France adjustment review 2014
Adjustment Review Team findings – CEIP Mail  on 24th June 2014
Adjustment Applications in Road Transport 
 1. Introduction
We have been reviewing the information that you submitted to support your adjustment application in the road transport sector. At the moment we are unable to grant the application because not enough detailed information has been provided to allow us to identify the impact on emissions caused by changes to emission factors (or methodologies) alone.
 Currently all additional NOx has been allocated to an EF change. But all other effects likely to impact on the 2010 emissions (since the time the ceilings were set) remain unconsidered and have not been quantified in the proposal.
 2. Isolating the Impacts of EF Changes
We recognise that the road transport sector is particularly challenging, because many countries use models. Changing from one version of a model to another usually introduces several changes for different reasons. To assess your adjustment application, it is necessary for you to provide information that identifies the impact on emissions caused by e.g. only the revision of EFs, and not simply the total different between the model versions (which is influenced by many different changes, some of which are not valid cases for an adjustment). This may require you to have a detailed understanding of the reasons that the model has been updated and the changes that have been made. 
 3. Changes to EFs AND the Methodology
We also recognise that the adjustment application process requires an indication of whether the change in emission estimates has been caused by a change to the EFs or a change in the methodology (or the addition of a new source). Evidently in the road transport sector there can be an element of both EF revision and methodology change if a model is updated. 
 For the review of application in the road transport sector, we will be assuming that the basis for the adjustment is a change to the EFs. Methodologies can be changed, but this is commonly updating activity data rather than a fundamental change to the approach of calculating emissions (and revising AD is not usually a valid basis for an adjustment, because it is the "normal" practise of inventory improvement).
 We therefore ask whether you are able to provide us with:
 Separate changes to EFs due to the development of the models (COPERT II > III > 4), and other changes (e.g. changes to AD), and which are relevant for exceeding the 2010 ceiling.
 We will need this information before the end of tomorrow (Wednesday June 25th), if the application is to be considered in this year's cycle.
If you are unable to meet this rather demanding deadline, then please contact us to indicate whether you would be able to provide this information in due course, perhaps with the intention of making the application in next year's cycle.


France Response – 25th June 2014
Dear Katarina, 

We have well received the feedbacks of the reviewers on the French adjustment, we thank you and the reviewers for these investigations. You will find thereafter our comments and analysis of the situation.

As a general point of view, differently to the reviewers, at least in the case of France application, we do not consider the changes with the different COPERT versions as only EF changes. In the frame of the adjustment procedure, as presented in the adjustment chapter of the French 2014 IIR, the adjustment for road transport is presented as an adjustment of the current inventory due to methodological changes (and not as EF changes).
Indeed, as example, considering heavy duty vehicle, the last COPERT version IV introduced new category splits much more detailed than in previous COPERT versions. That relates typically to methodological changes rather than simple EF changes (i.e. changes in the structure of the information / activity data variables and EF variables).

To make clearer the French approach for this adjustment, the main issues to be considered are detailed hereafter: 
-  Changes between COPERT IV and previous version are considered as a methodological change.
-  For the estimation of the adjustment, 2 calculations have been carried out: 
   * Use of the last COPERT IV model applied with the current activity data set (for 2010, 2011 and 2012). 
   * Use of the previous COPERT III model applied with the same current activity data set, but re-aggregated for the COPERT III activity structure. 
-  The difference between the 2 calculations is considered as the difference of emissions due to the methodological changes (for the year 2010, 2011 and 2012) i.e. the difference between the up to date calculation (last submission) and the calculation (for 2010, 2011, 2012) that would be made if no methodological changes would have occurred. For the adjustment of the national current inventory, we consider that this is the calculation to do, and there is no need to make other calculations (see following related issue).
 -  As far as the data set between the 2 calculations are fully consistent (only differences of aggregation level in order to able to use COPERT III), we did not consider in this adjustment for road transport, historical changes/improvements in the knowledge of road transport activities (changes/improvements in road statistics, structure of the fleet per Euro regulations...). Thus the estimated adjustment is not influenced by the historical changes/improvements in the road activity data, but by the scientific knowledge changes of the methodology introduced with COPERT IV.  
-  Furthermore, we do not understand clearly what is meant in:
"  Separate changes to EFs due to the development of the models (COPERT II > III > 4), and other changes (e.g. changes to AD), and which are relevant for exceeding the 2010 ceiling."
To what do you refer in "changes to AD"? Do you refer to a comparison between [old forecasted activities 2010] compared to [current road activities 2010]? In principle, we do not think that comparing current AD and previous projections of AD makes sense, except if the projected AD is defined as a target. Of course this was not the case in the frame of the NEC (emission target and not AD target). Moreover, even considering AD target, e.g. reduction of road traffic mileages, in principle it could be possible to reach an emission reduction target without reaching a reduction of AD target (e.g. increase of the traffic but largely compensated with an increase of the new technology penetration). Furthermore, the old forecasted activities 2010 used for setting the NEC were made by IIASA. So, for such specific comparison, it would be necessary to ask information from IIASA. 
-  In a general perspective, considering the review team approach separating EF, AD and related changes (old/update), let us develop this point of view. EF(new), EF(old), AD(new), AD(old) can be combined to get 4 types of emissions referring to the year 2010: 
(1) EF(new) x AD(new) = present updated inventory 2010
(2) EF(old) x AD(new) = inventory 2010 if there were no changes in EF
(3) EF(old) x AD(old) = old COPERT with past 2010 AD projection i.e. past projections for 2010 (~ initial emission target for road)  
(4) EF(new) x AD(old) = new COPERT with past 2010 AD projection i.e. updated past projections for 2010 with the new methodology COPERT (~ updated/adjusted emission target for road) 
A similar analysis can be formalised replacing "EF(new/old) x AD(new/old)" by "Methodology(new/old) with AD set(new/old)".
An adjustment on the current inventory relates (according to our understanding) to the difference between (1) and (2) (that is what we have done).
An adjustment of the reduction commitments / targets (which is one of the 2 kinds of adjustment defined in the adjustment procedure) relates (according to our understanding) to the difference between (4) and (3).
So, according to our opinion, if a Party is requesting for an adjustment of its emission inventory, only difference between calculations (1) and (2) should be necessary to asses. If a Party is requesting for an adjustment of its reduction commitments, only difference between calculations (3) and (4) should be necessary to assess.
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