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VOLUNTARY STAGE 3 IN-DEPTH REVIEWS OF EMISSION INVENTORIES 
SUMBITTED UNDER THE LRTAP CONVENTION IN 2008 

Note prepared by the EMEP Centre for Emission Inventories and Projections (CEIP) for 
information to the Executive Body, at its twenty-sixth session, 15-18 Dec 2008 

  

Background   

1. Parties to the Convention submit air pollutant emission data annually to the CEIP and 
notify the CLRTAP secretariat thereof. Submissions consist of both quantitative and 
qualitative information. Quantitative data should be in accordance with the EMEP reporting 
templates (NFR) and in line with the Convention's Emission Reporting Guidelines. 
Qualitative data, including methodologies, may be included in informative inventory reports 
(AIR). The submitted inventories are subject to technical review.  

2. At the twenty-fifth session of the Executive Body for the Convention on Long-range 
Transboundary Air Pollution (Geneva 10 to 13 December 2007), the Executive Body 
approved methods and procedures for the review of national emission inventories. The 
Executive Body furthermore encouraged Parties to nominate experts for the roster of review 
experts to be established and to volunteer for stage 3 reviews in 20081.   

Review process  

3. The technical review of national inventories checks and assesses Parties' data 
submissions with a view to improving the quality of emission data and associated information 
reported to the Convention. The review also seeks to achieve a common approach to 
prioritizing and monitoring inventory improvements under the Convention with those of other 
organizations with similar interests such as the United Nations Framework Convention on 
Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the European Union National Emission Ceilings (NEC) 
Directive.  

4. To standardize review process, TFEIP elaborated review guidelines Methods and 
procedures for the technical review of air pollutant emission inventories reported under 
the Convention and its protocols  (EB.AIR/GE.1/2007/16.) and review templates and Guidance 
for reviewers.  

5. The technical review process is carried out in three stages. At each stage, experts have 
the opportunity to clarify issues or provide additional information. They may also express 
their views at meetings of the Task Force on Emission Inventories and Projections. 
The detailed review workplan is prepared annually in cooperation with European 
Environment Agency EEA and the TFEIP Expert Panel on Review. The review of data 
reported under CLRTAP is performed jointly with those reported under the amended  
National Emissions Ceilings Directive (2001/81/EC) and the process is supported by the 
European Environment Agency (EEA).  

                                                

1 Decisions taken at the twenty-fifth session of the Executive Body, ECE/EB.AIR/91, para.27 (m)  
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6. Stage 1 is an initial check of submissions for timeliness and completeness. Individual 
Status reports were prepared in March by the EMEP CEIP and submitted to the Parties by e-
mail. Status reports provide information based on initial automated checks (timeliness, 
formats, and completeness) of CLRTAP and NECD inventories. Parties had 2 weeks to 
provide comments to the CEIP (EMEP Centre on Emission Inventories and Projections).  

7. Stage 2 is a synthesis and assessment of all national submissions with respect to 
consistency and comparability of data with recommendations for data quality improvement; 
and has been performed in cooperation with TFEIP and EEA. Tests checked consistency, 
comparability, trends and KCA of national inventories. Individual Synthesis and assessment 
reports were submitted to the Parties by 31 May. Countries had 4 weeks for comments. 
Summary Stage 1 and 2 review findings are published in the EEA&CEIP technical report 
Inventory review 2008.  

8. CEIP also calculated emissions per GDP and emissions per capita for all Parties 
which submitted emission inventories under CLRTAP. Figures are presented in the Review 
report 2008, and overview tables can be downloaded from the web (http//:www.ceip.at).  

9. Stage 3 is in-depth reviews of selected inventories, by pollutant, country or sector, as 
in the workplan agreed by the Executive Body. Stage 3 is centralized review performed by 
expert review (ERT) selected from the roster.  

10. Under its collective responsibility, the expert review team shell produce an individual 
inventory review2 report for publication in electronic format on the CEIP website based on the 
results of the tasks listed in the Guidance for reviewers. This individual review reports should 
contain an objective assessment of the adherence of the inventory information to the reporting 
Guidelines and should not contain any political judgment.  

Stage 3 review in 2008 

11. In line with the decisions of the Executive Body, the UNECE secretariat, in 
cooperation with the EMEP Centre on Emission Inventories and Projections (CEIP) and the 
European Environment Agency (EEA) invited Parties to volunteer for a stage 3 review of the 
emission inventories that they have submitted in 2008. Parties were also invited to submit 
nominations of suitably-qualified experts for the preliminary roster of review experts for the 
voluntary review in 2008.   

12. Ten Parties (Austria, Czech r., Denmark, EU, Finland, France, Ireland, Norway, the 
Netherlands, Sweden and UK) nominated all together 38 inventory experts to the roster3. The 
nominated experts were suitably qualified to review all emission sectors (Energy, Industry, 
Solvents and other product use, Agriculture & Nature and Waste) and the general inventory 
issues (uncertainty, QA/QC, KCA…).   
                                                

2 The ‘Methods and Procedures’ document describes the reports that will be produced by the expert review 
team.   
3 Following the voluntary review, the roster of experts will be submitted for approval to the Executive Body at 
its twenty-sixth session (December 2008) and be maintained by the secretariat and CEIP. From this list CEIP 
will select a team(s) of experts each year and invite it to participate in stage 3 reviews. CEIP will guide, 
coordinate and report on the review process. Key review findings will be submitted to the Implementation 
Committee of the Convention and to the Party’s representative to the Executive Body. In addition, the EMEP 
Steering Body receives an overview of the inventory review annually. 
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13. The CEIP in line with reporting Guidelines selected an expert review team (ERT) 
consisting from 6 sectoral experts and one lead reviewer (Austria, EU, Czech r., Denmark (2 
experts), France, Ireland and UK).  

14. CEIP prepared and distributed technical materials in advance before the centralized 
review started to enable ERT familiarize themselves with the selected inventories and provide 
questions to the countries before the review week. EEA/ ETC ACC in cooperation with 
TFEIP and EMEP elaborated templates for review reports, review transcripts and Guidelines 
for reviewers to ensure consistent approach during all reviews.   

15. The centralized review took place in Copenhagen4 (6-10 October 2008) and covered 
four volunteering countries; France, Norway, Portugal and Sweden.  Six weeks were planed 
for ERT to   prepare the draft reports.  The CEIP should edit and format reports before 
sending them to the respective Parties designated emission experts for comment.  The 
designated expert shell responds within four weeks.   The ERT shall integrate the comments 
within 6 weeks and send the revised version of the report to the secretariat and CEIP. 

16. Before and during the centralized review the ERT raised almost 200 questions which 
were   responded by Parties. The review experts analyzed all responses and elaborated 
sectoral chapters.  Lead reviewer is compiling the individual country reports. These will be 
sent to the countries for comments.    

17. After finalization of individual country reports by the ERT, the CEIP will prepare an 
overview of review findings, indicating priorities for improvements; forward it for 
consideration by the Parties’ designated experts and the Task Force. After Parties had the 
opportunity to provide comments final reports will be submitted to the Implementing committee 
and Executive bureau for consideration.   

18. It should be noted that four inventories reviewed in 2008 were of high quality and it is 
to expect that work demand on the review team could increase if checking less consistent 
inventories.  

Conclusions/recommendations 

19. Only 10 Parties (from 51) nominated review experts to the roster of reviewers 
(Austria, Czech r Denmark, EU, Finland, France, Ireland, Norway, the Netherlands, Sweden 
and UK).  Number and qualification of experts nominated by Parties to the roster enabled 
setting up a qualified review team in 2008.  However total number of experts in the roster is 
not sufficient to repeat the process annually in the high quality.  Additionally for some sectors 
(e.g. Waste and Agriculture) UNECE received only a few nominations, which could danger 
the review process in the next year.  To maintain sustainable and efficient review process 
additional nominations are inevitable.   EMEP should also consider options to involve experts 
from non EU Parties to the review process.  

20. The centralized review is time demanding for ERT, reviewed Parties and CEIP as 
well.  The process requires preparatory work before the review starts and follow up activities 
afterwards.   

                                                

4  The European Environment Agency (EEA) has offered to host the centralized review meeting in 2008. 
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21. A few nominated experts experienced difficulties to deliver their chapters within the 
planed schedule.  At the time being still no review findings have been included in the country 
reports for Industrial Processes as there were difficulties in completing a review of the 
Industrial Process sector due to the demanding task and language difficulties experienced by 
the Industrial Processes Expert.  As follow up it was not possible to keep the time schedule 
(Review guidelines p48)   and draft reports will be sent to the Parties for comments with a few 
weeks delay.    

22. One of the options to reduce such risks would  be  more experts ( 2 reviewers per 
sector5 ) invited into the review team in the next round.   However also than the responsibility 
for the success of the review process remains by Parties (nominated experts).    

23. The Reporting guidelines (p48) assume that among others CEIP should edit and 
format the individual reports before submitting to the Parties.  It should be noted that the 
budget of CEIP remains the same for number of years but additional resource demanding 
activities like stage 3 reviews are added to the work plan.   

24. The initial review proved that review Guidelines and review templates provide a good 
base for review process and enable consistent   approach across countries.  However the 
experience showed that the templates will need further improvement and also update to be 
consistent with the revised reporting Guidelines (EC/EB.AIR/2008/4). 

25. Supporting materials as provided by CEIP were assessed as useful and were broadly 
used before and during the review week.  ERT provided recommendations to CEIP for 
additional materials to be prepared for the next review round.    

26. It should be also noted that four inventories reviewed in 2008 were of high quality and 
it is to expect that work demand on the review team could increase if checking less consistent 
data.  Very important is the good cooperation between ERT and Party particularly timely 
response by the reviewed Party is essential for the success of centralized review.  

 

                                                

5 The same as in the UNFCCC centralized reviews  


