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[. INTRODUCTION
A . Mandate

1. Article 8 of the Kyoto Protocol states that the Conference of the Parties (COP) serving asthe
meeting of the Parties to the Protocol shal adopt at itsfirst sesson, and review periodicaly theregfter,
guiddinesfor the review of implementation of the Protocol by expert review teamstaking into
account the relevant decisions of the Conference of the Parties. Article 5.2 of the Kyoto Protocol

states that methodol ogies for estimating anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of
all greenhouse gases not controlled by the Montred Protocol shal be those accepted by the
Intergovernmenta Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and agreed upon by the Conference of the Parties
at itsthird sesson. Where such methodol ogies are not used, appropriate adjustments shal | be applied
according to methodol ogies agreed upon by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of
the Parties to the Protocol at itsfirst session.

2. At itsfourth session, the COP adopted decision 8/CP.4 on the preparations for the first session
of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Kyoto Protocol. It decided
that the preparatory work would include guidelines for the review of implementation by expert teams
under Article 8. It also decided that the preparatory work should include methodol ogies for the
gpplication of adjustments under Article 5.2, with aview to completion by COP 6
(FCCC/CP/1998/16/Add.1).

3. At their tenth sessions, the subsidiary bodies endorsed the work programme on

methodol ogical issuesrelated to Articles 5, 7 and 8 of the Kyoto Protocol (FCCC/SB/1999/2). The
development of guiddines under Article 8 and of methodologies for the application of adjustments
under Article 5.2 are an integral part of the work plan.

4, At its eeventh session, the Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technologica Advice
(SBSTA) requested the secretariat to include in the agenda for the workshop on nationa systems and
issues related to adjustments, the consideration of the methodol ogical and technical aspects of the
guidelinesrelated to Article 8 of the Kyoto Protocol (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/14, para. 51 (a)).

5. The SBSTA, a its eleventh session, recaled Article 5.2 of the Kyoto Protocol and took note
of submissions by Parties on the issue of adjustments. It considered that adjustments referred to in
this article should only be applied when inventory data submitted by Parties areincomplete and/or are
caculated in away that is not consistent with the IPCC 1996 Revised Guiddines as elaborated by any
good practice agreed upon by the COP. It noted that these adjustments would result in substitution of
arevised technicd estimate for the purpose of accounting of the Parties' emissions and assigned
amounts. It aso considered that adjustments related to Article 5.2 could be an element of the review
process under Article 8 of the Kyoto Protocol. 1t noted that the methodol ogies and procedures of
adjustments, including the question of who should apply these adjustments, should be further
examined in the preparatory work related to Articles 5 and 8 of the Kyoto Protocol.

6. The SBSTA invited Parties to submit their initial viewson Article 8, particularly the
relationship between the review process and compliance procedure and further requested Partiesto
submit their views on approaches for considering adjustments referred to in Article 5.2 of the Kyoto
Protocol and any methodologies for their application by 1 February 2000.
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B. Scope
7. This paper draws upon the views of Parties contained in submissions on Articles 8 and 5.2 of

the Kyoto Protocol and also draws on views contained in submissionson Article 7
(FCCC/SBSTA/2000/MISC.1).

8. The paper summarizes the views of Parties on the key issues and elements that may be
contained in guidelines on Article 8, including the identification of inventory problems and
process-rel ated aspects of adjustments under Article 5.2. The paper dso summarizes Parties’ views
on methodologies for adjustments. Theinformation is organized under various headings followed by
questions which Parties may wish to discuss at the workshop and questions that could be addressed in
adifferent context, including during discussions on compliance or mechanisms. It may be noted that
the SBSTA, a its eleventh session, requested that any compliance-related aspects of the Article 8
review process be taken up by the joint working group on compliance, as appropriate.

C. Background

0. Guiddinesfor the technical review of greenhouse gas inventories from Partiesincluded in
Annex | to the Convention were adopted by decision 6/CP.5. The decision requests these guidelines
to be used during the 2000 to 2001 trial period of technical inventory reviews, which includes
individual country reviews on avoluntary basis, and determines that individua reviews of inventories
for al Annex | Partieswill beinitiated in 2003 (FCCC/CP/1999/Add.1). Currently there are no
guidelinesfor thereview of national communications under the Convention. However, Parties may
wish to read document FCCC/SBI/2000/3 on the experience of reviews of nationa communications,
which describesissues related to the review process and outlines possible options for the third round
of in-depth reviews, including the development of guidelines.

10. In their submissions, Partiesin general envisage that guidelines for supplementary
information under Article 7.1 and 7.2 of the Kyoto Protocol will build upon the UNFCCC reporting
guidelines on annual inventories and the UNFCCC reporting guidelines on national communications.
Giventhis, it can aso be envisaged that there will be asingle review process separated into inventory
review and national communication review, athough these could be done at different times and using
different approaches.

11.  Thesecretariat envisagesthat guidelines related to review will need to evolve in the future
based upon the experience gained under the Convention. Therefore, the Article 8 guiddines will have
some elements that are relatively complete, some that will need to be specified after COP 6 and some
that will evolve based on experience.
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D. Possbleaction by participants attending the wor kshop

12.  Participants may wish to consider the information in this document and to address the
questions posed.  Participants are expected to focus on e ements that could be contained in guiddines
for review under Article 8, including the process-rel ated aspects of adjustments under Article 5.2, and
separately to consider what methodol ogies may be appropriate for adjustments.

Il. WHAT ISTO BE REVIEWED AND WHEN?

13.  According to Article 8 of the Kyoto Protocoal, the information submitted under Article 7 by
each Party included in Annex | shall be reviewed by expert review teams. So, clearly thereisalink
between reporting and review. Severd articles of the Kyoto Protocol relate to the reporting of
information and it isfor Partiesto decide what of thisis encompassed under the guidelines for
reporting supplementary information under Article 7 and hence what is subject to review ether as part
of the annua compilation and accounting of emissions inventories and assigned amounts or as part of
thereview of national communications. Article 8 also states that the review process shdl provide a
thorough and comprehensive technica assessment of al aspects of the implementation by a Party of
the Protocol, so the scope of review can be broader than just what is reported under Article 7.

14. In their submissions, Parties have similar views on what isto be reviewed before, during and
after thefirst commitment period. The elementsto be reviewed arelisted in thefirst column of

table 1, whilst the following columns are used to indicate when these elements should be reviewed.
There are differences on whether certain e ements should be reviewed annualy or periodically during
the commitment period and these differencesare dsoillustrated intable 1. In relation to the
inventory, the table does not show a possible separation of an annual review into stages such asinitial
checks, synthesis and assessment and individual review which form part of thetria inventory review
under the Convention. Parties' views differ asto whether the individual review for each Party should
be annua and/or if every part of the individua inventory review needsto be annual. For example, itis
argued that some parts of the inventory are based on infrequent survey data and hence should not be
reviewed in-depth annually.
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Table1l. Elementsto bereviewed before, during and after thefirst commitment period

Beforethefirst

During thefirst

After thefirst

commitment period commitment period commitment period
Annually Periodicaly
» Baseyear inventory and hence the X X! X
assigned amount
» Implementation of Articles5and 7 X X
or agpects rdevant to compliance
» Nationd registries’ X X
* Annud inventory X
 Information on AAUs, CERsand X X
ERUS®
* Adjustments X
» Land-use, land-use change and X X
forestry in accordance with Article 3.3
and34
» National sysemsunder Article 5.1 X X*
» Nationd communications X
» Assigned amountsvs. cumulative X
emissions 2008-2012

15. Participants may wish to consider the following questions at the workshop:

Main questions

€) Does the above table cover the e ements to be reviewed?

(b)  Which dements should be reviewed annually and which periodically?

(© Should therebea pre-commitment period review, for what purpose and when?

If recalculations are allowed.

National registries could be encompassed in the review of Article 5.

Assigned amount units, certified emission reduction units and emission reduction units.

National systems could be reviewed during the annua inventory review only if required by the review team.
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(d) Should the review be limited to * supplementary information’? (Wl there still bea
separate review under the UNFCCC?)

Secondary questions

(e Should the review of transfers and acquisitions of AAUs, CERs and ERUs focus on
an aggregation of eligible transfers and acquisitions?

() Should the secretariat be expected to maintain a database to track assigned amounts,
transfers and acquisitions and inventories of emissions from sources and removals by sinks, based on
annual submissions from Parties?

Compliance-rdated questions

16. Parties, in generd, state that the main rationa e for reviewing implementation of Articles5 and
7 or aspects thereof prior to the first commitment period isrelated to Parties' participation in the
Kyoto Protocol mechanisms. So thereisastrong link to compliance at this stage.

@ What information should be reviewed for the purpose of compliance with Articles5
and 7?

(b) If there is a pre-commitment review, should a review of Articles5 and 7 be limited to
particular aspectsfor compliance purposes?

1. GUIDANCE

17. The guiddinesfor review under Article 8 of the Kyoto Protocol need to take into account
other guiddines and/or rules and modalities relating to work on other articles. In particular,
consideration should be given to:

@ Guidelinesfor supplementary information under Article 7.1

(b) Guidelinesfor supplementary information under Article 7.2

(© Guidelinesfor national systems under Article 5.1

(d) Principles, modalities, rules and guidelines under Articles 6, 12 and 17

(e Modalities, rulesand guiddinesfor Article 3.4 and possible reporting guidelines
related to Article 3.3 and 3.4.

(f) Procedures and mechanisms for non-compliance

(90  Guiddineson registries (unless part of Article5.1)

(h) Revised 1996 IPCC Guidelines and good practice guidance

18. Parties, in their submissions, note what should be included in the various guideines under
development. In particular, they indicate that review teams will need guidance on anumber of issues

®  The secretariat currently has under development a new database to store annual GHG inventory data submitted

by Parties according to the common reporting format agreed upon by decision 3/CP.5. It also maintains an activities
implemented jointly database for information submitted in accordance with the uniform reporting format.
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and such guidance can beincluded in guiddlines. Typicdly, Parties have not stated whether this
guidance should be part of guiddinesfor review under Article 8, guiddines for nationa systems under
Article 5.1 or whether anew set of guidelines should be developed related to Article 5.2. The
following table, in the first column, lists al of the areas on which guidance has been requested for
inclusion in the various guidelines. The other columns provide an indication of which guidelinesthe
guidance could be part of.

Table2 Guidanceto beincluded in the guiddines

Guidelines under Guidelines under Article5.2
Article8 Article5.1

* Review of nationa communications X
* Review of nationd systems X
* |dentification of adjustable and non- X X
adjustable inventory problems
* |dentification of severeinventory X X
problems
* |dentification of minor inventory X X
problems
* The scope of questions of X
implementation
» Methodologies for adjustments X X
* Process aspects of review X
* Process aspects of adjustments X X

19. Parties have noted that the experience gained during the two-year trid period of the technical
inventory review will be directly relevant to the provision of much of this guidance.

20. Participants may wish to consider the following questions at the workshop:
Main questions
(@ Doestable 2 reflect the e ements to be contained within the various guidelines?

(b) In which guidelines should the various e ements of guidance be contained?
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Secondary questions

©

If thereisto beareview of Articles5 and 7 or aspects thereof prior to thefirst

commitment period should the guidelines under Article 8 contain any separate guidance for this? (In
other words, will the nature of thisreview differ fromthat during the commitment period?)

V. IDENTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL INVENTORY PROBLEMS

21.

A large number of potentia problems could be identified during the review of inventories.

This section considers what sort of guidance may be required to identify and categorize problems.
Such guidance may be relevant for the expert review teams and the compliance bodies.

22.

Parties agree in their submissionsthat potentia problems should be separated according to

agreed rules or criteriaand may result in different consequences. They differ somewhat inthe
suggested categorization of problems, athough the suggestions are complementary.

23.
upon.

Three possible sets of categories are presented as examples below. These may be expanded

L eve of importance of emission sour ce (Which problems need correction or adjustment?)®

Deminimis problems

that are of negligible influence
onthelevel and trend of the
emissions are not pursued by
compliance procedures.
compliance.

Quantification (Which problems can be adjusted?

Quantifiable problems

that can be expressed in terms of emissions, are
relevant for the assessment of compliance with
Article 3 and could be fixed by the caculation
of arevised technica estimate (adjustable)

Important problems

that need to befixed or
adjusted or which can lead to
questions of implementation.
If adjusted, the Party isin

(e.0. missing estimate)

6

Severe problems

that need to befixed or
adjusted or which can lead to
questions of implementation.
If adjusted, the caseis il
considered by the compliance

bodly.

Non-quantifiable problems

that cannot be expressed in terms of emissions,
relate to the process of inventory compilation
and cannot be fixed by the calculation of a
technica revised estimate (non-adjustable)
(e.g. problems with quality control)

These three categories are intended to encompass the categories mentioned by Parties in their submissions such

as minor, major, serious, less serious, egregious. New names have been chosen to add clarity since categories

mentioned by Parties overlapped.
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Levd of dispute

Undisputed problems Disputed estimates

that need explanation or correction, Party agrees | for which under- or over-estimation is
(e.g. only potential emissions of HFCs PFCs suspected, Party disagrees

and SF; reported) (e.g. Sgnificant reca culation)

24, With this categorization, several combinationswould be possible. Asan example, agapin
theinventory can be ‘severe , ‘ quantifiable’ and ‘undisputed’. ‘Disputed estimates are always
‘quantifiable’ by their nature but could be ‘de minimis’, ‘important’ or ‘severe’. For non-quantifiable
problems the categorization into ‘de minimis’, ‘important’ or ‘severe’ could not be on aquantitative
basis. Tables 3 and 4 provide examples of problems and their possible categorization.

25. In considering table 3, it should be noted that limited timeis available in the current in-depth
review process for the consideration of inventory problems and so only the most obvious problems are
typically detected. During thetria period of technica inventory review under the Convention, expert
review teamswill be able to examine the problemsin much greater detail.

Table3. lllugrativelig of problemsencountered with inventoriesduring thein-depth reviews

* Actua emissions of HFCs, PFCs and SF; not reported

» Disaggregated emissions of HFCs, PFCs and SF; by gas not reported

* Inconsistent activity data or methods for base year data and subsequent years

» Split of CO, emissions from fuel combustion activitiesinto IPCC categories not provided

» Congderable difference between the national and the reference approach for fuel combustion
activities, unexplained

» Significantly different emission factors than others, unexplained

» Changeindlocation of asource (e.g. from land-use change and forestry category to energy)

» Recaculationsthat change emissions significantly

* Inclusion of emissionsfrom biomassin the totalsfor some years
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Table4. lllugrativelist of possible problemsand possible categorization

Undisputed problems Disputed estimates
Quantifiable » Missing estimate due to data gap e Inconsigtent or irregular emission factor,
* Only potentid emissions of HFCs, PFCs emissonsand/ or activity data
and SF; provided « Significant changesin emissions dueto
» Emissonsdlocated to wrong category recalculation or over time
» No sectord or reference gpproach provided | < High divergence from international data
for CO, from energy » Significant differencein reference and
» Emissions not reported on agas-by-gas basis sectord gpproaches (CO,)
or high level of aggregetion *  Useof questionable measurement/
* Inconsigtent time-series estimation methodol ogy
 Lack of information on uncertainty » Datainconsistent with previous
submission, unexplained
e Conflicting information on datafrom
different sources within a Party
High uncertainty’
Non- + Documentation not transparent
guantifiable * Inaufficient archiving
» Nationa system not in accordance with
Article5.1 guidelines
 Problemswith quality assurance/control
 Failureto submit ontime
» Daanot reported in the correct format
* Inconsigtency between information in the
common reporting format and the nationa
inventory report

26. Problems in the categories may have different consequences. Table4 provides an illustrative
example of possible consequences.

7

One Party in its submission proposed that adjustments should be made when the uncertainty of the estimatesis

judged to be unacceptably high to assess compliance with the target, even if the inventory is prepared according to
the agreed guidelines.
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Tableb5. Possible consequences of different categories of problems

Case | De Important Severe | Quantifiable Non Conseguence
minimis guantifiable
1 X X or X Not pursued
2 X X Adjusted [and forwarded to the
compliance body]
3 X X [Not] adjusted and forwarded to

the compliance body

4 X X Party isrequested to correct by
next submission [and forwarded to
the compliance bodly]

5 X X Party is requested to correct by
next submission and forwarded to
the compliance body

27. Table 5 does not presumethat al quantifiable problems will be subject to adjustment even
though technically thisis possible. Parties may decide that some severe problems should not be
subject to adjustment.

28. Participants may wish to consider the following questions.

(@ Arethe categories of problemslisted above appropriate? What is a useful
categorization of problems perhaps linked to different consequences?

(b) What would be the different consequences of an identified problemthat fallswithin a
category? For example, which problems should be adjusted? Should all quantifiable problems be
adjusted?

© What methods exist to determine to which category an identified problem belongs?
(d) What guidance should be provided for review teamsto identify problems?
V. THE PROCESS OF INVENTORY REVIEW

29. The process of inventory review begins with the identification of problems which may then
be resolved by the Party, be subject to adjustment where feasible and/or be forwarded to compliance
proceduresif necessary. Parties’ views differ on how many stages are involved in the process of
inventory review and, in particular, where the compliance body or bodies areinvolved. They aso
differ asto how many iterations and how much time should be permitted for a Party to resolve a
problem with the review team, agree an adjustment and settle a dispute at the compliance stage. An
overview of the possible inventory review process and its duration is presented in diagrammatic form
at the end of this paper.
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A. ldentification of problems

30. Parties' submissions contain many pointsin common relating to the process of identifying
problems with the inventory. Many, but not all, Parties suggested the following:

@ Thetechnical GHG inventory review isin severa stages, for exampleinitial checks,
synthesis and assessment, individua review;

(b) During the review questionswill be raised;
(© Expert review team members should have technical expertise;

(d) Expert review teams[and the secretariat] follow guidance to identify adjustable and
non-adj ustabl e problems, minor problems and severe problems;

(e If aproblem isidentified, the Party is given afixed time scaeto fix it;

() If a Party corrects the problem in accordance with IPCC Guidelines, this does not
constitute an adjustment;

(99 Whereaproblemisidentified or at any stage of the review process, Parties may be
provided with access to technical advice from the review team or other Parties and/or may request
technical or financia assistance as facilitation from the compliance procedure.
31 Participants may wish to consider the following questions during the workshop:
Main questions

@ WII the individual review for each Party take place annually?

(b) How long should a Party be given to fix a problem?

Secondary questions

(© Should a Party be permitted to request assistance via the compliance procedure
before the individual review stage? If so, does the review process stop?

(d) Should outside experts be used as part of the review processto provide inputsto the
review teams?

B. Adjustment of problems

32. Parties submissions generally note that if a problem has not been corrected it may be subject
to adjustment, using agreed methodologies. The following summarises the key dementsin the
submissions. The main divergence in approach relates to whether the Party itself or an outside body
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caculates an adjustment.
@ The review team recommendsif an adjustment is appropriate.

(b) If the Party disagrees with the review team’ s recommendeation, the issueisreferred to
the compliance procedure.

(© Whilst severe inventory problems may be subject to adjustment, these al so need to be
smultaneoudy referred to the compliance procedure.

(d  Adjustments may be estimated by an adjustment team, an outside body such asthe
technical support unit, by the review team or by the Party itsdlf.

(e If the adjustment is applied by another body, if a Party accepts the adjustment then it
isin compliance with Articles5.2 and 7.1, whilst if it cannot agreeit is referred to the compliance
procedure. (Asidefrom severe problems.)

(f) If the Party agrees to impose an adjustment on itsdlf, the inventory isre-submitted to
the review team for acceptance or referra to the compliance procedure.

(9) If a Party accepts an adjustment but later is able to retroactively self-correct the
problem during the commitment period, the adjustment could be removed.

C. Non-adjustable problems

33. It isrecognized in submissions that many problems may not be subject to adjustment and
hence procedures may be smplified in such cases.

€) If a problem has not been fixed within a given timescale and cannot be subject to
adjustment, it isreferred to the compliance procedure.

(b)  Onlyif severa consecutive expert review reports indicate that procedural or
ingtitutional problems have not been addressed should the problem be referred to the compliance
procedure.

34. Participants may wish to consider the following questions.
Main questions

@ Should the adjustment be cal culated by the review team, an adjustment team, another
outside body or the Party itself?
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Secondary questions

(b) How much time (and/or iterations) is allowed for the Party, review team, compliance
bodies and other bodies, if involved, to correct problems, cal culate and agree adjustments and
resolve disputes?

(© Should the adjustment procedure begin after entry into force, but prior to thefirst
commitment period?

(d)  What needsto be reported and by whomin relation to adjustments?
VI. THE PROCESS OF NATIONAL COMMUNICATION REVIEW
35. Parties submissions contain little about the review of national communications, henceit is
difficult to identify where thereis consensus. However, the views contained in the submissions are

generaly complementary. The following summarizes some of the main points.

@ National communications should be reviewed separately from GHG inventories by
different review teams.

(b) Review should occur once per commitment period.

(© Review teams should be well prepared before a country visit.

(d  Guidancefor review of nationa communications should describe purposes, tasks,
approaches and procedures to assess the implementation of commitments under the Protocol, aside

from Article 3 and include an assessment of supplementary information.

(e Guidance for the review of mechanisms could be developed under the relevant
articles.

() Review could be narrowly limited to aspects unique to the Kyoto Protocol, but not
including individua review of Article 12 projects, or cover al aspects of implementation of
commitments other than inventories.

(9 Information submitted under Article 6 may be reviewed in accordance with Article 8.

(h) If areview team has concerns with information, these should first be discussed with
the Party. If resolution isnot possible they should be directed to the compliance procedure.

(i) Collective provisions of the Protocol should be reviewed, but questions of
implementation should not be forwarded from the review teams to the compliance procedure.
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36. Participants may wish to consider the following questions:

Main questions

(@  What approach should be used to review national communications?
(b) How frequently should review occur (linked to reporting)?
(©) How much time should be given to resolve problems?

VII. METHODSTO APPLY ADJUSTMENTS

37. This section isintended to facilitate discussion on elements of guidance for methodologiesto
caculate adjustments.

38. Parties state in their submissions that methodol ogies should be ‘transparent’, ‘ non-arbitrary’,
‘asaccurate aspossible, ‘flexible', ‘smple’ and ‘ straightforward’. In addition, they should be
‘conservative' but not ‘ punitive'.

39. Methodologies for adjustments could consist of two stages namely methods to calculate
revised technical estimates of emissions and methods to make estimates conservative. The second
stage could beincorporated into the first, but they have been separated below in order to structure the
discussion.

M ethodsto calculaterevised technical estimates of emissons

40. For the methods to obtain revised technical estimates, there may be a conflict between
trangparency, replicability, smplicity and accuracy. Additiona information is provided in working
paper No. 3 (2000).

41. Methods to cal culate revised technical estimates can be either problem-independent or
problem-specific:

@ Problem+independent methods could be used regardless of the problem. The revised
technica estimates replace the estimate in question. Thiswould result in asmaller set of methods
and could be less accurate.

(b) Problem-specific methods would have to be defined specificaly for each possible
problem. Larger setsof methodsfor al problems, sectors, gases and possibly countries would have
to be developed which could be more accurate.

42. Independent or problem-specific methods are not necessarily competing options, as either
could be used to solve the same problem.

43. Methods to cal culate revised technical estimates of emissions taken from submissions by
Parties (FCCC/SBSTA/1999/MISC.9, and Add.1 and FCCC/SBSTA/2000/MISC.1) include;
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Method Description Characterigtics

(1) IPCCier | Use IPCC tier | methods with Estimates depend on the qudity of the activity data used

methods available dataand emission factors.  and whether the default emission factors reflect the nationd
circumstances of that country. For most sectors defaults are
given asranges, or additiona assumptions have to be made.

(2) Annex B Estimation of emissions based on Nationa circumstances are not teken into account. Higher

averages averagesover Annex B countries.  accuracy can be obtained by grouping countries with

The average emission rate of similar circumstancesinto clusters and gpplying an average

over the countriesincluded in that cluster. Such grouping
would have to be defined.

(3) Extrapolation
using driver

Extrapolation of emissions
according to adefined
methodol ogy based on the linkage
of emissonswith adriving
indicator or growth factor.

Only gpplicableif emissions of at least one year are
available. Possbly difficult to develop into guiddinesvalid
for dl countries, emissions and time periods.

(4) Extrapolation
without using
driver

Extrapolation of emissions, for
examplelinear or polynomid

Only gpplicableif emissions of several yearsare available.
Results depend on the method used and dso the number
existing emission estimates considered.

(5) Interpolation

Linear interpolation and
extrapolation.

Only gpplicableif emissions of at least two adjacent years
areavalable

(6) Linkages

Estimation of emissions of one gas
or source category based on the
linkage to emissions of another gas
Or source category.

Can only be applied in alimited number of cases.

44, Participants may consider the following questions:

(@ How should guidance on methods to calculate revised technical estimates be
designed? For example:

Option Description Implication

(1) Define agreed methods Define aset of replicable transparent methods | Trangparent and replicable, but
that can be performed without assumptionsfor | complex task, possibly not accurate
al cases (e.g. problems, sources, gases, and may beimpossible.
countries)

(2) Solution case by case Set generic guidance on methodsthat areto be | Possibly not transparent, replicable.
gpplied and how the assumptions haveto be Judgement and assumptions needed.
sdlected, if needed. Potentially higher accuracy, if

controlled.
(b) Arethe methods to obtain revised technical estimates given above complete? May

some methods be discarded at this point?

©

When should methods be devel oped?
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(d) How should the appropriate method be selected?

(e How, if possible, should a selection processfor the appropriate method be defined,
which isapplicablefor all cases?

M ethods to make estimates conservative

45, Participants may consider the following question:

@ How can revised technical estimates be made conservative? How can it be ensured
that they are not punitive? For example:

Option Description Implication
(1) Inflating and deflating of For asource category in question arevised Inflating and deflating factors
revised technicd estimate technical estimate s caculated and incressed have to be defined.

(target year) or decreased (base year) by aset

percentage
(2) Usingtop/ bottom range of | In the case assumptions have to be made when Possibly not trangparent.
estimae cdculaing the revised technica estimate, the

assumptionsthat lead to higher emissions (target
year) and lower emissions (base year) are
preferred.
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Process and duration of possiblereview under the Kyoto Protocol with and without questions of

implementation

End of year x

Without questions
Submission of

15 months

A

A

A

End of year x

With questions

15 months

Submission of

Inventory for year x
1 month
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A 4
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Inventory for year x
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Initial check

Synthesis and assessment report
6 months

Individual review completed

A

A

(no question of implementation
detected) 1 month
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4
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A

Initial check

Synthesis and assessment report
8 months

Individual review identifies

Decision by compliance body

guestions

2 months
Party clarifies

»ld

A

(possibly calculates adjustments)
1% months
Questions remain

A 4

Adjustment suggested / calculated
1% months

y

A 4

Party does not accept adjustment

3 months

A 4

Decision by compliance body

6 months

Decision by the COP/MOP

( 8 months from submission) 23 months

38 months (23 months from submission)
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Annex

1. This annex contains questions that participants may, primarily, wish to address in another
context.

M echanisms-rel ated questions

@ Aside from aggregation of transfers and acquisitions of AAUs, CERs and ERUS, how
should the review process under Article 8 encompass the review of mechanisms? Should only some
aspects bereviewed?

Compliance-rdated questions

2. Participants may wish to consider question (), but the remainder may not be relevant for
consideration at the workshop.

@ At what stage and by whom is which compliance proceduretriggered? For example:
At any stage, if the Party requests assistance?
After theinitial check, if questions are identified?
After the synthesis and assessment report, if questions are identified?
After theindividual review, if no questions are identified?
After agreement of the review team (or another body) and Party on an adjustment?

(b) How is a dispute handled? I's additional guidance needed for the compliance bodies
to make decisions about inventories and adjustments, taking into account possible disputes about the
interpretation of the guiddines?

(© If a Party isallowed a long period to correct procedural or ingtitutional problems
then doesit remain in compliance during this period? (i.e. If a Party can complete an inventory
according the guiddines, but has problems related to the national system.)

(d) Should review teams collect information and report on the basis that Partiesare
initially in compliance or not in compliance?

(e When the secretariat or areview teamraises a question, isit a question of
implementation under Article 8 or only a question of implementation when the Party hasfailed to
adequately answer it or isit that only the compliance body decidesif a question becomes a question
of implementation?

(f) In the case of severe inventory problems referred to the compliance procedure,
should an adjustment be s multaneoudy calculated and presented to the compliance body or should
the recommendation of the compliance body be awaited?



