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lIRs & Stage 3 Review

Why [IR?
« Policy Makers the Public & Users of the data.
o Supports the data (NFR)
o Explain Emission Trends
o Understand areas needed for improvement

e Build Trust in the data
o National System, QA/QC, KCA
o Highlight Limitations (IE, NE, Uncertainties)
o Understand Changes

« |IRs Make Stage 3 Review Possible




TCCCA

Transparency: including whether the data provided shows
clearly the methods, assumptions and data sources used for
the estimates.

Completeness: ensuring that all anthropogenic sources of
emission are included for which there are methods provided in

Comparability: ensuring that emission estimates are compiled
using similar and compatible methods across Parties and
provided at a similar level of detall.

Consistency: ensuring that data provided by a party has
consistent data and assumptions across years and pollutants
reported.

Accuracy: assessment to ensure that uncertainties in
emission estimates are minimized and that uncertainty analysis
forms the basis of prioritizing future improvements by the Party.
QA/QC to ensure errors are minimized.

European Environment Agency


http://www.eea.europa.eu/themes/air/emep-eea-air-pollutant-emission-inventory-guidebook

Stage 3 review findings

« 2009 and 2010 Stage 3 review.
— 19 Parties
— TCCCA reviewed
— 1350 findings

e 2011 lIRs

— Have recommendations been taken into
account?

European Environment Agency "



2009 and 2010 Stage 3 Review findings:
By Party

120
100
80
B Transparency
60 m Responsive & Timely
M Recalculations
40 B Improvement
m Consistency
B Completeness
20
B Comparability
B Accuracy
0

Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria

Cyprus

Denmark
Finland
Germany
Hungary
Ireland

Italy

Latvia
Lithuania
Netherlands
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Spain
Switzerland
United Kingdom




2009 and 2010 Stage 3 Review findings:
By Sector
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2011 IIRs Review implementation
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2011 Quick IR Review

Big improvement in methods for all sectors and projections:
Slovenia

New uncertainty analysis. Switzerland
More on projections. Portugal, Germany

Combined GHG and AQP report. Was it easy or difficult to
do? Norway

Still quite good looking.. But not in on time... Some
Improvements seen. Netherlands

What did you remove from your [IR? Sweden

Comprehensive methodology but no KCA, projections or
recalculations summary. Denmark

Specifically addressed all Review recommendations in |lIR.
Austria



AusTIE's Informative inveniogy Report (IR) 2011

3.3  NFR 1 A Mobile Fuel Combustion Activities

No changes regarding methadology and emission factor werg

made since submission 20089,

Improvements were made in response to the issues raised in the Stage 3 in-depth review of
emissicn inventories submitted under the UNMECE LRTAF Convention and EL Mational Emis-
signs Ceilings Directive. These improvements are described in Chapter 3.4.

— Energy (MFR Seciar 1)

Estonian Informative Inventory Report 2011

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Estonia, as party to the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollution is required
to report annual emission data, projections of main pollutants. activity data and to provide
Informative Inventory Feport. Emission data of all pollutants for 1990-2009 and projection
were submitted 15 February 2011. The first IIR. were submitted in 2010.

The cumrent report contains explanation of pollutants trends and key categories, information
about sectoral methodologies. recalculations and planned mventory improvements.

The latest reczleulations to emizsion inventory were done for the time period from 1990 te 2008.
The reason on recalculations 15 specified in Table 0.1 below:

Table 0.1. The status of recalculations

AUSTFE ITformative Inventory Report 11%) 2011 — Resakulations and IMprovemEnts

8.2 Improvements and Recalculations in response to the review process

Improvemants made in response to the issues raised in the Stage 3 in-depth review of emission
inventories submitted under the UNECE LRTAF Convention and EU National Emissions Ceil-
ings are summarized in the following tables.

Tabie 224: Improvements made in response to the Stage 3 in-depth review of emission inventorias
submifted under the UNECE LRTAF Convention snd ELT Nabonal Emissions Ceilings —
CROSS CUTTING ISSUES

REVIEW FINDINGS Fullfiled

6. Mevertheless, the ERT identified some minor issues and will provide recommen- | implemented in
dations for improvemsants in this report. Revised sactions for future submissions | Chapter 1.4,
should include key category analysis, recalculations, and NECD/CLRTAP compa- | Chapter 8.
rability. Chapter 12.3

INVENTORY SUBMISSION

7. Austria has reported emissions for its protocol base years and a full tme seres | Submizsion 2012
up to 2003 (the latest year) for its protocol pollutants in the MFROB format. Austria
also submitted a detailed Informative Inventory Report (IR} Austria did not provide
2008 gridded emissions.

KEY CATEGORIES

10. Austria does not provide a full level assessment for key categ in its IR edin
The ERT recommends that Awstria completely separates the lewel and trend as- | Chapter 1.4,

=

Ministry of Labour and Social Insurance

Department of Labour Inspection

Cyprus infarmative Inventory Report 2009

Cyprus Informative Inventory

Report 2009

Ms Eleni TSEKME
Labour Inspestor

Dr Stelios GEORGHIADES

Senior Labour Inspection Officer

Prepared by: Dr Chrysanthos SAVVIDES  and
Labeur Inspection Officer

Checked by:

Approved by:

Mr Leandros NICOLAIDES

Director, Department of Labour Inspeciion

NFE code ‘NFE. nams for key . and revises this chapter of the [IR accordingly. Hicosia, March 2011
period 28.The ERT recommends that Austria stricly separates level and trend assess-
1A3R Foad mansport Mew COPERT 8.0 version; NO,, 50,, NMVOC, | 1990-2008 ment for key categories and revises the corresponding chapter of the IR
:mn of sctivity d.m and | WH,, TSF, PM,., QUALITY :
sulplur/ lead content in fusls | PM,.« CO, HM,
BCDDY PCDF, 12. Austria’s IR is generally well presented. but does not fully follow the IR struc- | Implemented
PAHs ‘ture 3s propossd by the Guidelines. In particular the chapters on projections and
1A3ic Railwaye C om of ol contents | S0 10002008 improvement are missing {althowgh the infermation is avalable efsewhere).
A3 ¥ rTection [phmr : -
im fels 20The ERT encourages Ausn_'i: to Fn!lnw the proposed structure of the IR aven
TA4ail | Comumercial/ instimubional: | Correction of staustical fuel | NO,, 50, NMVOC, | 1990-2008 more closely, in particular by introducing chapter on projections and planned im-
Mobile consumption IH:, TSP, PMe, provement at the end of the report
EFM, . CO, HML 13. Austria's IR provides a kot of detaded information en methodologies. However, | Submission 2012
BC BCDF, it does mot indicate the Tier level which methods are considered fo be equivalent
PAH: to. Including this information as a summary table, or with teach sector would be o 700 Torl
1A4bi | Residential Household and | Comection of sulphur contents | SO,, Pb 1990-2008 very helpful in improving transparency. . T T T et 2 "; Lo
gardening (mobils) in fels 30.The ERT recommends that Austria include an indication of the Tier levels for O KLS%) W) || W) || (ke il
1A4cH | AgriculireForesiryFishing. | New EMEPEES air NO,. 50,, NMVOC, | 1990-2008 each of the methadalogies explained in the IIR. This will improve iransparency. xo, Trovy oy | @wa | 0o | Cow | E1o 803
Oﬁ—rqadwh.lrjes and other pagm.‘ w:.'.[ra.:g;:l:ra imventary m T'gg P:.___‘\r&_ Consi . including lculations and time-series NH, TR o | = 300
‘machinery Book 2009 emizsion : , r o -
%iucms' comection of sulphur PCDB‘ CDE, 17.Recalculations are generally explained i the major changes section (chapter ed in NAMVOC Fit Gy | B | B | 6B | i | B | % | dew | OF | B 815
L sl PAH: ’ 3.3) of the IR, but the ERT recommend that the link between the changes in me-| Chapter 3 ) 14361 1A%i ¥
contents in 5 N o . . ~ _ co @31%) 08.0%) 59%) 87
— - — = - thodology and the resulting emission numbers are explained in more detail, to pro-
1A2Fi Moebile Combustion in Hew EMEFP/EEA air HNOy, 50, NMVOC, | 1990-2008 vide improved clarity. PMIO = o= T3 1(;535231 O EEEEEEEEE 06
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IR Performance 2011: 1 of 5

11 Categories scored.:

4 for Good

2 for Moderate

1 for limited

O for No Information

2011 = 5897 IIR pages!!
2010 = 4646 IIR pages!

Number of Pages (*10)

-152144136128120112104-96 -88 -80 -72 -64 -56 -48 -40 -

Finland
Austria
Croatia
Switzerland
United Kingdom
France
Sweden
Estonia
Portugal
Cyprus
Germany
Latvia
Denmark
Bulgaria
Belgium
Norway
Poland
Slovenia
Ireland
Slovakia
Belarus
Lithuania
Hungary
United States
Czech Republic

Monaco

10s of Pages
IIR Template
B National System & Inst Arrangements
KCA
Completeness info
M IE info
Accuracy/Uncertainty
Trends Described
Details of Methodology
Improvements Listed

Recalculations Explaine

M Projection Included

= Scores (Max = 44)

32-24-16 -8 0 8 16 24 32 40 48




IR Performance 2011 : 2 of 5

Number of Pages (*10)

-152144136128120112104-96 -88 -80 -72 -64 -56 -48 -40-32-24-16 -8 0 8 16 24 32 40 48

Finland

Austria

Croatia

Switzerland

United Kingdom

France

Sweden

Estonia

Portugal

Cyprus

Germany

Latvia

Denmark

Bulgaria

Belgium

M |IRs Norway
M |[Rs missing PoR
Slovenia

Ireland
Slovakia
Belarus
Lithuania
Hungary
United States
Czech Republic

Monaco

10s of Pages
IIR Template

B National System & Inst Arrangements

KCA
Completeness info

M IE info
Accuracy/Uncertainty
Trends Described
Details of Methodology
Improvements Listed
Recalculations Explained

M Projection Included

Scores (Max = 44)




IR Performance 2011 : 3 of 5

Finland

Austria

10s of Pages

Croatia

ritzerland

IIR Template
Kingdom
B National System & Inst Arrangements
KCA
Completeness info

M IE info

France
Sweden

. Estonia
B Max Available
Portugal

B Max

H Average Accuracy/Uncertainty

m Min Trends Described

Sulgya Details of Methodology
Belgium
Norway Improvements Listed
Poland

Slovenia

Recalculations Explained

Ireland M Projection Included

Slovakia

Belarus

Lithuania
Hungary
United States

e = SCOTeEs (Max = 44)

Number of Pages (*10)

-152144136128120112104-96 -88 -80 -72 -64 -56 -48 -40-32-24-16 -8 0 8 16 24 32 40 48




IR Performance 2011: 4 of 5

European Union
Ukraine

Turkey

Spain

Serhia

Russian Federation
Romania

Republic of Moldova
Montenegro
Malta

Luxembourg
Liechtenstein
Kyrgyzstan
Kazakhstan
Iceland

Greece

Georgia

FYR of Macedonia

Canada

Bosnia &...

Azerbaijan
Armenia
Albania

Number of Pages (*10)

Finland
Austria
Croatia
Switzerland
United Kingdom
France
Sweden
Estonia
Portugal
Cyprus
Germany
Latvia
Denmark
Bulgaria
Belgium
Norway
Poland
Slovenia
Ireland
Slovakia
Belarus
Lithuania
Hungary
United States
Czech Republic
Monaco

10s of Pages
IIR Template

B National System & Inst Arrangements
KCA
Completeness info

M IE info
Accuracy/Uncertainty
Trends Described
Details of Methodology
Improvements Listed
Recalculations Explained

M Projection Included

= Scores (Max = 44)

-152144136128120112104-96 -88 -80 -72 -64 -56 -48 -40-32-24-16 -8 0 8 16 24 32 40 48

European Environment Agency '3;‘5}



IR Performance 2011 : 5 of 5

France = = w
Info on Accuracy
Croatia =] f== o
United Kingdom sl = 10s of Pages
Projections Netherlands  mEwswmm : IR Template
Sweden = a .
IE explanation ‘ finknd| W 2 W National System & Inst Arrangements
Belgium o | o KCA
P Switzerland = L] ==l
Recalculations : Completeness info
Latvia " )
Portugal ;
Trend Description :Tuga = ® |E info
ulgaria =3 = : :
Accuracy/Uncertainty
Germany =
Improvement Priorities Poland W ) Trends Described
ool Details of Methodology
Info on Completeness Slovakla e - -
Estonia W 2 Improvements Listed
DEtai:fd m.e?.wddogv Cprus:. - Recalculations Explained
escriptions YR of Macedonia =
Sovenls B ® Projection Included

Key Categories Analysis
Belarus B =

Lithuania

Follows IR Template

Romania ]

=

ac
Hungary B
a
United States =
»

Scores (Max = 44)

-144136128120112104-96 -88 -80 -72 -64 -56 -48 -40 -32 -24-16 -8 0 8 16 24 32 40 48

) 1 2 3 4 Monaco

o
European Environment Agency _)



IR

Improvement

Improvement 2010 - 2011

Czech Republic :

Bulgaria

Sweden :

Lithuania

Hungary :

Poland

Netherlands
Latvia |

Portugal

United States :

Germany

Finland :

Denmark

Switzerland

Slovenia

Estonia :

Cyprus

14

16

Estonia:;

— Completeness, IEs, Accuracy,
Improvements, recalculations

Cyprus:

— IR template, National System,
methods, improvements,
recalculations

Slovenia:

— IR, IES, Methods,
Improvements, projections

Switzerland:
— Accuracy, Improvement



Awards

Most comprehensive

Most Innovative -> Most Improved
Most Innovation -> Best Country score
Best small Party L




Feedback

“I must admit that the award means a lot to me, because | have never received
something like that. “ Croatia

“It was a big surprise for us. We are very proud for that award... we have made
a copy of our award and we keep it in a display on the directors’ floor. It's
something we are proud of!!! ” Cyprus

“The impact of winning "the most comprehensive IIR" award has been quite
positive”. France

“We were feeling mighty proud. Of course the prospect of winning more and
other awards put a lot of pressure on our team ;-) “ Netherlands

“Well, our wiki thing was kind of a testing balloon. Winning a prize for it is much
better than having it rejected by the community.” Germany



. Most Comprehensive
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Winner 2010: France




- Most Innovative -> Most

iImproved

Estonia:

Completenes
recalculations

Cyprus:
lIR template, National System, methods,
improvements, recalculations

Slovenia:
IR, IESs, Methods, improvements, projections

Switzerland:
Accuracy, Improvement

Es, Accuracy, Improvements,

Winner 2010: Germany

Bundes
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

i



. Best Looking -> Best Country

e Austria .
 Netherlands Nethertand

. Informative
¢ Flnland Inventory Report
 Croatia
e UK

Winner 2010: Netherlands




. Best Country (Population <
10m): Best with limited resources

. Switzerlandm
* Cyprus
. Croatiam

e Latvia
 Slovenia

Winner 2010: Croatia, Cyprus M

1=




Keep the Awards going..

* Another quick review next year?

* Bring back prizes to pass on to the next
winners..

* Improve IlIRs...



