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Abstract 

 

At the 25th Meeting of the Parties (MOP 25) to the Montreal Protocol, two 

proposals to regulate hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are expected to be the key 

topic of discussion. HFCs are replacements for ozone-depleting substances and 

have a strong impact on global warming; the issue raises questions about links 

between the Montreal and Kyoto Protocols. MOP 25 will also discuss the 

replenishment of the Multilateral Fund that supports implementation of the 

Protocol. Requests for exemptions to allow certain uses of CFCs and methyl 

bromide to continue will be another key topic.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Background 

The Montreal Protocol has been the world’s most successful environmental treaty, phasing 

out 98% of global consumption of ozone-depleting substances (ODS). This has had a major 

climate benefit: over the past 25 years, the ODS emissions avoided have had the global 

warming equivalent of almost 30% of the actual global CO2 emissions in the same period.  

Aim  

This study provides background information for the delegation of the European Parliament 

to the 25th Meeting of the Parties (MOP 25) to the Montreal Protocol, to be held in Bangkok 

in October 2013. It summarises recent developments, including the 33rd meeting of the 

Open-Ended Working Group (OEWG) in June 2013. It outlines the main issues at stake and 

the negotiating positions of key Parties.  

Main issues at stake at MOP 25  

The regulation of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) is expected to be a major issue at MOP 25. 

HFCs are a substitute for ozone depleting substances (ODS) whose production and use are 

growing rapidly and that have a high global warming potential (GWP). In recent years, two 

amendments have been proposed to restrict their production and consumption: one by the 

US, with Canada and Mexico; the other by Micronesia, with Morocco and the Maldives. The 

EU supports action on HFCs under the Montreal Protocol. Opponents – most prominently 

India, China and Brazil – argued that as HFCs are not ODS, the UN Framework Convention 

on Climate Change (UNFCCC) rather than the Montreal Protocol is the proper forum. 

Proponents counter that Parties have a responsibility to address HFCs under the Montreal 

Protocol, as these substances are produced as ODS substitutes, and that action can be 

taken more quickly under the Montreal Protocol.  

The impasse on this issue may be breaking, in particular following an agreement between 

the US and China in June 2013, and then the G20 Declaration in September 2013, to 

address HFCs under the Montreal Protocol. However, differences remain; officials involved 

in Montreal Protocol negotiations suggest that MOP 25 is more likely to agree on a formal 

approach for further discussion and study than endorse binding reductions in HFCs.  

The 25th Meeting of the Parties is also expected to discuss the replenishment of the 

Multilateral Fund (MLF), which helps developing countries  meet the Protocol’s phase-out 

schedules for ODS. MOP 25 will discuss the terms of reference of a preparatory study by 

the Protocol’s Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP): this would assess 

funding needs in the coming period (2015-17) and provide the basis for a decision on the 

replenishment of the MLF at MOP 26 in 2014.  

MOP 25 will also consider other issues, including proposals to amend funding approaches as 

well as several requests from developed countries for exemptions to continue employing 

phased out ODS for specific ‘critical’ and ‘essential’ uses. According to interviewees, 

exemption requests are usually agreed at MOPs if reasonable and if efforts are made to 

reduce such uses over time. Exemption requests have decreased significantly in recent 

years; the EU, notably, no longer requests exemptions.    
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1. THE MONTREAL PROTOCOL: A BRIEF OVERVIEW  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 The Montreal Protocol has been the world’s most successful environmental treaty, 

phasing out 98% of the global consumption of ozone-depleting substances and 

benefiting the climate significantly.   

 The bodies and decision-making structures set up under the Protocol have been an 

important element of its success. These include the regular Meetings of the Parties 

(MOPs), which can take binding decisions, as well as the technical and scientific 

panels that inform decision-making.  

 

1.1. Introduction  

1.1.1. The Vienna Convention and the Montreal Protocol  

Scientific work in the early 1970s raised concerns that the Earth’s stratospheric ozone layer 

could be at risk of depletion caused by man-made chemicals. Research found that the 

growing production and use of chemicals such as chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) in aerosol 

sprays, refrigerators, insulation and air-conditioning led to the accumulation of these ozone 

depleting substances (ODS) in the atmosphere. This reduced the ozone layer’s capacity to 

protect the Earth from ultraviolet rays that can cause serious health risks, including higher 

rates of skin cancers and cataracts, as well as environmental impacts.  

In the 1980s, the international response to this problem was strong and decisive, first with 

agreement on the Vienna Convention for the Protection of the Ozone Layer in 1985, 

followed in 1987 by the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer: the 

Protocol sets out a binding framework to phase out production and consumption of ODS.  

Since its entry into force in 1989, over 98% of ODS consumption has been phased out and 

high rates of compliance have been recorded1. ODS affect the climate too and therefore the 

Protocol has also brought significant climate benefits2. These achievements, coupled with 

universal participation of all UN members, make the Montreal Protocol the world’s most 

successful environmental treaty. 

1.1.2. Substances covered and key control measures of the Montreal Protocol 

The Montreal Protocol sets binding, progressive phase-out obligations for developed and 

developing countries on the production and consumption of all major ODS, including CFCs, 

halons and less damaging transitional chemicals such as HCFCs (See Table 1).  

(Exemptions to the phase-out schedules are allowed for specific uses lacking feasible 

alternatives: see chapter 3). 

                                                 
1  UNEP (2010b), Key achievements of the Montreal Protocol to date: Information Kit (September 2010). Fact 

sheets on the Montreal Protocol for journalists, Nairobi, Kenya 
2  UNEP (2010a), Environmental effects of ozone depletion and its interactions with climate change: 2010 

Assessment – 2011. Prepared by the prepared by the Environmental Effects Assessment Panel (EEAP), Nairobi, 
Kenya 
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Table 1:  Summary of Control Measures Under the Montreal Protocol: Production 

and Consumption of Ozone Depleting Substances: 1989-2030 

Ozone depleting 
substances 

Developed countries  
(non Art. 5) 

Developing countries (Art. 5) 

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) Phased out end of 1995 Total phase-out by 2010 

Halons Phased out end of 1993 Total phase-out by 2010 

CCl4 (Carbon tetrachloride) Phased out end of 1995 Total phase-out by 2010 

CH3CCl3 (Methyl chloroform) Phased out end of 1995 Total phase-out by 2015 

Hydrochlorofluorocarbons 

(HCFCs) 

Freeze from 1996 

35% reduction by 2004 
75% reduction by 2010 
90% reduction by 2015 

Total phase-out by 2020 

Freeze in 2013 at a base level 

(calculated as the average of 2009 
and 2010 consumption levels) 
10% reduction by 2015 

35% reduction by 2020 
67.5% reduction by 2025 
Total phase-out by 2030 

Hydrobromofluorocarbons 
(HBFCs) 

Phased out end of 1995 Phased out end of 1995 

Methyl bromide (CH3Br) 
(horticultural uses) 

Freeze in 1995 at 1991 level 
25% reduction by 1999 
50% reduction by 2001 
70% reduction by 2003 

Total phase-out by 2005 

Freeze in 2002 at average 1995-
1998 level 
20% reduction by 2005 
Total phase-out by 2015 

Source: Annexes A-E Montreal Protocol as amended, including adjustments made by the Meetings of the Parties 

1.1.3. Institutional structure 

The Meeting of the Parties is the main body of the Montreal Protocol, supported by a 

Secretariat and three Assessment Panels. The Multilateral Fund for the implementation of 

the Montreal Protocol (MLF) serves as the financial mechanism. (See Box 1 below.) 

Box 1:  Organisational structure of the Montreal Protocol  

CONVENTION AND PROTOCOL BODIES 

 Conference of the Parties (COP): Highest decision-making body of the Vienna 

Convention; meets every two years.  

 Meeting of the Parties (MOP): Takes place every year, allows countries to review, 

and update scientific information; to adopt decisions; and to make adjustments 

and amendments to improve compliance with the Protocol and to the information 

base upon which Parties rely. It is preceded by the Meeting of the Open-Ended 

Working Group (OEWG) that prepares decisions for consideration at the session of 

the Meeting of the Parties.  

 Ozone Secretariat: Supports Convention goals and Protocol obligations. It is based 

in Nairobi, Kenya, at the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) offices. It 

also serves the subsidiary bodies, monitors implementation of the Convention and 

the Protocol, reports to the Parties and the Implementation Committee and serves 

as a data clearing-house. 
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ASSESSMENT PANELS 

In accordance with Article 6 of the Montreal Protocol and subsequent decisions of the 

Parties, three panels carry out a periodic assessment at least every 4 years. 

 Scientific Assessment Panel (SAP): Assesses the status of the depletion of the 

ozone layer and relevant atmospheric science issues. 

 Environmental Effects Assessment Panel (EEAP): Assesses the effects of ozone 

layer depletion and its interactions with climate change. 

 Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (TEAP): Provides, at the request of 

Parties, technical information related to alternatives technologies that have been 

investigated and employed to reduce ODS consumption and production. TEAP has 

specialised Technical Options Committees (TOCs) and Task Forces on Chemicals, 

Flexible and rigid foams, Halons, Medical, Methyl bromide, Refrigeration, air  

 

 

 

IMPLEMENTATION MECHANISMS 

 Implementation Committee: Examines cases of possible non-compliance by 

Parties, and makes recommendations to the MOP aimed at securing full 

compliance.  

 Multilateral Fund: The Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal 

Protocol was established in 1990 to help developing countries achieve their phase-

out obligations by providing concessional loans. The Fund is managed by an 

Executive Committee, which is comprised of seven developing and seven 

industrialised countries. The MLF Secretariat is based in Montreal. The Fund’s 

grants and concessional loans are delivered via three UN implementing agencies: 

UNDP, UNEP and UNIDO. 

 

 

The Assessment Panels play an important role, carrying out studies requested by the 

Parties: their reports in turn inform decisions of the Parties. For example, TEAP’s reports on 

the technical and economic feasibility of ODS alternatives supported decision-making on 

phase-out schedules.  

In addition to these bodies, the World Meteorological Organization (WMO), provides 

scientific research and systematic observations of ozone depletion. Cooperation with WMO 

is focused on coordinated and compatible UV-B measurements, as well as training to 

monitor UV-B radiation and carry out related research in developing countries. 
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1.1.4. The EU’s role in the Montreal Protocol and ozone-layer protection   

The EU and its Member States have been leaders in addressing ozone-depleting 

substances. Controls on ODS were first adopted in 1994 in a regulation subsequently 

amended in 2000 and 20093. The EU has consistently gone beyond the requirements of the 

Montreal Protocol, for example by phasing out HCFCs early and then ending all its requests 

for critical and essential uses of ODS. The EU has supported innovative technologies such 

as alternatives to methyl bromide use in agriculture, new insulation foam blowing agents, 

CFC-free metered dose inhalers for the treatment of asthma and the creation of halon-free 

fire-fighting systems.  

The EU has also led on the regulation of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and other fluorinated 

gases, currently a major topic of discussion under the Montreal Protocol. The European 

Union has adopted two legislative acts to control emissions from fluorinated greenhouse 

gases: the ‘F-gas’ Regulation (842/2006); and the Directive on mobile air-conditioning 

systems (2006/40/EC). Both set restrictions on F-gases and require measures to prevent 

leaks in equipment that use them. In November 2012 the European Commission proposed 

a tighter F-gas Regulation (COM(2012) 643 final). 

The European Parliament has played a key role in addressing ODS and HFCs. In September 

2011 a Parliament resolution paid special attention to the ozone-climate link. In particular 

the Parliament resolution ‘Welcomes the European Union's commitment to support action 

on HFCs under the Montreal Protocol’ and ‘...urges the Commission to explore ways to 

promote an immediate phase-down at international level through the successful Montreal 

Protocol rather than through the flexible mechanisms as part of the Kyoto Protocol’4. The 

Parliament’s Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, in its vote on 

19 June 2013 on the Commission’s proposed revision of the F-gas Regulation, endorsed a 

more stringent approach including a ban on fluorinated gases in new refrigerators and air 

conditioners by 20205. Negotiations between the Parliament, the Commission and the 

European Council on the revision of the F-gas Regulation are to start in October 2013.   

1.2. Evolution of international action under the Montreal Protocol  

1.2.1. Amendments and adjustments to the Protocol and decisions of the Parties 

One factor in the Montreal Protocol’s success is its adjustment provision, which enables the 

Parties to the Protocol to respond quickly to new scientific information and agree to 

accelerate previously agreed reductions. Adjustments change the phase-out timetable for 

existing controlled substances. Since its initial adoption, MOP has five times adopted 

adjustments to reduce production and consumption of the controlled substances listed in 

the Protocol’s Annexes.  

In addition to adjusting the Protocol, the Parties have amended the Protocol four times: 

these have enabled the control of additional chemicals and created a financial mechanism 

to support developing countries on phase-out.  

In Table 2 below, an overview of the main amendments and adjustments is presented.  

                                                 
3  Regulation (EC) 1005/2009 on substances that deplete the ozone layer, 16  September 2009, L 286/1 
4  European Parliament resolution of 14 September 2011 on a comprehensive approach to non-CO2 climate-

relevant anthropogenic emissions 
5  European Parliament, Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, Draft report on the 

proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on fluorinated greenhouse gases, 
Rapporteur: Bas Eickhout, 1 March 2013;  

European Parliament, Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, web site: 
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2012/0305(COD) 
(consulted September 2013) 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/popups/ficheprocedure.do?lang=en&reference=2012/0305(COD)
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Table 2:  Overview of main Amendments and Adjustments to the protocol  

 Amendments  Adjustments 

London  

(MOP 2, 1990) 

Amendments made to add methyl 
chloroform, carbon tetrachloride and 
CFCs added to the phase-out list.  
A funding and technical assistance 
mechanism is created to help 
developing countries.  

Phase-out of CFCs, halons, other fully 
halogenated CFCs, carbon tetrachloride 
and methyl chloroform already in the 
Protocol is made stricter.  
 
 

Copenhagen  
(MOP 4, 1992)  

Methyl bromide is added to the 
Protocol.  
A set of targets for the long-term 
phase-out of HCFCs consumption, used 
CFCs replacement, is set.  

The final phase-out year for CFCs, 
other fully halogenated CFCs, Carbon 
tetrachloride methyl chloroform and for 
halons is anticipated.  

Vienna  
(MOP 7, 1995) 

 A phase-out for consumption of HCFCs 
is set for 2030 in non-Article 5 Parties 
and 2040 in Article 5 Parties.  
A phase-out of methyl bromide is set 
for 2010 in developed countries.  

Montreal  
(MOP 9, 1997) 

A system of licenses is established for 
trade in ODS. 
A ban on trade in methyl bromide with 
non-parties to the Copenhagen 

Amendment is decided.  

Phase-out of methyl bromide in 
developed and developing countries in 
2005 and 2015, respectively.  

Beijing  
(MOP 11, 1999) 

Bromochloromethane is added to the 
list of controlled substances with 
phase-out targeted for 2002. 

 

Tightened controls on the production 
and trade of HCFCs for developed and 
developing countries in 2004 and 2016, 

respectively.  

Montreal  
(MOP 19, 2007) 

 Parties decided on adjustments to 
accelerate the HCFC phase-out 
schedule.   

Source: Ozone Secretariat website, IISD reporting services (http://www.iisd.ca/process/ozone_regime_intro.htm) 

and UNEP (2002)  

The Parties can also take decisions at the MOPs to enable the effective implementation of 

the Protocol. Amendments, adjustments and ordinary decisions are adopted following 

different voting procedures: Table 3 below provides an overview. Each Party to the Protocol 

has one vote (the EU has 29 votes in total, counting both the Member States and the 

European Union, which is a Party).  

http://www.iisd.ca/process/ozone_regime_intro.htm
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Table 3:  Decision-making under the Montreal Protocol 

Adjustments 

According to paragraph 9 of Article 2 of the Montreal Protocol, 

proposals for adjustments must be communicated to the Parties by the 

Secretariat at least six months before the meeting of the Parties at 

which they are proposed for adoption. Parties are encouraged to reach 

an agreement by consensus. If this is not possible, adjustments must 

be adopted by a two-thirds majority. Once agreed by a MOP, these 

adjustments are automatically applicable to all Parties that have 

ratified the Protocol.  

 

Amendments 

According to paragraph 2 of Article 9 of the Vienna Convention, 

proposals for amendments to the Protocol must be communicated to 

the Parties and the Secretariat at least six months before the meeting 

at which they are proposed for adoption. The Parties are encouraged to 

make every effort to reach consensus on any amendment to the 

protocol. If consensus is not reached, the amendment must be adopted 

by two-thirds majority vote of the Parties present and voting. Unlike 

adjustments to the Protocol, amendments must be ratified by the 

Parties before their requirements are applicable. 

 

Decisions  

Proposals for decisions to the Protocol are normally introduced in 

writing by the Parties and handed to the Secretariat, which is 

responsible for circulating copies to delegations6. When such proposals 

are already discussed at the OEWG preceding the MOP without 

significant disagreements, a draft decision is prepared and forwarded 

to the MOP for further consideration. Decisions on all matters of 

substance are taken by two-thirds majority vote of the Parties present 

and voting. Decisions on matters of procedure are taken by simple 

majority vote of the Parties present and voting.   

Source: UNEP (2012a), Handbook for the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, Ninth 

Edition, 2012 

1.3. Overview of discussions at MOP 24 and the road to MOP 25  

1.3.1. Brief overview of the main issues and decisions at MOP 24  

MOP 24 took place in Geneva from 12-16 November 2012. This meeting marked the 

Protocol’s 25th anniversary, and many delegates emphasized the factors that have made 

the Protocol successful over time, including its scientific foundation, the principle of 

common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR), financial assistance to developing 

countries through the MLF, and precise, time-bound targets7. 

Exemption requests were considered at MOP 24.  Decisions were reached on critical and 

essential use exemptions for ODS that have been phased out, including requests for the 

use of CFCs in metered-dose inhalers (China and Russia), for CFC-113 for aerospace 

applications (Russia), and methyl bromide for agriculture, in particular as a pesticide for 

strawberry runners.  

Major issues split the Parties, however, notably the emissions of by-products of HCFC-22 

production and restrictions on HFCs.  

                                                 
6  UNEP (2012a), Handbook for the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer,  Rules of 

procedure for Meetings of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol   
7  UNEP (2012c), Report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on Substances that 

Deplete the Ozone Layer, UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/10, 22 November 2012 
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1.3.2. Overview of the process leading to MOP 25 

The 33rd Open-ended Working Group (OEWG 33) of the Parties, held in Bangkok on 24-28 

June 2013, in preparation of MOP 25, addressed a range of issues8:  

 The question of HFCs, discussed formally among Parties for the first time. HFCs are 

expected to be a key agenda topic at MOP 25 (section 2 reviews this issue).  

 The replenishment of the Multilateral Fund (MLF) for 2015-17 and possible changes 

to its methods. The Terms of Reference for a TEAP study on the 2015-2017 

replenishment of the MLF were discussed and will be taken forward to MOP 25. A 

formal decision on replenishment is expected to be discussed at OWEG 34 and taken 

at MOP 26 (section 3 reviews this topic).  

 Requests for exemptions to produce and consume ODS that have been phased out 

(see section 3 for further information). 

                                                 
8
  UNEP, OEWG 33 Final Report, available at:   

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/final-report/default.aspx   

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/final-report/default.aspx


Main Issues at Stake for the MOP 25 to the Montreal Protocol 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PE 507.484 15 

2. CLIMATE AND OZONE-LAYER PROTECTION: A KEY 
ISSUE EXPECTED AT MOP 25  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 While the phase-out of ODS has significantly reduced GHG emissions, there are few 

formal links between the Montreal Protocol and UNFCCC and its Kyoto Protocol.  

 Two proposed amendments to the Montreal Protocol seek to restrict the production 

and consumption of HFCs, which are ODS substitutes but powerful greenhouse 

gases. The topic has split recent MOPs. 

 Proponents have argued that Parties have a responsibility to address HFCs under the 

Montreal Protocol, as these substances are produced as ODS substitutes. Moreover, 

they contend that action can be taken quickly under the Montreal Protocol. 

Opponents argued that HFCs should be addressed under the UNFCCC as they are 

not ODS. In addition, the availability of alternatives and the cost of switching to 

them have been important concerns.  

 The first formal discussions, at OEWG 33 in June 2013, followed an agreement 

between China and the US on HFCs. In September 2013, the G20 called for 

addressing HFCs under the Montreal Protocol. Several countries previously opposed 

to this, including Brazil and India, signed the agreement. 

 While these developments provide hope that MOP 25 will move forward on HFCs, it 

is likely that the meeting will decide on a framework for further study and discussion 

on the issue rather than set binding HFC reductions.    

 

2.1. Comparing the international agreements on climate and 

ozone-layer protection 

The Montreal Protocol has been very successful in phasing out the consumption of ozone 

depleting substances (ODS), and it has also provided an important contribution in the fight 

against climate change, as many ODS are also greenhouse gases: their phase-out over the 

past twenty-five years has avoided greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to more than 8.0 

Gt CO2 eq per year, almost 30% of the average annual CO2 emissions in this period9. Put 

differently, the avoided annual emission of ODS is, in climate terms, about five times 

greater than the annual emissions reduction target for the first commitment period of the 

Kyoto Protocol10. 

While the issues are linked, the separate international agreements addressing them use 

different mechanisms. The Vienna Convention provides an overall framework for the 

protection of the ozone layer; under it, the Montreal Protocol deals with the phase-out of 

the production and consumption of ODS, which are produced by industry and employed in 

several specific applications, most notably refrigeration and air-conditioning. As alternatives 

became available, the production of ODS has been phased out.  

                                                 
9  Based on Velders et al (2007)  
10  UNEP (2011), HFCs: a critical link in protecting climate and the ozone layer. A UNEP Synthesis Report, 

November 2011 
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The United National Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), on the other 

hand, aims at reducing greenhouse gas emissions which contribute to global climate 

change. Its Kyoto Protocol contains quantified emission reduction targets for a list of 

developed countries. It does not aim at phasing out the production or consumption of 

particular substances but at limiting overall emissions of these greenhouse gases. Within 

the framework of the UNFCCC, negotiations are currently taking place with a view to decide 

on a new international legally binding regime that will replace the Kyoto Protocol.  

While the Montreal Protocol is often considered as the most successful environmental 

agreement ever, negotiations within the UNFCCC have proven to be more difficult. This is 

partly due to the fact that the main GHGs such as CO2 are emitted across many economic 

sectors: the scope of the challenge to be tackled within the UNFCCC is much larger than 

that of ODS phase-out.   

The UNFCCC explicitly excludes greenhouse gases controlled under the Montreal Protocol. 

Nevertheless, there are several interactions between the two agreements. The most 

prominent issue in this context is that of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), commonly used 

substitutes for ODS with high global warming potentials (GWPs)11. HFCs are covered by the 

UNFCCC´s Kyoto Protocol as greenhouse gases12. Some Montreal Parties, however, argue 

that the Montreal Protocol would be the most appropriate forum to phase-down HFCs.    

Differences in approach between the climate and ozone agreements influence the political 

dynamics behind these discussions. In particular, the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol have 

followed a stricter approach to the principle of ‘common but differentiated responsibilities’ 

(CBDR), with binding emission reduction engagements only applying to developed countries 

participating in the Kyoto Protocol. In contrast, under the Montreal Protocol all Parties are 

required to phase out ODS, though the reduction schedules have longer time frames for 

developing countries and financing is accessible to them for projects contributing to ODS 

phase-out.  

Several aspects of the agreements function in parallel without interactions from decisions 

taken in one forum onto the other. Notably, the Multilateral Fund (MLF) under the Montreal 

Protocol is an independent mechanism that pre-dates funding mechanisms for climate 

action; it has no express link with the GEF and the newly established Green Climate Fund 

under UNFCCC. As the tasks of the Montreal Protocol are clearly delineated, officials in EU 

governments have stated that there is also currently no risk of funds being diverted away 

from the phase-out of ODS to climate change action or vice versa. The MLF does not 

currently consider climate implications of its actions; a proposal to do so in a voluntary 

window may be discussed at MOP 25 (see chapter 3.1).  

Finally, an important element raised concerning possible action on HFCs is the different 

political profiles of the two conventions. Many diplomats consider that it is less difficult to 

make progress in the Montreal Protocol than in the UNFCCC or its Kyoto Protocol. The 

UNFCCC affects many sectors and a broad range of national interests. In contrast, 

agreement on the phase-out of ODS has occurred as alternative substances have become 

progressively available for the specific applications where ODS are used.   

The EU’s internal decision-making processes and external representation under the two 

agreements differ somewhat. The European Commission leads and represents the EU in the 

negotiations under the Montreal Protocol, except on financial issues where the Council 

leads, represented through the Presidency of the EU. Under the UNFCCC, however, the 

European Commission and the Presidency jointly lead the EU. 

                                                 
11  HFCs: a critical link in protecting climate and the ozone layer. A UNEP synthesis report, November 2011. GWP 

weighting is used in the report to evaluate the relative climate impact of emissions of various gases (by mass) 
and is the basis for greenhouse gas emission targets under the Kyoto Protocol.  

12  Annex I of the Kyoto Protocol.  
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2.2. Regulating HFCs at international level  

The phase-out of CFCs and HCFCs under the Montreal Protocol has been beneficial for both 

the ozone layer and the fight against climate change. However, these substances have 

been replaced in many applications by hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) and perfluorocarbons 

(PFCs). These two categories of substances do not deplete the ozone layer; however, HFCs 

have a high global warming potential. As a result, they are included in the emissions 

reduction targets under the Kyoto Protocol.  

The use of HFCs has increased substantially over the past years, leading to concerns that 

they will offset some of the progress made in reducing other greenhouse gas emissions, 

including CFCs. While currently only representing about 1% of global GHG emissions, HFCs 

are the fastest growing category of greenhouse gases, rising about 10%-15% per year 

worldwide13. Scientists have estimated that by 2050 HFC emissions could reach the 

equivalent to up to 19% of CO2 emissions, in terms of global warming potential14. 

Moreover, Mario Molina, who won a Noble Prize in Chemistry for his work on ozone layer 

depletion, has underlined that addressing HFC emissions via the Montreal Protocol can 

provide a ‘fast-action’ strategy to reduce future emissions of greenhouse gases15. 

Alternatives for HFCs with a far lower GWP, such as isobutane and hydrofluoroolefins, have 

now become available for nearly all sectors16.  

The proposals for amendment  

The issue of HFCs has become the most important and controversial topic at recent MOPs. 

Two groups of countries have submitted separate proposals to amend the Montreal Protocol 

and include a reduction of the consumption and production of HFCs.  

One proposal is put forward by the US, Canada and Mexico17. It calls for a reduction of 19 

HFCs, though not a complete phase-out. It thus recognises the concerns of some 

developing countries that inexpensive alternatives to HFCs are not yet available for all 

sectors. The proposal includes provisions requiring licensing of HFC imports and exports 

and reporting on production, consumption and by-product emissions, in a similar manner to 

the obligations for Parties in relation to ODS. Moreover, it makes financing available under 

the Montreal Protocol’s Multilateral Fund to support Article 5 Parties (i.e. developing 

countries) in their reduction of HFCs.  

Table 4 below presents the steps proposed for the phase-down; these are shown 

graphically in Figure 1, also below18. The baseline for the percentages set out in the North 

American proposal is the average of the calculated levels of consumption of HFCs plus 85 % 

of that for HCFCs for the years 2008, 2009 and 2010.  

                                                 
13  Presentation of the Irish Presidency of the EU, EU side-event on ‘Delivering a global phase-down of HFCs, June 

2013, http://ec.europa.eu/clima/events/0079/obrien_en.pdf 
14  Velders et al (2009). This refers to a business-as-usual scenario without new international agreements for both 

HFCs and CO2. 
15  Molina et al (2009) 
16  TEAP 2010 Progress Report. Volume 1. Assessment of HCFCs and environmentally sound alternatives. Scoping 

study on alternatives to HCFC refrigerants under high ambient temperature conditions. May 2010.  
17  UNEP.Oz.L.Pro.WG.1/33/3, Proposed amendment to the Montreal Protocol submitted by Canada, Mexico and 

the United States of America.  
18  It should be noted that the reductions levels and time periods have been modified a number of times since the 

amendment was first tabled – the numbers presented in Table 4 and Figure 1 are those contained in the most 
recent version of the proposal, presented at OEWG 33. 

http://ec.europa.eu/clima/events/0079/obrien_en.pdf
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This takes into account existing HCFC production and consumption levels, so as not to 

disrupt the ongoing transition from ozone-depleting HCFCs to HFCs in the short term19.  

Table 4:  Potential steps for the phase-down of HFCs in the North American 

amendment, as percentage of the baseline (presented at OEWG 33 in June 2013)   

Potential Steps for Non-A5 Parties Potential Steps for A5 Parties 

2016 90% 2018 100% 

2022 65% 2025 75% 

2029 30% 2030 40% 

2033 15% 2043 15% 

Source: North American 2013 HFC submission to the Montreal Protocol. UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/3 

Figure 1:  Proposed HFC Reduction Steps for Article 5 and Non-Article 5 Countries 

(% of baseline) 

 
Source: North American 2013 HFC submission to the Montreal Protocol. UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/3 

 

A second proposal to amend the Montreal Protocol was submitted by Micronesia, supported 

by Morocco and the Maldives20. The Micronesian proposal also contains a phase-out 

schedule, though its approach has some differences to that of the United States, Canada 

and Mexico.  

                                                 
19  UNEP.OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/3, Proposed amendment to the Montreal Protocol submitted by Canada, Mexico and the 

United States of America, page 2 and 3.  
20  UNEP.OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/4, Proposed amendment to the Montreal Protocol submitted by the Federated States of 

Micronesia. The current negotiation text, including both proposals for amendment to the MP is referenced as 
follows: UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/CRP.4 
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Most notably, while the North American proposal sets out the baseline and phase-out 

obligations for both Non-Article 5 Parties (developed countries) and Article 5 (developing) 

Parties, the Micronesian proposal only contains requirements for non-Article 5 Parties.  

It indicates that reductions for Article 5 countries would be determined through subsequent 

negotiations. In addition, the Micronesian phase-out would continue until Parties have cut 

production and consumption to no more than 5% of the baseline, compared to 15% in the 

current version of the North American proposal.   

The EU has supported proposals to address HFCs under the Montreal Protocol. In its 2011 

Resolution on a comprehensive approach to non-CO2 climate-relevant anthropogenic 

emissions, the European Parliament welcomed this position.  

The proponents of these amendments argue that the Montreal Protocol is the most 

appropriate venue to ensure a fast solution for the increasingly important issue of HFCs. 

The Protocol has experience with phasing down production and consumption of a product 

rather than dealing with emissions. This would provide an efficient and fast solution to the 

issue of HFCs. Moreover, they argue, Parties have a responsibility to deal with the issue of 

HFCs while the Montreal Protocol promoted them as a substitute for ODS.  

The opposing countries had included Argentina, India, Cuba, Uruguay, Malaysia, Bahrain, 

China and others21. They underlined that HFCs had a climate impact but were not ODS, and 

thus argued that the Montreal Protocol is not the right venue to address them. Moreover, 

they were concerned about investments made in their countries with a view to switching 

from ODS to HFCs and also raised safety concerns with some of the alternatives22.  

Overview of the discussions since 2009 

In 2009, at MOP 21, Micronesia tabled for the first time its formal proposal to amend the 

Montreal Protocol with a view to phase down HFCs23. The US proposal was submitted at 

MOP 22.  

At MOP 22, Brazil, while strongly opposing the proposed amendments, suggested 

discussions in an informal group on the possibility of requesting a TEAP study on support 

for low-GWP alternatives under the MLF24. However, such discussions did not go forward. 

The two proposals faced strong resistance in particular from India and China. The HFC-

issue thus stalled at MOP 22, perhaps in part as Parties wished to await the outcome of the 

climate negotiations in Cancun a month later.  

At MOP 23 as well, negotiations on the amendment proposals remained difficult. Requests 

to organise discussions in a formal contact group were rejected by India, China, Venezuela 

and Brazil, in spite of growing support for formal discussions among other Parties. 

Nonetheless, MOP 23 requested a TEAP report on alternatives to HCFCs (thus addressing 

both HFCs and other alternatives). Overall, MOP 23 was marked by difficult negotiations, in 

particular on the HFC issue and also on the replenishment of the Multilateral Fund.  

Negotiations on HFC amendments returned at MOP 24. While a group of Parties, including 

the EU, again requested the establishment of a formal contact group to discuss the 

amendment proposals, this was again opposed. Parties did nonetheless agree for the first 

time to discuss the two proposed amendments in an informal discussion group, though it 

did not lead to further steps forward.  

                                                 
21  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, MOP24. www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop22 and website UNEP Ozone.  
22  Interview with stakeholder.  
23  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, MOP21 and MOP24. www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop21 
24  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, MOP22. www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop22 and website UNEP Ozone.  

http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop22
http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop22
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Evolution of positions since MOP 24 

Important developments have taken place since MOP 24. During the meeting of the Open-

Ended Working Group 33 (OEWG 33) in Bangkok late June 2013, Parties agreed for the first 

time to hold formal discussions on the phasedown of HFCs under the Montreal Protocol25.  

This development followed a joint initiative by the United States and China a couple weeks 

earlier in which they agreed to work together and with other countries through multilateral 

approaches, including the Montreal Protocol, to phase down the production and 

consumption of HFCs26. The US-China agreement marked an important step forward as 

China had previously opposed any discussions of HFCs within the framework of the 

Montreal Protocol. (Despite its early opposition on the HFC issue, China has according to 

some observers played a strong positive role over the years in supporting the aims of the 

Protocol in international negotiations27.)  

The discussions during OEWG 33 in Bangkok covered the legal basis for regulating HFCs 

within the framework of the Montreal Protocol, the availability of alternative technologies, 

technology transfer, finance and other issues related to HFC management28. It was agreed 

that discussions would continue at MOP 25. The discussions at OEWG 33 thus marked an 

important step forward. Nevertheless, India, supported in particular by Brazil, continued to 

voice strong opposition to the proposed amendments.  

Important progress was achieved at the G20 Leaders’ Summit in Russia early September. 

The G20 leaders – including those of several countries that formerly opposed consideration 

of HFCs under the Montreal framework, such as Brazil and India – stated that: 

‘We support complementary initiatives, through multilateral approaches using the 

expertise and institutions of the Montreal Protocol to phase down the production and 

consumption of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), based on the examination of 

economically viable and technically feasible alternatives.’29  

In parallel to this statement, a further agreement between the United States and China 

proposed the establishment of a contact group under the Montreal Protocol to work on 

HFCs and address issues related to cost-effectiveness, financial and technology support, 

safety, environmental benefits, and an amendment to the Montreal Protocol30. The second 

agreement, however, did not receive the explicit support from the other G20 countries.  

                                                 
25  UNEP, Summary of discussions at OEWG 33:  

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting.oewg/oewg-33/contact-groups/hfc-mgt/default.aspx  
26  United States Environment Protection Agency, web site: http://www.epa.gov/ozone/intpol/mpagreement.html  
27  Porter et al (2013)  
28  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, OEWG 33. www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33; UNEP, Summary of 

discussions at OEWG 33, http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting.oewg/oewg-33/contact-groups/hfc-
mgt/default.aspx   

29  G20 Leader´s Declaration: www.g20.org/load/782795034  
30  Press statement issued by the White House regarding the agreement with China:  

http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/09/06/united-states-china-and-leaders-g-20-countries-
announce-historic-progres. 

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting.oewg/oewg-33/contact-groups/hfc-mgt/default.aspx
http://www.epa.gov/ozone/intpol/mpagreement.html
http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting.oewg/oewg-33/contact-groups/hfc-mgt/default.aspx
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting.oewg/oewg-33/contact-groups/hfc-mgt/default.aspx
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/09/06/united-states-china-and-leaders-g-20-countries-announce-historic-progres
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2013/09/06/united-states-china-and-leaders-g-20-countries-announce-historic-progres
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Table 5:  Summary of key positions on the regulation of HFCs under the Montreal 

Protocol 

Party  Position  

Brazil 

Brazil had supported India in its opposition to discussion of HFCs under the 

Montreal Protocol. Brazil pointed to the difference in implementation of the 

principle of common but differentiated responsibilities (CBDR) compared with 

UNFCCC. However, Brazil’s position has evolved, as it signed the September 

2013 G20 declaration.   

China 

China, previously opposed to addressing HFCs under the MP, has changed its 

position since MOP 24, as seen in its recent agreements on HFCs with the US 

as well as the G20 declaration: China has agreed that the Montreal Protocol is, 

in parallel with the UNFCCC, an appropriate venue to regulate HFCs.  

EU 

The EU is concerned about the increasing growth of HFC emissions and 

supports the proposal of a phasedown of consumption and production to deal 

with this issue at the international level, within the framework of the Montreal 

Protocol (MP). The EU has stressed the importance of the link between the 

UNFCCC and the MP and has submitted supported proposals under UNFCCC 

discussions to address HFCs under the MP. The EU has proposed that, as a 

first step, TEAP should be asked to prepare phasedown scenarios, including a 

calculation of associated costs.     

Gulf States 

These countries express concern about the availability of alternatives for use 

in air-conditioning systems, given the particular climatic circumstances in their 

region. They have indicated that they would not support an amendment if this 

issue is not resolved. One Gulf State, Saudi Arabia, is a member of the G20 

and signed the September 2013 agreement.  

India 

India was strongly opposed to the discussion and regulation of HFCs under the 

MP, and considered the UNFCCC as the appropriate framework to deal with 

HFCs. Indian industry has recently made important investments to switch from 

HCFCs to HFCs. As a G20 Member, however, in September 2013 India signed 

the declaration that calls for using the ‘expertise and institutions’ of the 

Montreal Protocol to phase down HFCs.  

Micronesia, Morocco, 

Maldives 

These three countries tabled a proposal for a phasedown of consumption and 

production of HFCs (see main text). They argue that it is a duty of the Parties 

to the Montreal Protocol to tackle HFCs because of their responsibility in the 

increased use of these substances as an alternative to HCFCs.  

US, Canada, Mexico 

The North American countries once opposed international regulation of HFCs. 

They changed their position and tabled, in 2009, a proposal to amend the MP 

with a view to phasing down HFCs. Industry in respective countries has started 

to develop alternatives to HFCs at a large scale in most sectors.   

Note: Positions based on information gathered through mid-September 2013 

Sources: Ozone Secretariat, Official report MOP24; IISD, Earth negotiation Bulletin MOP21, MOP22, MOP23, 

MOP24 full coverage summary report; Ozone Secretariat, Outcomes and report of the OEWG33; National and 

international reports and documents since MOP24, including agreement between US and China; Interviews. 
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Looking towards MOP 25  

HFCs are expected to be the most important issue of discussions at MOP 25. Interviews 

suggest that many Parties do not expect an amendment on HFCs to the Montreal Protocol 

to be adopted at MOP 25: discussions could focus instead on launching further work to 

study alternatives to HFCs, the costs of a phasedown and potential collaboration with the 

UNFCCC on the issue31.  

2.3. HFC-23 as a by-product of HCFC-22 production  

The issue of HFC-23 is likely to arise at MOP 25 and could be linked with the overall 

discussions on the management of HFCs. HFC-23 is a potent greenhouse gas; though not 

produced as a refrigerant, it is an unintentional by-product of the production of  

HCFC-22, which is regulated under the MP as an ODS. Under the Clean Development 

Mechanism, incinerators to destroy HFC-23 arising from the production of HCFC-22 were 

finished at refrigerant manufacturing facilities in a number of developing countries32. The 

sale of HFC-23 carbon credits proved to be a lucrative market and HCFC-22 was found to 

be produced sometimes only to obtain the credits from HFC-23 destruction. When this 

loophole came to light, the CDM Executive Board imposed limitations on such projects33, 

and the EU banned carbon credits created through HFC-23 destruction for use in the EU 

Emissions Trading System (starting on 1 January 2013 for new projects and 1 May 2013 for 

existing ones)34. However, these measures increase the risk that facilities in developing 

countries will release their by-product emissions of HFC-23 rather than destroy them. 

Moreover, many HCFC-22 production plants have not benefited from the installation of 

HFC-23 incinerators through the CDM and have no incentive to make such investments. 

Proposals have been submitted under the Montreal Protocol in recent years to pay the 

incremental costs of the non-CDM HFC-23 destruction35. Such proposals have, however, 

met strong resistance from countries producing HCFC-23, in particular China and India36. At 

MOP 24, a draft decision was put forward by the US and other Parties on the clean 

production of HCFC-22 through by-product emission control (the proposal had initially been 

presented at OEWG 22). While the US, Canada and Mexico recommended conducting 

demonstration projects, India and China opposed any discussion on HFC-23 as they 

considered the topic does not fall within the scope of the Montreal Protocol37.  

                                                 
31  Interviews with stakeholders.  
32  Environmental Investigation Agency, The two billion tonne climate bomb: how to defuse the HFC-23 problem. 

June 2013. (hereafter EIA HFC-23 report 2013). The countries concerned are China, India, Mexico, Argentina, 
South Korea and Russia. 

33  Institute for Governance and Sustainable Development, Frequently asked questions about regulating 
hydrofluorocarbons under the Montreal Protocol, July 2009:  
http://www.igsd.org/documents/IGSDHFCFAQGenevaJuly2009abbreviatedversion_000.pdf  

34  Commission Regulation (EU) No 550/2011of 7 June 2011 on determining, pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC of 
the European Parliament and of the Council, certain restrictions applicable to the use of international credits 
from projects involving industrial gases 

35  EIA HFC-23 report 2013. The current proposal was submitted by the United States, supported by a number of 

other countries. 
36  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, MOP24. www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop24 and UNEP Ozone web site.  
37  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, MOP24. www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop24 and UNEP Ozone web site.  

http://www.igsd.org/documents/IGSDHFCFAQGenevaJuly2009abbreviatedversion_000.pdf
http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop24
http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/mop24
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3. OTHER ISSUES AT STAKE AT MOP 25 

KEY FINDINGS 

 The Multilateral Fund will need to be replenished in 2015. MOP 25 is expected to 

discuss the issue and in particular the terms of reference for a TEAP study of the 

resources needed. A decision on replenishment is expected at MOP 26.  

 MOP 25 may consider other funding proposals, such as the Swiss proposal for a 

voluntary MLF ‘window’ that would address both ozone and climate benefits and a 

proposal by India and China on further funding for HCFC phase-out.  

 Exemptions for critical and essential uses have been requested by several Parties, 

and these are expected to be approved at MOP 25. (The EU has phased out all of its 

critical and essential uses.)  

 Other issues that may be discussed at MOP 25 include uses of ODS for feedstock 

and process agents.     

3.1. Funding issues  

The Multilateral Fund38, established at MOP 2 in 1992, was the first financial mechanism 

created under a multilateral environmental agreement. The Fund is supported by 

contributions by non-Article 5 Parties (i.e. developed countries) and it supports costs of 

ODS phase-out in Article 5 Parties (developing countries). The MLF also finances clearing-

house functions, technical assistance, information and training. The Fund is replenished 

every three years. Total pledges amounted to more than US$ 2.8 billion (2.1 billion Euros 

at current exchange rates) over the period 1991 to 2011; US$ 450 million (338 billion 

Euros) were agreed for the 2012-2014 period.  

Figure 2:  Replenishments of the MLF: 1999-2014 (current million US$)  

 

Source: MLF website 

                                                 
38  Multilateral Fund website: http://www.multilateralfund.org/default.aspx  

http://www.multilateralfund.org/default.aspx
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3.1.1. Terms of reference for the study on MLF replenishment  

Every three years, the TEAP prepares a replenishment study that estimates the amount of 

money that will be needed, based on an analysis of national programmes and projects, the 

amount of ODS to be eliminated and the costs.  

The next study needs to be prepared for the 2014 OEWG meeting. The terms of reference 

for this study were discussed at OEWG 33: Australia, Canada and Norway submitted a draft 

decision39, which will be further discussed at MOP 25. In addition to the next three-year 

period, the proposal aims at ensuring stable funding in the long term through an early 

decision on additional funding for the two following funding periods. This longer 

perspective, however, raised concerns among some parties, including Argentina, Brazil and 

China (see Table 6 below).   

Table 6:  Summary of key positions on the terms of reference for the study on the 

2015-2017 replenishment of the MLF  

Parties Positions  

China/Brazil/Argentina   These countries raised concerns with the proposal from Canada and 

Australia to consider replenishment also for two additional periods: they 

prefer that the funding calculations focus on needs in the coming three-

year period.  

EU   According to the EU, the replenishment study should provide a good basis 

for the negotiation of the necessary resources in the MLF. Previous 

replenishment studies have provided sufficient information to take MOP 

decisions. The EU also considers it important to study the costs of 

scenarios for phasing out HFCs. Most EU Member States also support the 

stable funding mechanism proposed by Canada and Australia.      

Mexico Mexico proposed at OEWG 33 to ask TEAP to estimate the costs for 

different phasedown scenarios for HFCs. (This proposal was opposed by 

China and Brazil.)   

Sources: Ozone Secretariat, Official report MOP24; IISD, Earth negotiation Bulletin MOP21, MOP22, MOP23, 
MOP24 full coverage summary report; Ozone Secretariat, Outcomes and report of the OEWG33; Interviews. 

Another issue for debate is whether the MLF replenishment study should also consider the 

phasedown of HFCs. This is tied to the discussions on HFCs. It also raises the question 

whether additional funding would be needed (and available from developed countries) to 

address HFCs. Moreover, it would modify the MLF’s goals, which have focused on ODS 

reduction.   

                                                 
39  Draft Decision submitted by Australia, Canada and Norway on the terms of reference for the study on the 2015- 

2017 replenishment of the Multilateral Fund for the implementation of the Montreal Protocol 
(UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/CRP.3) Available July 2013 at: http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-
33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp3.e.pdf    

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp3.e.pdf
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp3.e.pdf


Main Issues at Stake for the MOP 25 to the Montreal Protocol 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PE 507.484 25 

3.1.2. Proposal to maximize the climate benefit of MLF projects 

At MOP 24, Switzerland proposed additional voluntary funding to maximize the climate 

benefit of the accelerated phase-out of HCFCs. This would represent a new approach for 

MLF, which does not consider climate implications of its activities. The proposal requests 

the Executive Committee to assess the feasibility and usefulness of a funding window to 

maximize the climate co-benefits of HCFC phase-out, and in particular to consider:  

 Receiving voluntary contributions independently or additionally to pledged 

contributions;  

 Concluding agreements with other entities to facilitate cooperation and synergies on 

projects (though not specified, bodies working under UNFCCC could be involved); 

 Resource mobilization. 

The proposal underlines that the funding window should be used only under specific 

conditions: when the implementation of alternatives minimizing climate impacts cannot be 

otherwise approved for cost reasons, in particular because they would increase incremental 

costs of a project above the relevant cost-effectiveness threshold40.     

The Swiss proposal was not adopted at MOP 24 and was not a major topic of discussion at 

OEWG 33, but was forwarded to MOP 25.  

Table 7:  Summary of key positions on the proposal to maximize the climate 

benefits of MLF projects  

Parties Positions 

Brazil Brazil calls for a decision on mandatory additional financing by donor countries 

to support implementation of existing MP commitments, and opposes a 

proposal aims to enable voluntary contributions. 

EU   The EU welcomes this proposal encouraging climate-friendly projects for the 

phasing-out of HCFCs. The EU, however, sees practical difficulties for the 

implementation of such a funding window and questions the added value of 

the proposal in relation to existing possibilities for voluntary funds.   

Sources: Ozone Secretariat, Official report MOP24; IISD, Earth negotiation Bulletin MOP21, MOP22, MOP23, 
MOP24 full coverage summary report; Ozone Secretariat, Outcomes and report of the OEWG33; Interviews. 

                                                 
40  For further details on the Swiss proposal please see Section C of annex to the Note by the Secretariat on  issues 

for discussion by and information for the attention of the Open-ended Working Group of the Parties to the 
Montreal Protocol at its thirty-third meeting (UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/2) Available at: http://conf.montreal-
protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/presession/PreSession%20Documents/OEWG-33-2E.pdf 

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/presession/PreSession%20Documents/OEWG-33-2E.pdf
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/presession/PreSession%20Documents/OEWG-33-2E.pdf
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3.1.3. Funding of production facilities of HCFCs requested by India and China  

At MOP 19 in 2007, the parties agreed a new schedule to accelerate the phase-out of 

production and consumption of HCFCs41.  Parties agreed that the funding available in the 

upcoming replenishments would have to be stable and sufficient to meet all agreed 

incremental costs to enable Article 5 Parties to comply with the accelerated phase-out 

schedule (e.g. closure of HCFCs production facilities).  

In June 2013, Argentina and India submitted a draft decision at the 33rd OEWG on the 

implementation of the funding requirements under Decision XIX/642. The draft decision 

notes that five years have passed since the adoption of decision XIX/6 but the funding for 

the phase-out of HCFC production in Article 5 Parties has still not been finalized. Under the 

proposal, MOP 25 would urge the Executive Committee of the Multilateral Fund to finalize 

and approve on priority funding for the closure of HCFC production facilities and initiate 

technical audits for ‘swing plants’43.  

Table 8:  Summary of key positions on the proposal for the funding of HCFCs  

Parties Proposal  

Argentina, India These countries argue that their proposal provides a way forward on the 

issues of phasing out HCFC-22 production.  

EU   The EU is of the opinion that it is time to finalize policies for financing 

production phase-out.  

USA The US has argued that this request is inappropriate as there is already an 

agreement on the amount allocated to close facilities in these countries.  

Sources: Ozone Secretariat, Official report MOP24; IISD, Earth negotiation Bulletin MOP21, MOP22, MOP23, 
MOP24 full coverage summary report; Ozone Secretariat, Outcomes and report of the OEWG33; Interviews. 

                                                 
41  Decision XIX/6: Adjustments to the Montreal Protocol with regard to Annex C, Group I, substances 

(hydrochlorofluorocarbons). Available August 2013 at:  
http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?dec_id=614   

42  Draft Decision on funding of production facilities for hydrochlorofluorocarbons submitted by Argentina and India 

(UNEP/OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/CRP.8) 26 June 2013 available at:   
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/default.aspx   

43  Swing plants can produce both CFCs and HCFCs.  

http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?dec_id=614
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/default.aspx
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3.2. Critical and essential use exemptions 

3.2.1. Types of exemptions  

The Montreal Protocol contains three main types of exemptions that allow Parties to 

produce and consume certain ozone depleting substances after the phase-out date:  

 Critical uses of methyl bromide: This substance, a soil sterilising agent used in 

agriculture, has been completely phased out for developed countries since January 

200544. Methyl bromide can still be used for quarantine and pre-shipment purposes.  

 Essential uses for all other chemicals controlled by the Montreal Protocol 

except for HCFCs: these exemptions can be granted for halons, phased out in 

1994, and for CFCs, 1,1,1-trichloroethane and carbon tetrachloride, which were 

phased out in 1996. These exemptions must be granted only if they fulfil specific 

criteria: necessary for health and safety; critical for the functioning of society; and 

no available technically and economically feasible alternatives that are acceptable 

from the standpoint of environment and health45. 

 Laboratory and analytical uses: These uses of phased out ODS are authorised 

provided that specific conditions are fulfilled.  

3.2.2. Potential decisions on essential uses at MOP 25 

Two essential use exemption nominations were discussed at OEWG 33 in June 2013: 

decisions on them will be taken at MOP 25. The procedure for essential use exemptions 

requires a party first to nominate a use it considers essential to the Secretariat. The TEAP 

will then develop recommendations on the nominations, after consultations with experts as 

necessary; TEAP submits its recommendations to the Secretariat three months before the 

MOP. The OEWG considers the report of the TEAP and then the decision on approval of the 

nomination is taken at the MOP. According to interviewees, the two exemptions brought to 

MOP 25 are expected to be adopted: such requests are normally approved at MOPs if 

reasonable and if the Parties making the requests indicate an intention to progressively 

reduce such ODS uses.  

 Essential use exemption for CFC-113 (Russian Federation)46 

The Russian Federation submitted a draft decision for an essential-use exemption to 

authorise the production and consumption of CFCs in its aerospace industry: 85 metric 

tonnes in 2014.  Along with the request, Russia stated that the use of these substances 

in the aerospace industry will be phased out in 2016. One interviewee for this study, 

however, expressed a concern that Russia may continue to present essential use 

nominations because of structural problems in its supply chain.   

                                                 
44  See Decision IX/6  that defines the critical uses criteria,  available August 2013 at:   

http://montreal-protocol.org/new_site/en/Treaties/decisions_text.php?dec_id=497  
45  Decision IV that defines the essential uses criteria, available August 2013 at:  

http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2_Decisions/Article_2/decs-

essential_uses/Decision_IV-25.shtml  
46  See the Draft Decision submitted by the Russian Federation (OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/CRP.1) at: http://conf.montreal-

protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp1.e.pdf    

http://montreal-protocol.org/new_site/en/Treaties/decisions_text.php?dec_id=497
http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2_Decisions/Article_2/decs-essential_uses/Decision_IV-25.shtml
http://ozone.unep.org/Publications/MP_Handbook/Section_2_Decisions/Article_2/decs-essential_uses/Decision_IV-25.shtml
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp1.e.pdf
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/oewg33-crp1.e.pdf
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 Essential use nominations for controlled substances for 2014 (China and the 

Russian Federation)47 

China and the Russian Federation have each presented essential use nominations for 

CFCs for metered-dose inhalers for asthma and chronic pulmonary. China requests 

235.05 metric tonnes of CFC production and consumption for 2014, and the Russian 

Federation, 212 metric tonnes.   

3.2.3. Potential decisions on critical use exemptions for methyl bromide 

Parties’ nominations for critical use exemptions of methyl bromide are reviewed by TEAP, 

which makes recommendations based on the critical use criteria. These exemptions are 

then considered at the MOP. At MOP 24, critical use exemptions for 2014 were approved for 

Australia, Canada, and USA. These three countries have submitted nominations for 2015, 

to be discussed at MOP 25. (See Table 9 below for an overview of recent nominations, 

recommendations and approvals.) Despite substantial reductions in recent years, the USA 

requested the largest exemption, mainly for strawberry crops in California. Australia has 

stated that it will phase out methyl bromide use in the period 2015-2019. 

Table 9:  Critical use exemptions for methyl bromide: nominations, 

recommendations and approvals (metric tonnes) for 2013-2015  

 
Amount Nominated  

(tonnes) 

Amount authorised 

(tonnes) 

Interim TEAP 

recommendations 

(tonnes) 

 2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015 

Australia  32.164  30.947  29.790 32.134 30.947  0 

Canada 13.444 10.305 5.261 13.109 10.305 5.050 

Japan 3.317  0 0 3.317  0 0 

US  691.608 442.337 377.170 562.328  442.337  227.436  

Total  740.533 483.589 412.191  610.888 483.589 232.486 

Source: UNEP May 2013 Report of the TEAP, volume 1, Progress report, page 10848  

Note: A Nomination is the exemption requested by a Party; Recommendations are made by the Methyl Bromide 

Technical Options Committee under TEAP; Approvals are the decisions by the Meetings of the Parties. 

                                                 
47  See the essential-use nominations submitted by China and the Russian Federation (OzL.Pro.WG.1/33/CRP.9) 

at:  
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-

33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/Forms/AllItems.aspx    
48  Available at:  

http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP_Progress_Report_May_2013.pdf     

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/oewg/oewg-33/crps/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/Forms/AllItems.aspx
http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/TEAP_Reports/TEAP_Progress_Report_May_2013.pdf
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3.2.4. Quarantine and pre-shipment use of methyl bromide   

Under the Montreal Protocol, quarantine and pre-shipment (QPS) uses of methyl bromide 

continue to be allowed without exemption. The EU, however, ended these in 2010. At 

MOP 23, the EU proposed to encourage a global reduction of QPS uses of methyl bromide 

and requested better data49: TEAP was asked to prepare a report on the amounts used and 

the availability of alternatives50 (Figure 3 below shows the total amounts). 

Figure 3:  Global production of methyl bromide for QPS uses, 1999-2010 

 

Source: Official reports submitted by Parties in accordance with Article 7 of the Montreal Protocol; data in the 

report stored in the Ozone Secretariat Data Centre, February 2012 

The information gathered indicates that QPS uses have remained stable in recent years, 

though they have decreased slightly in non-Article 5 countries (the main users) while 

increasing in Article 5 countries. It is not clear if this issue will be raised at MOP 25.   

3.3. Other issues 

3.3.1. Use of controlled substances as feedstock  

ODS including CFCs, HCFCs and carbon tetrachloride are used as chemical building blocks 

for the manufacture of non-ODS used as refrigerants, blowing agents, solvents, polymers, 

pharmaceuticals and agricultural chemicals51. These ‘feedstock uses’ are not controlled by 

the Montreal Protocol. 

A recent paper for the European Commission shows that emissions from feedstock 

applications may have increased significantly in the past five years.  The paper also 

questions the emissions factor used by TEAP for ODS feedstocks (0.5%), suggesting it is 

higher52. (At OEWG 33, the CTOC co-chair defended the 0.5% emissions factor53.) 

                                                 
49  Draft Decision XXIII: Quarantine and pre-shipment uses of methyl bromide (UNEP/OzL.Pro.23/CRP 21 

November 2011 available at: http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/mop23-
cop9/crp/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/MOP23-CRP6-E.pdf  

50  UNEP, Report of the Technology and Economic Assessment Panel (May 2012) Available August 2013 at: 
http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/TEAP_Reports/teap-progress-report-may2012.pdf  

51  UNEP May 2013 Report of the TEAP, volume 1, progress report 
52  Touchdown Consulting, Information paper on feedstock uses of ozone-depleting substances, produced for the 

European Commission under Service Contract No. 07.1201/2011/601842/SER/CLIMA.C2 (December 2012). 
Available July 2013 at: http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ozone/research/docs/feedstock_en.pdf   

53  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, OEWG 33. www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33 

http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/mop23-cop9/crp/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/MOP23-CRP6-E.pdf
http://conf.montreal-protocol.org/meeting/mop23-cop9/crp/Conference%20Room%20Papers%20CRP/MOP23-CRP6-E.pdf
http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/TEAP_Reports/teap-progress-report-may2012.pdf
http://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/ozone/research/docs/feedstock_en.pdf
www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33
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A decision at MOP 24, based on a proposal by the EU, called on Parties to minimise 

emissions from ODS feedstock uses and to report on processes using ODS as feedstock54. A 

separate decision called on TEAP to report to MOP 25 on alternatives to ODS as feedstock. 

The TEAP report and options for its follow-up may be discussed at MOP 25.  

3.3.2. Use of controlled substances as process agents  

Process agents are ODS that facilitate an intended chemical reaction and/or inhibit an 

undesired chemical reaction55. When an ODS is used as a process agent, it is transformed 

and destroyed, though a share can be remain in a final product or in waste streams. The 

Parties have maintained a list of process agent uses that are exempt from control measures 

under the Montreal Protocol56. This list has been revised several times57. Under the Draft 

Agenda of MOP 25, it is planned to discuss these uses: an update to the list could be an 

outcome.  

                                                 
54  UNEP (2012c), Report of the Twenty-Fourth Meeting of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol on Substances that 

Deplete the Ozone Layer, UNEP/OzL.Pro.24/10, 22 November 2012 
55  UNEP, Report of the Process Agents Task Force April 1997. Available August 2013 at:  

http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/PATF/PATF1997.pdf.      
56  Decision X/14: Process agents: Tenth meeting of the Parties (Cairo 23-24 November 1998) available August 

2013 at: http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=678     
57  See Decision XV/6 on the list of controlled substances as process agents available August 2013 at:  

http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=1101 , Decision  XVII/7 list of 
uses of controlled substances as process agents, available August 2013 at:  
http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=1104  

http://ozone.unep.org/Assessment_Panels/TEAP/Reports/PATF/PATF1997.pdf
http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=678
http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=1101
http://ozone.unep.org/new_site/en/Treaties/treaties_decisions-hb.php?nav_id=1104
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4. CONCLUSIONS: MAIN ISSUES AT STAKE AT MOP 25  

 

KEY FINDINGS 

 Regulating HFCs under the Montreal Protocol is expected to be the key issue at 

MOP 25, as it has been in recent MOPs.  

 The other key topic should be the replenishment of the MLF in the period 2015 to 

2017. Discussions will centre on the adoption of the terms of reference for the study 

of on MLF replenishment by the TEAP. 

 

The Montreal Protocol has been very successful in phasing out the consumption of ozone 

depleting substances (ODS), and it has also provided a major contribution in the fight 

against climate change, as many ODS are also greenhouse gases.  

The replacement of many ODS by HFCs, however, puts this synergy at risk. This question is 

expected to be one of the main issues for discussion at MOP 25. As summarised by the 

Earth Negotiations Bulletin, the proponents of the amendments to phase out HFCs ‘suggest 

that the current trend of replacing HCFCs with HFCs risks repeating past mistakes, such as 

when HCFC-substitutes for CFCs had to be phased out, at great cost to Parties, when their 

negative effects were discovered’58. (For HCFCs, the main concern was their impact on the 

ozone layer.)  

The September 2013 G20 Declaration calls for the ‘expertise and institutions of the 

Montreal Protocol’ to address HFCs. As the G20 brought together many of the key players 

in the Montreal Protocol discussions, it should provide a catalyst for action at MOP 25. The 

Joint China-US declaration for a contact group provides a way forward with a formal 

process of discussion and study, though not a phasedown itself.  

The issue of HFCs indicate the need for closer coordination and consistency between the 

Montreal Protocol and the Kyoto Protocol and the UNFCCC, to strengthen synergies and 

avoid one legal framework undermining the other. The EU has regularly called for greater 

cooperation between the two frameworks.  

The replenishment of the Multilateral Fund is expected to be the other major topic for 

discussion, focusing on the terms of reference for a study to estimate the level of funding 

needed in the period from 2015 to 2017, including the issue whether this study should 

consider a longer-term framework. Other funding issues may also be discussed: the Swiss 

proposal for a voluntary ‘window’ addressing climate considerations and the proposal from 

India and China for further funding for HCFC phase-out. 

Exemptions for critical and essential uses will also be discussed at MOP 25. While the 

current requests are expected to be approved, the discussions may provide an opportunity 

for further appeals to reduce such uses.  

                                                 
58  Earth Negotiations Bulletin, Montreal Protocol, OEWG 33. www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33  

http://www.iisd.ca/ozone/oewg33
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