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1 Executive summary

Decision No 280/2004/EC concerning a mechanism for monitoring Community green-
house gas emissions and for implementing the Kyoto Protocol (Monitoring Mechanism
Decision)' and Commission Decision 2005/166/EC laying down rules implementing
Decision No 280/2004/EC (Implementing Provisions)? set out the details for reporting of
greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks and for providing infor-
mation as regards national programmes to reduce emissions, greenhouse gas emis-
sion projections and policies and measures in accordance with the provisions under the
UNFCCC. The Climate Change and Energy package and in particular Decision No
406/2009/EC on the effort of Member States (MS) to reduce their greenhouse gas
emissions to meet the Community's greenhouse gas emission reduction commitments
up to 2020 (Effort Sharing Decision) and the Emission trading (ETS) Directive
2009/29/EC introduced new requirements as regards monitoring and reporting. These
additional requirements have to be incorporated in the Monitoring Mechanism Decision
and the Implementing Provisions.

The Effort Sharing Decision (ESD) sets out annual limitations of greenhouse gas
emissions in a linear manner in 2013-2020 and changes the current system from a
yearly reporting cycle into an annual compliance cycle based on reviewed informa-
tion. The timeline and specifications for each step of this cycle mark a significant
change compared to the current Monitoring Mechanism Decision. The report estab-
lished a detailed future procedure with timelines for the reporting, the review, the as-
sessment of compliance and the decision on corrective action (see Chapter 10) and
elaborated respective additions for the revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision.
A major change in the future will be the establishment of an annual EU review proc-
ess for Member States’ greenhouse gas inventories which is performed in a shorter
time frame than the current UNFCCC inventory review. It is recommended that such a
review will be conducted by a core team at Commission level supplemented by con-
tracted review experts. Respective legal provisions were elaborated to specify the pro-
cedures during the review and the mandate to develop specific EU review guidelines.

To comply with annual emission targets under the Effort Sharing Decision (ESD), Mem-
ber State can make of a number of flexibilities (banking, borrowing, transfers of
emission allocations between countries, use of CDM credits). The report provides
a detailed assessment of the use of the flexibilities by Member States that can be moni-
tored and tracked in the future (see chapter 10.4). With amendments in the registries
used under the ETS, most of provisions related to the use of flexibilities can be trans-
parently and accurately tracked and few additional reporting requirements in this area
arise for Member States.

' OJ L 49, 19.2.2004, p.1, referred to as ‘Monitoring Mechanism Decision’ in the remaining text
of this proposal

2 Referred to as ‘Implementing Provisions’ in the remaining text of this proposal.
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National inventories may be annually updated to take into account methodological im-
provements, more recent data or the correction of errors. The ESD does not specify the
implications of such updates when they concern the years used for the definition of the
targets (2005 and 2008-2010) or the years of the compliance period (2013-2020) al-
though these updates can have a very significant impact on the level of effort of Mem-
ber States. The report analysed the implications of inventory recalculations as well
as the implications of future methodological changes under the UNFCCC on the
setting of quantitative targets for Member States for the non-ETS emissions under the
Effort Sharing Decision and on the annual compliance procedure and developed differ-
ent options how recalculations could be treated (see chapter 6 and chapter 10.3).

The review of the ETS Directive has introduced reporting requirements in particular on
auctioning revenues which are addressed in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Deci-
sion and a reporting format was elaborated as part of the Implementing Provisions
(Chapter 7).

The Climate Change and Energy package also introduced a commitment for the emis-
sions from international maritime shipping to be quantified in the EU's reduction
commitments in case of "no international agreement including these emissions that can
be ratified by 2011" (recital 3, ETS Directive, recital 2 Effort Sharing Decision). To date
there has been a lack of transparency of emissions for the sector in general and espe-
cially in relation to emissions from international shipping activities. In order to fully un-
derstand the emissions from maritime shipping an appropriate monitoring and reporting
scheme would need to be devised. This will facilitate implementation in case that legis-
lation is adopted either by the International Maritime Organization (IMO) or at the EU
level. The analysis of the technical, administrative and legal aspects of monitoring
internationally travelling marine vessels in the report shows that it is possible from
a technical, operational or legal point of view to introduce a requirement that
would collect fuel consumption data from internationally travelling marine ves-
sels by countries (chapter 8). It is recommended that this regime will be limited to
vessels that call at EU seaports with a weight of more than 500 gross tonnage (GT) in
order that it is consistent with thresholds set in international law (Marpol®). The author-
ity for monitoring by Member States could possibly be based on the existing Port State
control regime or other designated authority for this purpose. The specific methodology
for monitoring (detailed guidance) once a policy measure on greenhouse gas emis-
sions from ships has been agreed at IMO or once a Commission proposal has been
made needs to be implemented. Reporting requirement for Member States related to
greenhouse gas emissions from vessel have been added to the revised Monitoring
Mechanism Decision and guidelines for the monitoring requirements of emissions from
marine vessels have been prepared which are introduced in an Annex to the Imple-
menting Provisions. The guidelines establish an annual reporting mechanism that in-

® International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution From Ships (abbreviation for marine
pollution)
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cludes information on the voyages, distances, fuel consumed and associated CO,
emissions. Emissions are reported to a central registry to be established. The Commis-
sion may seek assistance in implementing the guidelines and operating the central
registry from organizations such as the European Maritime Safety Agency (EMSA).

Aviation has an impact on the global climate through releases of carbon dioxide, nitro-
gen oxides, water vapour and sulphate and soot particles. In this context, the IPCC has
estimated that the total climate impact of aviation is currently two to four times
higher than the effect of its past carbon dioxide emissions alone. Recent EU research
indicates that the total climate impact of aviation could be around two times higher than
the impact of carbon dioxide alone. However, none of these estimates takes into ac-
count the highly uncertain cirrus cloud effects. The Directive on the inclusion of Aviation
in the EU ETS foresees that pending scientific progress, all impacts of aviation should
be addressed to the extent possible. Therefore a new reporting requirement on the
non-CO, effects of aviation for Member States is proposed in the report to be in-
cluded in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision. Under the new requirement the
non-CO, impact of aviation would be reported, either based on detailed modelling data
or based on a simple multiplier approach, on an annual basis as part of the national
inventory reports.

The experience gained through the implementation of the Kyoto Protocol and the vari-
ous UNFCCC requirements has shown that the current monitoring and reporting
system, although it has many merits, needs to be improved as it is not always fully
effective. Envisaged revisions and/or additional provisions proposed in the report, that
reflect the experiences with the current system and the proposals for revised legal text
in this area are:

¢ An improved specification of means and process of submission for requested infor-
mation and reports (eg, electronic vs. paper means, to whom by when);

e Mandatory electronic reporting templates, e.g. related to projections and policies
and measures;

¢ A requirement that underpinning reports detailing any relevant methodological is-
sues be provided related to reporting on projections, policies and measures;

¢ A harmonization of main modeling parameters used by MS for their projections (fuel
price, carbon price);

e The establishment a new set of indicators for both annual and projected emissions;

¢ A mandate to establish enhanced methodological requirements for the estimation of
effects of policies and measures and greenhouse gas emission projections;

o A requirement to establish national systems by Member States for reporting of pro-
jections, policies and measures.

The problems identified through the implementation of the Monitoring Mechanism De-
cision also relate to the need to increase the synergies in reporting under different
directives. The MM Decision touches on cross-cutting areas with the reporting under

14
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the EU-ETS, with the reported information in the European Pollutant Release and
Transfer Register (E-PRTR), with Directive 2001/81/EC on national emission ceilings
for certain atmospheric pollutants (NEC Directive) and the F-Gas Regulation (Regula-
tion No 842/2006). While streamlining of substantial reporting requirements will depend
on modifications of the individual legal instruments, the use of consistent data is an
area in which the report proposed revisions to the Monitoring Mechanism Decision
(chapter 3.2). Specific revisions and/or additional provisions that are proposed for the
revised legal text are inter alia:

¢ A requirement that the Member States’ national inventory systems should allow ac-
cess for inventory agencies to ETS data;

e A requirement to check and to report on the consistency of emission information
reported in the GHG inventoris with the reporting under the EU ETS, the E-PRTR,
the NEC Directive, the F-Gas Regulation and the Energy Statistics Regulation, as
well as on the quality assurance and quality control checks conducted to ensure
consistency across the different legal instruments;

¢ A requirement that Member States, in their annual GHG inventory reports make use
of the reporting systems established under the F-gas regulation.

The European Commission’s White Paper on ‘Adapting to climate change: Towards a
European framework for action’ (April 2009) set out a framework to reduce the EU’s
vulnerability to the impacts of climate change. In order to take forward the actions of
the White Paper reporting on the progress by Member States in implementing adapta-
tion actions is needed. Member States currently report on climate change impacts and
adaptation under the UNFCCC, but not to the Commission. Therefore a new reporting
requirement on the climate change impacts, costs, vulnerability, adaptation
strategy, and measures is proposed as part of the biennial information in the report
and the legislative proposal for the revised MM Decision (Chapter 3.5).

The Monitoring Mechanism Decision currently does not include the reporting on finan-
cial and technology support to developing countries. Such information is included in
Member States national communications. However, in the national communications the
information is reported in rather inconsistent ways and cannot be aggregated to an EU
figure of financial support provided by the EU. It is important for the EU's credibility that
the EU can present clearly the overall financial support to developing countries as well
as the concrete project support provided for specific technologies, countries, activities
or sectors. Therefore the report proposes a new reporting requirement on the finan-
cial and technology support provided to developing countries in the area of cli-
mate change as part of the biennial information under the revised Monitoring Mecha-
nism Decision (Chapter 3.4).

The Effort Sharing Decision requires the Commission to assess ways of including
emissions and removals related to LULUCF in the EU's reduction commitment and, as
appropriate, make a legislative proposal. The outcome of this assessment will have to
be reflected in the Monitoring Mechanism Decision as regards the emissions monitor-
ing and reporting. Under the UNFCCC, the discussions on the revision of decision

15
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16/CMP.1 related to the accounting of LULUCF activities under the Kyoto Protocol
could result in several changes in the reporting and accounting of LULUCF activi-
ties under the Kyoto Protocol or to a potential other legally binding international
agreement. The attached report and draft legislative proposal address the enhanced
requirements for LULUCF monitoring and reporting as currently discussed under the
UNFCCC (chapter 11.1).

The draft legislative proposals for the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision
and the revised Implementing Provisions are included in chapter Fehler! Verweisquel-
le konnte nicht gefunden werden. and chapter 12.3.

16
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2 Introduction and background

Decision No 280/2004/EC of 11 February 2004 concerning a mechanism for monitoring
Community greenhouse gas emissions and for implementing the Kyoto Protocol* and
Commission Decision of 10 February 2005 laying down rules implementing Decision
No 280/2004/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning a mecha-
nism for monitoring Community greenhouse gas emissions and for implementing the
Kyoto Protocol (Commission Decision 2005/166/EC)° set out the details for reporting of
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks and for
providing information as regards national programmes to reduce emissions, green-
house gas emission projections and policies and measures in accordance with the pro-
visions under the UNFCCC.

The Climate Change and Energy package as agreed between the Council and the
European Parliament and as adopted by the European Parliament on 17 December
2008 and in particular Decision No 406/2009/EC on the effort of Member States (MS)
to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions to meet the Community's greenhouse gas
emission reduction commitments up to 2020 (hereinafter the "Effort Sharing Decision
(ESD)" and the Directive 2009/29/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
amending Directive 2003/87/EC so as to improve and extend the greenhouse gas
emission allowance trading system of the Community (hereinafter the "ETS Directive")
introduced new requirements as regards monitoring and reporting. These additional
requirements have to be incorporated in Decision No 280/2004/EC.

The Effort Sharing Decision sets out annual limitations of greenhouse gas emissions in
a linear manner in 2013-2020 and changes the current system from a yearly reporting
cycle into an annual compliance cycle including a number of flexibilities (banking, bor-
rowing, transfers between countries, use of CDM credits) for Member States to comply
with the annual targets. The timeline and specifications for each step of this cycle -
reporting, use of flexibilities, verification, compliance, corrective action - need to be
carefully analysed as they mark a significant change compared to the current Monitor-
ing Mechanism Decision which primarily reflects Kyoto requirements. Given the flexibil-
ities provided through the Effort Sharing Decision, the reporting and verification com-
plexity increases substantially which makes it even more imperative to devise an effi-
cient, transparent and cost-effective monitoring, reporting and verification system.

The Effort Sharing Decision introduces several new provisions that have to be consid-
ered for the revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision. One key provision is accu-
rate reporting of the split of the total effort for greenhouse gas emission reductions be-
tween the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS) and non-ETS sectors. The current
Monitoring Mechanism Decision does not provide any reporting requirements for such

* 0J L 49, 19.2.2004, p.1, referred to as ‘Monitoring Mechanism Decision’ in the remaining text
of this proposal

® Referred to as ‘Implementing Provisions’ in the remaining text of this proposal.
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a clear quantitative differentiation between ETS and non-ETS emissions. In addition,
further implementation of the Effort Sharing Decision requires that the annual emission
limits from 2013 to 2020 need to be specified for each Member State.

There are also new considerations brought forward by other parts of the climate
change and energy package. The review of the ETS has introduced reporting require-
ments in particular on auctioning revenues (recital 15 and Article 10(3) ETS Directive).

The Climate Change and Energy package also introduced a strong commitment for the
emissions from international maritime shipping to be quantified in the EU's reduction
commitments in case of "no international agreement including these emissions that can
be ratified by 2011" (recital 3, ETS Directive, recital 2 Effort Sharing Decision). So far
emissions related to international maritime shipping were only reported as a memo
item in the GHG inventories. If maritime transport would be included in the ESD or the
EU ETS then an appropriate reporting scheme will need to be devised and the MS
emission data and reduction targets adjusted accordingly.

Another area of new considerations is the reporting on full climate change impacts for
the emissions from aviation that should be addressed in the revision of the decision.

The climate change package sets out the emission reduction targets in 2020 for the 27
EU Member States. As emissions are constantly revised under the UNFCCC and
changes in the coverage of emissions occur under the ETS, it becomes challenging to
finalize the base year emissions and the absolute commitment period reduction figures
for the EU-27.

This project is aiming at:

a) Providing input to a legislative proposal for revising Decision No 280/2004/EC
and its Implementing Provisions Commission Decision 2005/166/EC and other
related Community legislation, to be drafted by the Commission.

b) Identifying and integrating the monitoring and reporting requirements arising
from the agreed Climate Change and Energy package and in particular from the
ESD as required by its Article 6, the ETS review directive, and the potential in-
ternational agreement at COP15 in Copenhagen. In particular, this project will
identify how to accurately report the exclusion of EU ETS emissions under re-
porting for the purposes of the ESD.

c) Devising a precise methodology and updating figures for establishing the final
2005 emission data and 2013- 2020 emission limits for each MS (Article 3(2)
fourth paragraph of the Effort Sharing Decision), consistent with the Annex to
the energy and climate package's Impact Assessment (SEC(2008)854) and the
text of the Effort Sharing Decision.

d) Updating the impact assessment that will accompany the proposal for amend-
ment of Decision No 280/2004/EC and its Implementing Provisions Commission
Decision 2005/166/EC.
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After the kick-off meeting at 27 October 2009, the task humbers have been revised in
this report compared to the task numbers in the proposal to ensure a closer linkage in
the report between the task on the discrimination between non-ETS and ETS sectors
and the establishment of final data for the year 2005.

The inception report presented in detail the proposed methodology for completing the
tasks of this project, the sources of information to be used and the issues to be ad-
dressed taking into account the discussions and guidance provided during the kick-off
meeting which took place.

A project meeting at 14 January 2010 on the inception report provided further clarifica-
tions on the tasks and on the timelines.

Two separate notes were provided on the review and compliance cycle as well as on
on fixing of inventory data to determine the final target for 2020 and the annual alloca-
tion under Decision No 406/2009/EC by 28 January 2010. The contents of these notes
have been integrated into this report, but at the same time the options have been re-
duced and the remaining options have been elaborated further in this report.

For the draft final report the remaining outstanding sections were added and proposals
for draft legal text for a revised Decision No 280/2004/EC a revised Commission Deci-
sion 2005/166/EC and for guidelines for monitoring and reporting of greenhouse gas
emissions from marine vessels were added.

The draft final report does not include an update of the impact assessment that will
accompany the proposal for amendment of Decision No 280/2004/EC and its Imple-
menting Provisions Commission Decision 2005/166/EC because the project on the
impact assessment of the project on the revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision
was delayed.

It also does not yet include the recitals for the revised decisions which will be delivered
as soon as possible, but need some further checking.

The final report addresses the comments received on the draft final report and added
the few outstanding parts such as the recitals of the legal texts. The input to the impact
assessment is provided in a separate report as it is merged with the impact assess-
ment report conducted in another project.
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3 Task 1: Assessment of previous projects related to
the Monitoring Mechanism Decision

Under this task the project team examined and assessed the results, proposals and
recommendations of the four previous projects related to elements of the revision of the
Monitoring Mechanism Decision. The four projects were

o "Assessment of GHG methodologies for projections"

e "Ex-post quantification of the effects of policies and measures"

e "Streamlining climate change and air pollution reporting requirements"
e “Assistance with the Revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision”

Oko-Institut and Umweltbundesamt were the contractors for the project “Assistance
with the Revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision” which is already summarizing
the recommendations from the three other projects. Many improvements proposed to
the current decisions are unrelated to the Climate Change and Energy package. In
addition to the four previous projects this project

e Added monitoring and reporting provisions to the existing legislation to take into
account the additional requirements under the Effort Sharing Decision and other
elements of the Climate Change and Energy package;

¢ Changed existing provisions to take into account the requirements of the Effort
Sharing Decision;

o Elaborated new legal provisions for the review and the assessment of compli-
ance under the Effort Sharing Decision;

¢ Elaborated new legal provisions for the reporting of auctioning revenues;

e Elaborated new legal provisions for the reporting of GHG emissions from ma-
rine vessels including monitoring and reporting guidelines;

e Elaborated new legal provisions for the reporting of non-CO, impacts from avia-
tion.

3.1 Key areas for revision

The four previous projects propose the following key areas for revision of Decision No
280/2004/EC and Commission Decision 2005/166/EC:

e The National Inventory Report (NIR) submission under the Kyoto Protocol is di-
vided into two parts, of which the first part provides the relevant inventory informa-
tion under the Convention and the second part includes the supplementary informa-
tion under the Kyoto Protocol. The revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision should
define a third part for information that addresses reporting requirements in the
NIR specific for EU internal purposes. This third part of the NIR would address
requirements related to data consistency between the inventory submission and
verified emissions under the ETS, other elements proposed in the projects on
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streamlining and ex-post quantification of policies and measures that go beyond the
requirements under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol and reporting on finance
provided to developing countries. This recommendation matches with the require-
ments of the Effort Sharing Decision; all supplementary elements that are elabo-
rated in this project can be addressed in reporting requirement for this third part of
the NIR. This relates e.g. to qualitative criteria for the credits used under the Effort
Sharing Decision or to the reporting on the use of auctioning revenues.

e The requirement to report within the geographical scope of the European Union
should be part of the Implementing Provisions and a sentence should be included
that Member States must ensure that reported emissions in CRF reporting format
cover emissions from the territory of the European Community. Currently the United
Kingdom and Denmark report inventories and information under the Kyoto Protocol
in a different geographical scope. While Denmark provides two different inventories,
one for the EU and one separate, the UK only summarizes the non-EU emissions in
one category for subtraction and the sectoral information still includes emissions
from Non-EU territories.

¢ In relation to the reporting on policies and measures the requirements should be
extended

o0 to submit a separate report describing the methodologies and data used
to quantify the ex-ante quantitative emission reductions of policies and
measures. For each policy and measure (or subset of policies if several
policies and measures were assessed together) such a report should
address the estimation methodology used, the data and assumptions
used and the reference levels/baselines used, against which the ex-
pected emissions reduction effects were quantified. Such methodologies
will also be important for an assessment of the corrective action plan if
required from a Member State. In the legal proposal this information has
been integrated in the NIR part Ill, but a separate report would also be
possible.

0 The reporting of policies and measures should be based on new meth-
odological guidance to be developed. Such methodological guidance
should also refer to specific indicators appropriate for the monitoring of
individual policy effects.

o0 Member States should also report on how they take into account the in-
teractions of different climate change policy and measures as well as in-
teractions of policies targeting air pollutants on mitigation policies.

¢ In relation to the reporting on projections the requirements should be extended

o to submit separate information describing the projection methodolo-
gies as well as data and assumptions used in accordance with more
specific guidance for such methodological descriptions.
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o The reporting on projection parameters should be amended to include
two historic years and the frequency of projected years should be
made consistent with the reporting on projection estimates.

o It is suggested that the parameters fuel prices and carbon prices
should be harmonised and all Member States should use the same
assumptions. The assumption to be used for the reporting of projections
should be determined by DG Tren (fuel prices) and DG CLIMA (Carbon
prices) and then be agreed upon in the Climate Change Committee for
reporting. This decision should be updated annually in a regular cycle to
have updated information available to Member States when they plan
the domestic updating of projections.

0 At the detailed level a number of additional changes in the reported pro-
jection parameters are proposed in the report.

¢ With regard to the gap filling in Article 4 paragraph 1 of Decision No 280/2004/EC it
is proposed that the legal basis could be strengthened for the gap filling procedure
in the Monitoring Mechanism Decision and the provisions could be shortened in the
Implementing Provisions and only the mandate, the procedure and the timelines for
gap filling could be included. The articles on methodologies could be shortened with
a reference to the “inventory for the year X-1". The gap filling procedure seems
to be less relevant from the point of view of this project, thus shortened provisions
may be more appropriate.

¢ Regarding the establishment of national inventory systems by Member States
(Article 4, paragraph 4 Decision No 280/2004/EC) it is proposed that the article
should be linked with a mandate to adopt implementing provisions related to
the national inventory system in accordance with the procedure referred to in Article
9(2) Decision No 280/2004/EC. Currently there are no specific EC provisions for na-
tional inventory systems beyond the UNFCCC requirements; however activities such
as streamlining of reporting as well as data consistency with verified emissions from
ETS require such EU-specific features of national systems to be further specified in
implementing provisions. The national system should also be expanded to cover the
reporting on policies and measures and projections. Under the Effort Sharing Deci-
sion the system will be further expanded in particular in relation to the accounting
functions for annual emission allocations and credits.

¢ In the future there will be a need for specific additional methodological guidance
that goes beyond the level of reporting recommendations as currently included in
the EU legislation at least for the following purposes:

a) The UNFCCC review requires harmonisation of reporting by Member States in
some areas. In order to be able to aggregate Member States’ data in a correct
way, it is necessary that Member States follow the same allocation principles
and some more harmonised reporting rules. Such harmonization is currently
implemented in the work of WG1 without further legal provisions and seems to
be too detailed taken into account the current character of the decisions.
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b) The projects on projection methodologies as well as ex-post assessment of
policies and measures provided recommendations in relation to streamlined
methodologies. If such work continued it would result in specific methodological
guidance at EU level.

e It is proposed that the following requirements related to national communications
be included in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision:

0 Requirement to submit national communication in parallel to EC as well as to
the UNFCCC.

0 Requirement to report on climate change impacts and adaptation, financial re-
sources provided to developing countries and technology transfer to the European
Community. For the time being the revised decisions could refer to the section on
finance and transfer of technology in the existing UNFCCC reporting guidelines for
national communication and add the requirement to report this information to the
Commission. For the time being only the additional reporting on financial resources
was implemented. The parts on climate change impacts and adaptation are rather
extensive in national communications and further discussion is needed, how such
reporting should be integrated into the current reporting system. As the amount of
additional information collected by the Commission will increase considerably, it
would be important to clarify the purpose of the reporting on adaptation and climate
change impacts to devise useful reporting provisions.

0 The additional information would be added to part Ill of the NIR.

During the previous project a number of smaller revisions, in particular related to
Commission Decision 2005/166/EC, were elaborated for those Member States which
suggested that these changes could already be implemented via comitology procedure
without a legal revision. The previous project also proposed a significant amount of
smaller changes and improvements that address user-friendliness and other clarifica-
tions of the decisions that will be taken into account in this project.

In general the recommendations from the previous project are mostly supplementary or
complementary to the proposals and options elaborated in this project.

The legal proposals in chapter 12 of this report integrates the essential elements of the
existing Decision No 280/2004/EC and the Implementing Provisions, the recommenda-
tions for changes and additions from the previous project and the additional of a sub-
stantial amount of additional requirements arising from the effort sharing decision.

3.2 Streamlining of reporting requirements

The problems identified through the implementation of the Monitoring Mechanism De-
cision also relate to the need to increase the synergies in reporting under different di-
rectives. The Monitoring Mechanism Decision touches on cross-cutting areas with the
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reporting under the EU-ETS®, with the reported information in the European Pollutant
Release and Transfer Register (E-PRTR)’, with Directive 2001/81/EC on national emis-
sion ceilings for certain atmospheric pollutants (NEC Directive)?, the F-Gas Regulation
(Regulation No 842/2006)° and the Energy Statistics Regulation (Regulation No
1099/2008)'°. While streamlining of substantial reporting requirements such as consis-
tent reporting dates or consistent scope and coverage will depend on modifications of
the individual legal instruments, the use of consistent data is an area that can be ad-
dressed and promoted via the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision. The options for
increased synergies have been considered in a previous project "Streamlining climate
change and air pollution reporting requirements". This project translated the recom-
mendations of the previous project into revisions and/or additional provisions to the
revised legal text of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision which are explained sepa-
rately for the different legal instruments in the following sections.

3.21 EUETS

Additional requirements were elaborated for Member States to report on data consis-
tency between verified emissions reported by installations under the EU ETS and GHG
emissions reported in the GHG inventory.

Member States should report the share of ETS emissions for each CRF source cate-
gory that includes ETS emissions to increase the transparency where ETS emissions
are reported in the GHG inventory and to clarify the categories where consistency of
emissions should occur. At the moment it is not possible to check data consistency at
detailed level due to the lack of such additional reporting of ETS emissions at a more
disaggregate level. Additional guidance for the allocation of NACE' codes to CRF
source categories has been elaborated as part of the project and it is recommended to
add such guidance to the revised Implementing Provisions. In their reporting under the
ETS, installations are required to report the CRF code(s) to which their emissions be-
long. However, as installations are not familiar with the inventory reporting there are
mistakes in this categorization whereas reported NACE codes seem to be reported in a

® Commission Decision No 2007/589/EC establishing guidelines for the monitoring and reporting
of greenhouse gas emissions pursuant to Directive 2003/87/EC as amended by Commission
Decision No 2009/73/EC as regards the inclusion of monitoring and reporting guidelines for
emissions of nitrous oxide of 17 December 2008. OJ L 229, 31.8.2007, p. 1 and OJ L 24,
28.1.2009, p. 18

Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the
establishment of a European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register and amending Council
Directives 91/689/EEC and 96/61/EC, OJ L 192, 28.7.2000, p. 36

& 0JL309,27.11.2001, p. 22
° OJL 161, 14.6.2006, p. 1
% 0J L 304, 14.11.2008, p. 1

NACE = Nomenclature generale des activites economiques; General Industrial Classification
of Economic Activities in the European Communities
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more reliable way because industry is more familiar with the NACE codes. The guid-
ance on allocation of NACE codes to CRF categories can therefore help to disaggre-
gate the verified emissions reported under the EU ETS to the correct CRF categories.
Member States should allocate ETS emissions to individual CRF emission categories
and should present a table with the verified emissions broken down to CRF categories.

In addition the revised decision should include an obligation to make ETS background
data accessible for inventory compilers. Some inventory compilers still face problems in
their Member States in gaining access to more detailed information reported by instal-
lations to competent authorities under the ETS Directive. The provisions related to the
national systems could be strengthened in this respect to clarify that such access is
part of a functioning inventory system in the EU.

In the previous project on streamlining it was concluded that the revised decision
should also include more specific requirements to directly use verified emissions re-
ported under the ETS for the inventory preparation. However, such rule would not be in
line with the IPCC guidelines for inventory preparation. There are some differences
between the monitoring and reporting guidelines under the EU ETS and the IPCC re-
porting guidelines for GHG inventories, which make such direct use of data difficult. In
particular the fact exists that IPCC guidelines require countries to use higher tier meth-
ods for all installations of a particular source category if this category is a key cateory,
whereas the ETS monitoring guidelines apply different tiers depending on the size of
individual installations. Thus it is possible that the estimation methods of smaller instal-
lations under the EU ETS are not in line with the inventory requirements. Therefore this
particular recommendation requiring direct use of ETS data in the GHG inventories
from the previous project was not implemented in the revised Monitoring Mechanism
Decision.

As already explained in the previous section, the split of the EU mitigation target for
2020 into a target realized under the ETS Directive and a second targets under the
Effort Sharing Decision requires an improved separation in the reporting between the
ETS sector and the Non-ETS sector which is another element of streamlining with the
ETS Directive.

The detailed provisions that were included in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Deci-
sion based on these considerations are the following:

e Proposed Article 3(1)(q) requires the allocation of verified emissions reported under
the EU ETS to the respective inventory CRF categories as well as the reporting of
the ratio of ETS emissions to total emissions of the respective source category. This
ratio will be useful for QA/QC activities at EU level.

e Proposed Article 3(1)(r) and Article 4(6)(e)(i) require Member States to conduct veri-
fication activities to check verified emissions reported under the EU ETS with the re-
ported inventory emissions and to report about such activities to the Commission.

e Proposed Articles 3bis(1)(a)(iv) and 3bis (c)(ii) require that the MS in their reports
split the policies and measures, and projections, in those relating to the ETS-
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sectors, those relating to the non-ETS ones and those targeting both sectors. This
provision implements the approach adopted in the Climate Change and Energy
package that addresses a defined part of the national GHG emissions under the EU
ETS and non-ETS sectors under the Effort Sharing Decision.

e Proposed Article 4(6)(a) requires to amend the MS national inventory systems to
allow access to detailed ETS data reported by installations to competent authorities
under the ETS Directive, because some Member States are facing legal and admin-
istrative problems in accessing the information reported under the ETS Directive and
consequently cannot ensure consistency between both datasets.

3.2.2 F-Gas Regulation

The F-Gas Regulation (Regulation (EC) No 842/2006'?) adopted in 2006 includes two
reporting elements which are of direct relevance to the reporting obligations under the
Monitoring Mechanism and therefore to its revision:

a. Company report submission (Article 6(1))

Article 6(1) requires the submission of annual reports (for year X-1) from companies
producing, importing and exporting more than one tonne of fluorinated gases in/from
the EU. Quantities contained in pre-charged products and equipment imported or ex-
ported are excluded. The aggregation/analysis of these reports at EU level (by the
Commission) allows tracking the bulk quantities of F-Gases placed on the EU market
and their intended applications. It is highlighted that these quantities are not actual
emissions but could potentially be emitted at some future point in time, if not de-
stroyed.™

b. Member State reporting systems (Article 6(4))

Article 6(4) requires Member States to establish reporting systems for the sectors ad-
dressed by the Regulation, with the objective of acquiring, to the extent possible, emis-
sion data.

The reporting systems provided under Article 6(4) of the F-Gas Regulation are, de
facto, the ones used for reporting under the Monitoring Mechanism Decision. This link
could be made explicit and mandatory in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision.
While at this stage explicitly making this link would not have any impact upon the qual-

2 0J L 161, 14.6.2006, p. 1

13 Actual emission estimates take into account the time lag between consumption and

emission, which may be considerable in some application areas, e.g., closed cell foams, refrig-
eration and fire extinguishing equipment. Time lag results from the fact that a chemical is placed
in new products and then slowly leaks out over time.
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ity of the data, a potential evolution of those reporting systems in the context of the
Review of the F-Gas Regulation, e.g. to include an evaluation of long-term trend in
leakage rates for certain applications, would ensure that the quality of F-Gas invento-
ries reported under the Monitoring Mechanism Decision, is also improved.

The GHG inventories reported under the MM Decision include two types of fluorinated
gas emission estimates: potential emissions and actual emissions.

Potential emissions are equal to the amount of virgin chemical consumed in the country
minus the amount of chemical recovered for destruction or exported in the year of con-
sideration. The calculation formula for potential emissions is as follows: Potential emis-
sions = production + imports — exports — destruction. This concept is very similar to the
Article 6(1) reporting requirement of the F-Gas Regulation (see above). However the
data are not comparable at Member State level since Regulation (EC) No 842/2006
requires companies to report imports and exports from outside the EU, whereas poten-
tial emissions reported by Member States under the Monitoring Mechanism Decision
include all imports and exports (i.e. also imports and exports from EU Member States).

Nevertheless the reporting under Regulation (EC) No 842/2006 is a subset of the re-
porting under the Monitoring Mechanism Decision. This means that potential emissions
from imports and exports as reported in the GHG inventory should be in any case lar-
ger than the imports and export data reported under Regulation (EC) No 842/2006.
Therefore the latter may be used as input as well as for cross-checks and QA pur-
poses, but not directly as it currently stands. Actual emissions cannot be compared
with the data provided in the context of the reporting under Article 6(1) of Regulation
(EC) No 842/2006 because actual emissions may result from the leakage of sub-
stances put on the market many years ago (as explained above).

It is therefore suggested that Member States should use the data reported under the F-
Gas regulation for QA/QC activities of the GHG inventory as described above.

These considerations led to the following revisions and additions to the legal text of the
Revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision:

e Proposed Article 3(s)(ii) and Article 4(6)(e)(ii) requires MS to implement verification
activities that check the consistency of activity data, background data and assump-
tions used in the estimation of greenhouse gas inventories with data reported under
Article 6 of Regulation (EC) No 842/2006.

e Proposed Article 4(6)(b) require that Member States, in their annual GHG inventory
reports make use of the reporting systems established under the F-Gas Regulation
(Regulation (EC) No 842/2006).

e Proposed Article 4(6)(c) and (d) of Regulation (EC) No 842/2006 requires that Mem-
ber States ensure access to emission data, background data and methodologies
collected in the reporting systems for fluorinated gases for the relevant sectors un-
der Article 6(4) of Regulation (EC) No 842/2006 to the inventory agency authorized
with the preparation of the national greenhouse gas inventory.
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3.2.3 E-PRTR and NEC Directive

The reported information in the European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register (E-
PRTR) and under Directive 2001/81/EC on national emission ceilings for certain at-
mospheric pollutants (NEC Directive) is another area for streamlining and coherent
reporting addressed separately in the project on streamlining of reporting requirements.

Similar to the ETS, the E-PRTR provides data on GHG emissions from about 24,000
installations covered in the register. The methodological guidance provided for E-PRTR
reporting is not fully consistent with the reporting in the GHG inventories in terms of
coverage of emissions and in terms of methodologies used. Operators covered by the
E-PRTR should prepare their reported emissions with “internationally approved meth-
odologies” (Article 5(4) of E-PRTR Regulation'™) which can either be CEN (European
Committee for Standardization) or International Organization for Standardization) (ISO)
standards for measurements, guidelines for the monitoring and reporting of GHG emis-
sions under the ETS, the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe/ European
Monitoring and Evaluation Programme (UNECE/EMEP) Atmospheric Inventory Guide-
book, IPCC guidelines or “equivalent methodologies” other than internationally ap-
proved methodologies. Due to these differences, the reported emissions under E-
PRTR can often not directly be used for the preparation of the GHG inventories, but it
is important to check data consistency between both reporting systems.

For this purpose Article 3(1)(r)(ii) and Article 4(6)(e)(i) require Member States to con-
duct verification activities to check verified emissions reported under the E-PRTR with
the reported inventory emissions and to report about the results of such activities to the
Commission.

Proposed Article 4(6)(d) requires to amend the MS national inventory systems to allow
access to detailed data and methodologies reported by installations to competent au-
thorities under the E-PRTR.

Under the NEC Directive Member States compile annual inventories of atmospheric
pollutants, some of which (SO,, NO,, CO and NMVOC) are also reported as indirect
GHG emissions in the CRF tables of the annual GHG inventories. Both, the GHG in-
ventories and atmospheric pollutants inventories cover mainly the same sectors en-
ergy, transport, industry, agriculture and waste. Underlying activity data for these sec-
tors used for both inventories should be consistent and in many Member States the
same institutions compile both types of inventories. To strengthen and ensure this
practice, the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision includes a new requirement that
Member State should implement QA/QC activities that analyse the consistency of activ-
ity data, background data and assumptions used for GHG inventories with those used
for air pollutants inventories.

" Regulation (EC) No 166/2006 of the European Parliament and of the Council concerning the

establishment of a European Pollutant Release and Transfer Register and amending Council
Directives 91/689/EEC and 96/61/EC, OJ L 192, 28.7.2000, p. 36
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3.2.4 Energy Statistics Regulation

The Energy Statistics Regulation (Regulation (EC) No 1099/2008'") requires in Article
6(2) that

“Every reasonable effort shall be undertaken to ensure coherence between energy
data declared in accordance with Annex B and data declared in accordance with
Commission Decision 2005/166/EC of 10 February 2005 laying down the rules for im-
plementing Decision No 280/2004/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council
concerning a mechanism for monitoring Community greenhouse gas emissions and for
implementing the Kyoto Protocol.”

The consistency of GHG inventories with the EU energy statistics is key for the credibil-
ity of the European GHG emission data, therefore it is useful to introduce a more spe-
cific requirement for coherence or consistency in the revised Monitoring Mechanism
Decision, taking into account that coherence with underlying energy statistics is already
an important principle and objective of the current inventory reporting and the IPCC
and UNFCCC guidelines.

Based on these considerations the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision includes
new provisions in Article 3(1)(s)(iii) and Article 4(6)(e)(ii) that Member States conduct
verification activities that check the consistency of activity data and other parameters
used in the inventory preparation with the data declared under the Energy Statistics
Regulation and report on the results of such checks in the national inventory reports.

3.3 Reporting of NF; as part of reported greenhouse gases under
the Monitoring Mechanism Decision

NF3 is a gas used in electronics industry (semiconductor industry, liquid crystal display
(LCD) panel manufac-ture, flat panel screens and for thin-film photovoltaic cells) for
plasma etching and chamber cleaning processes. It is increasingly a replacement for
the greenhouse gases PFCs and SF¢ which are covered under the Kyoto Protocol and
Decision No 280/2004/EC. NF3; has a long lifetime in the atmosphere of 740 years and
a very high global warming potential of 17,200 calculated over a 100-year time horizon
(IPCC 2008)

Since 1992, when less than 100 tonnes of NF; were produced globally, production
grew to an estimated 4,000 tonnes in 2007. It is estimated that global production dou-
bles by 2010 to 8,000 tonnes (UNFCCC 2010). For the mid-term future it is estimated
that production increases of about 16% per year. The rapid growth of NF3 use in semi-
conductor manufacture is due to the growth in total semiconductor manufacture as well
as to the displacement of older PFC technology for new production lines that use NF3,
in particular for LCD panels.

> OJ L 304, 14.11.2008, p. 1
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The mean global tropospheric concentration of NF3; has risen exponentially (Weiss et
al. 2008). The measured concentration in 2008 corresponds to an emission rate of
about 620 metric tons of global NF; emissions which is about 16% of the production.
This is a significantly higher percentage than has been estimated by industry (Weiss et
al. 2008).

Mitigation efforts in the semiconductor industry focus on process improvements/source
reduction, alternative chemicals, capture and beneficial reuse, and destruction tech-
nologies. The on-site systems could eliminate NF3; consumption. The use of remote
plasma cleaning is an alternative technology that, by breaking NF; in a remote con-
tainer and injecting only the active ingredient, fluorine, together with nitrogen, in the
vacuum chamber, can reduce the fraction of gas released from 16 per cent to 2 per
cent.

As NF; is not included in the current reporting requirements for GHG emissions, it is
not exactly known how much NF; is emitted in the EU and how these emissions are
growing.

Article 10(2) b of the F-Gas Regulation requires the Commission to publish a report
which shall, in the light of future assessment reports of the IPCC, assess whether addi-
tional fluorinated greenhouse gases should be added to Annex I. This annex lists all
fluorinated greenhouse gases referred to in Article 2(1) with their GWP values pre-
sented in the 3rd IPCC assessment report from 2001. The assessment has largely fo-
cused on NF; so far, because the quantities of the other gases placed on the market
are estimated to be comparably low.

In an ongoing project for DG CLIMA Oko-Recherche and Oko-Institut estimated the
present overall consumption of NF; in the European electronics industry at 340 t,
thereof 300 t in the semiconductor industry, and 40 t in the photovoltaic industry. Total
NF3 emissions are estimated to be at the level of 113 kt CO.eq. in 2008.

The main user countries of NF3 in Europe, according to our own estimate, are Germany
(35%), Ireland (28%), France (14%), Italy (11%) and Austria (7%). Minor quantities are
used in the Netherlands, Great Britain, Finland, and the Czech Republic.

NF3 is a very potent greenhouse gas, therefore it is important to start monitoring these
emissions in the EU in order to determine whether it is necessary to take further ac-
tions to promote mitigation efforts.

Besides the F-Gas regulation, a similar discussion on the inclusion of NF3 in the quanti-
fied emission reduction targets for the period after 2012 has started under the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Further Commitments for Annex | Parties under the Kyoto Protocol
(AWG-KP) and the UNFCCC discussions and the EU has been one of the main pro-
moters to include NF3; as additional gas in the future reporting guidelines for Annex |
GHG inventories (see EU submission in UNFCCC 2010b). As the EU strongly pushes
for an inclusion of NF; emissions at the international level, it is a logical consequence
to add this gas to the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision.
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3.4 Reporting on financial support provided to developing coun-
tries

The EU is the world's largest donor of development aid, including climate relevant sup-
port. In addition, the EU committed in Copenhagen to provide significant fast-start and
long term climate financing to support developing countries (a fair share of the overall
funding is foreseen at a level of $100bn per annum by 2020, both from public and pri-
vate sources). Transparency on those flows is key to ensure the EU's visibility, efficient
delivery and in building trust with our partners. However, the scope, level of detail and
comparability of data currently provided by Member States in their national communica-
tions greatly differs and does not allow a consistent overview of EU climate finance
provided to developing countries. The EU reports on its general aid delivery in the form
of the annual EU Development Accountability and Monitoring questionnaire (former:
Monterrey questionnaire). Although the information increasingly includes activities on
climate, the reporting is not harmonised or consistent. It is important for the EU's credi-
bility that the EU can present clearly and coherently the overall financial support to de-
veloping countries as well as the concrete project support provided for specific tech-
nologies, countries, activities or sectors, and that the methodologies for tracking these
flows are transparent and harmonized across the EU.

Therefore a new reporting requirement on the financial and technology support pro-
vided to developing countries in the area of climate change is proposed as part of the
biennial information under the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision (Article
3bis(1)(h)). Reporting could be based on indicators for financial flows of the Organisa-
tion for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance
Group (DAC).

3.5 Reporting on climate change impacts and adaptation

An important part of tackling climate change is adapting to the adverse impacts of cli-
mate change. Current reporting requirements for Member States to the Commission do
not address climate change impacts, vulnerability and adaptation actions being taken
or planned. However, Member States report such information to the UNFCCC as part
of their national communications. But, in these national communications, the informa-
tion is reported in rather incomplete and inconsistent ways and cannot be aggregated.
It is necessary to collect and collate information on adaptation from Member States in a
more structured manner at EU level because

¢ It will help Member States to evaluate and compare the impacts of climate change at
regional and local levels across the EU and to compare and assess the level to
which they are prepared for future changes. It will also help to disseminate best
practices related to adaptation action.

¢ It is needed to understand how advanced Member States are in adapting to climate
change and what actions they are undertaking. This information is important for the
development and update of the Clearinghouse currently under development and the
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comprehensive EU adaptation strategy foreseen for 2013, as provided in the White
Paper on Adaptation adopted in 2009.

Therefore a new reporting requirement on the climate change impacts, costs, vulner-
ability and measures being taken on adaptation is proposed as part of the biennial in-
formation under the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision (Article 3bis (1)(g)). This
reporting requirement covers the following areas:

a. The observed and projected impacts per sector (e.g., water management, agri-
culture and forests, biodiversity/nature protection (terrestrial, freshwater), coastal ar-
eas, marine (biodiversity) and fisheries, health (human, animal, plant), infrastructure
(transport, energy, other), financial instruments and insurance, disaster risk reduction)
and per impact category (e.g. floods, sea-level rise, droughts, increased frequency of
extreme weather events, depending on the member state/regions) and related costs
and benefits.

b. The assessment of key vulnerabilities per region and per sector. This part could
include information on research programmes on vulnerability based on risk assess-
ments.

C. The existing national and/or regional adaptation strategy and implemented and
planned measures for the relevant sectors, or those in preparation. This could include
the main objective, the type of instrument/the method of implementation, the duration
and the budgetary and financial implications of each measure. The information on the
budget allocation per sector and impact category could also be included.

d. Textual information on strategies and implemented and planned measures and
data (including indicators on adaptation).

e. Member States could also provide information on joint activities with other
Member States and developing countries, including bilateral and multi-lateral projects
on adaptation and the respective budget allocated.
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4 Task 2: Analysis of reporting requirements under
Article 6 of the Effort Sharing Decision

Article 6 of the Effort Sharing Decision addresses the reporting by Member States on

¢ Annual greenhouse gas emissions as covered by the Kyoto Protocol excluding GHG
emissions covered under Directive 2003/87/EC (Article 6, paragraph 1(a));

¢ Information related to credits from project activities as defined in Article 5 of Deci-
sion No 406/2009/EC (the use, geographical distribution, types and qualitative crite-
ria applied, justification for using credits that cannot be used by operators in the EU
ETS) (Article 6, paragraph 1(b));

¢ Information on projected progress towards meeting Member States’ commitments
under Decision No 406/2009/EC (including information on national policies and
measures and national projections (Article 6, paragraph 1(c));

¢ Information on planned additional national policies and measures beyond the com-
mitments under Decision No 406/2009/EC and in view of the implementation of an
international agreement on climate change, as referred to in Article 8 of Decision No
406/2009/EC. (Article 6, paragraph 1(d)).

Article 6, paragraph 2 addresses the situation that Member State use credits from pro-
ject types that cannot be used by operators in the Community scheme. If this applies,
the Member State concerned shall provide a detailed justification for the use of such
credits. Such justification would also need to be addressed in the reporting require-
ments. Related to Article 6, paragraph 2, it would be useful to get further clarification on
the type of credits and information expected from the Commission.

Article 6, paragraph 3 addresses the evaluation of progress made by Member States in
meeting reduction commitments and related to Community policies and measures and
projected progress.

Some elements of the requirements under Article 6 of Decision No 406/2009/EC men-
tioned above are already covered by Decision No 280/2004/EC and Commission Deci-
sion 2005/166/EC. Figure 1 provides an overview on the existing reporting require-
ments. Figure 2 shows the additional reporting requirements that arise from the imple-
mentation of the Effort Sharing Decision and the recommendations of the previous pro-
ject discussed in task 1. The figures differentiate between the frequency of reporting
(annual, biennial and every 4 years) and the type of information (report or reporting
format for data submission).
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Figure 1 Overview on existing reporting provisions under Decision No 280/2004/EC
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. _y Convention submission to EC
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Convention

Note: light green = Convention requirements
dark green: Kyoto Protocol requirements
blue = requirements specific to Decision No 280/2004/EC

Figure 2 Existing and new reporting requirements arising from the Effort Sharing De-
cision and recommendations from previous projects to revise the MMD
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blue = requirements specific to Decision No 280/2004/EC

yellow = requirements arising from the Effort Sharing Decision

violet = requirement arising from the recommendations from the previous projects
related to the revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision

Apart from the changes introduced by the Effort Sharing Decision, this projects also
addresses changes to the Monitoring Mechanism Decision arising from future EU legis-
lation and from the ETS Directive. These additional requirements are incorporated in
the overview in Figure 3.

Figure 3 Existing and new reporting requirements arising from the Effort Sharing De-
cision, recommendations from previous projects to revise the MMD, from the
ETS Directive and from envisaged future EU legislation

Annual information Biennial information Information every 4 years
NIR Electronic Report Electronic Report NC
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Convention .. " submission to EC
information cation in
KP CRE parallel to KP
Separation EU
supplementary =~ LULUCF between : supplementary
information activities ETS/Non- Adaptation information
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ot ssi o |EUMM Decision
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Consistency maritime Financial Effort Sharing D
ETS - transport support
inventory ETS Directive
Full
Use of climate Additional reporting requirements from previous projects
auctionin impact of
revenuesg avri’ation Additional reporting requirements for future EU legislation
Note: light green = Convention requirements

dark green = Kyoto Protocol requirements

blue = requirements specific to Decision No 280/2004/EC

yellow = requirements arising from the Effort Sharing Decision

violet = requirement arising from the recommendations from the previous projects
related to the revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision

turquoise = requirement arising from the ETS Directive

orange = requirements arising from envisaged future EU legislation

For the reporting on policies and measures it is necessary to address the scope of the
Effort Sharing Decision which is the Non-ETS sector and the requirements need to
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provide a clearer separation between policies and measures that affect the ETS sector
and the Non-ETS sector. However it will not be possible to make a clear separation for
all policies and measures because a number of measures affect both, the Non-ETS
sector and the ETS sector. Thus, there will be at least three categories of policies and
measures with regard to the relevant effects on the Effort Sharing Decision.

In a similar way projections will need to make a clearer distinction between projected
emissions for Non-ETS and ETS emissions in accordance with the definition of green-
house gases and the scope of the Effort Sharing Decision.

To get an overview of the already existing responsibilities, requirements and timelines,
an analysis regarding the necessary content of the information (What?), person or
party responsible (Who?), recipient of relevant information (To whom?), rhythm of re-
porting (Which frequency?) and respective availability of data (When? Availability?)
was conducted (Table 1). The existing requirements were checked with regards to the
appropriate integration of the additional requirements from Article 6 of Decision No
406/2009/EC in terms of reporting frequency and type of information (data or explana-
tory information).
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Table 1 Overview of responsibilities, requirements and timelines for the reporting by Member States pursuant Article 6 of the ESD

Requirements under Article 6 of Decision No 406/2009/EC

When?

Which

? 2 ?
Element What? Who? Availability? | frequency? To whom?
Elements listed in Article 3(1) of Decision No 280/2004/EC:
e Greenhouse gas emissions by sources and removals by sinks,
o excluding greenhouse gas emissions covered in the allowance
Sut_)m!ssmn of annual greenhouse gas trading scheme for the year n -2 (a), (c)
emissions by Member States pursuant "5, plementary information under the Kyoto Protocol regarding
Article 3 of Decision No 280/2004/EC accounting of greenhouse gas emissions and removals from European
excluding greenhouse gas emissions activities under Art. 3.3 and 3.4 of the Kyoto Protocol for the Member States | 15 January Commissi
covered under Decision No year n -2 (d) ommission
2003/87/EC
o Updated time series 1990- year n -3, depending on recalcula-
tions (e)
e Elements of the NIR (f)
Commission As soon as
‘Initial check’ of Member States’ sub- Initial checks and consistency checks of emissions inventory (by | (incl. Eurostat, possible, at Member
missions EEA) JRC), assisted the latest by States
by EEA 1 April
Article 6, Submission of updated or additional
paragraph | . p - Updated or additional inventory data and complete final national European
inventory data and complete national . Member States 15 March Annually .
1(a) . inventory report Commission
inventory reports by Member States
. o Commission (DG
Est_lmate_s for data missing from a Estimates for missing data CLIMA) assisted | 31 March Member
national inventory States
by EEA
Com.ments from Mgmper Stgtes re- Member States provide comments on the Commission estimates ) European
garding the Commission estimates for oo . . i Member States | 8 April .
L for missing data, for consideration by the Commission. Commission
missing data
Final annual EC inventory (incl. Com- Commission (DG
L y ’ Submission to UNFCCC of the final annual EC inventory CLIMA) assisted | 15 April UNFCCC
munity inventory report) by EEA
Member States provide to the Commission the resubmissions
Any resubmissions by Member States | which they submit to the UNFCCC Secretariat in response to the European
in response to the UNFCCC initial UNFCCC initial checks. The Member States should clearly spec- | Member States 15 May P

checks

ify which parts have been revised in order to facilitate the use for
the EC resubmission.

Commission
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Requirements under Article 6 of Decision No 406/2009/EC

When? Which
Element What? Who? Availability? | frequency? To whom?
Elements listed in Article 5(1) of Decision No 406/2009/EC: Certi-
fied Emission Reductions (CERs) and Emission Reduction Units
Information on the use, geographical (ERUs) (a)
distribution and types of, as well as the
Article 6, | qualitative criteria applied to, credits o Information from the national registry on the issue, acquisition, 15 January European
paragraph | used in accordance with Article 5 of holding, transfer, cancellation, withdrawal and carryover of Commission
1 (b) Decision No 406/2009/EC to be in- AAUs, RMUs, ERUs and CERs for the year n-1 according Arti-
cluded in reports pursuant Article 3 of cle 3(1) of Decision 280/2004/EC (g) Member States 15 April Annually UNFCCC
Decision No 280/2004/EC
Geographical distribution of GHG emission reduction credits from 5 5
project activities and qualitative criteria applied ’ ’
Elements listed in Article 3(2) of Decision No 280/2004/EC:
Information on projected progress : : .
towards meeting Member States’ o Information on national policies and measures presented on a
Article 6 commitments under Decision No sectoral basis for each greenhouse gas (a)
paragra[;h 406/2009/EC plus information on ] o o
1(0) national policies and measures and . Natlonall projections of.greenhous'e gas emissions by sources Member States | 15 March Biennial Europgan_
national projections to be included in and their removal by sinks, organised by sector (b) Commission
reports pursuant Article 3 of Decision
No 280/2004/EC * Descriptions of methodologies, models, underlying assump-
tions and key input and output parameters (b)
Information on planned additional Elements listed in Article 3(2) of Decision No 280/2004/EC:
Article 6, national policieg and measures be.-‘
paragraph yond the commitments under Decision | o |nformation on measures being taken or planned for the European
1(d) No 406/2009/EC to be included in implementation of relevant Community legislation and Member States | 15 March Biennial c o
reports pursuant Article 3 of Decision policies (c) ommission
No 280/2004/EC
Article 6, | Provision of a detailed justification by | Elements listed in Article 4(10) of Directive 2009/29/EC (amend-
paragraph | Member States for the use of credits ment of Directive 2003/87/EC) -
2 from project types that cannot be used One month
by operators in the Community sche- ¢ Member States provide information on the proper implementa- after the Accordin
me tion of the auctioning rules for each auction, in particular with auction frequencg of European
respect to fair and open access, transparency, price formation concerned at | auctions Commission
and technical and operational aspects. the latest
Member States
Two month
 Member States provide information on the implementation of 53;0;} gg;p_- Annually Europe:'an.
the auctions, liquidity and the volumes traded. mission's Commission
report
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Requirements under Article 6 of Decision No 406/2009/EC
When? Which
? 2 ?
Element What? Who? Availability? | frequency? To whom?
. L European
e Based on Informapop from Member States, Cpmm@smn re- European Com- Parliament
ports on the functioning of the carbon market including the im- o ? Annually
. ) e mission and the
plementation of the auctions, liquidity and the volumes traded. Council
Elements listed in Article 5(1) and (2) of Decision No
280/2004/EC:
 Member States provides information about progress made European
towards fulfilling their commitments under the UNFCCC and Member States | April c pean
ommission
the Kyoto Protocol.
o In consultation with Member States the European Commission | European Annually European
prepares a report on the basis of the assessment of the pro- Commission (DG September Parliament
Article 6, | Information on progress made by gress of the Community and its Member States towards meet- | CLIMA) assisted P and the
paragraph | Member States pusuant to Article 5(1) ing their commitments. by EEA Council
3 and (2) of Decision No 280/2004/EC * Member States provide to the Commission information on
|nd|ca‘tors to monitor and evaluate progress for the assessment Member States 15 March Europgan_
of projected progress pursuant Article 3, paragraph 2 (a) of Commission
Decision No 280/2004/EC. Biennial
o In consultation with Member States the European Commission | European European
prepares a report on the basis of the assessment of the pro- Commission (DG September Parliament
jected progress of the Community and its Member States to- CLIMA) assisted P and the
wards meeting their commitments. by EEA Council
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5 Task 3: Need to distinguish between the ETS and
non-ETS sectors

5.1 Coverage of emissions under the Effort Sharing Decision

The EU emission reduction target of 20%'® until 2020 is split between a) a 21% reduc-
tion in EU ETS sector emissions compared to 2005 by 2020, and b) a reduction of
around 10% by 2020 compared to 2005 in sectors that are not covered by the EU ETS.
The reporting under Decision No 280/2004/EC so far does not provide a differentiation
between emissions or emission reductions in the ETS and the Non-ETS sectors.

According to the definition provided Article 2, paragraph 1 in Decision No 406/2009/EC,
the Effort Sharing Decision covers the emissions reported under the Monitoring Mecha-
nism Decision subtracting the emissions covered under the ETS Directive. Thus the
non-ETS emissions can be defined in an equation as following:

Equation 1:

Emissions non-ers = total emissions without LULUCF g inventory — Verified emissions grs

For the purposes of establishing the emission reduction targets in absolute terms in
tonnes COsequivalents the differentiation of non-ETS and ETS emissions is necessary
for the following years:

e For the year 2005 to establish the base year emissions under Decision No
406/2009/EC and thus determine the 2020 annual emission allocation.

e For the years 2008, 2009 and 2010 to establish the starting point of the linear trajec-
tory pursuant to Article 3, paragraph 2 of Decision No 406/2009/EC between the av-
erage of these three years and the target for 2020.

During the commitment period 2013 — 2020, Member States will report national GHG
emission inventories under the Monitoring Mechanism Decision and verified emissions
under the EU ETS and with the application of Equation 1 non-ETS emissions can be
calculated for each single year of the commitment period.

The relative targets set out in Article 3, paragraph 1 of Decision No 406/2009/EC for
individual MS require consistent methodologies and a consistent coverage of sources
of the individual terms in Equation 1 between the base year and the commitment period
to ensure that the emission reduction effort is not only achieved by methodological
changes or changes in scope during the commitment period.

1% 30% if ambitious international agreement is achieved
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Figure 4 Overview on changes in scope of non-ETS emissions between 2005 and
2020
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The problem with the application of Equation 1 is that neither the inventory data, nor
the verified emissions under the ETS are consistent with regard to their coverage or
scope. The main consistency problems are presented in Figure 4 and arise due to the
following reasons:

For the national GHG inventories the following changes occur:

e The time series of total inventory GHG emissions are recalculated with each inven-
tory submission to reflect methodological improvements, in particular those arising
from the recommendations of the review process under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto
Protocol. Due to these recalculations, the 2005 total inventory emissions as avail-
able at the moment will further change in the future.

e For the 2" commitment period, the EU argues for the use of 2006 IPCC Guidelines
for national GHG inventories. These revised inventory guidelines cover additional
sources of GHG emissions where methodologies have not yet been available be-
fore, revised estimation methodologies and revised calculation parameters, such as
default emission factors (EF). Until the year 2012, the 1996 IPCC Guidelines for na-
tional GHG inventories and IPCC 2000 Good Practice Guidance are the methodo-
logical basis for the estimation of emissions under the Kyoto Protocol. The imple-
mentation of 2006 IPCC Guidelines can result in considerable changes of total na-
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tional GHG emissions also for past years as Member States are required to submit
consistent time series."” Thus, if methodologies from 2006 IPCC Guidelines are
used, they have to be applied for all reported years back to 1990. The use of 2006
IPCC Guidelines for the 2™ commitment period is not yet finally adopted and this is
one of the issues to be decided at COP 15.

For the 2" commitment period, the EU argues for the use of global warming poten-
tials (GWPs) from the IPCC’s 4™ Assessment Report (AR4) as the metric to convert
individual greenhouse gases into CO, equivalents. At the moment GWPs from the
IPCC’s 2™ Assessment Report are used. Revised GWPs for CH,, N,O and fluori-
nated gases will also change total GHG emissions over the entire time series since
1990.

For the 2" commitment period, the EU proposes to include additional fluorinated
gases, consisting in additional HFCs and PFCs, NF;, HFEs, and Perfluoroethers.
This would result in recalculations to include these additional gases for the entire
time series. However, the impact on the year 2005 may be rather limited due to the
small production and consumption of these chemicals in that year.

For the ETS emissions the following changes occurred or will occur:

Between the first phase of the EU ETS from 2005-2007 and the 2" phase from
2008-2012 the interpretation of the scope of Annex | of the ETS Directive was clari-
fied, resulting in a harmonized and broader scope of emissions under the EU in the
period 2008-2012 in particular for those Member States with a narrow scope in the
first phase.’ For UK and Spain the coverage of installations already changed during
the period 2005 to 2007 due to opt-outs that were included in the ETS scheme or
later due to an earlier expansion of the ETS scope as required for the period 2008-
2012.

In the 3™ phase from 2013 to 2020, the scope of the EU ETS is again broadened
and additional activities are included in the revised Annex | of Directive 2009/29/EC.
Compared to the previous Annex | of Directive 2003/87/EC the following activities
are added:

0 CO; and PFC from primary aluminium;

o CO, from secondary aluminium (> 20 MW);

18

See Herold, A. et al. 2008: Changes and implications of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for Na-
tional Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Background Paper for the Workshop on the implications
of the implementation of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for national GHG inventories, 30-31 Oc-
tober 2008, EEA, Copenhagen. and presentations at http://air-
cli-
mate.eionet.europa.eu/docs/meetings/081030_ghg_inv_ipcc_gdins_impl_ws/meeting081030
.html

See Communication from the Commission 2005: Further guidance on allocation plans for the
2008 to 2012 ftrading period of the EU Emissions Trading Scheme, 22.12.2005.,
COM(2005)703, section 4 “Interpretation of the scope of Annex | of the Directive”.
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o CO; from non-ferrous metals;

o CO, from mineral wool insulation material (> 20 tons/ day);
o CO; from calcination of gypsum (> 20 MW),

o CO; from carbon black production;

0 CO; and N,O from nitric acid production;

o CO; and N,O from adipic Acid production;

o CO; and N,O from glyoxal and glyoxylic acid production;
o0 CO, from ammonia production;

o0 CO, from cracking (organic chemicals);

o CO; from hydrogen production;

0 CO; from soda ash production;

o CO, from capture, transport and storage;

o CO, from aviation.

5.2 Differentiation of ETS and non-ETS emissions at source cate-
gory level

A second approach besides Equation 1 to distinguish between ETS and non-ETS
emissions, is a comparison of emissions at sectoral/ source category level and a sub-
sequent aggregation of GHG emissions from all inventory categories not covered by
the EU ETS resulting in total non-ETS emissions or a derivation of non-ETS emissions
based on the GHG inventory data submitted by Member States. This approach faces
considerable problems due to the differences in the scope of the EU ETS activities and
the CRF source categories in the inventory and differences in the allocation of emission
sources to activities and categories. Table 2 explains in which inventory CRF source
categories the emissions from the individual ETS sectors can be reported. This table
also describes the differences in coverage of both emission reporting regimes.

Table 2  Correspondence of ETS sectors and CRF source categories

ETS sectors CRF source category of GHG inventory

Combustion installa- | ¢ Includes all plants without capacity threshold.

tions with a rated ther- | « Includes non-biogenic CO, emissions from waste incin-
mal input exceeding 20 eration.

MW (except hazardous | ¢ Emissions from stationary combustion are reported in a
or municipal  waste number of categories:

installations) e 1Ala Public Electricity and Heat Production: Sum of
emissions from public electricity generation, public com-
bined heat and power generation, and public heat plants.
Public utilities are defined as those undertakings whose
primary activity is to supply the public. They may be in
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ETS sectors

CRF source category of GHG inventory

public or private ownership. This source category should
be completely covered by EU ETS due to the size of indi-
vidual installations.

e 1Alc Manufacture of Solid fuels and other Energy
Industries: Emissions arising from fuel combustion for
the production of coke, brown coal briquettes and patent
fuel. Emissions from fuel combustion in coke ovens within
the iron and steel industry should be reported under 1A1c
and not within manufacturing industry under 1A2. Com-
bustion emissions arising from the energy-producing in-
dustries’ own (onsite) energy use are not mentioned
above. This includes the emissions from onsite energy
use in coal mining and oil and gas extraction.

e 1A2 Manufacturing industries and construction:
Emissions from combustion of fuels in industry including
combustion for the generation of electricity and heat.

e 1A3e Other Transportation: Combustion emissions
from all remaining transport activities including pipeline
transportation, ground activities in airports and harbours,
and off-road activities not otherwise reported under 1A4c
Agriculture or 1A2 Manufacturing Industries and Con-
struction. Only emissions from pipeline compressor sta-
tions are included in combustion emissions under the
ETS.

e 1Ab5a Stationary: All remaining emissions from non-
specified fuel combustion. Include emissions from military
fuel use which are part of the ETS.

e 1A4 Other sectors (Commercial/ Institutional, Resi-
dential, Agriculture/ Forestry/ Fisheries): All remaining
emissions from non-specified fuel combustion. Some
Member States use this category to allocate ETS emis-
sions which they can not clearly allocated to other source
categories.

e 1B2 Oil and Natural Gas: The combustion in flares is
considered as a non-productive activity and included un-
der fugitive emissions. Flares are defined as part of com-
bustion activities in the monitoring guidelines under the
ETS. The source category 1B2aiv refining/storage in-
cludes emissions from catalytic crackers in several Mem-
ber States as well as emissions from hydrogen produc-
tion in refineries. However some Member States (e.g.
Finland) report emissions from Hydrogen Production in
separate categories.

e 2A3 Limestone and Dolomite Use: Emissions from
Limestone (CaCO3) and dolomite (CaC0O3;.MgCO3;) use in
a number of industries including metallurgy (e.g., iron and
steel), glass manufacture, agriculture, construction and
desulphurisation equipment. In particular the limestone
use for desulphurisation in power plants is included in
combustion emissions in the ETS.
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ETS sectors

CRF source category of GHG inventory

Coke ovens

e 1Al1c Manufacture of Solid Fuels and other Energy
Industries: Emissions arising from fuel combustion for
the production of coke, brown coal briquettes and patent
fuel. Emissions from fuel combustion in coke ovens within
the iron and steel industry should be reported under 1A1c
and not within manufacturing industry 1A2.

Mineral oil refineries

o 1Alb Petroleum Refining: should be completely cov-
ered by EU ETS due to size of individual installations. Al-
location of refineries can be different in the inventory; a
share of emissions reported under the EU ETS can be al-
located to 1B2 Fugitive emissions from oil and gas or to
other 1A1 categories (combustion). Emissions from com-
bustion in catalytic crackers in oil refineries should be in-
cluded in fugitive emissions.

Metal ore roasting or
sintering installations

No specific CRF category exists, some Member States re-
port CO, emissions from sinter production under 2A7 Other
mineral products and combustion emissions as part of 1A2
Manufacturing industries and construction, in particular sub-
category 1A2a Iron and steel

Production of pig iron
or steel: Installations
for the production of
pig iron or steel (pri-
mary or secondary
fusion) including con-
tinuous casting, with a
capacity exceeding 2,5
tonnes per hour

¢ No threshold in GHG inventory exists.

e 1A2a Iron and Steel (combustion emissions) and 2C1
Iron and Steel Production (process emissions)

e The allocation is very difficult: Firstly, process emissions
need to be clearly separated from combustion emissions
and secondly a separation of combustion emissions for
iron and steel, in particular the allocation of blast furnace
gas and coke oven gas is needed. The allocation at sub-
source level shows high uncertainties.

e 2A3 Limestone and Dolomite Use: This source cate-
gory includes emissions from Limestone (CaCOj;) and
Dolomite (CaC0O3.MgCQO3) use in metallurgy (e.g. iron and
steel).

Production of cement
clinker or lime:
Installations for the
production of cement
clinker in rotary kilns
with a production ca-
pacity exceeding 500
tonnes per day or lime
in rotary kilns with a
production capacity
exceeding 50 tonnes
per day or in other fur-
naces with a produc-
tion capacity exceeding
50 tonnes per day

¢ No threshold in GHG inventory exists.

e Combustion emissions are reported under 1A2 Manufac-
turing Industries and Construction.

e Process emissions are reported under 2A1 Cement Pro-
duction and 2A2 Lime Production.
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ETS sectors

CRF source category of GHG inventory

Manufacture of glass:
Installations for the
manufacture of glass
including glass fibre
with a melting capacity
exceeding 20 tonnes
per day

No threshold in GHG inventory exists.

Combustion emissions are reported under 1A2 Manufac-
turing Industries and Construction.

Process emissions are reported under 2A7 Other Min-
eral Products — Glass Production.

Some Member States report that also category 2A4 Soda
Ash Production and Use (sodium carbonate, Na,COs) is
relevant. Soda ash is used as a raw material in a large
number of industries including glass manufacture, soap
and detergents, pulp and paper production and water
treatment. Carbon dioxide is emitted from the use of soda
ash, and may be emitted during production, depending
on the industrial process used to manufacture soda ash.
2A3 Limestone and Dolomite Use: Emissions from
Limestone (CaCO3) and dolomite (CaC03.MgCO3) used
in glass industry.

Manufacture of ce-
ramic products:
Installations for the

manufacture of ceramic
products by firing, in
particular roofing tiles,
bricks, refractory
bricks, tiles, stoneware
or porcelain, with a
production capacity
exceeding 75 tonnes
per day, and/or with a
kiln capacity exceeding
4 m® and with a setting
density per kiln ex-
ceeding 300 kg/m?®

No threshold in GHG inventory exists.

Combustion emissions are reported under 1A2 Manufac-
turing Industries and Construction.

Process emissions sometimes are reported under 2A7
Other Mineral Products.

Production of pulp,
paper and board:
Industrial plants for the
production of (a) pulp
from timber or other
fibrous materials (b)
paper and board with a
production capacity
exceeding 20 tonnes
per day

No threshold in GHG inventory exists.

Combustion emissions are reported under 1A2 Manufac-
turing Industries and Construction.

A share of emissions from 2A4 Soda Ash production and
use may also relate to this ETS category.

Other activities
opted-in:

Other activities for
which verified emis-
sions are reported and
which are not allocated
to a specific ETS sec-

tor

Can only be compared to an inventory source category
when Member States provided more detailed information on
the activities.
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Some Member States report that some additional CRF categories include ETS emis-
sions. However not all Member States allocate these emissions to ETS emissions.

Thus, based on the current reporting requirements a detailed comparison at activity/
source category level is difficult because of the different allocation rules under both
reporting systems and the differences in separating combustion emissions from proc-
ess emissions. However, some Member States have implemented efforts to improve
the comparability of reported emissions:

o Austria reallocated ETS emissions to CRF categories via the NACE codes. This
reallocation of ETS emissions shows a very high data consistency (see example in
Table 3).

e Germany reports emissions from fuel combustion for ETS activities as separate
source categories under 1A2 Manufacturing industries and construction; the addi-
tional disaggregation foresees the following source categories: 1A2f Combustion
emissions from cement production, 1A2f Combustion emissions from lime produc-
tion and 1A2f Combustion emissions from Ceramics production. This additional dis-
aggregation allows for an improved check of data consistency because fuel combus-
tion and process emissions in the inventory can then be combined to check whether
total sectoral inventory emissions match with ETS sectoral emissions.
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Table 3

Detailed comparison of verified emissions under the ETS with relevant CRF
categories as reported in the Austrian NIR

Categories 2005 2006 2007
Gg CO2 Gg CO2 Gg CO2
ETS Inventory EIS Inventory [ES Inventory
Total ETS | CITL data 33,373 32,383 31,751
Total ETSY| Austrian NIR 33,373 78,572 77,094 31,745 73,679
32,381

1A FUEL COMBUSTION ACTIVITIES 25,299 69,875| 23,998 67,989 22,836 64,143
1.Ala Public Electricity and Heat Production 11,482 12,743 10,374 12,048 9,037 10,434
1.A1b Petroleum refining 2,827 2,827 2,830 2,830 2,868 2,868
1.A1c Manufacture of Solid fuels and Other 43 525 50 668 52 627

Energy Industries
1.A2.a Iron and Steel 5,688 6,450 5,527 6,349 5,596 6,225
1.A2.b Non-ferrous Metals 0 220 0 224 0 254
1.A2.c Chemicals 665 1,583 623 1,696 592 1,528
1.A.2d Pulp, Paper and Print 2,245 2,286 2,153 2,189 2,150 2,191
1.A2e Food Processing, Beverages and 316 904 278 941 283 899

Tobacco
1.A2f Other 2,010 4,242 2,139 4,567 2,239 4,570
1.A4.a Commercial/Institutional 22 2,250 23 2,936 19 1,952
2 INDUSTRIAL PROCESSES 8,091 8,697 8,447 9,105 8,974 9,535
2.A1 Cement Production 1,797 1,797 1,954 1,954 2,131 2,131
2.A2 Lime Production 579 579 581 586 596 596
2.A3 Limestone and Dolomite Use 267 291 272 296 289 303
2A4 Soda Ash Production and use 15 15 16 16 17 17
2A7.a Bricks and Tiles (decarbonizing) 128 128 130 130 130 130
2A7b Magnesia Sinter Production 310 310 312 312 329 329
2.C.1a Steel 763 763 778 778 826 826
2.C.1b Pig Iron 4,186 4,186 4,366 4,366 4,598 4,598
2.C.1.e1 Electric furnace steel plant 45 45 49 49 58 58

Included elsewhere ? 17 63 65

Source: NIR of Austria 2009 submission, Table 22

Figure 5 Reporting of ETS share and remaining emissions for individual source cate-
gories in the Polish NIR
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Figure 3 3. CO; emission for 1 A 1.b category in 1988-2007

Source: NIR of Poland 2009 submission, Figure 3.3, page 41
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e Some Member States systematically indicate the share of ETS emissions at sectoral
level for all relevant source categories (e.g. Poland).

The project “Assistance with the Revision of the Monitoring Mechanism Decision” rec-
ommended improvement in relation to the reporting of the coverage of ETS emissions
in the national GHG inventory. In particular the following changes are recommended:

e Member States should report the share of ETS emissions for each CRF source
category that includes ETS emissions. This increases the transparency where ETS
emissions are reported in the GHG inventory and enables the identification of the
categories for which consistent reporting of emissions should occur.

¢ Member State shall allocate ETS emissions to individual CRF source categories and
should present a table showing the verified ETS emissions allocated to CRF catego-
ries. Such reallocation could either be done by the CRF codes that are requested to
be reported by installations under the ETS in the ETS Monitoring Guidelines. The
ETS emissions and CRF emissions could also be matched via the NACE codes re-
ported by ETS installations and by matching inventory categories with NACE codes.
A requirement to provide such an overview should be included in the Implementing
Provisions.

If such disaggregation of ETS emissions to the CRF categories is available for several
years, it will be possible to derive specific factors how ETS emissions can be derived
from inventory emissions, representing the share of ETS emissions in each CRF cate-
gory. This disaggregated method is likely to be less precise, but it is nevertheless use-
ful and necessary

¢ as a tool to verify the results from the other approach;

e as a prerequisite for the analysis of the effect of policies and measures targeting
non-ETS source categories. For the assessment whether Member States implement
sufficient policies and measures in those sectors not covered by the EU ETS, it is
important to be able to clearly discriminate between the source categories which are
largely covered under the EU ETS and those that are mostly not covered;

e as a prerequisite to establish GHG emission projections separately for the ETS and
the non-ETS sector. GHG emission projections will continue to be prepared based
on projected activity data and emission factors for individual sectors and source
categories. To incorporate effects of the EU ETS in a transparent way in the GHG
emissions projections, it is also essential to be able to distinguish source categories
largely dominated by ETS emissions from those source categories where most indi-
vidual sources are not covered by the EU ETS.

Thus, for the linkage to the evaluation of policies and measures and the analysis of
projections it is essential to have a clear understanding which inventory emissions are
covered by the EU ETS. This will be provided through the additional reporting require-
ments as explained above. Thus, different purposes (emission limits or projections) will
need different approaches distinguishing between ETS and non-ETS emissions.
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5.3 Conclusions and recommendations

For the ESD target setting and the compliance assessment Equation 1 should be used
as this is how the non-ETS emissions are defined in the Effort Sharing Decision.

The second possible approach, the aggregation of non-ETS emissions from individual
inventory categories not covered by the EU ETS, as shown in the previous section
might be useful for the analysis of the policies and measures targeting non-ETS emis-
sions as well as for detailed verification activities between GHG inventories and verified
emissions under the EU ETS.
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6 Task 4: Establishment of final data for 2005 and
2008 to 2010

Several articles of Decision No 406/2009/EC and Directive 2009/29/EC address the
final establishment of emission allowances for the ETS and the non-ETS sectors by the
Commission:

¢ According to Article 3, paragraph 2 of the Effort Sharing Decision, measures shall be
adopted within six months when the relevant reviewed and verified emission
data are available, to determine the annual emission allocations for the period from
2013 to 2020 in terms of tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent.

e Pursuant to Article 9 of Directive 2009/29/EC the Commission shall, by 30 June
2010, publish the absolute Community-wide quantity of allowances for 2013, based
on the total quantities of allowances issued or to be issued by the Member States in
accordance with the Commission Decisions on their national allocation plans for the
period from 2008 to 2012. Installations which will enter into the ETS system from
2013 onwards due to the expanded scope of the EU ETS have to submit “duly sub-
stantiated and independently verified emissions” data by 30 April 2010 to the rele-
vant competent authority. The competent authority shall notify the Commission by
30 June 2010 of these data and the quantity of allowances to be issued. Pursuant to
Article 9(a), paragraph 3 of Directive 2009/29/EC by 30 September 2010, the
Commission shall publish adjusted quantities by the linear reduction factor for the
new sectors that are included in the Community ETS scheme from 2013 onwards.

e According to Article 10 of Decision No 406/2009/EC, the related emission limit for
the non-ETS sector will be adjusted by the Commission pursuant to Articles 24
(opt-ins), 24a (harmonised projects) and Article 27 (exclusion of small emit-
ters) of Directive 2009/29/EC after approval of opt-ins for new activities and the ex-
clusion of small emitters under Directive 2009/29/EC.

e The inclusion of international maritime shipping if no international agreement is
reached is foreseen with a legal act entering into force in 2013, and emission al-
lowances would need to be determined for maritime emissions before the start of
2013.

Based on these legal provisions, the project team analyzed options for establishing the
final 2005 data to calculate on this basis the final emission limit for the non-ETS sector
for the year 2020 in terms of tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent resulting from the
relative targets agreed for each Member State in Annex Il of Decision No 406/2009/EC.

¥ Recital (2) of decision 406/2009/EC

51



es

F 5 umweltbundesamt®
Oko-Institut eV. Final Report

6.1 Establishment of final inventory data for the year 2005 and for
the years 2008, 2009, 2010

GHG emissions as reported in the GHG inventories for historic years are not fixed,
even after being reviewed, but continue to change due to recalculations to capture
methodological improvements, updated activity data, updated emission factors or other
calculation parameters or the correction of errors in previous submissions. The guide-
lines for national inventory systems under Article 5 of the Kyoto Protocol as well as the
IPCC good practice guidance for GHG inventories require countries to continuously
improve their emission estimation methods. The UNFCCC inventory review recom-
mends specific improvements to Parties. This also leads to recalculations of emission
time series. Thus, recalculations are an integral part of the IPCC estimation methodol-

ogy.

Recalculations are particularly relevant for the years after a new year was added due to
the fact that even in the year X-2 countries often rely on preliminary statistical data that
is corrected at a later stage and recalculations allow to incorporate such corrected ac-
tivity data and to achieve consistency between inventories and final statistics, e.g. in
the energy and agriculture sector.

For the start of reporting under the Effort Sharing Decision, a special situation arises
due to the fact that new and improved IPCC 2006 Guidelines for GHG inventories need
to be implemented in the future which may substantially change the emission estimates
in some sector for some countries. The 2006 IPCC Guidelines will only be fully appli-
cable after 2012, because the Kyoto Protocol refers to 1996 IPCC guidelines as the
methodological basis for GHG inventories. 2006 IPCC Guidelines include methodolo-
gies for the estimation of additional emission source categories and additional fluori-
nated gases, consisting in additional HFCs and PFCs, NF3, HFEs, and Perfluoroethers,
updated default emission factors and other default parameters, reallocations of emis-
sions to source categories and the sectors agriculture and LULUCF were merged. In
particular updated default emission factors can significantly change the national GHG
emissions (see section 6.1.2)

A third main reason for recalculations for the arises from a change of global warming
potentials (GWPs) in the future at international level from GWPs as part of IPCC’s 2"
Assessment report to revised GWPs from IPCC’s 4™ assessment report.

Recalculations can introduce changes to total GHG emissions without LULUCF of al-
most +10%, however deviations of > +3% are not very frequent. Recalculations can
both reduce or increase total emission levels.

The time-series between the base year and the compliance year need to be estimated
with consistent methodologies and GWPs, otherwise a significant part of the mitigation
effort could be achieved through the methodological change instead of mitigation ac-
tion.

For the determination of final targets for 2020 as well as for the starting point of the
linear trajectory of the emissions in the period 2013 to 2020, Decision No 406/2009/EC
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requires to fix the emissions for the years 2005 and 2008 to 2010. The inventory for the
year 2010 is the latest element necessary to establish final targets. The regular inven-
tory submission for the year 2010 is submitted 15 March 2012. Thus before 2012 it
seems less useful to fix base year emissions, as one element would still be missing
which is necessary to calculate the final targets.

6.1.1 Options for the timing of establishing final data to determine the annual
emission allocations for the period from 2013 to 2020

There are different options in relation to the timing when final data should be reported
and subsequently fixed after having passed the review. Three general options are pre-
sented in this section.

6.1.1.1 Option 1: Fixing of targets based on recalculated inventory data submitted in
2012

In Option 1 the ESD targets would be fixed based on recalculated inventory data that
incorporate the changes from the 2006 IPCC Guidelines. Such data based on the 2006

IPCC Guidelines would be submitted in the year 2012 for the emission time series
1990-2010.

Figure 6 Timelines for Option 1 for the determination of final emission allocations

Determination of final target and emission allocation
Option 1

Report. verified ET
emissions for 2011

Reporting of
inventory for
2010 based on
2006 IPCC GL

Decision

- Seems extremely
determining

by 15/3/12 I ambitious to reyigvv
y (inc a"”:‘f“ emission initial reports within 3
" allocations
recalculation months

time series) 6 months period for

Issuance

~ . . decision on target
N o | Final reviewed of AEA leaves very few time for
B 2 emissions assessment of data
154 3] for 2005, 9
IS 3 2008-2010 IS
osli||=
S =
= o N Sl o3
0 \—i £ o=
— X IS ‘U 2 €
{ EC review ® e L3
of 2010 < o B 5]
initial report S 3 ©
[Te)
—

Source: Oko-Institut

53



es

F 5 umweltbundesamt®
Oko-Institut eV. Final Report

In order to obtain recalculated GHG emissions based on 2006 IPCC guidelines and
including additional HFCs and PFCs in 2012, it is necessary to establish an additional
reporting requirement to report an inventory submission in 2012 which includes an
emission time series with recalculated GHG emissions based on 2006 IPCC Guide-
lines, global warming potentials from the IPCC’s 4™ assessment report and including
additional fluorinated GHG not yet covered by the inventories in a mandatory way. This
submission would be in parallel to the inventory submission under the Kyoto Protocol
based on the 1996 IPCC Guidelines. Thus, Member States would have to prepare two
different inventories in the year 2012. The deadline for the additional report should also
be 15 March — before March data for 2010 may not yet be available, a later deadline
would be difficult for the process to determine absolute targets until the end of 2012.

From a legal point of view it would be necessary to have reporting guidelines referring
to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines and the other new requirements. It is unlikely that revised
UNFCCC reporting guidelines for GHG inventories incorporating 2006 IPCC Guidelines
will be available in time, because the revision process will only start in 2010 and is aim-
ing at a completion of the revision by the end of 2011. However the reporting for the
target setting would already be at the beginning of 2012. Thus, the revised MM Deci-
sion would need to have a specific reporting requirement for an inventory report based
on 2006 IPCC Guidelines and specific reporting guidance would need to be elaborated
that defines in which way this inventory submission would deviate from the inventory
submission under the Kyoto Protocol and how 2006 IPCC Guidelines should be imple-
mented in the reporting. The most complex task of such guidance is the separation of
the AFOLU sector in the 2006 IPCC guidelines in LULUCF and agriculture emissions.
As the Effort Sharing Decision does not include LULUCF emissions, the merged
AFOLU sector in the 2006 IPCC Guidelines is not very helpful and needs to subdivided
which is rather complex at detailed technical level. Member States would need to agree
on how to distribute the detailed source/sink categories to the LULUCF and agriculture
sector in order to have consistent total emissions from these sectors under the ESD
compared to the existing GHG inventories.

For this additional report, no revised CRF reporter software taking into account the
changes due to 2006 IPCC Guidelines would be available and the existing CRF re-
porter software would need to be used. It would be necessary to specify some techni-
cal details in how the “old” software should be used for the new coverage, e.g. that new
source categories should be reported in "other emissions" categories etc. However,
such additional guidance would need to go through the EU internal legislative process
in time before 2012.

This option would provide the opportunity for a calculation of the final target for 2020
before the commitment period 2013-2020 starts, but has a number of important disad-
vantages:

¢ It leaves rather few time for the adoption of a revised Monitoring Mechanism Deci-
sion with guidance for such initial report and few time for Member States to incorpo-
rate methodological changes from 2006 IPCC Guidelines in their GHG inventories
for a submission in 2012.
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e Revised UNFCCC reporting guidelines for GHG inventories incorporating 2006
IPCC guidelines will not be available for this submission. Separate EU reporting
guidance would need to be adopted before finalization of the revision of UNFCCC
reporting guidelines causing a high probability for inconsistencies in details. This
would include the reporting software with all the tables. It would be extremely difficult
to adapt the current inventory reporting system until 2012 to all the changes arising
from the 2006 IPCC guidelines.

¢ Member States have to prepare two parallel inventory submissions in 2012 which is
a considerable additional effort.

e The option would establish changes in GHG inventories at EU level without a guar-
antee that these changes will be adopted under the UNFCCC in the future.

6.1.1.2 Option 2: Fixing of targets based on regular submission in 2012 and correction
of annual emission allocation based on inventory data submitted in 2015

In Option 2 the base year emissions would be fixed based on an inventory submission
in 2012 for the year 2010 which is not based on 2006 IPCC Guidelines, but on the cur-
rent reporting guidelines. This inventory is reviewed in the new EU review to be estab-
lished and based on the final numbers, decisions determining the annual emissions
allocations taken and AEA issued.

Figure 7 Timelines for Option 2 for the determination of final emission allocations
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The inventory for the reporting year 2013 which will be submitted in 2015 is the first
regular inventory report for which 2006 IPCC Guidelines, revised GWPs or the inclu-
sion of additional fluorinated gases will be implemented under the Convention and the
Kyoto Protocol. After the review determined final GHG emissions for the year 2013,
recalculations are also taken into account and the previous decisions on the annual
emission allocation would be corrected based on the recalculated data

The disadvantages of this option compared to option 1 are:

e The targets established before the start of the commitment period 2013-2020 would
not be final.

¢ It requires two times the process to establish decisions on Member States annual
emission allocation.

o If the UNFCCC process cannot agree to revised UNFCCC inventory reporting guide-
lines in the future, a revision of targets implemented in the legislation would not be
necessary.

The advantages of option 2 compared to option 1 are:

o After adoption of a revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision Member States would
have time until 2015 to incorporate methodological changes from 2006 IPCC Guide-
lines.

e EU legislation providing the relevant guidance for the reporting of such “initial report”
is more likely to be in place. More time is available to establish an EU review proc-
ess to assess the submitted data.

e Revised UNFCCC reporting guidelines for GHG inventories incorporating 2006
IPCC guidelines can be used for the reporting of the submission.

o Member States do not have to prepare two parallel inventory submissions in 2012.

Option 3: Fixing of targets without recalculations based on actual IPCC guidelines and
GWPs

A third option is that inventory data are not recalculated for the fixing of base year
emissions under the Effort Sharing Decision and that the data as actually reported are
used for the determination of emissions in 2005 and the target in 2020.

This option ignores potential changes under the UNFCCC related to the 2006 IPCC
Guidelines or GWPs. However, it is currently very unclear at which point in time in the
future revised reporting guidelines for inventories will be available. The workplan re-
lated to the revision of UNFCCC reporting guidelines for Annex | Parties foresees that
the final guidelines and new CRF tables would be adopted by COP 19 in 2013. Lack of
agreement among Parties on specific issues such as GWPs could further postpone the
adoption. Therefore option 3 proposes to include a general review clause in the revised
Monitoring Mechanism Decision which provides the Commission the option to propose
revisions, if otherwise reporting within the EU would be inconsistent with international
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reporting. This option implies that absolute targets may still be subject to change during
the period 2013-2020 however only after adoption of key changes under the UNFCCC
and only if the Commission decides to make use of the review clause in the revised
Monitoring Mechanism Decision.

In this option, final targets for 2020 and annual emission allocations could then be cal-
culated as soon as inventory data for the year 2010 are reported under Decision No
280/2004/EC. These data are reported in 2012. In option 3 a review clause would be
included in the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision that allows the Commission to
revise the establishment of final data for the years 2005, 2008, 2009 and 2010 to en-
sure consistency with the monitoring and reporting of GHG emissions under the
UNFCCC. The only additional step necessary compared to the existing situation is a
review procedure that reviews the inventories for the target setting. Such review could
be implemented in an ad hoc review procedure with support from EEA, ETC/ACC and
JRC.

The advantages of option 3 compared to option 1 are:

e The targets established before the start of the commitment period 2013-2020 would
be final with an option for the Commission to trigger a revision of the targets if
changes in the UNFCCC inventory reporting will be adopted. Such decision can be
formed by further analysis of the quantitative implications of 2006 IPCC guidelines
on Member States’ GHG emissions.

o After adoption of a revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision Member States would
have time until 2015 to incorporate methodological changes from 2006 IPCC Guide-
lines.

e Revised UNFCCC reporting guidelines for GHG inventories incorporating 2006
IPCC guidelines can be used for the reporting of the inventory submission.

¢ Member States do not have to prepare two parallel inventory submissions in 2012.

e The EU reporting remains close to the UNFCCC reporting and an EU review proc-
ess of the base year emissions can make use of the UNFCCC review results.

Recommendation

Option 3 is the simplest option for the implementation at Member States level as well
as in terms of timelines for the preparation of additional legislation by the Commission.
It is recommended not to change the inventory estimation methodologies or GWPs
before official decision under the UNFCCC are taken as this would risk inconsistencies
with the international and the European inventory reporting. Apart from the review
clause, this option does not need many additions to the legal text of the revised Moni-
toring Mechanism Decision. An automatic recalculation of the targets before the start of
inventory reporting for the year 2013 does not seem to be necessary. The review
clause suggested in option 3 has been incorporated in Article 10bis of the revised
Monitoring Mechanism Decision.
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Figure 8 Timelines for Option 3
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6.1.2 Quantitative implications of 2006 IPCC Guidelines for national GHG inven-
tories

Based on legal provisions, as contained in the Effort Sharing Decision and Directive
2009/29/EC, this subtask analyzed the quantitative implications of 2006 IPCC Guide-
lines for national GHG inventories.

According to the UNFCCC reporting guidelines (FCCC/SBSTA/2004/8) the Parties to
the UNFCCC and to the Kyoto Protocol should use the IPCC 1996 Guidelines to esti-
mate and report on anthropogenic emissions by sources and removals by sinks of
greenhouse during the first commitment period. As Article 5 paragraph 2 of the Kyoto
Protocol states that methodologies to calculate GHG emissions in GHG inventory sub-
missions shall be those accepted by the IPCC and agreed at COP 3% the use of 2006
IPCC Guidelines under the Convention would only become mandatory for Annex | Par-
ties’ reporting for years after the first commitment period under the Kyoto Protocol.

2 Decision 2/CP.3 as contained in document FCCC/CP/1997/7/Add.1
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Nevertheless Member States were encouraged to gather experience with the IPCC
2006 Guidelines 20062", thus some Member States already used these Guidelines.

The EU already organized a technical workshop on the implications of the implementa-
tion of the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for national GHG inventories from 30-31 October
2008 in Copenhagen®. A wide range of experiences with the use of 2006 IPCC Guide-
lines by EU and Non-EU countries could already be found and the implementation of
the 2006 IPCC Guidelines by Member States was assumed to increase.

On the basis of the GHG inventory submissions in 2008, 2009 and 2010, the project
team analysed the change of GHG emissions for the year 2005 due to the implementa-
tion of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines. For this purpose the Member States’ GHG emission
inventories and National Inventory Reports as submitted under the UNFCCC were re-
viewed.?® Table 4 provides an overview about the source categories for which Member
States introduced the new Guidelines for their inventory preparation (excluding Land
Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF)) in 2008, 2009 and 2010.

21 FCCC/SBSTA/2007/4, paragraph 56

2 http://air-
cli-
mate.eionet.europa.eu/docs/meetings/081030_ghg_inv_ipcc_gdins_impl_ws/meeting081030
.html

23
http://unfccc.int/national_reports/annex_i_ghg_inventories/national_inventories_submissions/
items/5270.php
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Table 4 — Overview of source categories for which IPCC 2006 Guidelines were used
for the estimation of greenhouse gas emissions as contained in inventory
submissions 2008, 2009 and 2010

. Solvent/
gemher Energy Industrial Product |Agriculture Waste
tate Processes
Use
Austria - - - 4614 -
Belgium |1B1a - - - -
Bulgaria |- - - - -
Cyprus 1A1a, 1421, 1430, 144b, | _ 441,481, 4683, 48B4, 488, A
1550, 10 4B9
Czech
Republic | B B B BC
Denmark |- - - - GC
. 1478, 1A2a, 1A3a, 2F1 to 2F4,
Estonia 1A3b. 1A3d 1Adc. 1Ak [2F8 - - BA1, BC, BD
Finland [1B2d 280,281 |- — BA1
France — — — — —
441, 4482 448, 4B1 to
4B4, 4BR, 469, 4812,
Germany |143a - - 4B13,4D3.2; re-use of |
IPCC 1996 GL for 4011,
Greece |- - - - -
Hungary [1A1h 1B2c - - - B4
1ATato 1A, 1424 to
Ireland  [1A2f, 1A3c, 143d, 1A4a |2A7 - - BAT, BAZ
to 1A4c
ltaly — 202 — 41 —
Latvia 1820, 1A2f 2A2 — — GE2, 6D
Lithuania |1BZb 21 - - BAT, BAL
1A%1a, 1ATh, 1A2 except
Luxem- [for 1A2d, 1A3 except for B4, BBEZ,
bourg 1A3e, 144, 1A5h, 1B2b, | B 441, 4410, 481, 4B10, B, 6D
1C [Awiation)
Malta 1C [Awiation) — 301 4B, 401 2 —
Nether-
lands - - - - -
201, 202,
Poland |- SeE - - -
Portugal |- - - - -
Romania |- — — — —
Slovakia |- — — — —
Slovenia |- — — — —
Spain — — — — BA
Sweden |- 282 202 |- - -
United
Kingdom | B B B BAT

Source: Greenhouse Gas Inventories from EU-27 Member States — submissions under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in 2008, 2009 and

2010. CRF
http://unfccc.int.

tables and National

Inventory Reports as available from

(-): IPCC 2006 GL have not been used by Member State (according to NIRs)
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Table 4 shows that only a few Member States did not yet use the IPCC 2006 Guide-
lines (Bulgaria, France, Greece, Netherlands, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia and Slove-
nia), whereas most of the EU-27 Member States already implemented the IPCC 2006
Guidelines for the estimation of greenhouse gas emissions for at least one source cate-
gory. Several source categories in the energy sector were estimated by using method-
ologies and emissions factors or default values from the IPCC 2006 Guidelines in 11
Member States (Belgium, Cyprus, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia,
Lithuania, Luxembourg and Malta). Eight Member States used the Guidelines for the
industrial processes sector (Estonia, Finland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Sweden). The Maltese National Inventory Report only refers to the IPCC 2006 Guide-
lines in the solvent and other product use sector. Agricultural source categories were
estimated by using the new Guidelines in six Member States (Austria, Cyprus, Ger-
many, ltaly, Luxembourg, Malta); and 12 Member States used the Guidelines for the
waste sector (Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Ireland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Spain and the United Kingdom).

The number of source categories which have been estimated by using methodologies
emission factors or default values from the IPCC 2006 Guidelines was highest for Lux-
embourg (24), followed by Ireland (17), Estonia (15), Cyprus and Germany (13 each).

Some Member States implemented the IPCC 2006 Guidelines in order to introduce
source categories in the inventory that have not been considered before. This was es-
pecially the case if expert review teams observed incompleteness of the greenhouse
gas inventory. The Luxembourgian inventory review report, for example, states that the
reporting of some source categories in all years, for example, in the agriculture and
waste sectors, is very incomplete.?* Therefore Luxembourg, with its 2007 and 2008
inventory submission, estimated emissions from several source categories by using
methods and emission factors from the IPCC 2006 Guidelines: CO,, CH, and N,O from
6C Waste Incineration, CHs and N,O emissions from 6B Composting, CH4s emissions
from 4A Enteric Fermentation and 4B Manure Management for cervidae species and
rabbits.

By using emission factors, default values and methods from the IPCC 2006 Guidelines,
emissions from other source categories have been included in the inventory with later
Luxembourgian submissions: CO,, CH4 and N20 emissions from 1A1a Public Electric-
ity and Heat Production (other fuels); CHs and N,O emissions from 1A1b Petroleum
Refining (gas oils, natural gas, RFO, blast furnace gas), CH,; and N,O emissions from
1A2a Iron and Steel (solid fuels and natural gas); CO, emissions (LPG) and CH, and
N,O emissions from 1A2b Non-ferrous metals (liquid fuels); CO, emissions (LPG) and
CH4 and N,O emissions from 1A2b Non-ferrous metals (liquid fuels); NoO emissions
from 1A2f Other (gaseous and solid fuels used for combustion in boilers), CO,, CHy,
N2O emissions from 1A3a Civil Aviation (aviation gasoline), 1A3b Road Transportation

2 FCCC/ARR/2006/LUX, paragraph 8
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and 1A3c Railways (gasoline, diesel oil and LPG), N20 emissions from 1A4 Other (all
fuels).

With its 2009 inventory submission, Luxembourg additionally reported CO, (RFO) and
CH,4 and N,O emissions from 1A2c Chemicals and 1A2e Food Processing, Beverages
and Tobacco (RFO, gas oil, diesel oil, natural gas) as well as CO,, CH, and N,O emis-
sions from 1A5b Mobile (all fuels), CO, emissions from 1B2b Natural Gas Transmission
and CO,, CH, and N,O emissions from 1C Aviation (aviation gasoline). Again, the
IPCC 2006 Guidelines were the basis for the calculation of the emissions as listed
above.

Other Member States implemented the IPCC 2006 Guidelines for improvement pur-
poses, as the Guidelines provide more detailed reporting categories in the Manufactur-
ing and Construction (1A2) as well as a new small subcategory under Mobile Combus-
tion (1A5b). Furthermore the Guidelines provide re-structured reporting categories for
Fugitive Emissions (1B2) and additional subcategories. The Guidelines also include a
refinement of methods for Fuel Combustion, Stationary Combustions, Mobile Combus-
tion, Fugitive Emissions, and provide improved default emissions factors or default pa-
rameters for several source categories.

If methodologies, emission factors or default values for estimating GHG emissions
have been changed, Member States are requested to recalculate the time series. Total
national emissions could be lowered or increased if the Guidelines were used.

Thus in a first step an analysis has been undertaken about the status of implementa-
tion of 2006 IPCC Guidelines as reported in the 2008, 2009 and 2010 inventory sub-
mission for all sector. In a second step the change of source category estimate in abso-
lute terms was identified for each Member State.,The emissions resulting from the use
of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines were then summed for each inventory submission.

Table 5 to Table 13 provides an overview of the implementation of the IPCC 2006
Guidelines and the resulting changes of source category estimates in quantitative
terms for the year 2005. The table also indicates if changes refer to emission factors,
default values or methodologies. The change of source category estimates refers to the
difference between two inventory submissions for the year 2005. The year of the im-
plementation of the Guidelines and additional information with respect to changes in
activity data is also given in the tables. In order to quantify the effects of the changes
due to the implementation of the Guidelines only, changes in activity data has not been
considered for the calculation.
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Table 5 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates for Fuel Combustion (CRF 1A1) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Greenhouse gas Change of source

source and sink Member State (2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates Ll
categories [Gg CO; eq.] [*]
1.A.1 Energy . . o
Industries Hungary N20 EF for solid fuels - (RS Change of method during 2006 and 2007 submission
Cprus EF for HFO and diesel (CH4) -1.9 -40.0% -
P EF for HFO and diesel (N20] 055 926% -
EF for liquid fusls (LPG) (CH4, N20) MA _ E:ﬁ :Sgrmiguenrggflunns from LPG have not been reported
EF for golid fuels (coke oven coke) (CO2) - 4.7% Change of AD: 4.5%
Estonia EF for solid fuels (coal, coke aven coke, oil shale) (CH4) - 9.5% Change of AD: 4.5%
EF for solid fuels (coal, coke oven coke, oil shale) (N20) - 333.6% |Change of AD: 4.5%
1 _ IR, T aqw
1 A1 3 Public EF far h!ngas (COZ) 38‘:’0 Change DfAD: 21‘:’0
Electricity and Heat EF for biogas (CH4) - -90% Change of AD: -21%
Production EF for coal, milled peat (solid fuels) (N20) -279.8 -84% -
reland EF for gasoil, RFO (liquid fuels) (N20) -136.2 -98% -
EF for natural gas (gas turbine, CCGT), landfil gas 997 9% _
(gaseous fuels) (N20) ] ’
or gas oils, natural gas, , blast fumace gas emissions from gaseous fuels: change o ST A%
EF fi il | RFO, blast fi _ _ CO2 emissions fi fuels: ch fAD: 74%
(CO2) Change during version 200721 and 2007y 3.1
EF for gas oils, natural gas, RFO, blast furmace gas 0.1 B CH4 and M20 emissions from liguid have not been reported
Luxembourg  [{CH4, N20) ] until submission 2007+3.1
EF for other fuels (CO2, CH4, N20) 233 _ gﬁgg:ﬁn&;ggﬁ?fm'sSmns have not been reparted until
EF COZ for gas oil (CO2) - -0.9%  |Change to country-specific EF; change of AD: -0.08%
EF for liquid fuels (CH4) 02 3% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 subrnission
Hungar EF for liquid fuels (N20) -23.5 -91% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 subrnission
gary EF for gaseous fuels (CH4) a1 -99% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 subrission
1.A.1.b Petroleumn EF for gaseous fuels (N201) £9 97% Change of EF during 2003 and 2005 submission
. A . o,
Refining reland EF for I!qu!d fuels (CH4) 0.2 G95% -
EF for liquid fuels (N20) 8.5 95% -
or gas oils, natural gas, , blast fumace gas o an emissions have not been reported unti
Luxembourg EF fi il | RFO, blast fi 02 30 CH4 and N20 emissions h b d until
(CO2, CH4, MN20) ' subrnission 200731
1.A1.c Ireland EF for milled peat (golid fuels) (CHA) 0.9 -96% -
hWlanufacture of EF for milled peat (solid fuels) (N20) -1.0 -70% —
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Table 6 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions

estimates for Manufacturing Industries and Construction (CRF 1A2) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Change of source

G[EEI.IIIIJUSE gas source ez 2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates Comments
and sink categories State [Gy €O ] I
g LUz eq. o
EF for gas oil, diesel il and LPG changed from IPCC 2006 default to _ I . ) o
Luxembaurg country-specific EFs (CO2) 0.84% |Change of AD: 0.0004%
EF for solid fuels; sarme EF for all sub-cagetories 1TA23-1A2f (THA) -13.4 -B0% -
1.4,2 Manufacturing N20 EF for solid fuels; same EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (N20) 154 -60% -
Inﬁﬁstries and EF for liguid fuels; same EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (CH4) - -77%  |Change in AD for liguid fuels (- 1.5%)
Construction reland EF for ligquid fuels; same EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (N20) - -94%  |Change in AD for liguid fuels (- 1.5%)
EF for gaseous fuels; same EF for all sub-cagetories 14281421 (CH4) 05 -50% -
EF for gaseous fuels; sarme EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (N20) -23.1 -H7 % -
EF for biomass fuels; sarme EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (CHA) 0.1 -2.3% -
EF for biomass fuels; sarme EF for all sub-cagetories 1A2a-1A2f (N20) 0.2 -2.4% -
EF for solid fuels {coke oven coke) (COZ) -0.014 -1.0% -
Estonia  |EF for solid fuels {coal, coke aven coke, oil shale) (CH4) 0.003 90.0% -
1.A.2.a lron and Steel EF for solid fuels (coal, coke oven coke, oil shale) (W20]) 0.0004 7% -
Lusemboun EF for natural gas (CO2) 5.0 2% Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1
Y[EF for soild fuels and_natural gas (CH4, N20) 0.2 - CH4 and N20 emissions have not been reported until submission 2007431
1.A.2.b Mon-Ferrous Iethod and EF for LPG (CO2) 1.5 - . . .
Wiatals Luxembourg EF for liquid fusls (CHA and N20) GliE] — 02, CH4 and N20 emissions have not been reported until submission 2007v3.1
Latia  |Method and EF (CO2, CH4, N20) for emissions from liguid bisfuels - - |Desaie E'inufﬁ:’;gtﬂ‘%gf;f]";z'“ﬂ'ﬁg no shange of estimates in CRF. ntroduction of methiod
1.4.2.c Chemicals
Luxembaourg EF for RFO and methad (£03) 200 50 — Emissions have not been reported until submission 2009
EF and method for RFO, gas oil, diesel oil and natural gas (CH4, N20) 0.19 -
1.A.2.e Food Processing, EF for RFO (CO2); method 21.41 - =
Beverages and Tobacco Luxemhourg EF for RFO, gas oil, diesel ol and natural gas (CH4, MN20); method 0.80 - Emissions have not been reported until submission 2005
EF for liguid fuels used for combustion; method (COZ) - 4% |Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 1%
EF for soild fuels used for combustion in boilers (except for tires and _ o ; R
flufi: method (CO2) 6%  |Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 7%
EF for gaseous fuels used for combustion in bailers; method (CO2) - -57% _|Change during version 200721 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 55%
(ECFOuSed for natural gas changed from IPCC 2006 default to plant specific _ -37% | Changs during submissions 2008 and 2003, Change of AD: -38%
1AZE Other Luxembourg EF for liguid fuels used for combustion; method (CH4) - 182% |Change during version 200721 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 1%
EF for soild fuels used for combustion in bailers; method [CH4) - 58%  |Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 7%
EF for gaseous fuels used for combustion in baoilers; method (CH4) - 13%  |Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 558%
EF for liquid fuels used for combustion; method (N20) - -58%  |Change during version 2007v2.1 and 2007v.3.1. Change of AD: 1%
EF for soild fuels used for combustion in bailers; method [N20) 1.47 - L . .
EF for gaseous fuels used for combustion in bailers; method (N20) 1.00 - M20 emissions have ol basn reported unll submission 2007431
EF for pet-coke (CH4) -119.59 99.7 % -
) EF for pet-coke (N20) -6.02 55.0% -
:ﬁ’;fl'lif;:?r:i'ﬁe’ra'l\'SU” Cyprus  [EF for solid biomass (CHA) 345 59.9% Z
EF for solid biomass (M20) -1.16 B52.5% -
solid fuels tires) (CH4) -0.758 90.0% -
02 EF for emissions from used tires (CO2) -0.51 -4.1% |Introduction of EF during 2008 and 2005 submissions
1.42f Used tires Latvia  |CH4 EF for emissions from used tires (CH4) 0.1 - . . .
N2O EF far emissions fram used tires iN2O) 03 — CH4 and N20 emissions have not been reported until submission 2009
:ﬁ:ﬁiiia?ﬂ;i:ré?zfap;g)ﬂeci Luxembourg|EF for RFO and natural gas from clinker (COZ) - Ao CO2 emissions have not been reported until submission 2007+3.1.; change of AD: 1%
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Table 7 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates for Transport (CRF 1A3) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Greenhouse gas

Change of source

source and sink |Member State (2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates Comments
categories [Gg CO; eq.] [%]
EF for LTO, domestic aviation (CO2) 0.07 4. 4% -
Estonia EF for LTO, domestic aviation (CHA) 0.01 2076.4% -
EF for LTO, domestic aviation (N20) 0.003 16.9% -
143 a Civil Method and EF for Aviation gasoline (CH4) - 768%  |Change of AD for Aviation gasoline: -1.7%
Awiation Garmany hethod and EF for Jet kerosene (CH4) - 220%  |Change of AD for Jet Kerosene: 0.5%
Method and EF for Awiation gasaoline (N20) - -34%  |Change of AD for Aviation gasaoline: -1.7%
hethod and EF or Jet keragene (N20) - -29%  [Change of AD for Jet Kerogene: -0.5%
Luxernboury  |Method and EF for aviation gasoline (CO2, CH4 | W20 0.69 - CO2 CH4 and N20 emissions have not been reported until submission 200743.1
EF for gasaline (COZ) - -2.0%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
EF for diegel (CO2) - 4.2%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
Cyprus EF for gasoline (CH4) - -32.3%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
EF for diesel (CH4) - 0.1%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
1.4.3.b Road EF for gasaline (N20) - 56.6%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 subrmission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
Transpartation EF for diesel (W20 - -19.9% |Change of EF during 20058 and 2009 submission. Change of AD for diesel: 0.28%
Estonia EF for gasoline (COZ) - 5.1%  [Change of AD for diesel: -1.3%
Method and EF for gasoline (CH4 N20) 153.32 -
Luxembourg  |Method and EF for diesel (TH4, N20) 140.78 - CH4 and N20 emissions have not been reported until submission 2007431
Method and EF for LPG (C02, CHA, MN201 0.45 -
reland EF for gasoil (TH4) 0.03 -17% -
EF for gasoil (M20) 072 4.7% -
1.A.3.c Railways Method and EF for gasoline, diesel oil and LPG [CO2) 1.20 % CHA and N20 emissions from liguid fuels have not been reported until
Luxembourg  [Method and EF for gasoline, diesel oil and LPG (N20) .49 -16%  |submission 2007v3.1. CH4 emissions from LPG have not been reported until
Method and EF for gasoline, diesel oil and LPG (CH4) 003 _ submission 2007v3.1; no change in emissions for gasoline and diesel oil
EF for diesel oil (COZ) - 2% Change of AD for diesel oil: 2%
Estania EF for diesel ail (CH4) - 2% Change of AD for diesel oil: 2%
EF for diesel oil (N20} - 2% Change of AD for diesel oil: 2%
1A3d EF for gasu?l [CHA) 0.00 40%0 -
Navigation reland EF for gasail (W20) 0.43 -33.3% -
EF for RFO (CH4) 0.03 40% -
EF for RFO (N2 5.44 H3.3% -
Luxembourg hethod and EF for gas ail, diesel oil (COZ) 0.33 6% Change during version 200721 and 2007v.3.1
Method and EF for gas ail, diesel oil (CH4) 0.20 -34%  |[Change during version 200721 and 2007v.3.1
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Table 8 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates for Other Sectors (CRF 1A4) and Other (CRF 1A5) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Greenhouse gas Member Change of source
source and sink S 2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates [Comments
. tate
cateqgories [Gg COz eq]  [*]
CH4 and M20 EF far solid (CH4) 27 105% -
CH4 and N20 EF for liguid (CH4) -2.0 -90% -
CH4 and N20 EF for gaseous fuels (CH4) - 3%  [Change of AD for gaseous fuels (2.8%)
reland CH4 and N20 EF for biomass fuels (CH4) 01 1187 % -
1 A2 CH4 and M20 EF for solid (M20) 734 94% -
C.or.nrﬁercialf CH4 and W20 EF for liguid fuels (MN20) -36 -7 % -
Institutional CH4 and N20 EF for gaseous fuels (N2 - -95%  |Change of AD for gaseous fuels (2.8%)
CH4 and MN20 EF for biomass fuels (N20) 0.004 43% -
EF for all fuels, except for natural gas, LPG, gas oil and . . .
Loxembourg diessl oil (CO2, CHA): method 238 4% [Change during version 200721 and 2007v.3.1
E.F for a.II fuels, except for natural gas, LPG, gas oil and 1.4 - M20 emissions have not been reported until subrmission 200743.1
diesel ol (N20); method
EF for diesel (COZ) - -35%
EF for diesel {(CH4) - 135% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission; change of AD
EF far biomass (COZ — 1463% |(Diesel: - 42%, Biomass 1629%)
Cyprus  |EF for biomass (CH4) - 2267 %
EF for diesel (COZ) - -31% ) o R
EF for diesel (CHd) — o, Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission; change of AD (-32%)
EF for biomass (COZ, CH4, M2y 79 - Emissions not reported until submission 2003
CH4 and M20 EF for solid fuels (CH4) 104.3 320% -
"R-A-,‘L-b o CHa and N20 EF for liquid fuels (CH4) _ B0% |Change of AD for liquid fuels [ 0.2%)
esidentia reland |CH4 and N2O EF for biomass fuels (CH4) 3.8 500% -
CH4 and M20 EF for solid fuels (N20) -46.3 -53% -
CH4 and N20 EF for liguid fuels (N20) - -94%  |Change of AD for liquid fuels - 0.2%)
CH4 and N20 EF for gaseous fuels (N2 -15.0 -35% -
EF for all fuels, excent for natural gas, LG, gas ail and| 4 4%  |Change during version 2007421 and 2007+.3.1
Luxembourg diesel oil (COZ, CH4) .
E.F for a.II fuels, except for natural gas, LPG, gas oil and 1.4 - MN20 emissions have not been reported until subrission 200743.1
diesel oil (N20)
EF far mot_or gasoline and diesel oil (off-road agricultural B 51%  |Change of AD (184%)
1.A4¢C Estonia transportation) (CH.4) - - -
Agriculturs/ EF for mot_or gasoline and diesel oil (off-road agricultural _ 8990% |Change of AD (184%)
Forestry/ Fisheries transportation) (H20)
reland CH4 and M20 EF for gasoil (THY) 0.1 5.3% -
CH4 and M20 EF for gasoil (WN20) 576 158.0% -
) EF for motor gasoline and diesel ail {militaly fuels) B _ L
1 A5h Mobile Estonia (CO2, CHA, N2O) Erissions have been reallocated from 1A4a and reported separately
Luxembourg |EF and method for all fusls (CO2, CHY4, N20) 17.8 - Ernigsions have not been reported until submission 2009
- - =0 —
1.A:5.h. Cyprus EF for d!esel (CHA) 0.04 55%
Agricultural off EF for diesel (N20) 3.4 4667 % —
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Table 9 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates for Fugitive Emissions from Solid Fuels (CRF 1B) and International Bunkers and Multilateral Operations (CRF 1C) in 2005 due
to the use the IPCC 2006 GL

Greenhouse gas Memb Change of source category
source and sink g:zt:r 2006 IPCC GL implemented estimates Comments
categories [Gg CO: eq.] [%]
1.B.1.a Coal Mining . _ Emissions have not been reported until submission 2008;
and Handling Belgium | Method (CH4) ik for 2005 AD/EM only occur for 1990 to 1992
Lithuania  |CH4, N20 EF for distribution and transmission (CH4, N20) - MNE Despite indication in NIR {p. 50), no quantitative change in CRF
1.B.2.b Natural Gas EF for natural gas transmissions; method (CO2) 0.1 - C0O2 emissions have not been reported until submission 2003
Luxembaurg EF for natural gas transmissions: methad (CH4) 3 7% Change of EF during 2008 and 2003 submission. Change of
' A A%
1.B.2.c Flaring Hungary  [EF for Oil and Gas (CH4, M207) 2.4 - Emissions have not been reported until submission 2009
1.B.2.d Other non- Finland Method to calculate indirect COZ emissions from NhYOC _ T Change of method during 2008 and 2003 submission. Change
specified and CH4  carbon content (CO2, CH4) i of AD (1%
Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
— - o
EF for Jet Kerosene (CO2) 16.3% change of AD: 14B550%
Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
_ 0
Cyprus EF for Jet Kerosene (CH4) 35.0% change of AD: 14B550%
1.C Awiation o Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
EF for Jet Kerosene (M20) 10.2% change of AD: 145550%
Luxernbourg [Method and EF far Aviation gasoline (CO2, CHA, N2O) 0.1 - C02, CHA and N20 emissions have not been reported until
submigsion 2009
Malta Method for LTO Awiation (CO2) -233.0 -94% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission
. . Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
_ o,
EF for Gas/Diesel Qil (TO2) 106% change of AD: 3617 10%
) - ' Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
_ o,
1.C Marine Cyprus EF for Gas/Diesel Oil (CH4) 492% change of AD: 3617 10%
. . Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submission. Substantial
—- - o,
EF for Gas/Diesel Oil (N20) 44% change of AD: 3517 10%
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Table 10 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates from Industrial Processes (CRF 2) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Change of source

Equipment

Greer.lhnuse gas.snurce LR 2006 IPCC GL implemented cateqory estimates  |[Comments
and sink categories State
[GgCOzeq.]| [%]

Latvia  [Method, EF for CO2 (COZ) - 610% |Change of AD (171%)
2.A.2 Lime Production Syeden I:Cchgag)ge of CO2 EF from IPCC 1996 to IPCC 2006 _ 7% |Change of AD (-39%)
2.AE Hoad Paving with . Method to calculate indirect CO2 emissions from | Fa ' .
Asphalt Finland NMYOC, carban content (COZ) .1 E% Change of method during 2008 and 2003 submission
2.A7 Glass Production Ireland  |Method and EF (COZ) 0.5 - CH4 emissions have not been reported until submigsion 2010
2.B.1 Armrmonia Finland hlethod to calculate indirect CO2 emissions from 05 o Chanae of method during 2008 and 2009 submission
Production MWYOC, carbon content (COZ) ] " 4 4
2.C1 Iron and Steel Lithuania |EF COZ emissions from electric arc furnace (COZ) 7.19 - gﬁ%ﬂ?;;i?;%ﬁémm cast iron have not been reported until
Production Poland |CHA EF for coke production (CHA) _ 147% |Change during 2007 and 2008 submissions, revision of AD [-1%)
2 C 2 Feroalloys [taly EF (CO2) - 33%  |Change during 2008 and 2009 submissions, revision of AD (+100%)
Praduction Poland  [CHA EF (CH4) 137 - CH4 emissions have not been reported until submission 20058

Sweden  |CH4 EF (CHA) 0.29 - CH4 emissions have not been reported until submission 2010
2.C.5 Zinc production Poland  |[CO2 EF (CO2) 19577 - COZ emissions have not been reported until submission 2008

Method for domestic refrigerators
2._F.1 Refﬂgeratmn and decnmmlssm_ned, _cum_merma_l refng_eratlu_n, HFC amissions {except for HFC-134a from stationary air-
Air Conditioning transport refrigeration, industrial refrigeration, B5.E9 872% B i -
- ] . o I L conditioning) have not been reported until submission 2003

Equipment stationary air-conditioning, monile air-conditioning

Estonia (HF Us)
2.F.2 Foam Blowing Method for foam blowing (HFC) 38.95 - HFC emissions have not been reported until submission 2009
2.F.4 Agrosols! Metered lethod for metered dose inhalers and aerosols 262 3 HFC amissions have not been reported until submission 2009
Dose Inhalers HFC)
2.F.B Electrical ' ' o : o

Method for SFE from electrical equipment (SFE) 0.01 - SFEB emissions have not been reported until submission 2008
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Table 11 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions
estimates for Total Solvent and Other Product Use (CRF 3) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

3.0.1 Use of MN20O for Malta Method and N20 EF 5 9R _ |Emissions of N20 have not been reported
Anaesthesia (M200) ' until subrission 20039
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Table 12 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions

estimates for Agriculture (CRF 4) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Change of source

S::g':]hr?::e R Mg:z{]eer 2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates Comments
Gy CO; eq.] L]
4 4.1 Dairy Cattle (Option A) Cyprus EF CH4 (CH4) B9 21% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submigsions
4451 Mon-Dairy Cattle (Option A) Germnany  [MCF (CH. 8499 12%  [Change of EF during 2003 and 2003 subrissions
4.4.1 Mature Dairy Cattle (Option B) Luxembourg |Digestible energy for dairy cattle and 5.2 8% _
4.A.10 Mature Mon-Dairy Cattle (Option Luxembourg [non-dairy cattle (CHA 0.3 1% -
4.4.2 Buffalo Germany  |MCF [CH4) 0.1 4% Change of EF during 2008 and 2003 submissions
458 Swine Germnany  [MCF (CH. 4.5 1% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.4.10 Other non-specified Luxernboury |Life-weight for rabbits (TH4) 0.001 - CH4 emissions for rabbits have not been reported until submission
4.A.10 Other non-specified Luxembourg |Life-weight, EF for cervidae species 0.098 - 2008
4.B Manure Managernent hdalta K20 EF (MN20) 47 1391 % -
4.B.1 Dairy Cattle (Option A) Cyprus EF CH4 (CH4) -1.0 -1.65% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submigsions
4.B.1 Dairy Cattle (Cption A) Germany  [MCF (CH4) 429 3% Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.B.1 Man-Dairy Cattle (Option A) Cyprus EF CH4 (CH4) 0.7 5.00%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.B.1 Mon-Dairy Cattle (Option A) Gennany  [MCF [(CH4) -14E.3 -30%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
. . Digestible energy for dairy cattle and N
4.B.1 Mature Dairy Cattle (Option B) Luxembourg non-dairy cattle (CHA) 7.4 -18% -
) . Digestible energy for dairy cattle and a
4.B.1 Mature Mon-Dairy Cattle (Option B) | Luxembourg non-dairy cattle (CHA) 0.1 1% -
4.B.2 Buffalo Germnany W3 (CHA) 01 80%  [Change of EF during 2003 and 2003 subrissions
4.B.3 Sheep Cyprus EF CH4 [CH4) 0.5 32.14% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
" Germnany W3 (CHA) 59 56%  |[Change of EF during 2003 and 2003 subrissions
1 B4 Goats Cyprus EF CH4 [CH4) 0.6 44.44% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
" Germnany  [MCF, VS (CHA) 07 154%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.B.6 Haorses Germany  [MCF, VS (CHA) 37 92%  |[Change of EF during 2003 and 2009 submissions
4. B8 Swine Cyprus EF CH4 [CH4) 81.2 90.00% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.B.9 Poultry Cyprus EF CH4 [CH4) 76 §35.62% |Change of EF during 2005 and 2009 submissions
" Germnany  [MCF (CHA. 1211 -61%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions
4.B.10 Other livestock Luxembourg Ef??ovreIcgehr:fil;lo;’erashphe:tcsie(scTdc)Hd) ggé} : CH4 emissions have not been reparted until submission 2008
4.B.12 Liquid Systems Germany  |EF M20 (N2 - 264%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2002 submissions; change of AD: 8%
4.B.13 Solid Storage and Dry Lot Germany  |EF M20 (N2 - -62%  |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions; change of AD: 3%
4.B.14 Other AVWMS Austria EF N20O for deep litter (N20) 189.8 1162% -
MEthDd for |.nterm|ttently flooded, A, 0.5%  |Change during 2006 and 2007 submissions. Data comparison for 2004
4.1 Irrigated ltaly ~ [Single aeration (CHA]
MEthDd for |nt.erm|ttently flooded, A, -1.2%  |Change during 2006 and 2007 submissions. Data comparison for 2004
multiple aeration (CH4)
4.0.1.2 Anirmal Manure Applied to Soils Walta M2 EF (M20y 10.7 - Erniggions of N20 have not been reported until submission 2010
4.0.3.2 Mitrogen Leaching and Run-off Germany  |Method, EF (N207 — -66.5% |Change of EF during 2008 and 2009 submissions: change of AD:
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Table 13 — Overview of implementation of IPCC 2006 GL by EU-27 Member States and resulting change of greenhouse gas emissions

estimates for Waste (CRF 6) in 2005 due to the use of the IPCC 2006 GL

Greenhouse gas

Change of source

source and sink M;;::):r 2006 IPCC GL implemented category estimates  |Comments
categories [Gg CO: eq.] [%]
BASolid Waste |y o IMethod (FOD) (CHa) - NA  |Change of method during 2008 and 2007 submission
Digpasgal on Land
Cyprus  |DOC (CHA) - Bk Change of EF during 2003 and 2009 subrission. Change of AD (12%)
Estonia  |k-values (CHA) - 16%  |Change of DOC and k-values during 2007 and 2008 submission. Change of AD (2%
Finland  |DOC and k-values (TH4) - -8% Change of DOC and k-values during 2008 and 2009 submission. Change of AD 1%
Change of AD (annual MSW at the SWDEY MNA; AD (unmanaged and managed waste
— _ o,
G.A1 Managed Ireland  |Method, parameters (CH4) 29% disposal was reported separately from 2010 submission onwards only)
Waste Disposal on|  Lithuania  |Method, parameters (CHA) - S12%  [Change of AD (annual MSW at the SWDS): 19%
Land Luxembourg |Wethod and CH4 EF (CHY4) - 79%  |Change of AD (annual MSWY at the SWD3): -26%
) DOC for compost plant refuse, wastewater sludge _ a Cmgn
Spain and others (CHA) 8%  |Change of AD (annual MSW and SWDS): 24%
United  |Modelling approach for estimating methane _ 4% Change during 2008 and 2009 subrmission. Change of AD (annoal MEW and SWWDS): 8%,
Kingdaom  |generation change of Recovery: 5%
B.A.2 Unmanaged Ireland Wlethod, parameters, unmanaged waste disposal B _48%, C.hange of AD (annual WMSW at the WD) MA, AD _(unmanaged and managed waste
\Waste Disposal on land (CH4) . disposal was reported separately from 2010 submission onwards only)
Sites Lithwania [M*1"°S e unmanaged waste disposal - 36%  |Change of AD (annual MSW at the SWDS): -18%
6.6.2 Domestic Latvia Wethod, MCF CH4 (CH4) -130 -70% -
and Commercial Luxembowr Wlethod and NZ0 EF (N209) 0.00004 80%  |Change of methad and EF during 2003 and 2009 submission.
Waste Water 980D (CHA - 0.8% |Change of method and EF during 2008 and 2009 subrmission. Change of AD 01%
tethod for harzadous waste (CH4), EF _ . .
harzadaus waste (OHA) 0.001 Mat repaorted until submission 2010
Czech  [Method for harzadous waste (M20), EF _ . o
Republic |harzadous waste (N20) 24 Mot reported until submission 2010
Wethod for MSW (CH4), EF for MSWY (CH4) 0.002 - Mot reported until submission 2010
Method for MSW (N20), EF for MSW [N20) 20 43% -
B.C Waste Iethod for open burning without energy recavery,
Incineration EF (CO2, CH4, N20; dry matter content, carbon Ernissions of C0O2, CHA and M20 frorm waste incineration fwithout energy recovery) have not
Denmark . 259 - ; o
content, fossil carbon content of the waste been reported until submission 2010
fractions, oxidation factor
Estani tethod and EFs for solid waste bumt in 157 Emissions of CO2, CHA and N20 from waste incineration have not been reported until
SOMA ) cantrolled incineration facilities (CO2, CH4, N20) : ~  |submission 2005
CH4 and MZ20 emissions have not been reported until submission 200731, Emissions
Luxembourg |Method, EF CH4, N2O(CHA, N20) - " |included in 1A71a. Change of rmethod and EF during submissions 20072.1 and 200743.1
F.D Other Estonia tethod and EF s for biological treatment of salid 549 B Emissions of CO2, CHA and MN20 from biological treatment have not been reparted until
) waste (CO2, CHA, N2 i submission 2008
E.D Camaostin Latvia Wethod, EF CH4, N20 (TH4, N2 M&, - CH4 and NZ0 emissions have not been reported until submission 2007
) P 8 Luxembourg [hethod, EF CH4, N20 (CH4, W20 13.58 — CH4 and MNZ0 emissions have not been reported until submission 200731
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For EU-27 Member States, the change of source category estimates for the year 2005
due to the implementation of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines amount to 659.4 Gg COzeq in
2008 inventory submissions, 569.7 Gg CO,eq in 2009 inventory submissions and 92.4
Gg CO.eq in 2010 inventory submissions (Table 14). To identify the contribution of the
use of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines to reducing or increasing total greenhouse gas emis-
sions, the calculation does not include a change of the activity data by Member States.

Table 14 — Change of source category estimates in the ETS sector and the non-ETS
sector due to the implementation of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines in inventory
submissions 2008, 2009 and 2010.

Change of source category | Change of source category
estimates (ETS sector) estimates (non-ETS sector)
Member State | 2007 - | 2008 - | 2009 - | 2007 - | 2008 - | 2009 -
2008 2009 2010 2008 2009 2010
— Gg COzeq. in 2005 —
Austria - - - - - 189.8
Belgium - - - - - -
Cyprus - - 266.4 - 104.3 3.3
Czech Republic - - 4.3 - - -
Denmark - - 2548 - - -
Estonia - - 0.02 1017 110.3 0.1
Finland - - - - 0.6 -
Germany - - - - 3736 -
Hungary - -30.3 - - 279 -
Ireland - - 476.0 - - 211
ltaly - - - - - -
Latwia - - - - 03 -129.6
Lithuania - - - - - 72
Luxembourg 121.7 - - 3606 2411 15.2
hdalta - - - - 2307 15.4
Foland - - - 1971 - -
Spain - - - - - -
Sweden - - - - - 0.3
United Kingdam - — — — — —
Sum 121.7 -30.3 =712 B59.4 8657 924

Source: Greenhouse Gas Inventories from EU-27 Member States — submissions under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in 2008, 2009 and
2010. CRF tables and National Inventory Reports as available from
http://unfccc.int.
Bold values indicate a reduction of GHG emissions

A reduction of GHG emissions due to the use of the new Guidelines could be found for
five Member States only (Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Luxembourg and Malta). The de-
crease of emissions in Malta was due to the change of the method for estimating emis-
sions from LTO aviation. Hungary changed the CH4 and N,O emission factors for liquid
and gaseous fuels from Petroleum Refining and thus reduced its greenhouse gas
emissions, whereas Finland changed the method for calculating indirect CO, emissions
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from NMVOC from Road Paving with Asphalt and from Ammonia Production. Methane
emissions from Domestic and Commercial Waste Water in Latvia were calculated by
using the method from the IPCC 2006 Guidelines, resulting in a reduction of emissions
of 130 Gg CO.eq.

Based on the analysis the effect of the changes due to the implementation of the IPCC
2006 Guidelines was then quantified in terms of the impact on the emission reduction
which is needed in the non-ETS sector to reach the limit as specified in Annex |l of De-
cision No. 406/2009/EC.

GHG emissions from the non-ETS sector were quantified by subtracting GHG emis-
sions from the ETS sector in 2005 from the total GHG emissions without LULUCF for
the year 2005 as reported in the inventory submissions in 2008, 2009 and 2010. Emis-
sions from the ETS sector were derived from the European Union Emissions Trading
Scheme (EU ETS) data viewer® (Table 15).

Table 15 — Emissions from non-ETS sector as derived from national total greenhouse
gas emissions and emissions from the ETS sector

Total emissions without Difference Emissions from| Emissions from non-ETS Difference
LULUCF, submissions in... ETS sector V! sector
Member State 2008 - | 2009 - 2008 - | 2009 -
...2008 | ...2009 | ..2010 2009 | 2010 2008 to 2010 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2000 | 2010
Gg COeq. in 2005
Austria 93260 [ 92832 | 92916 -428 a4 33373 50887 | 59450 | 50543 | -428 o4
Belgiurm 142346 | 141919 | 141 464 | -427 455 85 363 86 982 | 86 556 | BE 101 | -427 | -455
Cyprus 9852 9857 9594 A -2R3 & 079 4773 | 4778 | 45815 A -263
Czech Republic| 145749 | 145249 | 145357 | 400 892 82 455 f3295 | B3 795 | E2903 | 400 -A92
Denmark G4 260 | B3 477 | B4 602 73| 1025 26 476 ITT4| 370 | 3/OR | -FFI | 1025
Estonia 19313 19 637 19 412 324 225 12 622 BRI | 7015 | B7FI 324 =225
Finland G027 | BBE9S | G847 -331 280 33100 I/EIT | I/ AGT | 35 3T -3 -280
Gerrmany 1005000 968893 | 977 585 |-26 108 | 8602 474 991 530 010|453 902 (502 584|-236 108 & 6o2
Hungary g019a | 80382 | 7o846 184 -536 26 162 B4 036 | 54221 | 53685 184 536
Ireland 70345 [ 70258 | B2 B2 a7 | 1437 22 441 47904 | 47 817 | 46380 -B7 | -1437
Italy 77945 | 73685 | 572638 | -4 260 | -1 047 226 989 351 955|347 B95 |346 B48| -4 260 | -1 047
Latvia 11130 11213 11354 a3 141 2 854 8276 | B389 | 5409 a3 141
Lithuania 22 631 22863 | 22973 -118 410 £ B04 16077 [ 15969 | 16369 | -118 410
Luxembourg 13 291 13 391 13276 100 -115 2 603 10687 [ 107687 | 10673 | 100 -115
Malta 3139 2936 2902 -203 -34 1971 1168 964 930 -203 -34
Paland 386 357 386 608 | 389 953 | 251 3385 203 1480 183 207|183 4568 (186 813 251 3355
Spain 440887 [ 441150 | 435 12| 263 | -6038 183 627 257 260|257 523|251 485] 263 | 6038
Sweden BEO00 [ B7200 | BF 71 300 a1 19 382 47518 | 47818 | 48330 300 a1
\Lnited Kingdom) 658 733 | 656 140 | 650 083 | -2 503 | 1948 242 513 A6 219|123 E26 (415 574 -2 553 | 1048

Source: Greenhouse Gas Inventories from EU-27 Member States — submissions under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in 2008, 2009 and
2010. CRF tables and National Inventory Reports as available from

http://unfccc.int.
(- Emissions from ETS sector from EEA EU ETS data viewer

% EEA EU ETS data viewer: http://dataservice.eea.europa.eu/PivotApp/pivot.aspx?pivotid=473
(27 July 2010)
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On the basis of the inventory submissions in 2008, 2009 and 2010 and the Member
State greenhouse gas emission limits in 2020 compared to 2005 greenhouse gas
emissions levels as included in Annex Il of Decision No 06/2009/EC the emission tar-
gets for the non-ETS sector was then quantified. The change of source-category esti-
mates as given in Table 14 contributes to the emissions target either positively or nega-
tively (Table 16).

Table 16 — EU-27 Member States’ emission targets for non-ETS sector and contribu-
tion of the use of IPCC 2006 GL to emission target

Emissions target for non-ETS sector | Contribution to emission target
Member State in 2020 due to use of IPCC 2006 GL
{Reduction) %’ 2008 2009 2010 2008 2009
—— Gg COzeq. in 2005 —— [%:]
Austria -16%) 50 304.9 49 845 5 50 016.2 - 0.57%
Belgium (-15%) 7389351 736725 731858 - -
Cyprus (-5%) 4 5347 45393 4289.2 2.05% 0.07%
Czech Republic (9%) 53 991.3 B2 536.2 B3 563.9 - -
Denmark (-20%) 30 219.4 29 B01.1 304211 - -
Estania (11%) 7427 .4 7 7av2 78375 0.87% 0.00%
Finland -16%) 30 178.7 298011 29 BBEB.2 -0.002% -
Germany -14%) 4558083 | 424 VE5E | 4322308 0.08% -
Hungary {10%) 59 4401 59 B426 53 053.0 0.11% -
Ireland (~20%) 333232 382538 a7 104.3 - 0.09%
ltaly 13%) 3062012 | 3024951 | 3015842 - -
Latvia (17%) 8E32.9 Q7vay 8944 4 0.01% -4 54%
Lithuania (15%) 18 435.4 18 3527 18 824.1 - 011%
Luxermboury -20%) 85493 86299 845331 9.26% -0.58%
Malta (5%) 12259 1027 975.8 -11.70% 0.78%
Foland (1%) 2088363 | 2091427 | 21258670 - -
Spain (-10%) 2315342 | 2N VA0 | ZXBE3ES - -
Sweden -17) 394399 39 639.3 40 113.7 - 0.001%
United Kingdom (-16%) | 34965242 | 347 4462 | 3490324 — —

Source: Greenhouse Gas Inventories from EU-27 Member States — submissions under the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change in 2008, 2009 and
2010. CRF tables and National Inventory Reports as available from
http://unfccc.int. Emissions from ETS sector from EEA EU ETS data viewer
@): Bracketed values indicate Member State greenhouse gas emission limits in
2020 compared to 2005 greenhouse gas emissions levels as included in Annex |l
of Decision No 06/2009/EC

For some Member States, the implementation of the IPCC 2006 GL would lower the
individual emission targets (Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Luxembourg and Malta). The
Maltese reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by -230.7 Gg CO,eq amounts to
11.7% of the overall annual emissions reduction which needs to be achieved under the
Effort Sharing Decision until 2020. Thus Malta would be able to increase its green-
house gas emissions by additional 16.7 % and nevertheless achieve its emission tar-
get.
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For other Member States an additional burden to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
would arise, if the implementation of the Guidelines increased the emissions. This is
especially the case for Cyprus, whose use of the new Guidelines for the estimation of
emissions especially from the agricultural sector in 2008 contributes to the emissions
target by additional 2 %. The use of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines for estimating emissions
from the agricultural sector (Manure Management) results in additional burden for Aus-
tria, Germany and Malta.

However, the increase in emissions and thus the negative contribution to the emissions
targets is also caused by the implementation of the IPCC 2006 Guidelines in order to
introduce source categories in the inventory that have not been considered before. This
is the case for Estonia (F- gases from Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Equipment,
Foam Blowing, Aerosols/ Metered Dose Inhaler and Electrical Equipment), Lithuania
(Iron and Steel Production, CO, emissions from electric arc furnace), Poland (CH,
emissions from Ferroalloys Production, CO, emissions from Zinc production), Sweden
(CH,4 emissions from Ferroalloys Production) and Luxembourg (see above for detailed
description of the introduction of additional source category estimates by using the
IPCC 2006 Guidelines). As completeness of an inventory as assumed to be reached in
some point of time, additional greenhouse gas emissions estimates will fade. This
could be observed for Luxembourg, whose amount of additional greenhouse gas emis-
sions estimates decreased during submissions in 2008, 2009 and 2010.

According to the analysis of this subtask, the establishment of final inventory data for
the year 2005 and for the years 2008, 2009, 2010 based on the use of the IPCC 2006
Guidelines would result in an additional burden to reduce emissions for the majority of
EU-27 Member States.

6.1.3 Quantitative implications of GWPs from IPCC 4th Assessment Report on
MS inventories

The IPCC 4™ Assessment Report provides updated GWPs for CH4, N,O and the fluori-
nated gases. Table 17 provides a comparison between the GWPs as included in the
IPCC 2™ Assessment Report and the IPCC 4™ Assessment Report. According to the
UNFCCC reporting guidelines (FCCC/SBSTA/2004/8) the Parties to the UNFCCC and
to the Kyoto Protocol should use the GWPs of the IPCC 2™ Assessment Report for the
calculation of CO, equivalent emissions in their GHG inventory submissions. The table
shows that for most GHGs the GWPs included in the IPCC 4™ Assessment Report
(AR4) are now higher compared to the values included in the IPCC 2" Assessment
Report (AR2).

Table 17: Global warming potentials relative to CO, for a 100 year horizon

GHG IPCC 2™ IPCC 4™ Percent
Assessment Assessment difference
Report Report
CH, 21 25 19%
N,O 310 298 -4%
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HFC-23 11,700 14,800 26%
HFC-32 650 675 4%
HFC-41 150 92 -39%
HFC-43-10mee 1,300 1,640 26%
HFC-125 2,800 3,500 25%
HFC-134 1,000 1,100 10%
HFC-134a 1,300 1,430 10%
HFC-152a 140 124 -11%
HFC-143 300 353 18%
HFC-143a 3,800 4,470 18%
HFC-227ea 2,900 3,220 11%
HFC-236fa 6,300 9,810 56%
HFC-245ca 560 693 24%
CF,4 6,500 7,390 14%
C,Fe 9,200 12,200 33%
CsFg 7,000 8,830 26%
C4F1o 7,000 8,860 27%
c-C4Fg 8,700 10,300 18%
CsFy 7,500 9,160 22%
CoF14 7,400 9,300 26%
SFs 23,900 22,800 -5%

For the calculations presented in this chapter the Member States’ GHG emission inven-
tory submissions under the EC GHG Monitoring Mechanism in 2010 were used. The
Member States’ inventory data are the same as those used for the EC GHG inventory
submission in 2010 (data deadline 15 May 2010).%°

Table 18 provides an overview of the recalculations by gas for the year 2005. It shows
that overall for all EU Member States the recalculated national total GHGs are higher
than those submitted in 2010. The percentage difference, however, varies across
Member States depending on the contribution of the individual gases to the national
total emissions. For Luxembourg, Germany and Belgium total GHG emission recalcula-
tions are below 1 %, whereas Bulgaria, Romania and Ireland show recalculations of
3 % or more. As the Effort Sharing Decision refers to non-ETS emissions the third col-
umn in Table 18 provides the share of total GHG emission recalculations in relation to
non-ETS emissions. The recalculations range from 0.8 % for Luxembourg to 4.8 % for
Ireland.

% For detailed data sources see the EEA webpage:

http://www.eea.europa.eu/publications/european-union-greenhouse-gas-inventory-2010
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Table 18: Recalculations by gas due to revised GWPs for the year 2005 based on the
GHG inventories submitted in 2010 under the EC GHG Monitoring Mecha-

nism
Total GHG CH, N,O HFC PFC SF,
% of
Gg national |% of non-| Gg Gg Gg Gg
Co, total ETS Co, Gg CO, Co, Co, Co,
equiv. |emissions |emissions | equiv. % equiv. % equiv. % equiv. % equiv. %
AT 1,067 1.1% 1.8%| 1,159 19% -210 -4% 140| 14% 2 2% -23 -5%
BE 1,186 0.8% 14%| 1,300 19%| -363| -4% 219 15% 35 25% -4 -5%
DK 908 1.4% 2.4%| 1,039] 19% -259 -4% 126 16% 4] 26% -1 -5%
Fl 732 1.1% 2.1% 856 19% -258 -4% 133 15% 2| 24% -2 -5%
FR 9,900 1.8% 2.3%|10,487| 19%| -2,597| -4%| 1,767 14% 289 20% -46|  -5%
DE 8,840 0.9% 1.8%| 9,804 19%| -2,206 -4%| 1,321 13% 145 21%]| -225 -5%
GR 1,970 1.5% 3.2%| 1,540 19% -306 -4% 724 20% 11 16% -0.3 -5%
IE 2,234 3.2% 4.8%| 2435 19%| -303( -4% 58| 13% 48| 29% -4 -5%
m 6,766 1.2% 2.0%| 7,341 19%| -1,453 -4% 833 16% 66| 19% -21 -5%
LU 81 0.6% 0.8% 87| 19% -17 -4% 11 14% - - -0.2 -5%
NL 2,829 1.3% 21%| 3,282 19% -670 -4% 214 14% 15 6% -12 -5%
PT 2,268 2.6% 45%| 2,364 19% -198 -4% 100 13% 3 26% -0.3 -5%
ES 6,626 1.5% 2.6%| 6,742 19%| -1,047| -4% 895 18% 48 20% -13| 5%
SE 906 1.3% 1.9%| 1,076 19% -291 -4% 90 1% 38| 15% -7 -5%
GB 8,312 1.3% 2.0%| 9,781 19%| -1,426 -4% -2 0% 10 4% -51 -5%
EU-15 |54,626 1.3% 2.2%(59,294| 19%|-11,604| -4%| 6,629 12% 717 18%| -410[ -5%
BG 2,130 3.0% 3.0%| 2,255 19% -184 -4% 59 15% - - -0.2 -5%
CcY 212 2.2% 4.7% 204 19% -16 -4% 24 18% - - - -
cz 2,025 1.4% 3.2%| 2,223| 19%| -301 -4% 103 17% 3 29% -4 -5%
EE 297 1.5% 4.4% 3171 19% -36 -4% 17 14% - -l -0.05 -5%
HU 1,452 1.8% 2.7%| 1,693 19% -351 -4% 85 16% 34| 16% -9 -5%
LT 424 1.8% 2.6% 629 19% -208 -4% 3] 20% - - -0.1 -5%
Lv 324 2.9% 3.8% 378 19% -57 -4% 3 10% - - -0.3 -5%
MT 42 1.4% 4.5% 43 19% 2| 4% 04 2% 0| 33% -0.1 -5%
PL 6,407 1.6% 3.4%|( 7,158| 19%]| -1,153 -4% 361 12% 44 17% -1 -5%
RO 4,492 3.0% 3.0%| 5,040 19% -641 -4% 1 12% 95| 17% -2 -5%
Sl 392 1.9% 3.4% 411 19% A7 -4% 9| 10% 20 16% -1 -5%
SK 767 1.5% 3.1% 886| 19% -148 -4% 27 16% 3] 16% -1 -5%
EU-27 |73,592 1.4% 2.4%(80,532| 19%]-14,747 -4%| 7,320 12% 915 17%| -429 -5%
Note: Column “Gg CO, equiv.” under “Total GHG” indicates the total increase or de-

crease of emissions due to the revision of GWPs in AR4 compared to AR2.

Column “% of national total emissions” under “Total GHG” indicates the percentage
of the increase related to total GHG emissions without LULUCF.

Column “% of non-ETS emissions” under “Total GHG” indicates the percentage of
the increase related to total GHG emissions without LULUCF minus EU-ETS emis-
sions. Bulgaria and Romania did not participate in the EU ETS in 2005.

Table 19 provides an overview of the contribution of the individual gases to the total
national GHG recalculations for the year 2005. It shows that for all Member States CH,
contributes most to the total recalculations.
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Table 19: Contribution of gases to total national GHG recalculations due to revised
GWPs for the year 2005 based on the GHG inventories submitted in 2010

under the EC GHG Monitoring Mechanism

National total
GHG CH, N,O HFC PFC SF,
AT 100% 109% -20% 13% 0% -2%
BE 100% 110% -31% 18% 3% 0%
DK 100% 114% -29% 14% 0% 0%
Fl 100% 117% -35% 18% 0% 0%
FR 100% 106% -26% 18% 3% 0%
DE 100% 111% -25% 15% 2% -3%
GR 100% 78% -16% 37% 1% 0%
E 100% 109% -14% 3% 2% 0%
T 100% 108% -21% 12% 1% 0%
LU 100% 108% -21% 14% - 0%
NL 100% 116% -24% 8% 1% 0%
PT 100% 104% -9% 4% 0% 0%
ES 100% 102% -16% 14% 1% 0%
SE 100% 119% -32% 10% 4% -1%
GB 100% 118% -17% 0% 0% -1%
EU-15 100% 109% -21% 12% 1% -1%
BG 100% 106% -9% 3% - 0%
cYy 100% 96% -7% 11% - -
Ccz 100% 110% -15% 5% 0% 0%
EE 100% 107% -12% 6% - 0%
HU 100% 117% -24% 6% 2% -1%
LT 100% 148% -49% 1% - 0%
LV 100% 117% -17% 1% - 0%
MT 100% 103% -4% 1% 0% 0%
PL 100% 112% -18% 6% 1% 0%
RO 100% 112% -14% 0% 2% 0%
Sl 100% 105% -12% 2% 5% 0%
SK 100% 115% -19% 4% 0% 0%
EU-27 100% 109% -20% 10% 1% -1%

Table 20 provides an overview of the recalculations by sector for the year 2005. It
shows that in relative terms for all EU Member States the recalculations in the energy
and the industrial processes sectors are rather low, whereas the percent recalculations
in the waste and agriculture sectors are rather high. This is due to the importance of
CH, emissions in the waste and agriculture sectors. This is also underlined by Table
21, which shows the contribution of the individual sectors to the total national GHG
recalculations for the year 2005. For most Member States agriculture and waste ac-
count for more than 70% of the recalculations. Only for those Member States with sub-
stantial fugitive CH, emissions in the energy sector, this sector has a higher weight in
the recalculations (e.g. CZ, DE, PL, RO). As the emission limitation and reduction
commitment under the Effort Sharing Decision regulates most of the non-CO, emis-
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sions from the non-ETS sectors, the recalculations particularly impact the sectors that
are part of the decision (agriculture, waste, fugitive emissions from energy, F-gases).

Table 20: Recalculations due to revised GWPs by sector for the year 2005 based on
the GHG inventories submitted in 2010 under the EC GHG Monitoring

Mechanism
Industrial
Energy processes Solvents Agriculture LULUCF Waste
Gg CO, Gg CO, Gg CO, Gg CO, Gg CO, Gg CO,
equiv. % equiv. % equiv. % equiv. % equiv. % equiv. %
AT 70 0.1% 111 1% -7 -2% 531 7% -1 0.1% 363 16%
BE 106 0.1% 126 1% -10 -4% 787 8% 0 0.0% 176 13%
DK 105 0.2% 128 5% -1 -1% 476 5% -1 0.03% 200 17%
Fl 33 0.1% 73 1% -2 -2% 207 4% 4 0.0% 421 17%
FR 692 0.2%| 1,764 4% -3 0%| 5,913 6% 315 -0.5%]| 1,534 13%
DE 2,743 0.3% 982 1% -48 -1%| 3,281 5% -31 -0.1%| 1,882 14%
GR 312 0.3% 714 5% -6 -2% 441 5% 1 0.0% 508| 16%
E 33 0.1% 102 3% 0 0%| 1,898 10% -1 0.2% 201 17%
IT 1,118 0.2% 590 1% -32 -1%| 2,106 6% 7| -0.01%| 2,984 16%
LU 10 0.1% 11 1% -0.1 -1% 50 8% 0 0.0% 10 13%
NL 299 0.2% 30| 0.2% -3 -1%| 1,315 7% 0 0.0%| 1,188 17%
PT 92 0.1% 87 1% -3 -1% 746 9% 100 1.9%| 1,346 17%
ES 560 0.2% 887 3% -15 -1%| 2,840 7% 44| -0.1%| 2,354 17%
SE 32 0.1% 104 1% -5 -2% 416 5% -3 0.0% 360 17%
GB 1,901 0.3%| -132| -0.5% 0 -| 2,584 6% 4]  -0.2%| 3,959 17%
EU-15| 8,105 0.2%| 5,576 2%| -134 -1%/| 23,591 6% 429 -0.2%| 17,487 16%
BG 352 0.7% 29| 0.4% -2 -3% 241 5% -6 0.1%| 1,510 19%
CY 0.2| 0.002% 24 2% 0 0% 68 9% 0 0.0% 121 19%
cz 1,069 0.9% 78 1% -8 -2% 350 4% 21 -0.3% 536 16%
EE 102 0.6% 17 2% 0 - 67 5% 0 0.0% 111 16%
HU 431 0.7% 45 1% -12 -3% 310 4% 5[ -0.1% 677 18%
LT 76 0.6% -74 -2% 0 0% 229 5% -1l 0.01% 193 17%
LV 75 0.9% 2 1% 0 0% 96 5% 1] -0.002% 151 17%
MT 0.4| 0.02% 0 1% -0.1 -4% 12| 14% 0 0.0% 29 17%
PL 3,087 1.0% 301 1% -5 -1%| 1,539 4% 435 -1.2%| 1,486 16%
RO 2,312 2.3% -16] -0.1% 0 0%| 1,008 5% 0 0.0%| 1,188 18%
SI 70 0.4% 29 2% -2 -4% 173 9% 1] -0.01% 122 17%
SK 236 0.7% -15[ -0.1% -3 -4% 131 4% 4] -0.5% 419 18%
EU-27 | 15,917 0.4%| 5,997 1%| -165 -1%] 27,814 6% 889| -0.2%] 24,029 16%
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Table 21: Contribution of sectors to total national GHG recalculations due to revised
GWPs for the year 2005 based on the GHG inventories submitted in 2010
under the EC GHG Monitoring Mechanism

Industrial
Energy processes Solvents Agriculture LULUCF Waste
AT 7% 10% -1% 50% -1% 34%
BE 9% 11% -1% 66% 0% 15%
DK 12% 14% 0% 52% 0% 22%
Fl 5% 10% 0% 28% 1% 58%
FR 7% 18% 0% 60% 3% 15%
DE 31% 11% -1% 37% 0% 21%
GR 16% 36% 0% 22% 0% 26%
E 1% 5% 0% 85% 0% 9%
T 17% 9% 0% 31% 0% 44%
LU 12% 14% 0% 62% 0% 12%
NL 11% 1% 0% 46% 0% 42%
PT 4% 4% 0% 33% 4% 59%
ES 8% 13% 0% 43% 1% 36%
SE 4% 11% -1% 46% 0% 40%
GB 23% -2% 0% 31% 0% 48%
EU-15 15% 10% 0% 43% 1% 32%
BG 17% 1% 0% 11% 0% 71%
cY 0% 11% 0% 32% 0% 57%
Ccz 53% 4% 0% 17% 1% 26%
EE 34% 6% 0% 23% 0% 37%
HU 30% 3% -1% 21% 0% 47%
LT 18% -17% 0% 54% 0% 46%
LV 23% 1% 0% 30% 0% 47%
MT 1% 1% 0% 28% 0% 70%
PL 48% 5% 0% 24% 7% 23%
RO 51% 0% 0% 22% 0% 26%
Sl 18% 7% 0% 44% 0% 31%
SK 31% -2% 0% 17% 1% 55%
EU-27 22% 8% 0% 38% 1% 33%

The importance of CH, emissions in the recalculations of national total GHG emissions
due to the revised GWPs is also shown in Figure 9. It shows that the percentage of
recalculations increases with the importance of CH, in total national GHG emissions.
There are only few Member States where this link is less evident, e.g. GR and LT. For
Greece the recalculations of HFCs in the industrial processes sector are much more
important than in all other Member States mainly because of important HFC-23 emis-
sions from fluorinated gas production in 2005. The GWP of HFC-23 increased from
11,700 in the IPCC 2" Assessment Report to 14,800 in the IPCC 4™ Assessment Re-
port. Lithuania has a comparatively high share of N,O in national total GHG emissions.
As the GWP of N,O is lower in the IPCC 4™ Assessment Report, the N,O recalculations

offset a substantial part of the CH,4 recalculations.
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Figure 9: Share of CH, in total GHG emissions in 2005 related to recalculations due to
revised GWPs of national total GHG emissions for the year 2005
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Finally Table 22 and Table 23 explore the impact of the recalculations due to revised
GWPs on emission trends. Table 22 shows that for most Member States the recalcula-
tions for 1990 are higher than for 2005 and 2008. This reflects the fact that between
1990 and 2008 in most Member States: (1) methane emissions declined more rapidly
than total GHG, or (2) methane emissions declined whereas total GHG emissions in-
creased, or (3) methane emissions increased more slowly than total GHG emissions.
Consequently in most countries the share of methane in total GHG emissions was
higher in 1990 than in recent years. Table 23 shows that for these countries increases
in the percent change 1990-2008 of total GHG emissions get smaller due to the recal-
culations (e.g. Austria, Ireland) whereas emission decreases get larger (e.g. Germany,
UK).
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Table 22: Recalculations of total GHG due to revised GWPs for the years 1990, 2005
and 2008 based on the GHG inventories submitted in 2010 under the EC
GHG Monitoring Mechanism

% of national total emissions % of non-ETS emissions
1990 2005 2008 1990 2005 2008
AT 1.9% 1.1% 1.2% NA 1.8% 1.9%
BE 1.3% 0.8% 0.9% NA 1.4% 1.6%
DK 0.9% 1.4% 1.5% NA 2.4% 2.5%
Fl 1.3% 1.1% 1.0% NA 21% 21%
FR 1.9% 1.8% 1.9% NA 2.3% 2.5%
DE 1.4% 0.9% 0.9% NA 1.8% 1.7%
GR 1.6% 1.5% 1.2% NA 3.2% 2.6%
IE 4.1% 3.2% 3.2% NA 4.8% 4.5%
T 1.3% 1.2% 1.3% NA 2.0% 2.2%
LU 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% NA 0.8% 0.8%
NL 2.7% 1.3% 1.5% NA 21% 2.5%
PT 2.9% 2.6% 3.1% NA 4.5% 4.9%
ES 1.7% 1.5% 1.7% NA 2.6% 2.9%
SE 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% NA 1.9% 1.9%
GB 2.3% 1.3% 1.3% NA 2.0% 2.2%
EU-15 1.7% 1.3% 1.4% NA 2.2% 2.3%
BG 2.9% 3.0% 2.7% NA 3.0% 5.7%
CY 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% NA 4.7% 4.3%
Ccz 1.6% 1.4% 1.5% NA 3.2% 3.4%
EE 1.1% 1.5% 1.4% NA 4.4% 4.2%
HU 1.7% 1.8% 2.0% NA 2.7% 3.1%
LT 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% NA 2.6% 2.4%
LV 2.1% 2.9% 2.7% NA 3.8% 3.5%
MT 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% NA 4.5% 4.6%
PL 1.6% 1.6% 1.5% NA 3.4% 3.2%
RO 2.9% 3.0% 3.0% NA 3.0% 5.4%
SI 2.2% 1.9% 1.7% NA 3.4% 2.9%
SK 1.0% 1.5% 1.6% NA 3.1% 3.4%
EU-27 1.8% 1.4% 1.5% NA 2.4% 2.6%
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Table 23: Recalculations of total GHG percentage changes 1990-2008 due to revised
GWPs based on the GHG inventories submitted in 2010 under the EC GHG
Monitoring Mechanism

% change 1990-2008
2010
submission recalculated
AT 10.8% 10.0%
BE -71% -7.4%
DK -7.4% -6.9%
Fl -0.3% -0.6%
FR -6.4% -6.4%
DE -22.2% -22.6%
GR 22.8% 22.4%
E 23.0% 21.9%
1) 4.7% 4.7%
LU -4.8% -4.7%
NL -2.4% -3.5%
PT 32.2% 32.4%
ES 42.3% 42.4%
SE -11.7% -11.8%
GB -18.6% -19.4%
EU-15 -6.5% -6.8%
BG -37.4% -37.5%
CY 93.9% 92.9%
(074 -27.5% -27.6%
EE -50.4% -50.3%
HU -24.9% -24.7%
LT -51.1% -51.1%
LV -55.6% -55.3%
MT 44.2% 44.3%
PL -12.7% -12.8%
RO -39.7% -39.7%
SI 15.2% 14.6%
SK -33.9% -33.5%
EU-27 -11.3% -11.5%

6.2 Changes in the scope of ETS emissions

The following areas will need to be elaborated with greater attention in relation to the
changes introduced in the EU ETS. This includes the adjustment of the scope of the
EU ETS between phase 1 (2005-2007) and phase 2 (2008-2012), the inclusion of avia-
tion of the EU ETS in 2012 and an enhanced scope for stationary sources for the pe-
riod 2013 to 2020.

Overall, the main target is to keep the determination of final caps under the ETS and
the determination of allowed emissions under the ESD in close connection. In this way,
the objective is to ensure that the emission reductions by MS add up to a 20% total
emission reduction for the EU. Therefore any changes in the ETS cap, for instance due
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to added installations as a result of the extended scope as of 2013, should be mirrored
by equivalent deductions from the national emission allocation under the ESD. The
determination of the final cap under the ETS is foreseen for July 2010 (current scope
ETS) and September 2010 (extended scope).

6.2.1 Methodology to calculate the 2020 emission limit

The following approach suits best to derive the final emission limit for the year 2020:
Preferred Option:

(Invoges (without aviation) — CITLyges — Add.scopeages-2012) X (1 —Red%) = Limitagao
Limit 2020, agjusted = Limit 2020 — Alloc.scope 2013-2020

The approach excludes the emissions of national aviation reported in the inventories
which will simplify the process of calculating the emission limits. Any approach based
on emission data from the CITL could lead to methodological inconsistencies since
emissions are reported for a different scope under the inventories and under the CITL
(the inventories include only national flight and flight starting from the EU; the EU ETS
will also include landing flights).

For the establishment of the linear trajectory that determines the annual allocation of
emissions under Decision No 406/2009/EC, the starting point has to be calculated in
which the linear path begins. It is assumed that for the starting point emissions, a simi-
lar adjustments as for the non-ETS base year emissions in 2005 would be applicable,
resulting in the following equations:

Preferred Option:

JEmissions start2008-2010 = @an2003-201o (WIthOUt aviation) - @ClTLzoog.zmo

6.2.2 Expansion of ETS scope in the period 2013-2020

All changes in the ETS cap, for instance due to added installations in the EU ETS as a
result of the extended scope as of 2013, will be mirrored by equivalent adjustments in
national caps under the ESD (zero sum game, Article 10 ESD). Installations which will
enter into the ETS system from 2013 onwards due to the expanded scope of the EU
ETS have to submit “duly substantiated and independently verified emissions data” by
30 April 2010 to the relevant competent authority. The competent authority shall notify
the Commission by 30 June 2010 of these data and the quantity of allowances to be
issued. The adjustment of the emission limit under the Effort Sharing Decision will be
equal to the Member States' contribution to the adjustment of the EU-ETS cap. Data
are envisaged to be available in September 2010.

As mentioned above Article 10 (b) and (c) ESD require some additional adjustments
due to opt-ins for new activities and exclusion of small emitters under Directive
2009/29/EC pursuant to Articles 24 (opt-ins), 24a (harmonised projects) and 27 (exclu-
sion of small emitters) Directive 2009/29/EC. According to Article 24 of the ETS Direc-
tive the Commission has to approve the inclusion of additional activities and gases in
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the ETS scheme and authorize the issuance of allowances. Thus, the Commission will
obtain detailed data on the quantities of allowances issued for any opt-ins under Article
24 and can refer the adjustment of the non-ETS emission limit on these figures.

Pursuant to Article 27 Directive 2009/29/EC, Member States can exclude small emit-
ters from the ETS scheme if the emissions are subject to measures that will achieve
equivalent contribution to emission reductions as under the ETS. Member States have
to notify the Commission and the installations concerned about the related emissions
as well as the equivalent measures applied. Due to the exclusion of small emitters, the
ETS cap will be adjusted downwards to reflect the average annual verified emissions of
those installations in the period from 2008 to 2010, subject to an adjustment by the
linear factor referred to in Article 9 Directive 2009/29/EC. The main principle is to make
sure that adjustments in the ETS cap will be mirrored by equivalent adjustments in na-
tional caps under ESD (zero sum game). Thus, the numbers with which the ETS cap
will be adjusted for each year of the trading period shall also be used for equivalent
adjustments in the 2013-2020 emission limits from the MS.

Adjustments of the emission limit due to harmonized rules for projects that reduce
emissions under Article 24(a) of the ETS Directive will be subject to further implement-
ing measures. Based on a first analysis it is not necessary to take projects under Article
24 (a) (Harmonized rules for projects that reduce emissions) into account when base
year emissions or the emission limit are calculated. However, it is necessary to adjust
the non-ETS emission limits once Member States have issued credits for projects cov-
ered by Article 24 (a) ETS Directive. The process would be similar to the current pro-
cedure for JI projects. If ERUs are issued by Member States the number of AAUs in the
party holding account of the Member State decreases (this is similar to an adjustment
of the non-ETS emission limit). This will be addressed by the chapter on the use of the
community registry.

6.3 Conclusions and recommendations

It is proposed that inventory data are not recalculated for the target setting under the
Effort Sharing Decision and that the data as actually reported in Member States GHG
inventories are used for the determination of emissions in 2005 and the target in 2020.
A general review clause proposed for the revised Monitoring Mechanism Decision
would provide a mandate to the Commission to propose revisions, if otherwise report-
ing within the EU would be inconsistent with international reporting. This option implies
that absolute targets may still be subject to change during the period 2013-2020, how-
ever only in the case when reported inventory changes are implemented under the
UNFCCC.

Final targets for 2020 and annual emission allocations could then be calculated as
soon as inventory data for the year 2010 are reported and reviewed. These data will be
reported in 2012. For the review of these inventory years an ad hoc review procedure
could be established, e.g. with support from EEA, ETC/ACC and JRC.
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The review clause would only be applied after the respective UNFCCC reporting guide-
lines were adopted and after the Member States submitted the first GHG inventory
based on the revised UNFCCC reporting guidelines. This would likely be in the year
2015 with the inventory for the year 2013. The Commission could then analyse whether
the changes of GHG emissions for the years 2005, 2008 to 2010 are so substantial
compared to the original inventories used for the target setting for many Member
States so that a revision of the targets should be performed. If the review clause is
used, all targets for all Member States should be recalculated and re-established based
on the revised guidelines. After the EU review for the inventory submission in the year
2015 will be completed, the target setting decision could be revised based on the final
reviewed GHG estimates.

The difference in scope of the ETS emissions does not need to be taken into account
specifically in the calculation of targets under the Effort Sharing Decision, because both
the ETS Directive and the Effort Sharing decision implement complementary targets for
emission reductions. If the scope of the ETS increases between the establishment of
non-ETS base year emissions and the commitment period, the corresponding emission
reductions have to be achieved under the ETS, but no longer under the Effort Sharing
Decision. Such reallocation however, does not change the overall economy wide target
of Member States or the EU.
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7 Task5: Reporting on auctioning revenues

According to Article 10 paragraph 3 of Directive 2009/29/EC 50% of the revenues from
auctioning of allowances in the EU ETS and the revenues from auctioning of allow-
ances under Article 3d(4) of Directive 2008/101/EC are “earmarked”. This means that
they need to be spent for one of the environmental purposes listed in Article 10 para-
graph 3 of the ETS Directive. Article 10 of Directive 2009/29/EC also establishes the
requirement that Member States need to report how they spent the “earmarked” reve-
nues. Article 10, paragraph 3 covers a rather wide range of purposes.

The areas for which auctioning revenues should be used can be distinguished in inter-
national support for developing countries which includes the following areas:

¢ contributions to the Global Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund and to
the Adaptation Fund under the Kyoto Protocol, demonstration projects for reducing
emissions and for adaptation to climate change (Article 10, paragraph 3(a) Directive
2009/29/EC);

e measures to avoid deforestation and increase afforestation and reforestation in de-
veloping countries (Article 10, paragraph 3(c) Directive 2009/29/EC);

e measures to transfer technologies to developing countries (Article 10, paragraph
3(c) Directive 2009/29/EC);

e measures facilitating adaptation to the adverse effects of climate change in develop-
ing countries (Article 10, paragraph 3(c) Directive 2009/29/EC);

¢ the environmentally safe capture and geological storage of CO,, in particular in from
solid fossil fuel power stations and a range of industrial sectors and subsectors, in-
cluding in third countries (Article 10, paragraph 3(e) Directive 2009/29/EC);

The second broad category is the use of auctioning revenues for domestic and EU in-
ternal purposes, comprising the following areas:

¢ Reduction of GHG emissions and adaptation to the impacts of climate change and
to fund research and development as well as demonstration projects for reducing
emissions and adaptation to climate change, including participation in initiatives
within the framework of the European Strategic Energy Technology Plan and the
European Technology Platforms(Article 10, paragraph 3(a) Directive 2009/29/EC);

¢ the development of renewable energies and other technologies contributing to the
transition to a safe and sustainable low-carbon economy and to help meet the com-
mitment of the Community to increase energy efficiency by 20 % by 2020 and to
help meeting the renewable energy target (Article 10, paragraph 3(b) Directive
2009/29/EC);

o forestry sequestration in the Community (Article 10, paragraph 3(d) Directive
2009/29/EC);

o the environmentally safe capture and geological storage of CO, (Article 10, para-
graph 3(e) Directive 2009/29/EC);
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e the encouragement to a shift to low-emission and public forms of transport (Article
10, paragraph 3(f) Directive 2009/29/EC);

¢ the financing of research and development in energy efficiency and clean technolo-
gies (Article 10, paragraph 3(g) Directive 2009/29/EC);

e measures intended to increase energy efficiency and insulation or to provide finan-
cial support in order to address social aspects in lower and middle income house-
holds (Article 10, paragraph 3(h) Directive 2009/29/EC);

¢ the coverage of administrative expenses of the management of the Community ETS
scheme (Article 10, paragraph 3(i) Directive 2009/29/EC).

Article 10, paragraph 3 Directive 2009/29/EC lists many different purposes for which
auctioning revenues should be spent, some of them are rather general such “to reduce
GHG emission, including...” or “to adapt to the impacts of climate change” while some
others are straightforward to identify, such as the contributions to the Global Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund (GEEREF).

Areas of reporting

Auctioning revenues could be spent in the listed areas either for activities on national/
European level or activities in developing countries. For reporting purposes under the
revised Monitoring Mechanism Member States should differentiate between auctioning
revenues spent at national or European level and revenues spent for financial support
on mitigation and adaptation activities in developing countries. This ensures that the
reported information can also be used for reporting on how auctioning revenues from
ETS have been used for financial support to developing countries provided under the
UNFCCC.

Article 10, paragraph 3 (e) Directive 2009/29/EC related to CCS differentiates between
third countries and not developing countries which is a further complexity for reporting.
As the important cooperation currently is with China and as CCS projects are on a
rather large scale of financing the suggested reporting format for the auctioning reve-
nues does not differentiate between developing countries and third countries.

It would be preferable if the reported information on the use of auctioning revenues
could be directly used for the reporting on financial support in national communications
under the Convention. However, the areas indicated in Article 10, paragraph 3 Direc-
tive 2009/29/EC do not match very well with the requirements for Annex | national
communications. Therefore it is difficult to design reporting requirements for Member
States pursuant to Article 10, paragraph 3 ETS Directive that at the same time provide
complete information for the purposes of reporting on financial support under the
UNFCCC. In national communications Annex | Parties should differentiate between
bilateral, regional and multilateral support provided and the recipient countries should
be indicated. Article 10, paragraph 3 Directive 2009/29/EC contains a specific refer-
ence to two funds, the Adaptation Fund and Global Energy Efficiency and Renewable
Energy Fund, but does not refer to any other multilateral fund. Thus, the reporting un-
der these categories listed in Directive 2009/29/EC can be matched with the require-
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ment to report on contributions to multilateral funds, limited to these two multilateral
funds only.

The UNFCCC requirements also foresee a sectoral breakdown of financial support for
mitigation and adaptation. This UNFCCC requirement to report at sectoral level is
partly overlapping with the purposes of use of auctioning revenues as indicated in Arti-
cle 10, paragraph 3 ETS Directivce, e.g. REDD and afforestation/reforestation. How-
ever, mitigation is not differentiated into different sectors such as agriculture, industry
or waste management. As Article 10, paragraph 3 ETS Directive already indicates a
very wide range of areas, an additional sectoral breakdown would create an extremely
high level of detail in reporting, therefore the suggested reporting format only imple-
ments the categories addressed under Article 10, paragraph 3 ETS Directive and not
any further additional sectoral disaggregation.

It is very likely that reporting requirements related to the provision of financial support
will be strengthened in a post-2012 agreement. However, international negotiations
related to MRV of support for Non-Annex | Parties are currently not yet sufficiently de-
veloped so that outcomes could be taken into account for the development of the re-
porting format or the legal text related to the use of revenues from auctioning.

Additionality

An important question for the reporting on auctioning revenues at the international level
is whether the spending of auctioning revenues is additional to the existing financial
resources for the earmarked areas or whether auctioning revenues only replace previ-
ous spending from other sources. The concept of additionality implies that a baseline is
defined which is considered as the ‘business-as-usual’ or ‘normal’ support and that
support provided beyond this baseline is considered as additional. In the international
negotiations under the UNFCCC and the Kyoto Protocol, additionality has so far not
been defined, but Kyoto Protocol and the Convention require the provision of ‘addi-
tional’ financial support.

However, the ETS Directive itself does not require any 'additionality’ check of the use of
auction revenues and the purpose of the reporting requirement was to make the total
spending visible.

As it is currently unclear, whether, how and when definitions of additionality of financial
support to developing countries will be decided in the negotiations on future commit-
ments under the UNFCCC, it is proposed not to include a baseline for the reporting of
additional resources for the time being. If under the UNFCCC respective decisions will
be taken, the general review clause proposed in Article 10bis of the revised Monitoring
Mechanism Decision would allow to add a baseline to the reporting requirements. The
resources required by Member States to report on budgets spent for particular areas
and in particular years will be the same if such requirement is implemented now or only
at a future point in time.

The reporting format and legal provisions suggested in the revised Monitoring Mecha-
nism Decision also differentiate whether financial resources were actually already
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spent in the areas mentioned in Article 10, paragraph 3 of Directive 2009/29/EC or only
budgeted, e.g. transferred into funds but not yet distributed or foreseen to be spent. In
particular when money is transferred to international funds, Member States can only
report when they provided money to the respective fund, but the actual spending of this
budget is determined by the fund itself and beyond the control of Member States.
Therefore a requirement to only report the revenues that have actually been spent will
be very difficult to be implemented by Member States. Similar situations can occur at
domestic level, for example when a budget line is created for grants or loans for the
improvement of energy efficiency in buildings, the government allocate a budget for this
purpose but actual spending will depend on the applications received from building
owners and can thus only be reported ex-post after the specific programmes have
been implemented. In many cases the difference refers to a gap in time between the
allocation and the actual spending of budgets. A reporting requirement that would only
cover the budget actually spent would split the reporting of auctioning revenues gained
in one year over several following years and it would be difficult to get an overall picture
on the general budget that is based on decisions taken by the governments related to
the use of auctioning revenues that incurred in one year. A reporting requirement dif-
ferentiating between allocated and spent budget enables the Commission to check
whether and how much money has already been spent.

Member States should also be required to provide references to additional background
information on the use of the auctioning revenues in order to substantiate the reported
information. Budgetary decisions taken by governments and their budget plans usually
are clearly documented. Member States should provide references to the relevant
documents that allow a verification of the reported information. This will support any
assessment of the reported information. The reporting on the auctions themselves is
covered by the Auctioning Regulation and does not need to be covered by the revision
of the Monitoring Mechanism decision.

Legal text proposal

The reporting of the use of auctioning revenues was incorporated in the following parts
of the legal text:

e Under Article 1(e) ‘Subject matter’ to clarify the changed coverage of Decision No
280/2004/EC.

e Under Article 3(1)(l) ‘annual reporting’ the annual reporting requirement is imple-
mented.

e Article 2(8)(e) of the revised Implementing Provisions requires Member State to pro-
vide information in the NIR.

¢ A reporting format table is annexed to the Implementing Provisions and added to
Article 2 (6) of the revised Implementing Provisions.

¢ Article 6 of the revised Implementing Provisions specifies the specific requirements
for