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Objective and content of the 

presentation

 Objective: Provide guidance on improving drafting of ARR findings and 

recommendations

 Content

 Identifying correctly issues and issue types

 Drafting ERT assessment and rationale in ARR table 3

 Drafting new findings and recommendations in ARR table 5

 Based on experiences in 2016 review cycle from secretariat’s perspective



Identifying correctly issues and issue 

types



What are issues and issue types?
 Issues are defined in paragraph 81 of UNFCCC review guidelines

 “Shall” requirements in the UNFCCC Annex I inventory reporting guidelines or relevant 
CMP decisions

 ERT findings related to the definitions of TACCC

 Issues lead to a recommendation in the ARR 

 Issues in ARR tables 3 and 5 classified by issue type:

 transparency

 accuracy

 completeness

 comparability 

 consistency

 adherence to the UNFCCC Annex I inventory reporting guidelines

 Findings that are not issues classified as “not an issue”

 Identification of the correct issue type in ARR tables 3 and 5 is important

 E.g. transparency or potential accuracy issue

 Implication in the effort by the Party and focus of the next ERT



Ambiguity in selection of issue type in 

2016 review cycle

 Consistency issues, different interpretations

 Only inconsistency of methodologies and datasets 

in all reported years across sectors, categories and 

gases OR

 Inconsistency in reporting between any elements of 

the submission (e.g. NIR and CRF) 

 Which point in the review process should issue 

type reflect?

 Initial issue type, in the example “accuracy” OR

 Issue type at the end of the review, in the example 

“transparency” (suggested approach)

For example, the ERT identified an 

accuracy problem during the review. 

The Party submitted revised estimates 

in response to a Saturday paper and the 

ERT agrees with them. 

There was an accuracy issue in the 

original submission, which is resolved at 

the end of the review. A transparency 

issue remains because NIR, reflecting 

revised estimates, has not been 

resubmitted



Drafting ERT assessment and rationale in 

ARR table 3



Drafting ERT assessment in ARR table 3

Ensure correct 
understanding of the 

objective of the 
previous 

recommendation by 
reading previous ARR(s), 
and checking previous 

NIR/CRF

Review the Party's 
submission, response to 
Assessment Report and 

any answers to ERT 
questions to determine 

whether or how the 
Party has implemented 
the recommendation

Classify the status in 
ARR table 3 as resolved, 
not resolved, addressing 
or no longer relevant as 

at the end of the 
present review

Include ERT assessment 
in ARR table 3 with 

exact references to NIR, 
CRF and/or information 

provided during the 
review

For example, if the previous recommendation was 

that the Party improve the transparency of the 

description of the country-specific method, the ERT’s 

assessment in table 3 should focus on the description 

in the NIR, instead of the method itself (which may be 

covered by another issue in ARR table 3 or 5). 



Specific guidance regarding previous 

recommendations

 The ERT assessment in table 3 should not narrow or widen the scope of the 

previous recommendation 

 This is particularly important to keep the correct tracking and counting of issues in 

ARR table 4

 If the ERT considers that the identified issue has an enlarged scope compared 

with the previous recommendation, the ERT should

 In table 3, assess the issue within the scope of the previous recommendation

 Raise a new issue in table 5



When is an issue ”resolved”?
 The Party has fully implemented the previous recommendation

 The Party has implemented a solution which is different from that 

suggested by the ERT, but resolved the original issue in line with the 

2006 IPCC Guidelines and/or UNFCCC Annex I inventory reporting 

Guidelines

 Transparency issue is resolved by inclusion (or revision) of the required 

information in NIR/CRF, not by provision of information during the 

review

 Completeness issue 

 is resolved by inclusion of the previously missing (sub)category/gas 

or part of a (sub)category in the inventory, or by completing the 

geographical coverage

 may also be resolved by providing a justification in the NIR in 

accordance with para 37(b) of UNFCCC Annex I inventory reporting 

guidelines that the missing (sub)category is below the significance 

threshold

 If the Party provides, during the review, justification for insignificance 

in accordance with para 37(b) (and the ERT considers this as sufficient), 

the original completeness issue is "resolved", while a transparency issue 

may remain (if the information is not provided in the submission)

For example, an accuracy issue is 

resolved by recalculation of the 

estimates of emissions/removals 

to address the issue (e.g. 

improved AD, EF or method) in 

accordance with 2006 IPCC 

Guidelines

For example, the previous 

recommendation was that the 

Party change notation key “NO” 

to “IE” for a category for which 

emissions were included 

elsewhere. The Party provided 

in the CRF disaggregated 

estimates (i.e. replacing “NO” 

with an emission estimate 

instead of “IE”). This resolved 

the original problem, and 

therefore, the status is 

“resolved” 



Drafting the ERT assessment for 

”resolved” issues

 Provide a brief explanation on the actions by the Party solving the issue

 In case of recommendations to include information in the NIR: indicate the NIR 

page or section number

 In case of recommendations implemented by recalculations, give reference to 

relevant CRF table and to NIR page or section, which includes the information e.g. 

on the method 

 If  the Party did not recalculate its emissions/removals but instead provided a 

sufficient justification for the use of the current AD/EF/method, provide the NIR 

page or section number where the justification is provided 

 explain why the ERT considers the explanation resolved the issue in accordance with the 

2006 IPCC Guidelines



When is an issue ”not resolved”?

 The Party has not taken any concrete action to resolve 

the issue

 The Party has included information on resolving the 

issue in the inventory improvement plan, but the plan 

is general and the Party has not taken any concrete 

steps to resolve the issue since the last review  

 The Party has attempted to resolve the issue but the 

ERT considered the approach taken by the Party was 

not in accordance with good practice

 The Party has taken some steps to resolve the issue but 

the ERT does not consider they are sufficient to make 

the status “addressing” or “resolved”

For example, Party has made a 

recalculation in response to the 

recommendation but the ERT considers it 

did not resolve the issue because the 

method use was not in accordance with 

2006 IPCC Guidelines

For example, the recommendation was 

that the Party provide information on 

the new method used to estimate 

emissions. While the Party mentioned 

the name of the new model used for the 

estimates in its NIR, it did not provide 

any actual methodological description on 

the model used, and the ERT considered 

the status of the issue is “not resolved”



Drafting ERT assessment for ”not 

resolved” issues
 Explain, with references to NIR page or section number and/or 

CRF table, what the Party has not done

 If the Party has made some progress but the ERT considers it is 

not sufficient to make the issue status "addressing", explain 

the efforts made by the Party and why the ERT considers that 

the issue is still "not resolved“ (see next slide)

 If the Party explained during the review its plans to resolve the 

issue but has not made any concrete steps to resolve it, make 

the issue status "not resolved"

 Provide a brief explanation on the Party's plan and why the ERT 

considers the issue is still "not resolved".

 State whether the ERT considers that the plan, when 

implemented, would resolve the issue

For example, if the accuracy issue 

was due to outdated country-

specific EF, note that the Party 

continues to use the same EF as in 

the previous submission, and give 

reference to NIR page where the EF 

is explained



When is the issue status ”addressing”?
 The Party has implemented part of the 

recommendation

 The Party has taken concrete steps to implement the 
previous recommendation but has not resolved the 
issue 

 The Party has implemented the recommendation but 
the ERT considers the implementation did not fully 
resolve the issue

 The sufficient steps to make the status “addressing” 
instead of “not resolved” depend, for example on how 
much time and effort resolving the recommendation 
would require

 Usually, a plan to address an accuracy or completeness 
issue, without evidence of concrete steps taken to 
implement it, is not sufficient to make the status 
"addressing“

 A concrete plan with for example clear timelines, 
allocated budget and/or clear division of tasks among 
institutions may be considered sufficient to make the 
issue status "addressing"

For example, the Party has improved 

transparency in the NIR by justifying the 

use of the notation key "NE", while in the 

CRF table 9, the Party has not included 

any explanation for the use of “NE”

For example, the Party has added a 

previously missing method description in 

the NIR as recommended, but the 

description in the NIR includes errors

which hamper transparency

For example, if the recommendation was 

to develop country-specific EFs and the 

Party has initiated a study to do so 



Drafting ERT assessment for issues with 

status ”addressing”

 Explain, with references to the NIR page or section number and/or CRF table, 

the concrete steps the Party has taken to resolve the issue

 Explain what the Party should do to fully resolve the issue

 If the Party explained during the review its plans to fully resolve the issue, 

provide a brief explanation on that and state whether the ERT considers that 

the plan, when implemented, would resolve the issue



When is an issue ”no longer relevant”?
 “No longer relevant” was mostly used in 2015 and 2016 review 

cycles for issues which were no longer relevant because of the 

change to the new UNFCCC Annex I inventory reporting 

guidelines, including the use of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines and the 

new CMP decisions for the implementation of CP2

 “No longer relevant” is not expected to be much used in the 

review cycles from 2017 onwards, but it could be needed in few 

occasions

 The Party has not “resolved” the issue, but the issue is not relevant 

anymore because of changes in the Party’s inventory or the national 

circumstances

 The Party provided additional information in its submission or during 

the review which revealed that the previous recommendation was 

based on a misunderstanding. The issue can be closed with status 

“no longer relevant” 

For example, the ERT 

recommended that the Party 

collect measurement data from its 

only nitric acid production plant 

but the Party explains that the 

plant ceased operations. The issue 

is not resolved but its status is “no 

longer relevant”



Drafting new findings and 

recommendations in ARR table 5



Drafting new findings

Check whether the 
finding is already 

covered by previous 
recommendations 

included in table 3. An 
issue should be 

included in the ARR 
only once

Check whether the 
identified issue is 

already covered by 
another issue in table 
5.  Minor transparency 
or QA/QC issues such 
as errors in the NIR 

may be grouped 
instead of listing each 

identified issue 
separately

Make sure that there 
are clear grounds for 
a recommendation, 

i.e. that the finding is 
an issue. If not, 

consider dropping the 
finding or if 

important, include it 
in ARR table 5 with an 

encouragement

Draft the finding, 
including information 

received from the 
Party during the 
review, the ERT's 

assessment and the 
recommendation or 
encouragement in 
clear and concise 

language



Structure of new findings in ARR table 5
Explain the ERT's finding with references to the CRF table and/or NIR page, section, figure or table number. 
For accuracy and consistency issues, include details (e.g. values of IEFs) and/or comparison of the Party's 
reporting (e.g. EF) with default values in the 2006 IPCC Guidelines, if appropriate

Include the reference to issue ID# in table 3, if the finding is related to enlarged scope of an issue in 
table 3 or otherwise clearly linked with an issue in table 3

Summarize the Party's response (to Assessment Report or ERT question) during the review

Include why the Party's response did not resolve the issue (assessment of the information by the ERT)

Include an explanation of why is this an issue. Refer to TACCC, para. in UNFCCC Annex I inventory 
reporting guidelines or section in 2006 IPCC Guidelines or KP Supplement

Include a stand-alone recommendation or encouragement  



Structure of new findings in ARR table 5 

(cont.)

In case of SP, explain why the ERT decided to include the issue in the Saturday paper (e.g. reference 

to potential underestimation of emissions or overestimation or removals (CP years) or potential 

problem in the national system).

• What did the Party do to resolve the original problem in its response to the Saturday paper 

 If the Party provided revised estimates, include the values of original and revised estimates, brief 

explanation of the AD/EF/method used, and whether the ERT considered the revised estimate 

resolved the original problem 

 If the Party provided additional information to resolve the potential problem, summarize that 

information and explain why the ERT considered the information resolved the potential problem 

 If the Party's response to the Saturday paper did not resolve the issue and the ERT decided to 

calculate an adjustment or raise a question of implementation, provide reference to the relevant 

parts of the ARR

 Include references to documentation provided by the Party as footnotes to table 5 of the ARR

In the recommendation/encouragement, if appropriate, focus on the remaining issue which the 

Party should resolve in the future submissions



Specific guidance for recommendations 

in table 5

 Include only one recommendation per issue 

ID# (row), to facilitate tracking the 

implementation of the recommendation in the 

next ARR(s)

 Exception when two recommendations are 

very interlinked (e.g. accuracy and the 

associated transparency) and separation 

would imply repetition of text

 In the recommendation, be as specific and 

concise as possible regarding what the Party 

needs to do to resolve the issue/problem and 

avoid qualifiers, which can be interpreted 

differently by the next ERT 

 Make specific recommendations in table 5 

stand-alone, so that they can be included in the 

table 3 of the next ARR without need for any 

interpretation by the next ERT

For example, instead of a recommendation that 

the Party provide ”completely transparent” or 

”more transparent” documentation of the 

method in the NIR, be specific and explain 

what is the information the Party should 

include in the NIR in order to resolved the issue 

(for example a table containing the parameters 

required to calculate the EF used by the Party 

as required by the 2006 IPCC Guidelines) 

For example, instead of giving a 

recommendation that the Party “include the 

information above in the NIR” or “include 

information provided during the review in the 

NIR”, explain exactly and with sufficient details 

what the Party should include in the NIR to 

resolve the identified issue



Thank you!


