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WORK OF THE AWG-LCA CONTACT GROUP 

Agenda item 3.2.1 

Summary by co-facilitators of discussion on international assessment and 
review (IAR) referred to in decision 1/CP.16, paragraphs 44 and 46(d), and 
accounting 

version of 16 June 2011 @ 15:33 

I. Principles/objectives 

• All Parties acknowledged the importance of international assessment and review (IAR) of 
emissions and removals related to quantified economy-wide emission reduction targets, 
and concurred that modalities and guidelines for IAR should be drawn from the rich 
international experience that already exists.  There was a discussion on where best to look  
to make the most of that experience: some preferred to use the existing system and 
experience under the Kyoto Protocol, others preferred those under the Convention. 
Further, some suggested making use of experience from international processes outside of 
the Convention and the Kyoto Protocol.  All thought of possible ways forward.  

• Parties expressed their views on what should be objectives and principles of IAR process.  
Most Parties are of the view that IAR process should, but not limited to: 

(a) Be a robust, rigorous and transparent process; 

(b) Build on and enhance the review processes currently in place; 

(c) Address comparability of efforts among developed country Parties; 

(d) Build confidence that commitments or actions implemented by developed 
country Parties are in line with their targets; 

(e) Encourage developed country Parties to increase their level of ambition 
and close the �ambition gap�; 

(f) Ensure that information provided is complete, comparable, transparent 
and accurate. 

II. Inputs 

• Parties identified biennial reports, national communications, national annual GHG 
inventories and reports prepared by expert review teams in the course of reviews of 
annual GHG inventories and national communications as a basis for the review and 
assessment. 

• Parties also suggested making use of the existing roster of experts maintained by the 
secretariat for the purpose of in-depth technical review as a part of IAR. 



III. Process 

• Overall, there were many points of coincidence among most Parties on the possible 
processes under IAR. In particular: 

(a) In-depth technical review by team of international experts; 

(b) Assessment under the Subsidiary Body for Implementation (SBI) which 
could conclude a question and answer session involving the Party concerned and other 
interested Parties; Parties may be invited to provide written follow-up questions. This 
assessment would result in an objective assessment report. One Party noted the need to 
improve understanding of what is a multilateral consultation process under the 
Convention. 

• There were also several process-related principles for which views advanced suggested 
the need for further work: 

(a) Some Parties view common accounting rules to be basis for IAR process. 
Others believed that accounting could be addressed though a system of internationally 
agreed reporting rules.  In the context of discussion on common accounting rules, some 
Parties noted that the rules under the Kyoto Protocol should be used as a reference. 

(b) The notion of some Parties that IAR should include process of assessing 
compliance and/or addressing non-compliance was discussed.  Some Parties reiterated 
that IAR should be non-intrusive, non-confrontational, non-punitive and facilitative 
process. One Party noted that there is no basis for compliance under the Bali Action 
Plan and the Cancun Agreements. 

• Many Parties reiterated the need to maintain distinction between international 
consultations and analysis (ICA) for developing country Parties and IAR for developed 
country Parties. 

• Many Parties suggested that IAR process should include assessment and review of 
information on the use of land use, land-use change and forestry (LULUCF) and market 
mechanisms. 

IV. Outputs 

• Parties suggested the following as possible outcomes of IAR: 

(a) A summary report as a result of technical review; this report would be 
made publicly available. 

(b) An objective assessment report as a result of assessment under the SBI; 
this report would be made publicly available. 

• One Party suggested that output of IAR process would be a compliance mechanism under 
the Convention that may or may not be linked to the compliance mechanisms under the 
Kyoto Protocol.  The notion of IAR as part of compliance was also outlined by another 
Party which suggested a two tiered IAR process: tier 1 would entail review of biennial 
reports and national communications at the SBI level and tier 2 would entail review of 
compliance for developed country Parties in meeting their commitments which be linked 
to their eligibility to participate in the markets mechanisms.  The eligibility would be 
defined based on common accounting rules. 

• Several Parties noted that the IAR process should contribute to a process to increase the 
level of ambition in mitigation action and to decrease the gap between the required and 
expected levels of emissions. 
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V. Expectations for Durban 

• Several Parties have addressed this in their interventions and expressed their expectation 
that the work on development of modalities and guidelines for IAR would be concluded 
by COP 17 in Durban. 

VI. Way forward 

• There was a suggestion to call for submissions on input, process and outcome of IAR 
which was well received. This could well use the common experience we had to address 
the outstanding issues.  

• Some Parties also put forward a request to the secretariat to prepare technical paper(s) 
that would: 

(a) Identify key elements of accounting; 

(b) Explain existing accounting framework(s) under UNFCCC and its 
protocols; 

(c) Analyse implication of different accounting methods on targets; 

(d) Explore recourses and repercussions if the commitments or actions of 
developed country Parties were not in line with their quantified emission reduction 
targets. 

• We have also had a rich discussion on clarifying assumptions and improving our 
understanding, based on the workshops in Bangkok and in Bonn, and the discussions held 
in Bonn. In this sense, there was also a request from some Parties to update the technical 
papers on: 

(a) Quantified economy-wide emission reduction targets by developed 
country Parties to the Convention: assumptions, conditions and comparison of the level 
of emission reduction efforts (FCCC/TP/2011/1); 

(b) Synthesis of information relevant to the determination of the mitigation  
potential and to the identification of possible ranges of emission reduction objectives of 
Annex I Parties (FCCC/TP/2008/8); 

(c) Analysis of possible means to reach emission reduction targets and of 
relevant methodological issues (FCCC/TP/2008/2). 

• Parties expressed the need to convene a technical expert meeting and/or workshop before 
COP 17. However, some Parties noted that such meeting and/or workshop should be held 
in-session, back-to-back formal sessions of the Subsidiary Bodies and/or Ad-hoc 
Working Groups. A Party emphasized the need for such meetings or workshops, if any, to 
be efficient and feed-in into the negotiation process. 

• The Co-facilitators were requested by some Parties to prepare a list of elements that could 
form as a basis for further consideration. 

 

   


