August 2013 location: Edinburgh, United Kingdom contact:
Marcus Pattison phone: +44-1727-858840 fax: +44-1727-
840310 email: info@mercury2013.com www: http://www.
mercury2013.com/

Ninth Meeting of the Persistent Organic Pollutants Review
Committee (POPRC-9): POPRC-9 will review chlorinated
naphthalenes, hexachlorobutadiene, hexabromocyclododecane,
and pentachlorophenol and its salts and esters, as well as discuss
other technical work such as the impact of climate change on the
POPRC’s work and common issues in applying Annex E criteria.
A joint meeting with the Rotterdam Convention’s Chemical
Review Committee (CRC) may be held on 19 October 2013,
if approved by the joint Basel/Rotterdam/Stockholm COPs.
dates: 14-18 October 2013 location: Rome, Italy contact:
Stockholm Convention Secretariat phone: +41-22-917-8729
fax: +41-22-917-8098 email: ssc@pops.int www: http://www.
pops.int

Ninth Meeting of the Rotterdam Convention CRC: This
subsidiary body of the Rotterdam Convention reviews chemicals
and pesticide formulations according to the criteria set out by
the Convention in Annexes II and IV, respectively, and makes
recommendations to the COP for listing these chemicals in
Annex III. A joint meeting with the POPRC may be held on
19 October 2012, if approved by the joint Basel/Rotterdam/
Stockholm COPs. dates: 21-25 October 2013 location: Rome,
Italy contact: Rotterdam Convention Secretariat phone: +41-
22-917-8296 fax: +41-22-917-8082 email: pic@pic.int www:
http://www.pic.int/

25th Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol:
MOP 25 is scheduled to consider a number of issues, including
nominations for critical- and essential-use exemptions. dates:
28 October -1 November 2013 location: Ukraine contact:
Ozone Secretariat phone: +254-20-762-3851 fax: +254-20-
762-4691 email: ozoneinfo@unep.org www: http://ozone.
unep.org/mew_site/en/historical meetings.php

GLOSSARY
CBDR Common but differentiated responsibilities
CFCs Chlorofluorocarbons
COP Conference of the Parties
CRP Conference room paper
CTC Carbon tetrachloride
CUEs Critical-use exemptions
CUNs Critical-use nominations
EEAP Environmental Effects Assessment Panel
EIA Environmental Investigation Agency
ExMOP Extraordinary Meeting of the Parties
FSM Federated States of Micronesia
GWP Global Warming Potential
HFCs Hydrofluorocarbons
HCFCs Hydrochlorofluorocarbons
ImpCom Implementation Committee
IPPC International Plant Protection Convention
ODP Ozone depletion potential
ODS Ozone depleting substances
OEWG Open-ended Working Group
MDIs Metered dose inhalers
MLF Multilateral Fund
MOP Meeting of the Parties
MTOC Medical Technical Options Committee
MBTOC Methyl Bromide Technical Options Committee
QPS Quarantine and pre-shipment
SAP Scientific Assessment Panel
TEAP Technology and Economic Assessment Panel
TOC Technical Options Committee
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme
UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on

Climate Change




