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The OECD/IEA Climate Change Expert Group (CCXG) is a group of government delegates and experts from developed and 
developing countries. The aim of the group is to promote dialogue on and enhance the understanding of technical issues 
in the international climate change negotiations. The CCXG provides this submission in response to the SBSTA call for 
contributions seeking views on “the common reporting tables for the electronic reporting of the information in the 
national inventory reports, including examples and options for the formats and contents of tables, in particular sectoral 
report and background tables, and options for implementation of the flexibility provisions”. The present submission 

extracts relevant information from recent CCXG publications1, in particular: 

 

 Falduto, C., Wartmann, S. and Rocha, M. (2020). Reporting national GHG inventories through Common Reporting 
Tables (CRTs): An assessment of CRT reporting options through worked examples; 

 Falduto, C. and Wartmann, S. (forthcoming, 2021). Towards common GHG inventory reporting tables for Biennial 
Transparency Reports: Experiences with tools for generating and using reporting tables under the UNFCCC.  
 

These issues were further discussed at the CCXG workshop on reporting tables for GHG inventories (2-4 February 2021) 

 

Overview 
The first section of the submission identifies and analyses possible Common Reporting Tables (CRT) options and 
approaches to filling them in, including possible options for the structure/format and content of the tables and for 
implementing flexibility provisions outlined in the Modalities, Procedures and Guidelines (MPGs) and available to 
developing countries that need them in the light of their capacities. Worked examples of proposed CRT options are 
included in Annex A. The second section of the submissions presents key considerations and insights on how the transition 
to a CRT system could be facilitated; particularly for developing countries with no or limited experience in reporting 
national GHG inventories using a common format and a reporting software. 

  

                                                      
1 The opinions expressed in these publications are those of the CCXG Secretariat and do not necessarily reflect the views of the OECD, 

the IEA or their member countries, or the endorsement of any approach described herein. 

https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/message_to_parties_transaprency_submissions.pdf
https://unfccc.int/sites/default/files/resource/message_to_parties_transaprency_submissions.pdf
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
https://www.oecd.org/environment/cc/ccxg/ccxgworkshoponreportingtablesforghginventories.htm
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1. Options for the development of CRTs 
 

1.1 Criteria that can guide the development of CRTs 

The CCXG has identified eight criteria that can guide the development of CRTs. These criteria stem from reporting 
principles laid down in the MPGs and in the Paris Agreement, and lessons learned from current reporting practices. These 
criteria are used in this submission (and the underlying CCXG analyses) to assess advantages and disadvantages of 
different CRT options and reporting approaches. 

  

 Providing a common format for reporting (Decision 18/CMA.1, §12.a); 

 Facilitating improved reporting and transparency over time (Annex to decision 18/CMA.1, Section I, §3.a); 

 Promoting transparency, accuracy, completeness, consistency, and comparability (TACCC) (Annex to decision 
18/CMA.1, Section I, §3.d); 

 Ensuring that Parties maintain at least the current frequency and quality of reporting (Annex to decision 
18/CMA.1, Section I, §3.f); 

 Facilitating machine readability and/or automatised assessment; 

 Facilitating the technical expert review (TER); 

 Limiting the scope and complexity of changes compared to the current reporting tables so to allow for relevant 
reporting tools (hereinafter referred to as “CRT Reporter”) to be prepared in time to facilitate reporting the first 
Biennial Transparency Report (BTR) 

 Allowing Parties to include new categories and gases from subsequent versions or refinements of the IPCC 2006 
Guidelines where Parties wish to include them voluntarily. 

 

Table 1 provides an overview of main findings of CRT reporting approaches discussed in this submission and tested against 
the above criteria. 
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Table 1. Overview of possible CRT reporting approaches discussed in this submission 

Approach Applicable reporting 

scenario  

Advantages against selected criteria Disadvantages against selected criteria  

Reporting on the 
use of flexibility 
using a (common) 

tabular format 

Reporting on the use of 
flexibility (paragraph 6 of 

the MPGs) 

The use of a tabular format would promote 
transparency, and partially facilitate the 
Technical Expert Review (TER). The use of a 
common tabular format would also promote 

comparability and consistency; significantly 
facilitate the TER and machine readability 

and/or automated assessment. 

Time and resources required to apply relevant 
adjustments to the reporting software that 

generates the set of tables.  

Using notation 

keys 

Operationalising 
flexibility (e.g. gas 
coverage; insignificance 

threshold) 

The use of a standardised element promotes 
readability, comparability and consistency, in 
turn facilitating the TER and machine readability 

and/or automated assessment.  

In some cases, (e.g. where flexibility is used to 
apply a lower insignificance threshold) the use of a 
flexibility notation key alone may not provide 

sufficient information to readers and/or reviewers. 

Providing 
information in 

documentation 
boxes and/or 

footnotes 

Operationalising 
flexibility; indicating a 

reference year 

This approach would promote transparency and 
completeness of reporting. It would allow 
relevant reporting software to be developed in 
time for the first Biennial Transparency Report 

(BTR), as it demands minimal changes to 

current reporting tools. 

This approach would render the TER more 
cumbersome, as reviewers would have to cross-
reference information provided in the tables to that 

specified in documentation boxes, which may make 
comparability more difficult. Further, this approach 
would not allow for machine readability and/or 

automated assessment. 

Amending tables 
to allow for the 

(voluntary) 
reporting of new 

elements 

Facilitating the transition 
to future GHG inventory 
guidance; Reporting the 
reference year/period of 

the NDC; Indicating 
threshold for KCA; 
Operationalising 

flexibility (Completeness 

table) 

Amending the table for all Parties according to 
a new, commonly-agreed structure to allow the 
reporting of new elements (e.g. reference 
year/period of the NDC, when applicable), 

would ensure a common format for reporting is 
used. This, in turn, would facilitate the TER and 
machine readability and/or automated 

assessment. This approach would also facilitate 

comparability and consistency across Parties. 

Amending tables to add elements, e.g. new 
columns or reporting cells, may render the 
development of a new reporting software more 

cumbersome. Further, if only some Parties use 
amended tables (e.g. tables that allow for the 
reporting of new gases according to the IPCC 2019 

Refinement), this approach would not allow for the 
adoption of a common format for reporting, thus 
hindering comparability, the TER and automated 

assessment and machine readability. 

Deleting rows 

and/or columns 

 

Operationalising 
flexibility (gas coverage; 
time series; 
insignificance threshold); 

Showing a trend in the 

summary tables 

N/A 

 

The manual deletion of rows and/or columns from 
tables would mean that output tables reported 
would not be common, which would also hinder 
machine readability and automated assessment. 

This approach would also hinder transparency of 

reporting, rendering the TER more cumbersome. 

 Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

  

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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1.2 Options for the overall structure and content of the CRTs 

The CCXG has analysed and developed CRT options for issues related to CRTs’ overall structure and content. These options 
are elaborated below (and discussed in more detail in Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020)). Annex A presents different 
reporting scenarios and worked examples to illustrate some of the CRT reporting options discussed here. A hyperlink to 
the corresponding worked examples are included next to relevant issues. 

 

 Sectoral background data tables and tables for indirect GHGs (see Scenario 1) 
Paragraph 40 of the MPGs stipulates that “Each Party shall provide information on the category and gas, and the 
methodologies, emission factors and activity data used at the most disaggregated level, to the extent possible 
[…]” (Annex to decision 18/CMA.1, Section II, §40). The CCXG Secretariat understands this to mean that all Parties 
are to complete as appropriate and include the common set of CRTs sectoral background data tables. This would 
be consistent with the mandate of developing a common format for reporting, would enhance consistency and 
comparability of reporting across Parties, and would enhance transparency, accuracy, and completeness of 
reporting. 

 

 Indicating and reporting a reference year in the CRTs (see Scenario 2)  
Possible options on how to report a reference year in the CRTs include:  
o Option 1: Including a “reference year” column in the summary tables: Where the reference year/period is 

the timeframe used as a basis for NDC projections, this information could be included in the GHG inventory 
reporting in case of recalculations. In principle, column(s) headed “reference year” could be included in the 
summary tables generated by an automatised function of the CRT Reporter as needed. Tool-based solutions 
allowing Parties to generate additional columns for reference years as appropriate might, however take 
time to set-up. 

o Option 2: Indicating the reference year in a documentation box: The documentation box could include 
clear guidance to indicate which year(s) are considered as reference years and what the Party understands 
to be a reference year/period. This is less transparent than using dedicated columns with headers indicating 
reference years/periods and is not a machine-readable solution.  

 
 

 Presenting GHG emission trends (see Scenario 3):  
Possible options for presenting GHG emission trends in the CRTs include: 
o Option 1: Not including information on trends in the CRTs, i.e. deleting the columns titled “base year” and 

“% change to latest reporting year”. This option would test negatively, against the criteria “ensuring that 
Parties maintain at least the current frequency and quality of reporting”, as Parties currently report on base 
year and percentage change. This option would, however, work in favour of allowing relevant reporting 
tools to be prepared in time for the first BTR, as changes to be applied to the current CRF Reporter software 
would be limited to deleting the relevant columns. 

o Option 2: Including general information on the trend, by using information reported on the earliest year 
reported and the latest year reported. This option would still allow showing a general trend while avoiding 
having to define what a base year is and differentiating between Parties for which the concept of a base 
year applies to their NDC and others where the concept does not apply. While this information would not 
be comparable between Parties where different starting and ending years are used, it would provide 
reviewers with a general indication of trend per category based on the information available. This option 
would test positively against the criteria of “Facilitating the TER”, but would test negatively against 
“promoting TACCC”, as the resulting trends, relating to different time periods, are not comparable among 
countries. The option would also require adding further automatised functions to the CRT reporting and 
thus score negatively against “allowing relevant reporting tools to be prepared in time for the first BTR”. 

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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 Adapting to the IPCC 2019 Refinement (see Scenario 4):  
Possible options for accommodating voluntary reporting on new categories introduced by the IPCC 2019 
Refinement with limited effort include: 
o Option 1: Reporting on new categories (with regards to gases already included in the 2006 IPCC 

Guidelines) using the category “Other”. This option would test positively against the criteria “Providing a 
common format for reporting”, as the CRTs would not have to be edited according to reporting guidelines. 
This option would also facilitate improved reporting and transparency over time, as well as promote TACCC. 
A standardised and common reporting format would in turn facilitate the TER. On the other hand, and in 
the absence of a drop down menu to select the chosen category, this option would test negatively against 
the “Facilitating machine readability” criteria. This is because the category titles would change based on the 
new category that a Parties decides to report on  

o Option 2: Tables could be amended to allow for the voluntary reporting on new gases identified in the 
4th and 5th IPCC Assessment Reports and included in the IPCC 2019 Refinement. This option would test 
negatively against the “Providing a common format for reporting” and “Allowing relevant reporting tools to 
be developed in time for the first BTR” criteria. This is because tables would substantially change across 
countries depending on whether or not new gases are being reported. Further, amending tables so to allow 
for the reporting of new gases, while ensuring that this option is voluntary, may render the development of 
a reporting software more complex. This option would however test positively against the criteria of 
“Facilitating improved reporting and transparency over time” and against “facilitating machine readability 
and/or automated assessment”, as the new reporting fields would be standardised. 
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1.3 Applying flexibility to the CRTs 

The CCXG has analysed and developed options for the application of flexibility provisions within the CRTs. These options 
are elaborated below (and discussed in more detail in Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020)). Annex A presents different 
reporting scenarios and worked examples to illustrate some of the CRT reporting options discussed here. A hyperlink to 
the corresponding worked examples are included next to relevant issues. 

 

 Transparently indicating in CRTs if and where flexibility options have been used through the use of notation 
keys, documentation boxes or footnotes (see Scenario 5) 

The use of flexibility in CRTs can be indicated with a combination of a standardised element (e.g. a notation key) 

and explanatory qualitative information. Where cells are not filled in due to the use of flexibility (e.g. not 

reporting specific gases or certain reporting years) one option is the use of a new notation key to denote the use 

of flexibility (suggestions include F, FX or FLEX). The expert review team needs to understand where flexibility 

has and has not been used because paragraph 149(e) of the Annex to Decision 18/CMA.1 mandates that expert 

review teams are not to review a Party’s determination to use a flexibility option or their capacity to report 

without this option. 

To provide additional information, footnotes, documentation boxes and/or explanations in the National 

Inventory Document (NID) can be used as a complement to the notation key. Using documentation boxes to 

provide further information on flexibility used would enable the established and distinct functions of the 

footnotes being focused on providing guidance and information on specific cells to be maintained, and the 

documentation box providing additional information helping to understand better the information in a specific 

CRF table in general. Nevertheless, using a custom footnote for a specific cell (as opposed to the sheet as a 

whole) could still allow for transparent reporting. Both options would not require any changes to the CRF 

reporter, but neither would be machine-readable.  

 

 Emissions that are not estimated (see Scenario 6) 

There are several options available to Parties to indicate where flexibility is applied to the provision specified in 

paragraph 32 (significance threshold) of the MPGs. The options include: 

 Option 1: Using a “flexibility” notation key (e.g. “F/FX/FLEX”) to indicate when emissions were not 

estimated because flexibility was used. This option would allow readers and reviewers to clearly determine 

where a Party that needs flexibility in the light of its capacity has not estimated emissions due to the use of 

flexibility and thus of a higher insignificance threshold. Therefore, this option would test positively against 

the “Providing a common format for reporting” and “Facilitating improved reporting over time” criteria. This 

option would, however, not allow readers to discern whether emissions were not estimated because of the 

application of a higher significance threshold as a result of flexibility allowed by paragraph 32 of the MPGs 

or because of the application of flexibility to other reporting provisions (e.g. partial gas coverage as per 

paragraph 48 of the MPGs). For this reason, this option would only partially test positively against 

“Promoting TACCC”.  

 Option 2: Using both the “not estimated” and the “flexibility” notation keys (e.g. “NE, F/FX/FLEX”) in those 

cases in which emissions were not estimated because flexibility was used. This option would facilitate the 

readability of the reporting tables and would allow readers and reviewers to easily identify where a higher 

significance threshold was applied due to the use of the flexibility. This option would test positively against 

all the criteria identified (with the exception of allowing for the voluntary reporting using 2019 IPCC 

Guidelines). 

 Option 3: Using only the notation key “NE” or “F/FX/FLEX” and to provide further information on the use 

of flexibility in the documentation box of the CRT and/or in the body of the NID. This option would allow 

Parties to provide more information on the use of flexibility (e.g. motivation), thus testing positively, albeit 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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partially, against “Promoting TACCC”. On the other hand, this option would also render readability of tables 

more cumbersome, with potentially negative repercussions also on machine readability and on the TER. 

 Option 4: Using only the notation key “NE” or “F/FX/FLEX” and to provide further information on the use 

of flexibility in a completeness table with information on notation keys (e.g. Table 9 of current CRF tables). 

This option also allows for the provision of further information on the use of flexibility, but with potentially 

negative repercussions on machine readability. However, if a standardised text label to highlight the use of 

flexibility (e.g. “Party has applied flexibility to insignificance threshold” to be selected from a drop-down 

menu) is agreed upon and included in the table, machine readability would be facilitated. 

Importantly, current reporting experience from Annex I Parties, show that emissions from certain categories are at 

times not estimated – and thus marked as “NE”—not because these fall below the insignificance threshold, but 

instead because data is not available. Under current reporting guidelines, information on the use of NE “shall” be 

provided in the completeness table (Table 9 of the current CRFs). This practice is not specified in the MPGs, but 

Parties may wish to continue using a completeness table to clarify such information. Not estimating emissions due 

to unavailability of data is not necessarily eligible for the application of flexibility, if it does not fall within a specific 

flexibility provision as specified in the MPGs. It is important for the CRTs to consider this case and to ensure that it is 

possible to determine when emissions were not estimated due to the application of flexibility. Any of the options 

outlined above would allow third parties to make this distinction.  

 

 Key category analysis (see Scenario 7) 

To indicate flexibility as per paragraph 25 of the MPGs, it could be possible to add a cell to Table 7 of the CRF 

tables. Such an approach would ensure transparent reporting and promote consistency and comparability across 

countries. With a view to improving over time, Parties could, when presenting key categories in their NID, also 

indicate which additional categories would have been identified as key categories had a 95% threshold been 

used. Because of the ease of readability and accessibility of the information presented in such a way, this option 

would also facilitate the technical expert review. Were a dropdown menu to be used offering Parties to choose 

a threshold between 85% and 95%, the information provided by Parties could be machine-readable.  

 

 Operationalising flexibility through the deletion of rows and columns (see Scenario 8 and 9) 

This approach is not necessarily consistent with TACCC and with the SBSTA mandate of developing a common 

reporting format. In general, deleting rows and/or columns could either mean that such rows/columns are not 

generated at all (by the CRT Reporter) or that they are generated, left empty and then deleted manually by 

Parties. Five options are considered with regards to dealing with cells which are not filled with values due to 

flexibility options being used in light of a Parties capacities.  

 Option 1: Empty rows/columns are not generated by the CRT reporter. When the CRT software is being 

developed, it could potentially be done so in such a way to ensure that empty rows and columns are not 

“exported”. However, while this is technically feasible, it might be complex to implement and thus take time. 

Furthermore, the CRT tables generated would then differ between Parties, so aiming to evaluate these files 

in an automatised manner would need an enhanced effort. This would also reduce the effectiveness of 

assessing CRT tables manually as part of a review and might lead to increased effort on the side of the Party 

being reviewed, as members of the expert review team might ask more questions for clarification. In 

summary, the option scores negatively on “providing a common format for reporting”, “facilitating TACCC 

and the TER”, as well as limiting changes to allow the CRT reporter to be prepared in time for the first BTR. 

The options scores neutral against “machine-readability”. 

 Option 2: The rows/columns are generated by the CRT Reporter and deleted manually by Parties before 

submission to the UNFCCC. The same issues would apply as with Option 1. Furthermore, manual deletion 

could lead to errors, further reducing accuracy. In summary, the option scores negatively on “providing a 
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common format for reporting”, “facilitating TACCC and the TER”. The options scores neutral against 

“machine-readability” and as well as” limiting changes to allow the CRT reporter to be prepared in time for 

the first BTR”.  

 Option 3: Empty rows / columns are retained. This option would be more transparent and could improved 

reporting over time, as cells yet to be filled remain visible. However, room for improvement with regards to 

transparency remains, as there can be various reasons for an empty cell, e.g. emissions not estimated for 

reasons other than flexibility options used in light of a Parties capacity, emissions not occurring, etc. The 

option scores positively against “providing a common reporting format”, “facilitating the TER” as well as 

“limiting changes to allow the CRT reporter to be prepared in time for the first BTR”.    

 Option 4: Empty rows/columns are filled with a notation key indicating the use of flexibility. This approach 

would best facilitate transparency, effective reviews as well as improved reporting over time as a clear 

reason is provided why no value is reported while all cells for which no value is reported due to the use of 

flexibility are still visible. The option scores positively against “providing a common reporting format”, 

“facilitating the TER”, “facilitating improved reporting over time” as well as “limiting changes to allow the 

CRT reporter to be prepared in time for the first BTR”.  

 Option 5: Empty rows/columns are by default filled with the notation key “NE” unless the Party changes 

this. This option avoids empty cells. At the same time, the risk arises that, where cells should have been 

filled with another notation key, e.g. NO, NA or F/FX/FLEX, but have been left empty erroneously, are 

automatically filled with NE, and the error is not noticed. This could lead to a number of cells being 

incorrectly filled with NE, which renders the reporting less transparent. It thus scores negatively against 

“promoting TACCC”, “facilitating the TER” and “limiting changes to allow the CRT reporter to be prepared in 

time for the first BTR”. 

 Reporting on the use of flexibility (see Scenario 10) 

Reporting on the use of flexibility as per paragraph 6 of the MPGs is a separate issue from operationalising 

flexibility within the CRT tables, which is discussed above. There are at least three options that could be available 

to Parties to report on different informational elements related to the use of flexibility as mandated by 

paragraph 6 of the MPGs: 

 Option 1: Reporting on the use of flexibility in a narrative format within the NID. This option could lead to 

some information to be potentially overlooked as reviewers and readers would need to cross-reference 

information contained in the NID with what is being reported in the CRTs. This is particularly true considering 

that, without agreed guidelines on the detailed structure of the NID, different countries may be including 

this information in different chapters or sections. This being considered, this option is deemed to test 

negatively against the criterion of providing a common format for reporting and criterion of facilitating the 

TER. This option would test negatively against the “comparability” aspect of promoting TACCC, but could 

potentially help to promote “transparency”, “accuracy” and “completeness” aspects of the same criterion. 

 Option 2: Reporting on the use of flexibility using a (common) reporting table. Tabular formats for the 

reporting of informational elements related to the use of flexibility could be designed either at Parties’ 

discretion and included in the body of the NID only or could be designed in a common format and included 

in the set of CRTs. The use of tabular formats for the reporting on the use of flexibility would significantly 

facilitate the review of information, as it would provide reviewers with a clear overview of whether and 

where flexibility has been used by those developing country Parties that need it in the light of their 

capacities. The use of a table would therefore test positively against criterion “facilitating the TER”. 

Furthermore, a common flexibility table that is also included within the set of CRTs would test positively 

against criteria “providing a common format for reporting”, “facilitating the TER” and the “comparability” 

aspect of “promoting TACCC”. 
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 Option 3: Reporting on the use of flexibility in a completeness table with information on notation keys 

(e.g. Table 9 of current CRF tables). This option would only be viable if Parties were to indicate the use of 

flexibility within CRT tables with a “flexibility” notation key. 

 

2. Facilitating the transition to a CRT system 

Under the current reporting framework, non-Annex I Parties’ experience in using common reporting tabular formats and 

common reporting tools is more limited than that of Annex I Parties. To facilitate the transition to a CRT system, the 

different starting points of Parties would need to be taken into account. It is also key that developing countries have the 

opportunity to familiarise themselves with the CRF system as well as with the challenges and opportunities of different 

software, IT arrangements, and data collection processes to support the transition to a CRT system. 

CCXG work identifies some key opportunities for facilitating the transition and contributing to the setup of an effective 

CRT reporting systems. Such opportunities are discussed in further detail in Falduto and Wartmann (forthcoming, 2021). 

In particular, the CCXG concludes that capacity-building support for the transition to a CRT system may benefit from 

focusing on enhancing available Information Technology (IT) arrangements and solutions. When considering the 

reporting of GHG inventories, a central challenge for developing countries with limited reporting experience and technical 

capacity may be that of organising activity and emission data in a format that can be easily inputted into the CRT Reporter, 

minimising the additional reporting burden. Experience from other countries shows that having such a system in place 

can be helpful, and significantly reduce the resources needed for reporting GHG inventories through CRF tables. The free 

and publicly-available IPCC Inventory Software can potentially play an important role in further facilitating developing 

country reporting of national GHG inventories through a CRT system. Overall, the level of reporting burden depends more 

on the availability and characteristics of the IT and institutional arrangements in place and of the reporting software used 

than on the numbers of reporting tables and their formats. While the clear mandate of the SBSTA is that of developing a 

set of CRTs, it is important to note that once the relevant data points have been entered into the CRT Reporter, these 

could, in theory, be presented in any tabular format desired and included in multiple tables offering different levels of 

aggregation, e.g., at category level, but also aggregated at sectoral and/or national level. The numbers of tables to be 

reported and their specific formats do not therefore determine the level of reporting burden on Parties. Factors that will 

influence the reporting burden include the approach to data entry, such as the software’s ability to communicate with 

software solutions for GHG inventory compilation like the IPCC Inventory Software.  
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Annex A. Worked examples  
 

This section presents and briefly discusses a number of worked examples used to illustrate the different CRT reporting 

options discussed in this submission. Table  2 below shows an overview of the scenarios used to develop the worked 

examples. Scenarios 3 and 4 illustrate how CRFs are currently filled in to shed light on current reporting practices and 

related issues raised during the international climate negotiations. For more detailed background information and full 

understanding of these worked examples please see Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020). 

Table 2 Overview of scenarios used to develop the worked examples 

 No Scenario  

Scenarios 
related to 
overall 

structure 
and 

content 

 

1 Reporting sectoral background data tables 

2 Reporting a reference year  

3 Reporting on GHG trends in the summary tables  

4 Reporting on new categories from the IPCC 2019 Refinement 

Scenarios 
related to 

flexibility 

options 

 

5 Reporting on the use of flexibility: footnotes vs documentation boxes  

6 Applying a lower insignificance level (flexibility option in §32 of the MPGs) 

7 Applying a lower KCA threshold of no lower than 85% (flexibility option in §25 of the MPGs) 

8 Not reporting certain gases (flexibility options in §48 of the MPGs)  

9 Reporting a shorter time series (flexibility options in §57 and §58 of the MPGs) 

10 Reporting on the use of flexibility as per paragraph 6 of the MPGs (Annex to decision 18/CMA.1)  

 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 1: Reporting sectoral background data tables 

This scenario presents two worked examples that reflect current reporting practices and show two background data tables for CH4 emissions from manure 

management filled-in by two different Parties that use different Tiers (Tier 1 in Figure 1 and Tier 2 in Figure 2, respectively).  

Figure 1. Sectoral background data table for CH4 emissions from manure management (cattle only) using Tier 1 

 

Note: Based on real Annex I Party reporting. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 2. Sectoral background data table for CH4 emissions from manure management (cattle only) using Tier 2 

 

Note: Based on real Annex I Party reporting. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020)

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 2: Reporting a reference year 

This scenario presents worked example2 that show how the reference year(s) for the NDC could be indicated in the 

CRTs3. 

Figure 3. Option 1: CRT reporter automatically generates header indicating reference year  

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

Figure 4. Option 2: Party indicates reference year in a documentation box 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

 

                                                      
2 The worked example is based on data being reported only for the years 2010 (reference year), 2020 and 2021, which is in line 

with the flexibility options of para 57 and 58 of the MPGs. This is done with the sole purpose of keeping the example simple. All 

worked examples in this scenario use hypothetical data for the sole purpose of illustrating how tables can be filled. For this 

reason, within a specific reporting year, the same values are used for all categories shown. The worked examples in this scenario 

only show relevant elements of reporting tables as opposed to the full tables 
3 Decision 18/CMA.1 in § 57 requires, among other, that Parties report at least (a) the reference year or period for the NDC. The 

decision does not specify what “reference year” means. This issue is discussed in Section 3, para 0. 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 3: Reporting on GHG trends in the summary tables  

This scenario presents worked examples4 that show options for the reporting of GHG trends in the summary tables. 

 Figure 5 Option 1: Base year and trend columns deleted from the summary tables 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

                                                      
4 This worked example is based on data being reported only for the years 2020 and 2021, which is in line with the flexibility 

options of para 57 and 58 of the MPGs. This is done with the sole purpose of keeping the example simple. All worked examples 

in this scenario use hypothetical data for the sole purpose of illustrating how tables can be filled. For this reason, within a specific 

reporting year, the same values are used for all categories shown. The worked examples in this scenario only show relevant 

elements of reporting tables as opposed to the full tables. 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 6 Option 2: “Base year” column deleted, table on trend retained and renamed into 
“Change in % between first reported year to latest reported year” 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

  

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 4: Voluntary reporting on new categories from the IPCC 2019 
Refinement  

This scenario explores two options for how CRTs could facilitate voluntary reporting of new categories and new 

gases from the IPCC 2019 Refinement. 
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Figure 7. Option 1: Reporting Hydrogen Production using the category 2.B.10 “Other” in the sectoral report table 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 8. Option 2: CRF 2(II) Sectoral report for industrial processes and product use, emissions of HFCs, PFCs, SF6 and NF3 with three further 
gases from the IPCC 2019 Refinement included (CF3I, CH2Br2, CHCl3) 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 5: Reporting on the use of flexibility: footnotes vs. documentation 
boxes  

This scenario presents worked examples5 that show how Parties could indicate the use of flexibility on a specific 

CRT worksheet.  

Figure 9. Option 1: A documentation box is used to indicate the use of flexibility 

 

Note: This example shows the documentation box filled in by the Party. The guidance text has been deleted.  
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

                                                      
5 The worked examples are filled with hypothetical data, using the same values for all cells filled. The worked examples only 

show relevant elements of a CRF table rather than the full table. 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 10. Option 2: Custom footnote used to indicate use of flexibility 

 

Note: The text in the custom footnote (5) is not standard text, but would need to be developed by the Party. The text in the 
standard footnotes (1)-(4) is intended to provide guidance to Parties in filling in the tables. This footnote text is taken from the 
current CRTs and included here for purely illustrative purposes. The text in the documentation box is guidance text aiming to help 
Parties fill the documentation box as appropriate. In this worked example, the Party has not included any information in the 
documentation box. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

  

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 6: Applying a lower insignificance level (flexibility option in §32 of the 
MPGs)   

This scenario illustrates four worked examples6 showing different reporting options available to a Party that needs 

flexibility in the light of its capacity that applies flexibility to the provision of paragraph 32 of the MPGs (i.e. 

insignificance threshold). Accordingly, the Party applies a higher insignificance threshold for CH4 and N2O emissions 

from category 2D.1 (Lubricant use) and CO2, CH4 and N2O emissions from category D.2 (Paraffin wax use). In 

addition, the Party does not report HFCs, PFCs, SF6 and NF3, based on the flexibility provision of paragraph 48 of the 

MPGs (i.e. gas coverage). 

                                                      
6 This worked example is based on data being reported only for the years 2020 and 2021, which is in line with the flexibility 

options of para 57 and 58 of the MPGs. This is done with the sole purpose of keeping the example simple. All worked examples 

in this scenario use mock-up data for the sole purpose illustrating showing how tables can be filled and a trend is calculated. For 

this reason, within a reporting year, the same values are used for all categories shown. The worked examples in this scenario 

only show relevant elements of reporting tables as opposed to the full tables. 
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Figure 11. Option 1: Using a “flexibility” notation key (e.g. “FLEX”) to indicate when emissions were not estimated because flexibility was 
used 

 

Note: The documentation box of table 2(I) has been cut in this example for formatting purposes and to facilitate readability. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 12. Option 2:  Using both the “not estimated” and the “flexibility” notation keys (e.g. “NE, FL”) in those cases in which emissions were 
not estimated because flexibility was used. 

 

Note: The documentation box of table 2(I) has been cut in this example for formatting purposes and to facilitate readability. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 13. Option 3: Using only the notation key “NE” and to provide further information on the potential use of flexibility in the 
documentation box of the CRT 

 

Note: The “Product uses as substitutes for ODS” category (F) has been cut in this example for formatting purposes and to facilitate readability. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 14. Option 4: Using only the notation key “NE” and to provide further information on the use of flexibility in a completeness table 
with information on notation keys (e.g. Table 9 of current CRF tables) 

 

Note: This table would have to be used in conjunction with the use of notation key “NE”, as shown in Figure  
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 7: Applying a lower KCA threshold of no lower than 85% 
(flexibility option in §25 of the MPGs)  

This worked example presents an option for indicating that an 85% threshold has been used for the key 

category analysis, in line with the flexibility option provided by §25 of the MPGs to those developing 

countries who need it in light of the capacities (Annex to decision 18/CMA.1, Section II, §25). Figure 15 

shows the CRF Table 7 providing a summary overview for key categories in its current format. Figure 16 

presents the same table with the option to indicate the threshold value used for the key category 

analysis. 

Figure 15 Summary overview for key categories in the current CRF 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

Figure 16 Indicating that a KCA threshold of 85% has been used 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

  

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 8: Not reporting certain gases (flexibility options in §48 of the 
MPGs)  

This scenario presents worked examples of options available to a Party that, in light of its capacities, 

applies flexibility to the provision of paragraph 48 of the MPGs (i.e. gas coverage) (Annex to decision 

18/CMA.1, Section II, §48).7  

Figure 17. Option 2.1 Deleting empty columns, table 2(II) 

 

                                                      
7 Accordingly, the Party decides not to report on HFCs because data necessary to estimate emissions for these gases 

is not available and cannot be collected within the limited capacity available to the Party. The Party thus reports on 

the following gases: CO2, CH4 and N2O as well as SF6 from electrical equipment (the only source of SF6 emissions 

within this Party’s territory). The Party is aware that no emissions from electronic industry (category 2.E) are 

occurring, but HFC emissions occur for refrigeration, fire protection and air conditioning, foam blowing, aerosols 

and solvents occur (categories 2.F.1 and 2.F.3-2.F.5) and PFC emissions from fire protection (category 2.F.2). For 

this example, TABLE 2(I) Sectoral report for industrial processes and product use and TABLE 2(II) Sectoral report for 

industrial processes and product use - emissions of HFCs, PFCs, SF6 and NF3 are considered. 
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Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

Figure 18. Option 2.2 Deleting empty rows and columns, table 2(II) 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 19. Option 3 Leaving cells empty, table 2(I) 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 20. Option 4 Using a notation key, table 2(I) 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 9: Reporting a shorter time series (flexibility options in §57 and §58 of 
the MPGs)  

This scenario8 explores flexibility options provided in paragraphs 57 and 58 of the MPGs (Annex to decision 

18/CMA.1, section II, §57 and §58), which allow Parties to report a shorter time series, including at least (a) the 

reference year or period for the NDC (§ 57); (b) a consistent time series from 2020 onwards (§57); (c) the latest 

reporting year as three years prior to the submission of their national inventory report (§58). 

                                                      
8 In this scenario, the Party has previously reported on its GHG emissions for the years 2000, 2010 and 2015. In 

order to report on these years, it would have to conduct further data collection to allow recalculating GHG emission 

for these years in order to ensure consistency with data sources and methodologies used for the GHG inventory 

compilation for its first BTR. It however considers that it does not have the capacity to carry out such data collection 

and recalculation. Furthermore, it considers that it does not have the capacity to collect data for any additional 

years before 2020. The Party notices that the term “reference year or period for the NDC” is not defined and 

interprets the term “reference year” to mean target year, which in its case is 2030. Submitting its first BTR in 2024, 

it thus reports on the years 2020 and 2021.  
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Figure 21.  Option 1 Columns are included only for those years reported (2020-2021) 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 22. Option 2.1 Columns are generated for all years from 1990 to n-2, cells are left empty where years are not reported 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 23. Option 2.2: Columns are generated for all years from 1990 to n-2, years not reported are filled with a notation key 

 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020)

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Scenario 10: Reporting on the use of flexibility as per paragraph 6 of the MPGs 
(Annex to decision 18/CMA.1) 

This scenario illustrates two of the three different options available to Parties that need flexibility in the light of 

their capacities to “clearly indicate the provision to which flexibility is applied” (Annex to decision 18/CMA.1), and 

to “concisely clarify capacity constraints […] and provide self-determined estimated time frames for improvements 

in relation to those capacity constraints”, as mandated by paragraph 6 of the MPGs. Option 1 (Reporting on the use 

of flexibility in a narrative format within the NID) is not illustrated as a worked example.  
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Table 3. Option 2: Worked example of a tabular format for the reporting of information on the use of flexibility 

  Provision Is flexibility in 

reporting 

applied? 

If so, how? Concise clarification of capacity 

constraints g 

Time frame for improvement g 

Flexibility used 
in the 
preparation or 

provision of 
National 

inventory data 

Key Category Analysis (Annex MPGs II para 

25) a 

NO 
 

 
 

Uncertainty assessment (Annex MPGs II para 

29) b 
NO 

 
 

 

Insignificance threshold (Annex MPGs II para 

32) c 

YES Party has applied a lower significance 
threshold for the estimation of CH4 and N2O 
from non-energy products from fuels and 

solvent use 

 Unavailability of data due to limited 

technical capacities. 

Parties aims at lower insignificance threshold 

within next 3 years. 

Quality assurance/quality control (Annex 

MPGs II para 34) d 

NO       

Reported greenhouse gases (Annex MPGs II 

para 48) e 
YES Party has not reported HFCs, PFCs, SF6 

and NF3 throughout 

Unavailability of data due to limited technical 

capacities. 

Party intends to include HFCs in next national 
inventory by collecting data in the refrigeration 

and air-conditioning sectors 

Time series (Annex MPGs II paras 57 & 58)f YES Party has not reported the following years: 
1991 to 1999; 2001 to 2009 and 2011 to 

2019. 

Party has not been able to perform 
recalculation of historical data to 
accommodate change from 1996 Revised 

IPCC GLs to 2006 IPCC GLs due to limited 

staff capacity. 

Next national inventory to include estimates for 
2011 to 2019 data, following enhancement of 

inventory team capacity. 

Note: a Flexibility available to identify key categories using a threshold no lower than 85%, in place of the 95% threshold defined in the 2006 IPCC guidelines. 
b Flexibility available to provide, at a minimum, a qualitative discussion of uncertainty for key categories 
c Flexibility available to use notation key “NE” for a category if its level of emissions is likely below 0.1% of national total and 1000 kt CO2 eq, whichever is lower  
d Developing country Parties using flexibility are encouraged to elaborate an inventory QA/QC plan in accordance with the 2006 IPCC guidelines, and to implement and provide information on general inventory 

QC procedures 
e Flexibility to report at least three gases (CO2, CH4 and N2O) as well as any of the additional four gases (HFCs, PFCs, SF6 and NF3) that are included in the Party’s NDC under Article 4 of the PA, are covered by 

an activity under Article 6 of the PA, or have been previously reported 
f Flexibility to instead report data covering, at a minimum, the reference year/period for its NDC and, in addition, a consistent annual time series from at least 2020 onwards; latest reporting year three years 

prior to the submission of their NID 
g Parties shall concisely clarify capacity constraints and provide self-determined estimated time frames for improvements in relation to those capacity constraints in their Biennial Transparency Reports 

Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020)

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en
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Figure 24. Option 3: Reporting on the use of flexibility in a completeness table with information on notation keys (e.g. Table 9 of current 
CRF tables) 

 

Note: For formatting reasons and to facilitate readability, some rows of the “Completeness” table, which are not relevant for the purpose of this worked example, have been cut 
out. 
Source: Falduto, Wartmann and Rocha (2020) 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/reporting-national-ghg-inventories-through-common-reporting-tables-crts_c4f45e18-en

