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ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﺌل ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺼﻠﺔ ﺒﺎﻻﻋﺘﺒﺎﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺒﺎﻟﺘﻜﺎﻟﻴﻑ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻴﻁﺔ ﺒﺘﻤﻭﻴل
ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ )ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ) 43/55ﺯ((

إن وﺛﺎﺋﻖ ﻣﺎ ﻗﺒﻞ اﻟﺪورات ﻗﺪ ﺗﺼﺪر دون إﺧﻼل ﺑﺄي ﻗﺮار ﺗﺘﺨﺬﻩ اﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ اﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺬﻳﺔ ﺑﻌﺪ ﺻﺪورهﺎ.
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ﻗﺭﺭﺕ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻤﻘﺭﺭﻫﺎ ) 43/55ﺯ( ،ﺃﻥ ﺘﻭﺍﺼل ﻤﺩﺍﻭﻻﺘﻬﺎ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﺍﻟﺴﻴﺎﺴﺎﺕ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺼﻠﺔ
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ﺒﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﻭﺘﺤﺩﻴﺩ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﺭﻜﻴﺏ ﻤﻌﺩﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻨﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﺨﺩﻤﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻭﺍﺩ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ،ﻭﻫﻭ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﻋﺩ ﺍﻟﺫﻱ ﻟﻥ ﺘﻜﻭﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻜﺎﻟﻴﻑ ﺍﻹﻀﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﻟﺘﺤﻭﻴل ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﺩﺍﺕ ﻤﺅﻫﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﺘﻤﻭﻴل،
ﺒﻐﻴﺔ ﺃﻥ ﺘﺘﻭﺼل ﺍﻻﻨﺘﻬﺎﺀ ﻤﻥ ﻤﺩﺍﻭﻻﺘﻬﺎ ﻗﺒل ﺘﻘﺩﻴﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺭﻭﻋﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺌﻤﺔ ﺒﺫﺍﺘﻬﺎ.
ﺍﻟﺨﻠﻔﻴﺔ
ﻭﻀﻊ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ ﻟﻸﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﻤﻥ ﺨﻼل ﻤﻘﺭﺭﻩ  ،6/XIXﺠﺩﻭﻻ ﺯﻤﻨﻴﺎ ﻤﻨﻘﺤﺎ ﻹﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﻤﻭﺍﺩ
-2
ﺍﻟﻤﺠﻤﻭﻋﺔ ﺍﻷﻭﻟﻰ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺠﻴﻡ ،ﻭﻫﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ .ﻭﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺓ  5ﻤﻥ ﻫﺫﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ،ﻭﺍﻓﻘﺕ
ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﻋﻠﻰ:

"ﺃﻥ ﻴﻜﻭﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺎﺡ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫ ﺒﺭﻭﺘﻭﻜﻭل ﻤﻭﻨﺘﺭﻴﺎل ﻓﻲ ﺩﻓﻌﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺠﺩﻴﺩ
ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺩﻡ ﻟﻠﻤﻭﺍﺭﺩ ﻤﺴﺘﻘﺭﺍ ﻭﻜﺎﻓﻴﺎ ﻟﺘﻐﻁﻴﺔ ﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺘﻜﺎﻟﻴﻑ ﺍﻹﻀﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻔﻕ ﻋﻠﻴﻬﺎ ﺤﺘﻰ ﺘﺘﻤﻜﻥ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻤﻠﺔ ﺒﻤﻭﺠﺏ
ﺍﻟﻤﺎﺩﺓ  5ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻭﻓﺎﺀ ﺒﺠﺩﻭل ﺍﻹﺴﺭﺍﻉ ﺒﺎﻟﺘﺨﻠﺹ ﺍﻟﺘﺩﺭﻴﺠﻲ ﻓﻲ ﻗﻁﺎﻋﻲ ﺍﻹﻨﺘﺎﺝ ﻭﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻭﻓﻕ ﻤﺎ ﻫﻭ ﻤﺤﺩﺩ ﺃﻋﻼﻩ،
ﻭﺘﻭﺠﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﺃﻴﻀﺎ ﺒﺈﺠﺭﺍﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻐﻴﻴﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻼﺯﻤﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻤﻌﺎﻴﻴﺭ ﺍﻷﻫﻠﻴﺔ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺼﻠﺔ
ﺒﺎﻟﻤﺭﺍﻓﻕ ﻭﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺒﻌﺩ ﺴﻨﺔ ."1995
ﻭﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺙ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ،ﻨﺎﻗﺵ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ،ﻓﻲ ﺇﻁﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﺒﻨﺩ  9ﻤﻥ ﺠﺩﻭل
-3
ﺍﻷﻋﻤﺎل :ﺨﻴﺎﺭﺍﺕ ﺘﻘﻴﻴﻡ ﻭﺘﺤﺩﻴﺩ ﺍﻟﺘﻜﺎﻟﻴﻑ ﺍﻹﻀﺎﻓﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺅﻫﻠﺔ ﻷﻨﺸﻁﺔ ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻭﺇﻨﺘﺎﺝ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ .ﻭﻨﺎﻗﺵ ﺍﻷﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﻜل ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺨﺎﺼﺔ ﺒﺎﻟﺘﺄﻫﻴل ﻟﻠﺤﺼﻭل ﻋﻠﻰ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل
ﻓﻀﻼ ﻋﻥ ﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ .ﻭﺘﺭﺩ ﺍﻷﺠﺯﺍﺀ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺼﻠﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺘﻘﺭﻴﺭ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺙ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ
) (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/53/67ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺍﻷﻭل ﺒﻬﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ.
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ﻭﺍﺸﺘﻤل ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ  37/53ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺜﻼﺙ ﻓﻘﺭﺍﺕ ﻓﺭﻋﻴﺔ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺼﻠﺔ:
)ﺃ(

ﺃﺸﺎﺭﺕ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺓ )ﺩ( ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﺴﻴﺎﺴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻤﺔ ﻟﻠﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﻭﻤﺒﺎﺩﺌﻪ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺠﻴﻬﻴﺔ
ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺠﻭﺩﺓ ﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﻨﻔﺩﺓ ﻟﻸﻭﺯﻭﻥ ﻏﻴﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ﺘﻜﻭﻥ
ﻭﺍﺠﺒﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻁﺒﻴﻕ ﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ﺇﻻ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻗﺭﺭﺕ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻏﻴﺭ
ﺫﻟﻙ ﻓﻲ ﻀﻭﺀ ﺃﻤﻭﺭ ﻤﻨﻬﺎ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻷﺨﺹ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ  6/XIXﺍﻟﺼﺎﺩﺭ ﻋﻥ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ
ﻟﻸﻁﺭﺍﻑ؛

)ﺏ( ﻭﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺓ ﺍﻟﻔﺭﻋﻴﺔ )ﻙ( ،ﺃﺤﻴﻁ ﻋﻠﻤﺎ ﺒﺄﻨﻪ ﺘﻡ ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺡ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴﺔ ﻹﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ:
)(1

) 2000ﻓﺭﺽ ﺤﺩ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺇﻨﺘﺎﺝ/ﺍﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺃﺤﺩ
ﺍﻟﺒﻠﺩﺍﻥ ﺍﻟﺭﺌﻴﺴﻴﺔ(؛

)(2

) 2003ﺁﻟﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻨﻅﻴﻔﺔ(؛

)(3

) 2005ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺍﺡ ﺒﺈﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﻤﻌﺠﻠﺔ ﻟﻠﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ(؛

)(4

) 2007ﺍﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ(؛

)(5

) 2010ﻨﻬﺎﻴﺔ ﺨﻁ ﺍﻷﺴﺎﺱ ﻟﻠﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ(؛

)(6

ﺘﻭﺍﻓﺭ ﺍﻟﺒﺩﺍﺌل؛
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)ﺝ( ﻭﻓﻲ ﺇﻁﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺓ ﺍﻟﻔﺭﻋﻴﺔ )ل( ،ﺩﻋﻲ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺴﺒﻴل ﺍﻷﻭﻟﻭﻴﺔ ،ﻤﻊ ﻤﺭﺍﻋﺎﺓ
ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺘﻴﻥ  5ﻭ 8ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ  6/XIXﻟﻼﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ ﻟﻸﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻴﻘﺩﻤﻭﺍ ﺁﺭﺍﺀﻫﻡ ﺇﻟﻰ
ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻋﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﺌل ﺍﻵﺘﻴﺔ:
)(1

ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل؛

)(2

ﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ.

ﻭﻟﻐﺭﺽ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ ،ﺍﺴﺘﺨﺭﺠﺕ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺭﺩﻭﺩ ﺍﻟﻭﺍﺭﺩﺓ ﺍﻷﺠﺯﺍﺀ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻁﺎﺒﻊ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻡ ﺃﻭ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺘﺘﻌﻠﻕ
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ﺒﻤﺴﺎﺌل ﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﻭﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻻﻨﺘﻬﺎﺀ .ﻭﺘﺭﺩ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺘﻁﻔﺎﺕ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ ﺒﻬﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ.
ﻭﺃﺸﺎﺭﺕ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ ) UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/55/47ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻠﻴل ﺍﻟﻤﻨﻘﺢ ﻟﻼﻋﺘﺒﺎﺭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ
-6
ﺒﺎﻟﺘﻜﺎﻟﻴﻑ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﻴﻁﺔ ﺒﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ( ،ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺘﺤﻠﻴل ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﺌل ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺒﺎﻟﺘﺄﻫﻴل ،ﻤﺜل
ﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻤﺎ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻜﺎﻥ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭﻴل ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ )ﺃﻱ ،ﺍﺴﺘﺒﺩﺍل ﺍﻟﻤﻌﺩﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺘﺴﺘﺨﺩﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ
ﺘﻡ ﺘﺭﻜﻴﺒﻬﺎ ﺒﻤﺴﺎﻋﺩﺓ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ( ﺃﻭ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﻗﺩﺭﺓ ﺍﻟﺘﺼﻨﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺘﻡ ﺘﺭﻜﻴﺒﻬﺎ ﺒﻌﺩ ﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻨﺘﻬﺎﺀ
ﻤﻌﻴﻥ ﺘﻌﺘﺒﺭ ﺠﺯﺀﺍ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻜﻠﻴﻑ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﺼﻭﺹ ﻋﻠﻴﻪ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻭﺭﻗﺔ .ﻭﺍﺴﺘﻨﺎﺩﺍ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺨﺫ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺭﺍﺒﻊ
ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ )ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ) 5/54ﺏ(( ،ﻓﺈﻨﻪ ﻻ ﻴﻤﻜﻥ ﺍﻟﻨﻅﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﻓﻘﺔ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﻹﻋﺩﺍﺩ ﻤﺸﺭﻭﻋﺎﺕ ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻨﻴﺔ ﺤﺘﻰ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺩﺱ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ،ﻭﻟﺫﻟﻙ ،ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺘﺒﻌﺩ ﺘﻘﺩﻴﻡ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺭﻭﻋﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻼﺤﻘﺔ ﻗﺒل
ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻤﻥ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ .ﻭﺍﺘﺨﺎﺫ ﻗﺭﺍﺭ ﻤﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺴﻴﺎﺴﺔ ﻭﻀﻊ ﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻟﺘﺭﻜﻴﺏ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﺩﺍﺕ ﺒﺤﻠﻭل ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ
ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺒﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﻓﻲ ﺃﻭﺍﺌل ﻋﺎﻡ  ،2009ﺇﺫﺍ ﺭﻏﺒﺕ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺫﻟﻙ ،ﻤﻥ ﺸﺄﻨﻪ ﺃﻥ ﻴﺴﻤﺢ ﺒﺎﻟﻨﻅﺭ ﻓﻲ
ﻤﺸﺭﻭﻋﺎﺕ ﺍﻹﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻘﺎﺌﻤﺔ ﺒﺫﺍﺘﻬﺎ ﺒﺘﺄﺨﻴﺭ ﺒﺴﻴﻁ ﺃﻭ ﺒﺩﻭﻥ ﺃﻱ ﺘﺄﺨﻴﺭ.
ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺼﻴﺔ
ﻗﺩ ﺘﻨﻅﺭ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻜﺎﻨﺕ ﺴﺘﻭﺍﺼل ﻤﻔﺎﻭﻀﺎﺘﻬﺎ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺘﺤﻭﻴﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﻭﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ
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ﺍﻻﻨﺘﻬﺎﺀ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺫﺍ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺃﻭ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺒﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ،ﻓﻲ ﻀﻭﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻜﻠﻴﻑ ﺍﻟﺼﺎﺩﺭ ﻋﻥ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ
ﻟﻸﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﻭﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻭﻤﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻭﺍﺭﺩﺓ ﺃﻋﻼﻩ ﻭﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻘﺎﺕ ﺒﻬﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ.
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Annex I

ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺍﻷﻭل

ﻤﻘﺘﻁﻑ ﻤﻥ ﺘﻘﺭﻴﺭ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺙ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﻓﻴﻤﺎ ﻴﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺎﻟﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺎﺕ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ
ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻭﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ
)ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ (UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/53/67
ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل
ﻋﺭﻀﺕ ﺍﻟﺭﺌﺎﺴﺔ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺍﺕ ﻤﻥ  32ﺇﻟﻰ  35ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘـﺔ  UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/53/60ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘـﺔ
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ﺒﺎﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل .ﻭﻜﺎﻨﺕ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻗﺩ ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺤﺕ ﺜﻼﺙ ﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﻨﻬﺎﺌﻴﺔ ﻤﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ :ﺍﻟﻴﻭﻡ ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺒﻕ ﻻﻨﻌﻘـﺎﺩ
ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻟﺙ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ) 25ﻨﻭﻓﻤﺒﺭ /ﺘﺸﺭﻴﻥ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ (2007؛ ﻭ 31ﺩﻴﺴﻤﺒﺭ /ﻜﺎﻨﻭﻥ ﺍﻷﻭل 2009
)ﻨﻬﺎﻴﺔ ﺃﻭل ﺴﻨﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺴﻨﺘﻲ ﺍﺤﺘﺴﺎﺏ ﺨﻁ ﺍﻷﺴﺎﺱ(؛ ﻭﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﺫﻱ ﺘﺼﺒﺢ ﻓﻴﻪ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻟﺒﺩﻴﻠﺔ ﻤﺘﻭﺍﻓﺭﺓ.
ﻭﺸﻌﺭ ﺃﺤﺩ ﺍﻷﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺒﺄﻥ ﺘﺤﺩﻴﺩ ﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻤﻥ ﺸﺄﻨﻪ ﺃﻥ ﻴﻔﺭﺽ ﻗﻴﻭﺩﺍ ﻋﻠﻰ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺍﻹﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﻭﺃﻥ ﻴﺅﺩﻱ ﺇﻟﻰ
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ﺃﻭﺠﻪ ﺘﺒﺎﻴﻥ ﻋﻤﻠﻲ ﺒﻴﻥ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﻭﺍﻟﻭﻜﺎﻻﺕ ﺍﻷﺨﺭﻯ .ﻭﺍﻗﺘﺭﺡ ﺒﺩﻴﻼ ﺁﺨﺭ ﻟﻼﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﻴﺘﻤﺜل ﻓﻲ ﺘﻤﺩﻴﺩ ﻤﻬﻠـﺔ ﻤﺠﻤـل
ﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻟﻐﺎﻴﺔ ﻨﻬﺎﻴﺔ ﺨﻁ ﺍﻷﺴﺎﺱ  ،2010 – 2009ﻤﺸﻴﺭﺍ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻷﻤﺭ ﻤﺘﺭﻭﻙ ﻟﻠﺒﻠﺩﺍﻥ ﺒﺄﻥ ﺘﻘﺭﺭ ﻤﺎ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻜﺎﻨـﺕ
ﺘﺭﻏﺏ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﻗﻑ ﻋﻥ ﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻓﻲ ﻤﻭﻋﺩ ﺴﺎﺒﻕ ﻟﺫﻟﻙ.
ﻭﺃﻋﺭﺏ ﻋﺩﺓ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﻋﻥ ﺭﻓﻀﻬﻡ ﻻﺨﺘﻴﺎﺭ ﻋﺎﻡ  2010ﺃﻭ ﺤﺘﻰ ﺃﻱ ﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺁﺨﺭ ﻻﺤﻕ ﻟﻌﺎﻡ  2007ﻜﺘـﺎﺭﻴﺦ
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ﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻟﻭﻗﻑ ﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻭﺫﻟﻙ ﺒﻐﻴﺔ ﺘﺠﻨﺏ ﻓﺭﺽ ﻤﺜﺒﻁﺎﺕ ﺘﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺘﺨﻔﻴﺽ ﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﻭﺍﻹﻨﺘﺎﺝ ،ﻤﻥ ﻗﺒﻴـل ﺍﻟﺘﺸـﺠﻴﻊ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﺇﻨﺸﺎﺀ ﻤﺭﺍﻓﻕ ﺠﺩﻴﺩﺓ ﺃﻭ ﺩﻓﻊ ﺍﻻﺴﺘﻬﻼﻙ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻗﺼﻰ ﺤﺩ ﻤﻤﻜﻥ ﺨﻼل ﺍﻟﻔﺘﺭﺓ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺒﻘﻴﺔ ﻗﺒل ﺤﻠﻭل ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬـﺎﺌﻲ.
ﻭﺃﺸﺎﺭ ﻋﻀﻭ ﻜﺫﻟﻙ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺇﻤﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﺨﺘﻼﻑ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻴﺔ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺼﻠﺔ ﺤﺴﺏ ﺍﺨﺘﻼﻑ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺍﺩ .ﻭﺃﻋﺭﺏ ﻋﻀﻭ ﺁﺨﺭ ﻋﻥ
ﻤﻌﺎﺭﻀﺘﻪ ﻻﺨﺘﻴﺎﺭ ﺃﻱ ﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺴﺎﺒﻕ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺴﺒﺘﻤﺒﺭ/ﺃﻴﻠﻭل  2007ﻟﺘﺤﺩﻴﺩ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻟﻼﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ .ﻭﺠـﺭﺕ ﺃﻴﻀـﺎ
ﻤﻨﺎﻗﺸﺔ ﺘﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻤﺎ ﺇﺫﺍ ﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻴﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺇﻨﺸﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻘﺩﺭﺓ ﺃﻭ ﺒﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﺒﺩﺀ ﺍﻟﻔﻌﻠﻲ ﻟﻺﻨﺘﺎﺝ .ﺒﻴـﺩ ﺃﻥ
ﺍﻟﺭﺌﻴﺱ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻙ ﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺨﺒﺭﺍﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻴﻴﻡ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻨﻲ ﻭﺍﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎﺩﻱ ﺃﻭﻀﺢ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻷﻤﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺤﺎﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻤـﻭﺍﺩ ﺍﻷﺨـﺭﻯ ﺍﻟﻤﺴـﺘﻨﻔﺩﺓ
ﻟﻸﻭﺯﻭﻥ ﻴﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺇﻨﺸﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻘﺩﺭﺓ ،ﺤﺘﻰ ﻭﺇﻥ ﻜﺎﻥ ﺍﻹﻨﺘﺎﺝ ﻟﻡ ﻴﺒﺩﺃ ﺒﻌﺩ.
ﻭﻗﺎل ﻋﻀﻭ ﺁﺨﺭ ﺇﻥ ﺜﻤﺔ ﺒﻌﺽ ﺍﻹﺸﻜﺎﻻﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘﺔ ﺒﺎﻹﻨﺼﺎﻑ ﺒﺭﺯﺕ ﻓﻲ ﻤﺎ ﻴﺘﺼل ﺒﻤﻭﻀﻭﻉ ﺍﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ.
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ﻓﻘﺩ ﻗﺎﻡ ﺃﺤﺩ ﻜﺒﺎﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﺘﺠﻴﻥ ﺒﺘﺤﺩﻴﺩ ﺴﻘﻑ ﺇﻨﺘﺎﺝ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ﺒﻤﺴﺘﻭﻯ ﻋﺎﻡ  ،2000ﻭﻗﺭﺭ ﻤﺤﻔل ﺒﻴﺌـﻲ
ﺁﺨﺭ ﺴﺩﺍﺩ ﻨﻔﻘﺎﺕ ﺇﺘﻼﻑ ﺍﻟﻨﻭﺍﺘﺞ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﺄﺘﻴﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺇﻨﺘﺎﺝ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ  ،22ﻤﻤﺎ ﺃﺩﻯ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺇﻴﺠﺎﺩ ﺤﺎﻓﺯ ﺴـﻭﻗﻲ
ﻟﻺﻓﺭﺍﻁ ﻓﻲ ﺇﻨﺘﺎﺠﻪ ﻭﺘﻐﻴﻴﺭ ﺍﻟﺴﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻌﺎﻟﻤﻲ .ﻭﻗﺩ ﺸﻜل ﺫﻟﻙ ﺴﺒﺒﺎ ﻭﺠﻴﻬﺎ ﻟﻌﺩﻡ ﺘﺤﻤﻴل ﺍﻟﺼـﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﻤﺴـﺅﻭﻟﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘـﺩﻨﻲ
ﺍﻟﻤﺼﻁﻨﻊ ﻟﻸﺴﻌﺎﺭ ﻭﺘﻐﻴﺭ ﺍﻷﺴﻭﺍﻕ .ﻭﻤﻥ ﺒﻴﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﻬل ﺍﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﺫﻜﻭﺭﺓ ﻋﺎﻡ  ،2005ﻋﻨﺩﻤﺎ ﻭﻀﻌﺕ ﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﻤﺭﻜﺒﺎﺕ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ﻷﻭل ﻤﺭﺓ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺠﺩﻭل ﺍﻷﻋﻤﺎل ﺍﻟﺩﻭﻟﻲ ،ﻭﻤﻭﻋﺩ ﺍﻨﻌﻘﺎﺩ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ ﻟﻸﻁـﺭﺍﻑ
ﻓﻲ  ،2007ﻭﻋﺎﻡ  2003ﺍﻟﺫﻱ ﺍﺴﺘﺨﺩﻤﺘﻪ ﺁﻟﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻤﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻨﻅﻴﻔﺔ.
ﻭﻟﻡ ﻴﺘﻤﻜﻥ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺼل ﺇﻟﻰ ﺘﻭﺍﻓﻕ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻵﺭﺍﺀ ﻓﻲ ﺸﺄﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻟﻼﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ.
-5
ﻟﺫﺍ ،ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺡ ﺃﻥ ﻴﻘﺩﻡ ﺍﻷﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺁﺭﺍﺀﻫﻡ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻭﺃﻥ ﺘﺤﻴل ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻵﺭﺍﺀ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨـﺔ ﻓـﻲ
ﺍﺠﺘﻤﺎﻋﻬﺎ ﺍﻟﺭﺍﺒﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ ﺘﻴﺴﻴﺭﺍ ﻟﻠﻤﻀﻲ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻨﻅﺭ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ.
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ﻭﻓﻲ ﻤﺎ ﻴﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﺈﺴﺩﺍﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺠﻴﻪ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﺩﺭﺍﺴﺔ ﺘﺠﺩﻴﺩ ﻤﻭﺍﺭﺩ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ،ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺤﺕ ﺇﻤﻜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﺃﻥ ﺘﺩﺭﺱ ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺨﺒﺭﺍﺀ
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ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻴﻴﻡ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻨﻲ ﻭﺍﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎﺩﻱ ﻤﺨﺘﻠﻑ ﺍﻟﺘﻭﺍﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻤﺤﺘﻤﻠﺔ ﺒﻤﻭﺍﺯﺍﺓ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ .ﻭﺃﺸﻴﺭ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺴـﺎﻟﺔ ﺫﺍﺕ ﺼـﻠﺔ
ﺒﻨﺸﺎﻁ ﻓﺭﻴﻕ ﻋﻤل ﻟﺠﻨﺔ ﺨﺒﺭﺍﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻴﻴﻡ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻨﻲ ﻭﺍﻻﻗﺘﺼﺎﺩﻱ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻨﻲ ﺒﺈﻋﺎﺩﺓ ﺘﺯﻭﻴﺩ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺒﺎﻟﻤﺎل.
ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ
ﻋﺭﻀﺕ ﺍﻟﺭﺌﺎﺴﺔ ﻟﻠﻔﻘﺭﺍﺕ ﻤﻥ  36ﺇﻟﻰ  42ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘـﺔ  UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/53/60ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﻠﻘـﺔ
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ﺒﻌﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ .ﻭﺃﻭﺼﺕ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺒﺄﻥ ﺘﺒﺎﺩﺭ ﺍﻟﻭﻜﺎﻻﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﻨﻔﺫﺓ ﻭﻭﺤﺩﺍﺕ ﺍﻷﻭﺯﻭﻥ ﺍﻟﻭﻁﻨﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻨﻴﺔ،
ﺇﺒﺎﻥ ﻭﻀﻊ ﺨﻁﻁ ﻹﺩﺍﺭﺓ ﺇﺯﺍﻟﺔ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ،ﺇﻟﻰ ﺇﺩﺭﺍﺝ ﻤﺴﺢ ﻟﻠﻤﺅﺴﺴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺘﺤﻭﻟﺕ ﺇﻟﻰ ﻤﺭﻜﺒـﺎﺕ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ﺒﻤﺴﺎﻋﺩﺓ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﺒﻤﺎ ﻴﺸﻴﺭ ﺒﻭﺠـﻪ ﺨـﺎﺹ ﺇﻟـﻰ ﺴـﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﺤـﻭل،
ـﺘﻬﻼﻙ
ـﺘﻭﻯ ﺍﺴـ
ـﻭل ،ﻭﻤﺴـ
ـﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﺤـ
ـﺎﻥ ﻋﻤﻠﻴـ
ـﺩﺭﺓ ﺇﺒـ
ـﺭﺍﻫﻥ ،ﻭﺍﻟﻘـ
ـﺕ ﺍﻟـ
ـﻲ ﺍﻟﻭﻗـ
ـﺘﺨﺩﻤﺔ ﻓـ
ـﺎ ﺍﻟﻤﺴـ
ﻭﺍﻟﺘﻜﻨﻭﻟﻭﺠﻴـ
ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ﺨﻼل ﺍﻟﺴﻨﻭﺍﺕ ﺍﻟﺴﺎﺒﻘﺔ ،ﻭﺘﻜﻨﻭﻟﻭﺠﻴﺎ ﺍﻹﺤﻼل ،ﻭﺍﻟﻭﻗﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ﻟﻌﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﺤـﻭل ﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻴـﺔ.
ﻭﺃﻭﺼﺕ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﺃﻴﻀﺎ ﺒﺄﻥ ﺘﻘﻭﻡ ،ﺘﻴﺴﻴﺭﺍ ﻹﻋﺎﺩﺓ ﺒﺤﺙ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺄﻟﺔ ،ﺒﺘﺠﻤﻴﻊ ﻨﺘﺎﺌﺞ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﻭﺤﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻭﻁﻨﻴـﺔ ﻭﺘﺒﻠﻴـﻎ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨـﺔ
ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺜﺎﻨﻲ ﺍﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺘﻌﻘﺩﻩ ﻓﻲ ﻋﺎﻡ .2009
ﻭﻗﺎل ﻋﺩﺓ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺇﻥ ﺍﻻﺘﻔﺎﻕ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸـﺭ ﻟﻸﻁـﺭﺍﻑ ﻋﻠـﻰ ﺘﻌﺠﻴـل ﺇﺯﺍﻟـﺔ ﻤﺭﻜﺒـﺎﺕ
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ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ﻜﺎﻥ ﻤﺸﺭﻭﻁﺎ ﺒﺎﻻﺘﻔﺎﻕ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴـﺔ .ﻭﺃﺸـﻴﺭ ﺇﻟـﻰ
ﻀﺭﻭﺭﺓ ﺘﻤﻭﻴل ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﺍﻟﻤﺫﻜﻭﺭﺓ .ﻭﻗﺎل ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺁﺨﺭﻭﻥ ﺇﻨﻪ ﻓﻲ ﺤﻴﻥ ﺃﻨﻪ ﻗﺩ ﻴﻜﻭﻥ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻀﺭﻭﺭﻱ ﺘـﻭﻓﻴﺭ
ﻤﺴﺘﻭﻯ ﻤﺎ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺩﺓ ﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺍﻓﻕ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﻤﻥ ﺍﺴﺘﺨﺩﺍﻡ ﻤﺭﻜﺒﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ ،ﻗـﺩ
ﺘﺘﺨﺫ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺩﺓ ﺸﻜل ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﻋﺩﺓ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﻨﻴﺔ .ﻭﻗﺩﻤﺕ ﻋﺩﺓ ﻤﺴﺎﻫﻤﺎﺕ ﺘﺘﻌﻠﻕ ﺒﻜﻴﻔﻴﺔ ﺠﻤﻊ ﺍﻟﻤﻌﻠﻭﻤﺎﺕ ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻓﻀل ﻭﺠـﻪ
ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﺍﻟﺸﺭﻜﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺴﺒﻕ ﻟﻬﺎ ﺃﻥ ﺍﺴﺘﻔﺎﺩﺕ ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺍﻟﻤﺘﻌﺩﺩ ﺍﻷﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﻭﻟﺫﺍ ﺍﻗﺘﺭﺡ ﺍﻟﺒﻌﺽ ﺃﻥ ﺘﻭﻀﻊ ﺩﺭﺍﺴـﺔ
ﻤﻜﺘﺒﻴﺔ ﺍﺴﺘﻨﺎﺩﺍ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻟﺴﺠﻼﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺨﻴﺔ ﻭﺍﻟﺘﻘﺎﺭﻴﺭ ﺍﻟﻤﻭﺠﻭﺩﺓ ﻟﺩﻯ ﺃﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺼﻨﺩﻭﻕ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﺸﺎﺭﻴﻊ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺃﺨﺫﺕ ﺘﻌﺘﻤـﺩ
ﻋﻠﻰ ﻤﺭﻜﺒﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﻬﻴﺩﺭﻭﻜﻠﻭﺭﻭﻓﻠﻭﺭﻭﻜﺭﺒﻭﻥ.
ﻭﺍﻗﺘﺭﺡ ﺃﻴﻀﺎ ﺃﻥ ﻴﺤﻴل ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﺁﺭﺍﺀﻫﻡ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺓ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ ﺇﻟـﻰ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨـﺔ
-9
ﺒﺤﻠﻭل  15ﻴﻨﺎﻴﺭ /ﻜﺎﻨﻭﻥ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ  ،2008ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ ﺘﺘﻴﺢ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﺘﻠﻙ ﺍﻹﺤﺎﻻﺕ ﻟﻼﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺭﺍﺒـﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴـﻴﻥ ﻟﻠﺠﻨـﺔ
ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ.
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ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ
ﺍﻵﺭﺍﺀ ﺍﻟﺘﻲ ﺃﻋﺭﺒﺕ ﻋﻨﻬﺎ ﺍﻟﺒﻠﺩﺍﻥ ﺒﺸﺄﻥ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل

ﻗﺭﺭﺕ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ،ﻤﻥ ﺨﻼل ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ ) 27/53ل( ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺴﺒﻴل ﺍﻷﻭﻟﻭﻴﺔ ،ﻭﻤﻊ ﻤﺭﺍﻋﺎﺓ ﺍﻟﻔﻘﺭﺘﻴﻥ  5ﻭ8
-1
ﻤﻥ ﺍﻟﻤﻘﺭﺭ  6/XIXﻟﻼﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺴﻊ ﻋﺸﺭ ﻟﻸﻁﺭﺍﻑ ،ﺃﻥ ﺘﺩﻋﻭ ﺃﻋﻀﺎﺀ ﺍﻟﻠﺠﻨﺔ ﺍﻟﺘﻨﻔﻴﺫﻴﺔ ﺇﻟﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻴﻘﺩﻤﻭﺍ ﺁﺭﺍﺀﻫﻡ ﺇﻟﻰ
ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﺒﺤﻠﻭل  15ﻴﻨﺎﻴﺭ  2008ﻋﻥ ﺍﻟﻘﻀﺎﻴﺎ ﺍﻵﺘﻴﺔ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺃﻥ ﻴﻜﻭﻥ ﻤﻔﻬﻭﻤﺎ ﺃﻥ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﺴﻭﻑ ﺘﻘﻭﻡ ﺒﺈﺘﺎﺤﺔ ﺍﻟﺒﻴﺎﻨﺎﺕ
ﺇﻟﻰ ﺍﻻﺠﺘﻤﺎﻉ ﺍﻟﺭﺍﺒﻊ ﻭﺍﻟﺨﻤﺴﻴﻥ.
-2

ﻭﺍﺸﺘﻤﻠﺕ ﺍﻟﻤﺴﺎﺌل ،ﻀﻤﻥ ﻤﺴﺎﺌل ﺃﺨﺭﻯ ،ﻋﻠﻰ ﺍﻟﻨﻘﺎﻁ ﺍﻟﺘﺎﻟﻲ:
)ﺃ(

ﺍﻟﺘﺎﺭﻴﺦ ﺍﻟﻨﻬﺎﺌﻲ ﻻﺴﺘﺤﻘﺎﻕ ﺍﻟﺘﻤﻭﻴل؛ ﻭ

)ﺏ(

ﻋﻤﻠﻴﺎﺕ ﺍﻟﺘﺤﻭل ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﺤﻠﺔ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻴﺔ.

ﻭﺘﻭﻓﺭ ﺍﻷﻤﺎﻨﺔ ﻓﻲ ﻫﺫﺍ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﻤﻘﺘﻁﻔﺎﺕ ﻤﻥ ﻫﺫﻩ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﺎﺭﻴﺭ .ﻭﺘﺭﺩ ﺍﻟﺘﻘﺎﺭﻴﺭ ﺍﻷﺼﻠﻴﺔ ﻓﻲ ﺍﻟﻤﺭﻓﻕ ﺍﻟﺜﺎﻨﻲ ﻤﻥ
-3
ﺍﻟﻭﺜﻴﻘﺔ .UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/54/53
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SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENTS OF AUSTRALIA AND CANADA
Joint Submission
[…]
Cut-off date for funding eligibility
Canada considers that the cut-off date for funding eligibility of HCFC facilities should be a date in the
past. This would provide certainty for both Article 5 and non-Article 5 countries with respect to their
liabilities and provide a base that can be technically reviewed effectively and on which our forward
liabilities can be easily calculated. Furthermore, while the acceleration of the phase-out of HCFCs was
agreed to in 2007, all Parties have known that HCFCs were due for phase-out since the 1992 Copenhagen
amendment, and have had the opportunity to tailor their domestic regulatory regimes in consequence.
While the cut-off date should be in the past, Canada believes that the current cut-off date of July 1st, 1995
is not appropriate in the case of HCFCs, because at that time, HCFC alternatives were not readily
available for all applications in Article 5 countries. In addition, the Parties clearly intended that the
Executive Committee select a cut-off date after 1995, when it decided, in Decision XIX/6, to direct the
Executive Committee “to make the necessary changes to the eligibility criteria related to post-1995
facilities”.
Canada suggests that the most preferable cut-off date is 2004. By 2004, alternatives to most uses of
HCFCs were clearly available. 2004 is the year when non-Article 5 Parties were mandated, under the
Montreal Protocol, to achieve their first reduction in HCFC consumption (i.e. 35% reduction). The fact
that non-Article 5 Parties easily achieved or exceeded this reduction suggests that there was little need to
establish new HCFC manufacturing capacity by that time.
Furthermore, under the Kyoto’s Protocol Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), any HCFC-22
production capacity established after 2004 is considered not eligible to receive HFC-23 destruction
credits. Since this cut-off date under the CDM was selected to remove any perverse incentive increase
HCFC-22 production, it can be argued that it was a signal for the markets in Article 5 Parties to constrain
growth. Aligning the CDM and MLF eligibility cut-off dates and restricting access to MLF funds to
firms that began (or expanded) operations after the end of 2004 would establish clear liabilities for the
MLF and producers of HCFC-22.
Second-stage conversion
In Decision XIX/6, the Parties also directed the Executive Committee to make the necessary changes to
the eligibility criteria related to second-stage conversions. While this suggests that the Executive
Committee should consider providing assistance to firms which converted to HCFCs with MLF
financing, it does not oblige the Executive Committee to cover the entire costs associated with the
conversions of such enterprises. In fact, full funding may not be justified for the following reasons:
•

almost all MLF-assisted transitions to HCFCs were in the foam sector, where in many cases
drop-in substitutes to HCFCs can be used in existing manufacturing equipment, making
conversion unnecessary;

•

the enterprises concerned signed letters committing to phasing out HCFCs without further
assistance from MLF - the fact that this phase-out schedule has now been accelerated does
not completely invalidate this commitment; at the most, it could be argued that it obliges the
MLF to pay for the incremental costs associated only with the acceleration of the phase-out;
2
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•

since the majority of MLF foam projects were implemented prior to 2002, a significant
portion of the manufacturing capacity installed will need to be replaced anyway by the time
Article 5 Parties have to achieve their first HCFC reduction (i.e. 2015)

For these reasons, Canada believes that the principal role of the MLF with respect to second stage
conversion should be to provide:
(1) training and technical assistance to make basic adjustments to existing foam manufacturing
equipment, if needed, to ensure such equipment can function effectively and efficiently with
substitutes when possible;
(2) funding for additional safety-related costs associated with the use of substitutes, mainly when
hydrocarbons are selected as alternatives to HCFCs, and
(3) funding to cover the operational costs of using HCFC substitutes for the traditional 2-year period.
-----------------SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF CHINA
China's Views on Some Issues Concerning HCFC
[…]
II. Cut-off date for funding eligibility
We think the following several dates could be considered as the cut-off date for funding eligibility:
1. December 31, 2009.
This marks the end of the first year of the two years for calculating the baseline, and the production
capacity which is in existence by then should have contributed to the baseline and consequently be
considered as eligible for funding for phasing out HCITC consumption and production.
2. December 31, 2008.
As the Adjustment regarding the accelerated phase-out of HCFC has just been approved for a couple of
months, the Article 5 countries need some time to make and issue relevant policies to the industry. And
generally speaking, this process takes about 1-2 years. Therefore, December 31, 2008 could be a
reasonable date for cut-off for funding eligibility.
3. September 17, 2007.
We think the date when the Adjustment was approved could also be considered as one choice. However,
as there are some production installations whose establishment is approved by the national government
but which are not in production by then, we strongly believe that this kind of production capacity should
hot be excluded for funding in this choice.
III. Second-stage conversions
As we reiterated at the 53rd Meeting of the Executive Committee, we regard the funding for the secondstage conversions an issue of principle which has been agreed by all Parties, and think that the MLF
should of course fund the second-stage conversions.
The conversion h m CFC to HCFC in most enterprises was the only choice they could make under the
circumstances f that time. These enterprises have made great investment themselves in the conversion,
and were expecting to: use these installations for the future years. However, due to the accelerated phaseout of HCFC, the enterprises will surely suffer great loss. If government ask the enterprises to bear all the
3
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loss themselves, they are very likely to be malcontent with the government, &td their opinion will also
probably have bad influence on other enterprise, i.e., to make them worry and reluctant to participate in
future projects organized by the Governments. And this will pose great obstacles in the future phase-out
efforts of the governments of the Article 5 countries.
The above mentioned points represent China's views on the issues relevant to HCFC in the Decision
53/37. China has enjoyed fruitful cooperation with the MLF for 20 years, and China hope to continue this
cooperation in the phase-out of HCFC, thus to make continuous contribution to the protection of the
ozone layer.
-----------------SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF CZECH REPUBLIC
Comments of the Czech Republic
[…]
(iii) Cut-off date for funding eligibility
We believe it would be advisable to link the cut-off date with the year of introduction of the CDM
mechanism what would be 2003 as the large portion of the high growth in HCFC market is caused by the
inappropriate incentive created by CDM while phase-out date for HCFC was already established in the
Montreal Protocol. The: MLF should not finance growth of HCFC production and consumption that
resulted from that action.
The latest cut-off date possible is definitely 25 November 2007 what corresponds with a preceding logic
for establishing a cut-off date for CFCs (paragraph 32 to 34 of UNEP/Ozl.Pro/ExCom/53/60).
Consideration of any later cut-~off date seems unacceptable. That way the MLF would finance
HCFCs introduced after the time when the decision for supporting their substitution was taken already.
(iv) Second stage conversions
We believe that second stage conversions should be financed to certain extent. because the language of
the decision of the Parties XlX/16 simply expresses a change of policy in this regard and this change
play4 and important role in reaching an agreement an HFCF , accelerated phase-out. We therefore think
that it is necessary to support second stage conversions and to determine an adequate criteria and cut-off
date for such support.
It would be very useful to gather the information on all projects and plants that have been subject to MLF
support with use of introducing an HCFC production or consumption including the year of conversion.
That way the Executive Committee would be able to see how big the problem is and what time scale and
amount of ODP is involved. That could subsequently enable the ExCom to determine what changes to its
second stage conversion policy and eligibility criteria are necessary and how to address the paragraph 5 of
the decision of the Parties XlW6.
More strict criteria for second stage conversions compared to facilities not yet financed are in our view at
least worth considering.
------------------
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SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF GERMANY
Germany’s response to Executive Committee Decision 53/37:
[…]
(iii) Cut-off date for funding eligibility;
A compromise to determine the cut of date could be based on:
First step: start from the date the MP adjustment in September 2007.
Second step: negotiate how much time should be reasonably allowed for governments to officially notify
their concerned industries about the adjustment and its consequences.
In this way enterprises which are legitimately in the process of production capacity increases at the time
the adjustment came into force would not unduly be penalized. On the other hand enterprises that may
attempt to attract illegitimate funding through last minute production increases could be largely
eliminated. This in turn would strengthen the hand of governments as they could deal with their industries
as a whole thereby avoiding resistance from individual enterprises due to distinctions that must be
perceived as arbitrary.
(iv) Second-stage conversions"
-

Records of all MLF funded conversions of enterprises exist. The MLFS should comment on the
feasibility of preparing a status report on those enterprises identifying
a. whether or not the enterprise is still in business, the age of the funded production line and
its expected remaining useful commercial life time.
b. the current status of HCFC-production
c. other parameters helpful for an informed decision about reasonable eligible incremental
costs for a second conversion.

-

Consider second funding of installed HCFC capacities in cases
a. where full economic consideration of already provided assistance for the conversion from
CFC to HCFC is given
b. where enterprises had been specifically converted to HCFC (no further funding will be
approved for companies that had received funding for Non-HCFC alternatives)
c. assistance is provided only for essential investment parts, not for any operational costs
reimbursement.
------------------

SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN
Japan’s views on options for assessing and defining eligible incremental costs for HCFC
consumption and production phase-out activities
(Submitted to the 54th Meeting of the Executive Committee in accordance with Decision 53/37)
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General comments
¾ Japan respects the decision XIX/6 of the Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol which was
adopted on the occasion of the 20th anniversary of the adoption of the Protocol and supports the
concept that the agreed incremental costs should be covered by the Multilateral Fund to enable
Article 5 Parties to comply with their new commitment to the phase-out of HCFCs.
¾ Members of the Executive Committee are invited to submit their views on four issues with regard
to the eligible incremental costs for phasing-out HCFCs under the decision 53/37 of the Executive
Committee. Japan would like to submit its final views after a series of documents are published by
the Fund Secretariat based on its experience and consultants’ expertise for the consideration at the
54th Meeting of the Executive Committee. In general, Japan believes that discussions at the next
Meeting of the Executive Committee should be conducted on the basis of the spirit of decision
XIX/6 and be led to how we can assure the flexibility and efficiency and maximize the ozone
protection benefit taking into account the cost-effectiveness and the impact on climate change.
¾ With those in mind, Japan submits its tentative views as follows.
Specific suggestions
[…]
(iii) Cut-off date for funding eligibility
¾ Though six options are presented as a result of discussions at the 53rd Meeting, Members of the
Executive Committee should continue to discuss on this issue to narrow these options down at the
next Meeting, with a view to decreasing burdens of the Technology and Economy Assessment
Panel when it considers the level of upcoming replenishment.
(iv) Second-stage conversions
¾ Japan fully understands the fact that the 19th Meeting of the Parties directs the Executive
Committee to make the necessary changes to the eligibility criteria related to second-stage
conversions in the paragraph 5 of the decision XIX/8 with the understanding that the Multilateral
Fund will cover all agreed incremental costs to enable Article 5 Parties to comply with the
accelerated phase-out of HCFCs. As mentioned in (i) above, Japan expects that the idea presented
in paragraphs 41 and 42 of UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom53/60 concerning second-stage conversions
should be realized in order to consider the necessary and effective assistance taking into account
the current situation of facilities converted from CFCs to HCFCs through the assistance by the
Fund.
(END)
-----------------SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF MEXICO
(l) As a matter of priority, and taking into account paragraphs 5 and 8 of decision XIX/6 of the Nineteenth
Meeting of the Parties, to invite Executive Committee Members to submit their views on the following
issues to the Secretariat, by 15 January 2008, with the understanding that the Secretariat would make the
submissions available to the 54th Meeting:
[…]
(iii)

Cut-off date for funding eligibility;
6
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The dates proposed were the following:
2000 (Cap of HCFC production/consumption in one major country);
Not acceptable because during the year 2000 and further years there were several conversions from
CFC to HCFC, in this case several companies could be out of funding.
2003 (Clean Development Mechanism);
Not acceptable because this is not for consideration in the Montreal Protocol, because the CDM help
to avoid the use of green house gases without considering the substance controlled by the Montreal
Protocol.
2005 (proposal for accelerated phase-out of HCFCs);
This date is also not acceptable because the rules for the phase out of HCFC were not established and
there were also several companies that were doing the conversion from CFC to HCFC.

2007 (Nineteenth Meeting of the Parties);
Considering the same criteria for the CFC cut off date, September 16th of 2007 was the date that the
parties agreed to accelerate the phase out of HCFC, and then all the companies that consumed before
this date are eligible and avoid the installation of new plants after this date.

2010 (end of the baseline for HCFCs);
Not acceptable because with this date we would promote the installation of new companies increasing
artificially the consumption of HCFC.

(iv)

Second-stage conversions;

The second stage conversion should be considered in a case by case basis, considering the cost of the
technology transfer, the incremental costs and technical support to use the new technologies.
-----------------SUBMITTED BY THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BACKGROUND
The United States would like to congratulate the global community for its significant progress in phaseout of ozone depleting chemicals. We believe that Article 5 countries have acquired vast experience over
the last two decades implementing programs, projects and policies to phase out ODS in accordance with
obligations under the Montreal Protocol and with $2 billion worth of assistance from the Multilateral
Fund. The challenge of phasing out HCFCs should take advantage of the capacities that Article 5
countries have acquired in implementing their domestic programmes, projects and policies to address the
phase-out of other ODS.
Looking forward, the United States anticipates that there will be efficiencies, structures, and institutions
on which to build the HCFC phase-out which will likely result in a decreased need for investment in
certain areas of the Article 5 country phase-out HCFCs. In addition, we note that it is likely that there
will be a decreased demand on Article 5 capacities as we move forward. Currently, Article 5 countries
manage the phase-outs of 11 individual ODSs (CFCs, halons, methyl bromide, carbon tetrachloride, and
methyl chloroform) compared to a post 2010 outlook where responsibilities will lie primarily with
managing four major HCFCs which are, by in large, used in fewer industrial sectors than all of the other
7
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ODSs. These factors suggest the opportunity for cost savings in one area that would free up valuable
resources for other important needs.
In recent ExCom history, two funding models have been used. In 2000 – 2002 a shift from a project-byproject funding to a country-driven approach was implemented by the Committee. The country-driven
model allowed for the use of, and calculation of "sustained aggregate reductions" from which Article 5
countries would measure performance in their projects. Since adoption of the concept of "sustained
aggregate reductions" the Article 5 countries and implementing agencies have adopted wholeheartedly
more and more national- and sector-wide phase-out plans that make "sustained aggregate reductions."
The concepts of "sustained aggregate reductions" and "sector or national phase-out plans" have become
the norm rather than the exception for MLF projects. The "phase-out plan" approach with "sustained
aggregate reductions" has proven to be more cost-effective than the project-by-project approach for the
end consumption within A5 countries. The United States strongly supports this approach as a way to
achieve reductions in a maximum cost-effective manner. At the 53rd Meeting of the Executive
Committee, the notion of funding projects outside of the sustained aggregate reductions model was raised.
The United States expressed support for the sustained aggregate reduction model and seeks to better
understand the compliance basis for the argument to move away from this model from the advocates of
such an approach.
Again, in the recent history, the ExCom was presented with the idea of funding CFC chillers projects
because remaining CFC consumption in many A5 countries was servicing these large CFC-containing
pieces of equipment. The ExCom understood that the projects might actually provide cost savings but
wanted to demonstrate the environmental benefits, so chose to support a limited number of demonstration
projects that required substantial counterpart funding, before MLF funds could be disbursed. In all cases,
the Implementing Agencies and A5 countries created innovative projects that leveraged MLF core
funding to acquire additional counterpart co-financing. In some cases, the projects were so successful
that they were either adopted by government, energy-sector quasi-government or private sector
institutions to perpetuate the model. In these cases, the MLF funding was seed capital for the
development of a revolving fund within the country for projects that had no eligible incremental cost
component. Since some HCFC projects are likely to involve energy savings, further consideration of the
seed money model may be warranted, again to ensure that funding decisions are made in a manner that is
most efficient.
[…]
3. Cut off date for funding eligibility
The United States believes that the year 2000 is the most appropriate and accurate date to use in
establishing funding eligibility for a number of reasons.
a) Selecting an historic cut-off date is important to avoid creating a perverse incentive to amp up
production/consumption with the expectation of financial assistance. The United States views
this as an essential component of any future financial arrangements on CFCs.
b) The year 2000 in particular is most appropriate because some countries already had domestic
legislation limiting HCFCs in place by that time. This action indicates that it was technically
feasible to take action as of the year 2000 in the Article 5 country context. We believe the year
2000 would appropriately recognize the correct environmental behavior and does not reward
those who lagged behind. Alternative technologies were widely available as of the year 2000 and
in fact non-article 5 countries had already phased out many tons of HCFCs by that time.

8

UNEP/OzL.Pro/ExCom/56/58
Annex II
4. Second stage conversions
The United States supports the concept suggested by some countries at the 53rd Meeting that
assistance for second stage conversions be focused on training and technical assistance as the Fund
has already made significant investments in this area.
As a general matter, in evaluating the issue of second stage conversion, ExCom finds itself in need of
further information as to the rationale for such conversions and specific data such as the number of
facilities, type of facility, date of first facility conversion etc. to better understand the basis and
implications of possible action in this area.
-----------------SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF URUGUAY

This text was submitted in Spanish and has been translated. The original Spanish version can be found
below the English text.
[…]
Time limit for eligibility for financing:
Criteria to be met when deciding on the time limit for eligibility
To prevent the establishment of new plants producing HCFC equipment and/or products;
Likewise, to prevent the establishment of new plants producing HCFCs (as occurred with the funds made
available under the CDM);
Due regard to be given to those plants which, by the end of 2007, had provided verifiable information on
production;
To ensure that technically and economically viable alternatives are available and are in fact being widely
used in practice in countries parties to the Montreal Protocol because there are many examples but little
equipment on the market;
Users of ODS adopted HCFCs as an intermediate alternative and employ these substances according to
the current rules of the Montreal Protocol. Since the Nineteenth Meeting of the Parties, the rules have
changed. The majority of the market was aware of this change. Consequently, any company set up since
then would be aware of the fact and therefore could/should bear the cost of its decision to use a substance
that harms the environment and which is subject to a clearly-defined timetable for withdrawal from the
market.
Accordingly, the cut-off date could be that of the Meeting of the Parties which approved the adjustment to
the Montreal Protocol – the Nineteenth Meeting – when the timetable for accelerated phase-out of HCFCs
was fixed, or December 2007.
Second-stage conversions:
Companies that converted under Multilateral Fund programmes should have the right to assistance with a
second-stage conversion, as provided in paragraph 5 of decision XIX/6: “to also direct the Executive
9
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Committee of the Multilateral Fund to make the necessary changes to the eligibility criteria related to the
post-1995 facilities and second conversions”.
If companies that converted using Multilateral Fund resources are not allowed to take part, this would
penalize those companies that showed their faith in the Montreal Protocol and their commitment to
change and, furthermore, by altering the rules of the game would cast doubt on the seriousness of the
Montreal Protocol, thus making conversion from HCFCs more difficult.
Moreover, in the case of a country in which almost all the industry converted, this would give it little
margin to be able to meet the first targets for reducing consumption of HCFCs.
The Secretariat’s recommendation that the implementing agencies and the National Ozone Units collect
all this information in order to prepare a document that would only be examined in 2009 in order to
decide how to proceed would jeopardize the preparation of management plans because there would be no
decision on how to deal with these industries.
Furthermore, if the issue is to be re-examined in 2009 (in actual fact, it would start to be examined then),
countries would face even greater uncertainties and this could have a negative impact on any transition
strategy and on the preparation of national management plans for the phase-out of HCFCs.
With a view to the next replenishment, the Secretariat should provide the TEAP with a full list of
companies that have converted to HCFCs with Fund assistance. Although this is historical information, it
is valid for giving a first approximation of the companies that should be allowed financing for the total
phase-out of HCFCs.

SUBMITTED BY THE GOVERNMENT OF URUGUAY
Original text submitted by the Government of Uruguay
[…]
Fecha límite de admisibilidad de la financiación:
Criterios que se deberían respetar en la elección de la fecha de elegibilidad:
Evitar que se instalen nuevas plantas productoras de equipos y/o productos con HCFC.
Evitar del mismo modo, que se instalen nuevas plantas productoras de HCFC (tal como sucedió como
consecuencia de los fondos disponibles por MDL).
Se deberían respetar las plantas que a fines del 2007 hayan informado producción, y que pueda ser
verificada.
Asegurar que haya alternativos disponibles que sean técnicamente y económicamente viables y que estén
siendo utilizados en un porcentaje considerable en los países Parte del Protocolo de Montreal, realmente
en la práctica, porque hay muchos ejemplos pero con pocos equipos en el mercado.
El mercado usuario de las SAO adoptó como alternativa intermediaria los HCFCs y venía actuando con
tales substancias de acuerdo con las reglas vigentes del Protocolo de Montreal. Desde la fecha de la 19a
Reunión de las Partes dichas reglas cambiaron. El mercado, en su mayoría, tuvo conocimiento de este
hecho. Por esa razón, toda empresa que fue establecida a partir de esa fecha dispondría de ese
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conocimiento, por lo tanto puede/debe asumir el costo de su decisión de usar una sustancia dañosa al
medio ambiente y para cuya retirada del mercado fue establecido un cronograma claro.
En tal sentido, la fecha de corte podría ser la misma fecha de la Reunión de las Partes que aprobó el
Ajuste al Protocolo de Montreal - la 19a Reunión - donde fue incluido el calendario de eliminación
acelerada de los HCFCs, o Diciembre de 2007.
Conversiones en una segunda etapa:
Las empresas reconvertidas en programas del FMPM, deben tener derecho a ser asistidas en una 2da.
conversión, tal como lo establece la cláusula 5 de la Decisión XIX/6: “to also direct the Executive
Committee of the Multilateral Fund to make the necessary changes to the eligibility criteria related to the
post-1995 facilities and second conversions”.
Si no se permite participar a las empresas reconvertidas por el FMPM, constituiría un castigo para
aquellas empresas que confiaron en el PM y apostaron al cambio, además, al cambiar las reglas del juego,
se pondría en duda la seriedad del PM, pudiendo así, dificultar la reconversión de HCFCs.
Asimismo, en el caso de un país en el cual se ha reconvertido a casi toda su industria, se lo dejaría con
poco margen para poder cumplir con las primeras metas de reducción del consumo de HCFC.
La recomendación de la Secretaría referida a que las agencias de implementación y las Unidades
Nacionales de Ozono recaben toda esa información para elaborar un documento que recién sería
considerado en el 2009 para decidir qué hacer, impediría la elaboración de los planes de gestión por no
saber cómo considerar a estas industrias.
Por otro lado, si el tema se volviera a re-examinar en el 2009 (que en realidad se empezaría a examinar en
esa fecha), la incertidumbre para los países se alargaría mucho
y podría impactar negativamente en cualquier estrategia de transición y en la elaboración de los planes
nacionales de gestión para la eliminación de los HCFC.
La Secretaría debería proporcionar al TEAP, con vistas a la próxima reposición, la lista completa de las
empresas que se convirtieron a HCFC con asistencia del fondo. Aunque se trate de información histórica,
es válida para tener una primera aproximación de las empresas a las que se debería facilitar
financiamiento para la eliminación total de los HCFC.

____
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