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The need for an adjustment process 
• To differentiate best science and compliance 

emission inventories 
 

Original guidance not considered transparent 

or detailed enough (EMEP SB) 
• Lessons learnt during first round of applications 

 

Updated Guidance generated for the EB 
• Drafted as “main body” and Appendices 

• This has not officially been “cleared” by the TFEIP 

(because the TF meets in May). 

 

1. Introduction 



“Extraordinary” Circumstances 
• Proposal to link to the three defined criteria 

 

A “New” source 
• Proposal to use Guidebook available in 1999, 

rather than the RAINS model 

• Need to make this readily available 
 

Demonstrating “significance” 
• Must already be in non-compliance 

• Complications with a significance threshold 

• Do we allow adjustments part-way to compliance? 
 

 

3. Definitions 



Adjustments to Reduction Commitment 
 

Format: Desk Review 
• No planned meeting of reviewers 

 

Communications 
• CEIP to be intermediate for all communications?  

• 3 Day response to questions (cf Stage 3 reviews) 

• Parties to comment on draft report? 
 

Overall Timetable 
• Attempting to align with the annual TFEIP meeting 

• CEIP note that the example timetable is tight. 
 

 

 

5. Application & Review Process 



CEIP science money is being spent on this 

compliance issue 
 

There is already insufficient support for the 

Stage 3 technical reviews 
• We are adding to the burden (reviewers and 

CEIP) 

• Can we make some requirements of Parties 

wishing to use the adjustments process? 
 

 

 

6. Funding/Supporting the Reviews 



Thank you for your attention 

1. “Extraordinary” Circumstances 

2. A “New” source (Guidebook/RAINS) 

3. Demonstrating “significance” 

4. Desk Review Format (reviewers do not meet) 

5. CEIP to be intermediate for communications?  

6. 3 Day response to questions 

7. Timetable 

8. Parties to comment on draft report? 

7. Discussion Points 


