
GE.08-23586 

UNITED 
NATIONS 

 

E 
 

 

Economic and Social 
Council 
 

Distr. 
GENERAL 

ECE/EB.AIR/GE.1/2008/6 
26 June 2008  

Original: ENGLISH 

 
ECONOMIC COMMISSION FOR EUROPE 
 
EXECUTIVE BODY FOR THE CONVENTION ON LONG-RANGE 
TRANSBOUNDARY AIR POLLUTION 
 
Steering Body to the Cooperative Programme for Monitoring and 
Evaluation of the Long-range Transmission of Air Pollutants in Europe (EMEP) 
 
Thirty-second session 
Geneva, 8–10 September 2008 
Item 5 (g) of the provisional agenda 
 

PROGRESS IN ACTIVITIES IN 2008 AND FUTURE WORK  
 

EMISSIONS 

 
EMISSION INVENTORIES AND PROJECTIONS 

 
Report by the Co-Chairs of the Task Force on Emission Inventories and Projections 

 
1. This report reflects progress made and conclusions agreed at the nineteenth and twentieth 
meetings of the Task Force on Emission Inventories and Projections, in accordance with item 2.1 
of the 2007 and 2008 workplans for the implementation of the Convention (ECE/EB.AIR/2007/8 
and ECE/EB.AIR/91/Add.2) approved by the Executive Body at its twenty-fourth and twenty-
fifth sessions.  
 
2. The nineteenth meeting was held on 23 and 24 October 2007 in Dublin. A scientific 
Workshop on Uncertainties in Emission Inventories and Projections was held prior to this 
meeting jointly with Task Force on Measurements and Modelling. The twentieth meeting was 
held on 26 and 27 May 2008 in Tallinn. Both meetings were joint meetings with the European 
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Information Observation Network (EIONET), maintained by the European Environment Agency 
(EEA). The outcomes of the nineteenth meeting can be found in chapter I and those of the 
twentieth meeting in chapter II. The Task Force on Emission Inventories and Projections’ 
progress report of the work of its expert panels are in chapter III. Conclusions from the workshop 
are presented in annex I. Presentations and documents from both Task Force meetings and from 
the workshop are available at: www.tfeip-secretariat.org. 
 
3. Experts from the following Parties to the Convention attended at least one of the 
meetings of the Task Force: Albania, Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, the Russian Federation, Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Ukraine, the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America and the 
European Community (EC). 
 
4. The cooperating bodies of the European Commission present at one or both meetings 
included the European Commission’s Directorate General on Environment, the Joint Research 
Centre’s (DG-JRC) Institute for Environment and Sustainability as well as EEA and its European 
Topic Centre on Air and Climate Change (ETC/ACC). Representatives of the EMEP 
Meteorological Synthesizing Centres East and West (MSC-E and MSC-W), the EMEP Centre 
for Integrated Assessment Modelling (CIAM), the Technical Support Unit for the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) National Greenhouse Gas Inventories 
Programme, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the 
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) attended. A member of the Oil Companies’ 
European Organization for Environment, Health and Safety (CONCAWE) was present, as was a 
member of the UNECE secretariat.  
 
5. Ms. K. Rypdal (Norway), Ms. Aphrodite Mourelatou (EEA), Ms. K. Kindbom (Sweden) 
and Mr. Martin Adams (EEA) co-chaired one or both meetings of the Task Force. 
 

I. REPORT OF THE NINETEENTH MEETING OF THE TASK FORCE ON 
EMISSION INVENTORIES AND PROJECTIONS 

 
6. Mr. M. McGettigan opened the nineteenth meeting of the Task Force on Emission 
Inventories and Projections on behalf the Irish Environmental Protection Agency’s Regional 
Inspectorate. 
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7. The meeting considered results of the 2007 reporting round and progress made with 
respect to improving the inventory reporting, with a specific focus on the needs and challenges 
of the non-EU countries. It considered emission data management as well as quality assurance 
and quality control (QA/AC) procedures in use in North America, by EEA as well as under 
UNFCCC. Participants discussed objectives and priorities of the new EMEP Centre for Emission 
Inventories and Projections, (CEIP), which Austria had agreed to host at the Umweltbundesamt 
Vienna starting from January 2008. It agreed on the role and mandate of the Task Force’s expert 
panels on projections and sectoral panels; reviewed progress in updating the EMEP/CORINAIR 

Emission Inventory Guidebook and agreed on plans for its finalization.  
 
8. A representative of the UNECE secretariat presented the conclusions of the Working 
Group on Strategies and Review from its thirty-ninth session on the revision of the Gothenburg 
Protocol1 as well as on the status of the Emission Reporting Guidelines. Ms. Mourelatou 
informed the meeting about recent activities and publications of EEA.     
 
9. Mr. E. Dame (European Commission) reported on the status of revision of the European 
Union (EU) National Emission Ceilings (NEC) Directive, highlighting opportunities for 
streamlining the Directive with the reporting requirements under the Convention and its 
protocols, including with respect to terminology, temporal and spatial scales, reporting 
methodologies, deadlines and submission procedures. He informed the meeting about the 
proposal to require the EU Member States to draw up their emission inventories in line with the 
latest version of the Convention’s Emission Reporting Guidelines and using the methodologies 
laid down in the latest version of the Guidebook to estimate emissions for each source category. 
 

A. Inventory reporting and improvements 
 
10. Ms. V. Vestreng (MSC-West) presented results of the 2007 reporting round, highlighting   
progress made by Parties vis-à-vis the timeliness and completeness of their reporting but also the 
need for further improvements, including in the field of sector data and on POPs, heavy metals 
and particulate matter. Moreover, she suggested further ameliorating the tests for improving the 
national emission inventories and for identifying and quantifying the data insufficiencies. She 
regretted the lack of data from the countries in Eastern Europe, Caucasus and Central Asia 
(EECCA) and strongly encouraged those countries to report information on their emissions, 
including on a voluntary basis prior to becoming Parties to the Protocols. Only 50 per cent of the 
Parties had submitted informative inventory reports (IIRs) in 2007. The IIRs had varied greatly 
in terms of their length (ranging from 2 to 431 pages), structure and contents.   

                                                

1 The 1999 Gothenburg Protocol to Abate Acidification, Eutrophication and Ground-level Ozone. 
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11. Ms. Kindbom and Mr. Adams presented proposed steps for implementing stage 3 
reviews, including the establishment of a list of nominated reviewers for the review, the 
development of guidelines for reviewers and a review report template carrying out voluntary 
reviews in 2008 and recommending Parties to be reviewed in 2009. 
 

B. Emission data management and interaction with emission experts 
 
12. Ms. L. Tooly (the United States) and Mr. M. Deslaurier (Canada) provided information 
on data management and QA/QC procedures in the United States and in Canada respectively, 
stressing that formal acceptance was needed for each of the provinces before the official 
publishing of their data and that technical working groups had been set up to allow for feedback 
on the estimates. They highlighted that the complexity of the process made it a challenge, as it 
currently took up to one and a half years to produce the final report on the national emission 
data. Due to the sheer volume of the data, most staff resources tended to go to moving data and 
not to analysing it. Needs to improve the transparency and the accessibility of the data were also 
emphasized. Ongoing developments included moving towards a more multi-pollutant modelling 
to look at the co-benefits, e.g. strategies on PM and other toxic issues, the introduction of a more 
standardized, centralized QA/QC process to the different sectors, and capacity building activities 
to acquire, assess, store, and distribute a “ bottom up” green house gas inventory. 
 
13. Ms. A. Olsson (UNFCCC secretariat) informed the meeting about the data management 
and the secretariat tasks under UNFCCC.  The deadline for submitting inventory data was         
15 April, with a six-week period for Parties to submit and resubmit data and with immediate 
publishing of the submitted data on the Internet. The UNFCCC secretariat issued “a synthesis 
and assessment part I “(of 150 tables) 10 weeks after the submission due date, followed by “a 
synthesis and assessment part II”, which was sent to Parties seven weeks prior to an individual 
review. The individual reviews usually took place in September or October, for five to six days, 
and aimed to help and speed up the completion and improvement of the inventories by the 
national experts. The reviews were work-intensive, involving approximately 130 review experts 
to prepare and carry them out. The UNFCCC secretariat resources consisted of one person to 
receive and to upload the data, a team of four people to manage the greenhouse gas database, and 
a team composed of a manager, seven programme officers and five full-time assistants to look 
after the reviews, inventories and communication.   
 
14. Mr. Z. Klimont (IIASA2) reported on the links and interactions with the international 
reporting processes and GAINS databases, which provided basis for multi pollutant and multi-

                                                

2 International Institute for Applied Systems Analysis. 
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effect analysis of data, covering also green house gas emissions. GAINS databases used emission 
data reported under CLRTAP and UNFCCC to validate the data it contained (e.g. activity data 
on energy use, industrial protection, livestock numbers). The data could be accessed upon 
registration as a user. Mr. Klimont stressed the active and good collaboration between IIASA 
and the EMEP centres.  

 

C. Emission inventory compiler user requirement for the new EMEP Centre for 
Emission Inventories and Projections  

 
15. Mr. J. Rea (United Kingdom) presented plans for functioning and responsibilities of the 
new EMEP Centre for Emission Inventories and Projections (CEIP) that Austria had agreed to 
host at Umweltbundesamt-Vienna. He explained that MSC-West had had to tackle with 
increasing volumes of data in addition to its work on meteorological issues, without this being 
accompanied with more resources. The EMEP Bureau had welcomed the proposals to assign the 
hosting and handling of emission inventories and projections to a dedicated centre as well as to 
increase the budget allocated to this work. During the transitional year of 2008, 
Umweltbundesamt-Vienna would test the software and database and establish its working 
procedures in cooperation with the MSC-West and the UNECE secretariat as well as receive and 
manage the data and carry out the reviews together with EEA and ETC-ACC. The following 
year, in 2009, Umweltbundesamt-Vienna would identify and implement areas for short- and 
long-term improvement of the services delivered in close cooperation with data providers and 
users (Parties, modellers, other EMEP Centres, the European Commission and EEA). 
 
16. Ms. L. Tarrason (MSC-W) presented an overview of the responsibilities of managing and 
distributing the EMEP data, the preparation of the input data for EMEP modelling and the 
inventory review and competence building as well as the plan for the transfer of these tasks from 
MSC-West to Umweltbundesamt-Vienna. As one of the main challenges for the future, she 
underlined the need to increase and to improve of the emission data from countries in EECCA. 
 
17. The expert from Estonia expressed a need for assistance for improving the inventory 
process, including through exchanging information, experience and “best practice” on emission 
inventories between Parties.   
 
18. The Dutch expert stressed the importance for CEIP to focus on data compilation and 
management; the review process (stages 1–3), covering all gases with a special attention for 
heavy metals and POPs; and ensuring interlinkages with other bodies and processes. 
 
19. The expert from Spain expressed the need for CEIP to coordinate activities for updating 
the Selected Nomenclature for Air Pollution (SNAP) versions to keep them in line with the 
methodological advances and the new reporting requirements and for maintaining the SNAP 
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correspondence alongside with other nomenclatures, such as CRF, NFR, RAINS/GAINS, NACE 
and PRODCOM, to act as a repository and clearing-house centre for SNAP/NFR emission 
inventories and projections. In addition, CEIP should provide guidance for the national experts 
on issues such as the background to the rationale to perform tier 2, quality-control checks and 
cross-pollutant tests. CEIP should also facilitate the exchange of information between Parties, 
provide templates and further develop the interactive data-checking tool (REPDAB). 
 
20. Ms. Mourelatou expressed her support for the continuing cooperation of EEA with the 
Task Force to support the EMEP emission work.  
 

D. Mandate and roles of the expert panels  
 

21. Mr. N. Hutching (Denmark) reviewed the mandate and roles of the sectoral (combustion 
and industry, transport, agriculture and nature) and cross-cutting (projections) expert panels 
operating under the Task Force, stressing that the panels were informal ad hoc groups that the 
Task Force could set up as needed to assist it in accomplishing its mandated tasks specified in 
the Convention’s workplan. The expert panels could only report through the Task Force, which 
was alone accountable vis-à-vis the EMEP Steering Body for the accomplishment of the tasks in 
the workplan and responsible for reporting on the outcomes of its work to the EMEP Steering 
Body.  
 
22. The meeting appreciated the work of the expert panels considering that this provided a 
necessary linkage with the scientific network. Participants recommended allocating more time to 
the panel discussions during the Task Force meetings as well as holding their meetings back-to-
back to maximize participation.  
 

E. EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook 
 
23. Mr. T. Pulles (Netherlands) and Mr. J. Goodwin (United Kingdom) presented progress 
made in updating of the EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook, feedback from 
technical workshops and proposals for a methodology for key category analysis for air pollutants 
and for priority sectors for which higher tiers will be developed. 
 
24. Ms. Mourelatou and Ms. Rypdal informed the meeting about the proposed workplan for 
finalizing the Guidebook, involving a peer review of its contents. The Task Force stressed the 
importance of ensuring that the Guidebook provided complete and up-to-date guidance on the 
emission inventories. It expressed concerns about the maintenance of the Guidebook in the 
future, as this work was being carried out by the expert panels on a voluntary basis without any 
dedicated resources. It agreed that this issue should be addressed at upcoming meetings.   
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II. DRAFT CONCLUSIONS OF THE NINETEENTH MEETING 

 
A. General conclusions 

 
25. The Task Force: 
 

(a) Expressed their appreciation to Ireland for hosting the meeting;  
 
(b) Took note of the update provided by the Convention secretariat on the review and 

possible revision of the Gothenburg Protocol, as well as on the status of the revised Emission 
Reporting Guidelines;  
 

(c) Agreed to emphasize to the EMEP Steering Body key elements to improve the 
quality of the reported data to be taken into account in a possible revision of the Gothenburg 
Protocol; 

 
(d) Invited Parties to familiarize themselves with the revised reporting templates in  

2008, with a view to using the templates in the 2009 reporting. These templates would be 
available on the EMEP website at: http://www.emep.int/emis2008/reportinginstructions.html; 
 

(e) Thanked the EEA for having provided translation into Russian of priority sections 
of the EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook; 

 
(f) Agreed to explore opportunities for translating the revised Guidebook into 

Russian; 
 

(g) Took note of the information on the recent activities and publications of EEA, 
including a report on Air Pollution in Europe 1990–2004 and the fourth assessment report on 
Europe’s environment produced for the Sixth “Environment for Europe” Ministerial Conference 
(Belgrade, 10–12 October 2007). 
 

B. Conclusions on inventory reporting and its improvements 
 
26. The Task Force: 
 

(a) Noted the increase in the reporting of gridded data in the 2007 reporting round; 
 
(b) Encouraged Parties to nominate experts for the roster of review experts and to 

volunteer for a stage 3 review in 2008; 
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(c) Noted the need to achieve improved consistency between the reporting required 
under the revised Guidelines and the proposal for the revised NEC Directive;  

 
(d) Took note of the project initiated by the Commission to investigate opportunities 

to streamline emission reporting requirements for the EU Member States; 
 
(e) Noted the need for gap filling of data where officially reported data were missing 

or inadequate, using the best available knowledge, and stressed the importance of improving the 
procedures. 

 
C. Conclusions on emission data management and interaction with emission experts 

 
27. The Task Force: 
 
 (a) Thanked MSC-West for its longstanding work in supporting the Convention on 
management and distribution of data, preparation of input data for EMEP modelling, and on 
inventory review and improvement; 
 
 (b) Welcomed the new EMEP emission centre CEIP hosted by Umweltbundesamt -
Vienna, and agreed that its priority tasks should include the review of emission inventories and 
support to the countries in improving their inventories; took note that currently the expectations 
for the demands of products and services from CEIP may exceed the resources available; and 
noted the necessity to collaborate with other relevant bodies and to make use of the synergies in 
view of the limited resources; 
 
 (c) Expressed its appreciation to EEA for its past cooperation with MSC-West, and 
for its offer to cooperate with CEIP  in the future. 

 
D. Conclusions on the mandate and roles of the expert panels 

 
28. The Task Force: 
 
 (a) Thanked the expert panels for their continuous support of the work of the Task 
Force, and emphasized the need to secure the continuity of the expert panels’ inputs in the future;  
 
 (b) Agreed to the mandates and roles of the expert panels and that they should be 
described in a document to be made available on the website of the Task Force on Emission 
Inventories and Projections;  
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 (c) Agreed to the need to allow more time for the expert panels discussions during the 
Task Force meetings, to the extent that this was possible, and to make available the agendas of 
the panels in advance of the Task Force meetings together with the other meeting documentation. 
 

E. Conclusions on the Workshop on Uncertainties in Emission Inventories and 
Projections 

 
29. The Task Force: 
 
 (a) Thanked J .van Aardenne (JRC), and P Builtjes (TNO3) for co-chairing the 
Workshop; 
 
 (b) Recommended that the measurement, modelling and emission inventory 
communities should also meet in the future to further improve the knowledge surrounding 
uncertainties; 
 
 (c) Took note of the conclusions of the workshop, and noted that there were cross-
cutting issues such as natural emissions, speciation, temporal and spatial distributions and re-
suspension that need to be addressed in collaboration with the emission inventory, measurement 
and modelling communities. 
 

F. Conclusions on the EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook 
 
30. The Task Force: 
 
 (a) Took note of the progress made by the consultants in updating of the 
EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook; 
 
 (b) Invited the experts to take part in the review of the revised Guidebook and 
emphasized the need for the active participation from the non-EU countries in the review, to 
ensure that their considerations are taken into account; 
 
 (c) Welcomed the offer of the EEA to contact experts for input on how the 
Guidebook material could be presented in the future on the EEA website; 
 

                                                

3 Netherlands Organization for Applied Scientific Research. 
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 (d) Expressed its appreciation to Germany for its work in improving information on 
heavy metals in the Guidebook through making relevant ESPREME emission factors available. 
Invited experts to further improve and make available information on heavy metals; 
 
  (e) Agreed to the proposal from the expert panels to define authorships within the 
emission inventory Guidebook; 
 
 (f) Welcomed the offer from DG-JRC to co-chair the transport expert panel and 
thanked it for its continuous support; 
 
 (g) Took note of the methodology to identify key categories and agreed that further 
analysis was necessary to determine appropriate thresholds. 
 

III. REPORT OF THE TWENTIETH MEETING OF THE TASK FORCE ON 
EMISSION INVENTORIES AND PROJECTIONS 

 
31. Mr. A. Gromov opened the twentieth meeting of the Task Force on Emission Inventories 
and Projections on behalf of the Estonian Ministry of the Environment and the Environment 
Information Centre. 
 
32. The Task Force devoted the first day of the meeting on discussing the updates to the 
EMEP/EEA Air Pollutant Emission Inventory Guidebook (the proposed new name for the 
EMEP/CORINAIR Emission Inventory Guidebook), and held an initial discussion of the 
Guidebook’s maintenance plan. It reviewed progress and commented the emission inventory 
review work (stages1-3), focusing in particular on methods and procedures for the stage 3 in-
depth reviews. In addition, the Task Force identified elements that could be amended to 
strengthen emission reporting within the possible future revision of the Convention’s protocols. 
The outcomes of this discussion would be included in an informal document made available to 
the Working Group on Strategies and Review at its forty-second session. 
 

A. Guidebook 
 
33. The meeting was informed that in addition to the funding provided by Germany to 
improve the guidance on heavy metals in the Guidebook, the Netherlands would finance further 
work on POPs. Mr. J. Koenen (TNO) presented the planned work on POPs, specifying that those 
POPs that were no longer in use would not be covered in the Guidebook. For the new POPs that 
have been proposed to be included into the Protocol on POPs, the Guidebook would provide a 
short description of the source and available emission factors.  
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34. The Task Force acknowledged the progress made in improving the Guidebook in terms 
of its technical correctness, clarity and consistency with the Convention’s protocols as well as 
with the revised Emission Reporting Guidelines and with the relevant EU legislation. The Task 
Force, divided in small groups, reviewed the Guidebook chapter by chapter and identified all the 
elements that would require further improvements by the consultants. The Task Force 
established an ad hoc group of experts to verify on its behalf that the shortcomings identified had 
been properly addressed by the consultant. The meeting participants were all invited to consider 
their possibilities to take part in the ad hoc group. Seven experts, representing Denmark, Ireland, 
the Netherlands, Norway and Spain, volunteered to contribute to this work that was to be carried 
out in collaboration with two Co-Chairs of the Task Force and in consultation with the Task 
Force’s expert panel leaders. Mr. N. Hutchings (the Chair of the Task Force’s agriculture and 
nature panel) agreed to coordinate the work of the ad hoc group. Following verification of the 
consultants’ work, the ad hoc group of experts was mandated to decide on the behalf of the Task 
Force whether it could recommend to the EMEP Steering Body the acceptance of the Guidebook 
chapters. As a last step, EEA would submit the Guidebook chapters to for editing in English. 
 
35. Mr. T. Pulles (TNO) introduced elements that could be included into the maintenance 
plan of the Guidebook subject to further discussion at the next meeting of the Task Force, 
involving clarifying the tasks, responsibilities and procedural aspects of maintaining the contents 
and the “presence” of the Guidebook and for securing appropriate funding. The potential need 
for including an emission factor database into the Guidebook would also be further discussed at 
the Task Force’s next meeting.  
 
36. The Task Force disapproved of the lack of dedicated resources and the absence of a more 
systematic approach for improving and maintaining the Guidebook, most of this work being this 
far carried out by national experts on a voluntary and ad hoc basis with no additional funds. 
Furthermore, the Task Force urged the EMEP Steering Body to invite Parties to come up with 
appropriate means to guarantee the provision of up-to date and good quality guidance, which was 
a prerequisite for improving the national emission inventories. 
 
37. The meeting identified the emission reporting as being one of the major challenges for 
many of the EECCA countries, and recommended translation of the Guidebook into Russian as a 
means for assisting these countries improve their emission inventories. The experts from the 
Russian Federation, representing the Scientific Research Institute for Atmospheric Air Protection 
(SRI Atmosphere) expressed their willingness to ensure the translation of the Guidebook, or 
priority parts thereof, as well as the quality checking of the translation work, provided that 
sufficient funding was made available. It agreed to provide estimates of the costs and man-
months necessary for accomplishing this task for consideration by potential donors at the 
upcoming meetings of the Convention bodies. 
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38. Mr. M. Adams (EEA) informed the meeting about the feedback received from the 
Guidebook users, emphasizing that approximately half of those providing feedback were 
satisfied with the current content, structure and scientific quality of the Guidebook. The majority 
of the users had preferred easily updated web versions of the Guidebook to printed copies. 
 

B. Progress of emission inventory reviews 2008 
 
39. Ms. K. Marecova (CEIP) introduced the tasks that the new EMEP Centre had taken over 
from MSC-West since January 2008, involving hosting and managing of the EMEP emission 
database and the review of the data submissions under the Convention. She informed the Task 
Force about the preliminary outcomes of the 2008 reporting round, explaining that out of the 51 
Parties to the Convention, only 40 were Parties to the protocols and consequently subject to 
reporting obligations. In 2008, 35 Parties to the protocols had submitted data, 30 of them within 
the deadline of 15 February. In addition, three non-Parties to the protocols (Georgia, Malta and 
Poland) had provided data. She stressed the importance of receiving further data from the 
remaining Parties as well as from non-Parties. The IIRs that 24 Parties had submitted were 
getting more voluminous but less transparent. In addition, a number of IIRs were sent in national 
languages and without an English summary, which made them difficult for CEIP to make use of. 
Only 17 Parties had sent projections (12 for the year 2020).  
 
40. Mr. M. Adams (EEA) introduced the progress in the planning and preparation of the 
stage 3 in-depth reviews of the emission inventories to be carried out in 2008 on a voluntary 
basis and starting from 2009 as a mandatory exercise. The in-depth review would be carried out 
by a lead reviewer and a team of review experts selected by CEIP each year from a roster of 
experts nominated by Parties. Five Parties would be reviewed each year as part of a centralized 
review process. In 2008, the review would take place in September in Copenhagen. The 
reviewers would look at the key findings to be communicated to the Implementation Committee 
as well as issue recommendations to the reviewed Parties. Mr. Adams stressed that the reviews 
would be useful and informative for both the reviewers and the Parties being reviewed in terms 
of improving the quality of the national emission inventories. He informed the meeting that 
following the invitation to the Parties to nominate experts sent out by the secretariat, 32 experts 
had been nominated to date. After the review meeting, draft review findings would be sent to the 
Parties’ designated emission experts for comments, and once finalized, the reports would be 
addressed to Parties’ representatives in the Executive Body as well as to the Implementation 
Committee. The review reports would be ready 16 weeks after the review meetings and 
published on the EMEP website after their approval by the EMEP Steering Body. As both the 
review meetings and the EMEP Steering Body’s meetings took place in September, unless the 
Steering Body could provide for other alternatives, this would imply publishing them with a 
delay of one year. 
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41. Mr. J. Goodwin (United Kingdom) presented draft guidance to the stage 3 reviewers as 
well as draft templates for use by the stage 3 review teams. These draft documents would be 
made available to the EMEP Steering Body at its thirty-second session as an informal document. 
 

IV. DRAFT CONCLUSIONS OF THE TWENTIETH MEETING 
 

A. General conclusions 
 

42. The Task Force: 
 

(a) Expressed their appreciation to Estonia for hosting the meeting;  
 

(b) Warmly thanked Ms. K. Rypdal, an outgoing Chair, for her committed work; 
 

(c) Took note of the update provided by the Convention secretariat on the review and 
revision of the Gothenburg Protocol and Protocols on Heavy Metals and POPs as well as on the 
status of the revised Emission Reporting Guidelines, including on the required adjustments to the 
reporting templates;  
 

(d) Noted the information on the project funded by the European Commission for 
streamlining the reporting requirements and on the update of EEA and EIONET activities;  
 

B. Guidebook 
 
43. The Task Force: 
 

(a) Welcomed the improvements made to the Guidebook and thanked the consultants 
funded by the European Community for their contribution and the experts for reviewing the 
updates; 
 

(b) Thanked Germany and the Netherlands for their funding of additional work on 
heavy metals and POPs in the Guidebook; 
 

(c) Noted that further work was still needed in the future with respect to scientific 
updates to the Guidebook, in particular as regards to tier 3 methods; 
 

(d) Accepted many chapters of the updated Guidebook and accepted the remainder on 
the condition that specific actions will be implemented by the consultants; 
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(e) Set up an open-ended ad hoc group with a mandate to verify, with the support of 
the expert panel leaders that the problems identified have been properly addressed by the 
consultants, and on this basis, mandated the ad hoc group, on behalf of the Task Force, to 
recommend or not to the EMEP Steering Body to consider adopting the Guidebook; 
 

(f) Encouraged the EMEP Steering Body to ensure the translation of the Guidebook 
into Russian with a view to improving emission reporting in EECCA, including through raising 
funds;  
 

C. Guidebook maintenance plan 
 

44. The Task Force: 
 

(a) Stressed the need for Parties to identify funds to maintain and further improve the 
methodologies and the quality of the contents of the Guidebook; 
 

(b) Agreed to discuss the Guidebook maintenance plan further at the next meeting of 
the Task Force, including specifying the responsibilities for the Guidebook maintenance; 
 

(c) Noted that the full transfer of the methodologies specified in the revised 
Guidebook may necessitate a transition period. 
 

D. Options for strengthening emission reporting within the revision process of the 
protocols 

 
45. The Task Force and EIONET: 
 

(a) Identified elements in the draft revised Guidelines that could be amended to 
strengthen the emission reporting within the possible future revision of the Convention’s 
protocols; 
 

(b) Stressed the need to promote more complete reporting from the EECCA, 
including through supporting the initiative of the delegation of the Russian Federation (SRI 
Atmosphere) to organize a workshop for the EECCA countries in early 2009 to promote 
reporting on their emission inventories and improvements in data quality;  
 

E. Progress of emission inventory review 2008 
 
46. The Task Force: 
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(a) Noted with appreciation the efficient transfer of responsibilities for the emission 

work from MSC-W to CEIP, including of the launch of a new website for emission reporting 
information; 
 

(b) Took note of the information provided by CEIP on the results from the stage 1 
review and the preliminary results of the stage 2 review of the data submitted during the 2008 
reporting round; 
 

(c) Discussed the draft documents presenting guidance to the stage 3 reviewers and 
the templates for the use by the stage 3 review teams; 
 

(d) Stressed the need to further consider the timing of the stage 3 review process to 
avoid conflict with the UNFCCC review process and to ensure the more timely publishing of the 
review reports (initially foreseen to be prepared for September); and invited the EMEP Steering 
Body to consider mandating its Bureau to approve the review reports on its behalf prior to their 
publishing on the EMEP-CEIP website; 
 

(e) Encouraged more Parties to nominate experts for the roster of review experts 
(involving identifying national experts as well as funding for their work) and to volunteer for the 
2008 stage 3 review. 
 

V. REPORT ON MEETINGS OF EXPERT PANELS 
 
47. At the nineteenth meeting of the Task Force, its expert panels reported on the work 
carried out and foreseen in the future in particular to update the Guidebook. 
 
48. The expert panel on combustion and industry had made available relevant information 
and reference material to the consultants for updating of the Guidebook including through 
meetings organized in April and May 2007, as well as through a workshop on industrial 
processes in September 2007 bringing together representatives of aluminium, cement, electricity, 
glass and oil industries.  
 
49. The contributions from the expert panel on transport to updating of the transport chapters 
of the Guidebook had included the preparation of flow diagrams and decision trees for each 
chapter to facilitate the choice of best methodologies; formulation of proposals regarding tier 1, 
tier 2 and tier 3 approaches and regarding the origins of the emission factors. The panel had 
identified a list of transport issues in the emission inventories that needed further development. 
DG- JRC had contributed to the work, including through organizing a workshop in November 
2007 to prioritize the work ahead.  
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50. Expert panel on agriculture and nature presented the extensive work it had carried out on 
updating the Guidebook chapters on agricultural emissions as well as the steps to finalize the 
work by May 2008 in time for discussion at the twentieth meeting of the Task Force. 
 

51. The Task Force’s projections expert panel reported on discussions it had held on 25 
October 2007. The panel provided an overview of the status of the projections chapter in the 
Guidebook, noting that as with other chapters in the Guidebook, a tiered approach would be 
followed, with tier 1 identified as a simple approach to be used for non-significant sources. In 
addition, a revised decision tree and formulas to be included into the projections chapter were 
presented. The panel had also addressed issues of simplification, stratification (technology and 
control specific), data sources and sensitivities and other general guidance to be included into the 
Guidebook. The panel had attempted to clarify how future technologies should be estimated. 
Norwegian and Canadian experts had presented their approaches to compiling emission 
projections.
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Annex  
 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS FROM THE WORKSHOP  
ON UNCERTAINTIES IN INVENTORIES AND ATMOSPHERIC MODELS. 

 
(Dublin, 22 October 2007)  

 

A. Introduction and objectives 
 
1. The workshop on uncertainties in inventories and atmospheric models was held jointly by 
the Task Force on Measurements and Modelling and the Task Force on Emission Inventories and 
Projections. The presentations made during the workshop and the full report summarizing the 
conclusions of each presentation is available on the Task Force on Emission Inventories and 
Projections website at: http://tfeip-secretariat.org/unece.htm. 
 
2. The workshop aimed at increasing the interaction between the inventory, modelling and 
observation communities with a view to improving mutual understanding of the uncertainties in 
different studies on air pollution in the EMEP domain. Looking in detail at three case studies, 
which illustrated uncertainties in models, inventories and observations, the workshop aimed at 
understanding where the uncertainties could be decreased in order to shed light on the air 
pollution system from source to effect 
 
3. The introductory session of the workshop provided an overview of the tools applied in the 
studies to understand the air pollution system from source to effect.   
 
4. The session on ozone focused on the substantial increase in background levels of ozone 
that had been observed in Europe in recent decades, most likely as a result of hemispheric 
transport, and which had counteracted the effects of reductions of European precursor emissions. 
The presentations made during the session attempted to clarify whether it was possible to 
identify the reduction in ozone precursors from the increase in background concentrations. 
 
5. In the session devoted to PM, the presentations made considered the conclusions of the 
draft PM assessment report of the Task Force on Measurements and Modelling, according to 
which the PM models currently used in policy development underestimated total PM10 and 
PM2.5, and attempted to clarify whether it was possible on this basis to conclude whether the 
model underestimation was due to emission inventory uncertainty or findings were biased due to 
lack of measurements. 
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6. The session on heavy metals, considered the outcome of the analysis of MSC-East, which 
suggested that to match modelling results to observe pollution levels of lead and cadmium in 
Europe, the emission inventories were underestimating the emissions by a factor of 2 to 3. The 
presentations attempted to clarify whether it was possible to trust the model finding that emission 
inventories underestimate heavy metals by a factor of 2 to 3, and if so, what was causing the 
underestimation in the emission inventories. 

 
B. Conclusions 

 
7. The presentations and ensuing discussions indicated that there was a consensus between 
the inventory, modelling and observation communities that collaboration was the way forward. 
Many suggestions were made on the different cases of how to improve the “toolbox”. Ways how 
to organize and prioritize the work as it moved forward were not addressed by the workshop.  
 
8. As a conclusion, the workshop identified the following key issues: 
 

(a) There was a need to link vis-à-vis modelling and inventories. Parameters should 
be provided by which community such as (i) emission sources, (ii) meteorological data needed 
for emission calculations (e.g. PM, ammonia) and (iii) speciation of compounds (e.g. volatile 
organic compounds, PM). Furthermore, improving “working” definition of primary and 
secondary PM would benefit both communities as the consistency is missing at this point; 
 

(b) Non-inventory4 emission sources were in certain cases an important source of 
uncertainty (biomass burning, natural emissions, soil nitrogen oxide emissions); 
 

(c) Given the increasing demand for local air pollution studies, there was a strong 
need for improved and finer spatial and temporal resolution of inventory data; 
 

(d) To make significant progress in the scientific quality of heavy metal emission 
inventories, an improvement in the detailed activity data and emission factors was essential; 
 

(e) For PM and heavy metals inventories, there was a need for different and more 
detailed data in comparison to traditional air pollutants and greenhouse gases; 
 

                                                

4 Source categories not required to be reported in the EMEP framework. 
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(f) Although the workshop drew no definitive conclusions on the cases presented 

during the workshop (as this would have required further studies and would have gone beyond 
the workshop’s aim), its outcomes allowed the Chairs to state that, given the overall model 
uncertainty of 30 to 40 per cent and given that the overall measurement uncertainty (including 
spatial representation) was in the order of 30 to 40 per cent, any discrepancies between models 
and observation significantly larger than 50 per cent might be caused by under- or 
overestimating emission inventories or by the presence of non-inventory emissions; 
 

(g) Considering the positive feedback received from the participants on the format of 
the workshop and the information provided by the different communities, the workshop           
Co-Chairs recommended organizing of similar events for interaction on a regular basis, e.g. 
every second year.   
 
 

----- 


