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General comments
1 Compared to the concept version we discussed in Cork IRES has improved a lot. It is clear that a lot of effort has been made to reach this. Especially the chapters 7 and 11 are much more to the point now and contain better what should be expected from this chapters. 
Nevertheless to my opinion there is some room for improvement by structuring the document a little better and removing unnecessary repetitions (see further comments).
2 Format and lay-out
The IRES draft has the format and lay-out which is apparently common for UN-documents, a chain of consecutively numbered blocks of text, which give very little structure, both visually and with respect to content. Important elements are sometimes hidden between issues of different character or importance. This makes it not very transparent and user friendly and will probably hamper possible use of the document in the future. This is a pity, for the sake of the important content itself and of course also for all the effort put in it!

The value and usefulness of  IRES would increase a lot if the classic UN-format would be given up more or less and replaced by  a more modern transparent lay-out (with assistance of specialists in this field).   
3 Target Group of IRES: Policy makers or statisticians?  and relation to ESCM
It appears to me that IRES has 2 rather different target groups, with different background and a different role and aim. 

On the one hand policy makers who needs to be convinced of the importance of having official internationally harmonised energy statistics (user orientated) and who are responsible for (or play a role in) making available sufficient financial funds. On the other hand statisticians who needs to be guided to produce good and consistent energy statistics. 

Both target groups (audiences) require a quite different approach and it seems to be hard to combine the two elements (convincing policy makers and guiding statisticians) in one document. Issues can be necessary for one target group, but surplus or even confusing for the other. This makes the manual less balanced and user friendly.
For this reason preference could be given to two separate documents, and perhaps this is in line with the idea of making  the additional manual Energy Statistics Compilers Manual (ESCM). Broadly spoken: IRES to convince policy makers of the importance of having official internationally harmonised official energy statistics and ESCM to guide statisticians to produce these statistics.
If this option should be chosen more strictly parts of IRES, which are not (or less) relevant for the ‘user orientated / policy making’ target group, can be transferred to ESCM. Especially subjects as data sources, statistical units, data collection and compilation (in terms of my presentation in Cork: issues related to input world orientated conceptual metadata and process metadata). 
IRES could focus on the importance of official statistics (including the paragraphs legal framework and institutional arrangements of chapter 7) and international harmonision and consistency of the output of national statistics (classifications of flows and products, definition of energy balance, identification ofother relevant data items; in terms of my presentation issues related to output world oriented metadata).
Scematic:

IRES

-describes importance of official energy statistics

-defines internationally harmonised and consistent output (classifications of energy 
products and flows; agreements on definition energy balance, additional data items etc)

-output orientated (user needs) 
- status: formal document, strongly recommended

ESCM

-how to make national statistics? (with IRES as precondition)
-available sources, statistical units, data collection, compilation methods etc
-input and process orientated
-status: primary guiding, presenting good examples/experiences (situation different from country to country) 
Comments per chapter 
Chapter 1

1.10 
IRES under auspices of UNCEEA?
"Ires and the System of Environmental Economic Accounting (SEEA), including SEEA-E, are being prepared under the auspices of the UN Committee of Environmental-Economic Accounting …..".
In earlier drafts, including the draft version sent to the menbers of the Oslo-group in june this year it was said that: “SEEA and SEEA-E are being prepared under the auspices of the UNCEEA”, but not IRES itself! 

It is surprising that this has this been changed in this stage! Why? 

I don’t think this is a good idea, since UNCEEA will have a primary interest  in the usefullness of (basic) energy statistics to make energy accounts,  which is only one of the different uses of basic energy statistics (the main subject of IRES).   

I remember a discussion on this subject in one of the meetings of the Oslo Group, where the general opinion was that IRES should fall under a UN-umbrella from where the broad picture of the importance of energy statistics would be considered, and therefore not under the umbrella of UNCEEA!
1.26

Reference could be made here to chapter 11

1.35

Reference could be made here to the work of the InterEnerStat group to harmonise definitions on energy products.
Chapter 3
3.83 Nuclear fuels
In the proposed SIEC classification nuclear fuels are regarded as energy product. We think this is not a good idea for a number of reasons:

· As a consequence of this the situation on the level of flows and primary or secondary products changes: the production of nuclear heat becomes transformation (nuclear fuels are  transformed to nuclear heat), instead of primary production of nuclear heat in the situation where nuclear fuel are not regarded as energy products. Nuclear heat itself becomes a secondary product, instead of a primary product (in annex A nuclear heat is wrongfully still called a primary product!). Moreover to have a ‘balanced’ energy balance nuclear fuels have to enter the balance somehow (fabrication of fresh fuel elements from unfinished nuclear material = primary production?) and have to leave the balance (discharged fuel elements are still nuclear materials and can be reprocessed? what is part of the energy balance surroundings?) Substantial parts of the nuclear cycle have to be taken into account. This makes things much more complex and hard to understand.
· If it is regarded to be important to include statistical information on nuclear energy within the scope of IRES it is much easier to include this type of information to the list of additional data items (chapter 6). Interesting items of the nuclear cycle (both production and capacity figures) can simply added here, without complex interference with energy products, flows en balance matters. 
· In the existing Joint Annual Questionnaires (joint cooperation of EU, IEA/OECD and UN) nuclear fuels are not regarded as energy products. This is in line with the InterEnerStat-proposed list of products which also excludes nuclear fuels. Only nuclear heat is taken into account, which is (correctly) regarded as a primary energy product (not created from other energy products!). For countries who report the energy information to international organizations by means of the Joint Questionnaires it will not possible or at least very complicated and time consuming to report to UN (?) according to the IRES recommendations which defines nuclear fuels as energy products.   
Concluding this we think it much better to remove nuclear fuels from the SIEC-list and in stead of that to add items of the nuclear cycle to the list of data items (if regarded to be important enough to be included within the scope of IRES). There is no reason to deviate from the Joint Questionnaires and InterEnerStat approach.
In the last 2 sentences of 3.83 it is said:

“It should be mentioned that although nuclear fuels are within the scope of SIEC there are practical limitations to the collection and dissemination of data related to this category. The energy balances present information on the energy (heat) produced from nuclear fuels rather than the actual production of nuclear fuels.”
This is very confusing. It has not so much to do with practical limitations. It is simply systematically not right (in 8.6 is said:”product boundary: defined by the scope of all energy products shown in the balance columns, see chapter 3 for detail”!).

Chapter 5
Relationship with Chapter 8 Energy balances

There is a strong relationship between Energy flows and Energy balance. In fact the concept of Energy balance is nothing more than describing the internal relationship between the Energy flows. Therefore it would be natural to combine these two chapters (or at least placed behind each other). This would prevent a lot of repetition (like defining transformation and other items again) and make it more compact. It would also represent the wider importance of the concept energy balance. Not only as a way to publish energy data in an orderly way (output oriented, as now in chapter 8) but also a powerful tool in the process of data collection and processing.
Primary production versus transformation

Chapter 5 does not make a clear distinction between primary production and transformation (=secondary production).
· 5.10 respectively 5.19 define secondary production and transformation in different wording, without mentioning that it is exactly the same!

· 5.24 defines energy industries as “..whose principal activity is primary energy production, transformation of energy and distribution of energy”. However when further on activities of energy industries are listed (from 5.25-5.57, including section 1 electricity and heat) nothing is said whether the activities are regarded to be primary production or transformation. For instance in the case of the production of electricity by wind turbines this is not clear (I asked a question on this at the meeting in Cork). Only if you look at annex A you might conclude it is primary production (electricity and heat from renewable sources are called primary products).

· Next, in section 2 ‘Transformation processes’ a lot of items are repeated, including electricity and heat plants. But even this section gives no better view on this matter. It even makes it more confusing.

To my opinion the chapter would improve if explicitly is stated which activities are regarded to be primary production and which transformation. To be able to do that each type of activity needs to be mentioned only once (without unnecessary repetitions). 
Autoproducers: Energy industries or other energy producers?
In section D 5.43 and 5.44 Autoproducers are dealt with as part of the energy industries (at least not excluded from). On the other hand in section E 5.67 – 5.69 the same autoproducer are dealt with as part of other energy producers! This is confusing and even more confusing because different kind of text and wording is used, as if it would be something different.
Perhaps this can be improved by organizing and tuning the chapter a little better with removing unnecessary repetitions 
Chapter 6
Relation Statistical units and Data items
To my opinion Statistical units and Data items are not of the same order and therefore should better not be combined in the same chapter. 
Statistical units are issues belonging to the surrounding ‘how to make statistics’ (available sources, data collection, compilation etc.) and could be moved to chapter 7 (or to ESCM according to my general remark 3).

Data items have more to do with the output side: what type of statistical information is important to include within the scope of IRES (user needs) in addition to the energy balance type of information (combination energy products and flows). This chapter would only need to contain additional data items (like capacity figures and prices) without confusing and superfluous repetition of flows. 
Chapter 7
Consideration to remove this chapter to ESCM

(except sections ‘Legal framework’ and ‘Institutional arrangements’, which are vital for IRES)

See general remark 3

Situation different per country (in addition to general remark 3)
Circumstances to make statistics can be very different from country to country: degree of development of statistics in general, available data sources, technical facilities, financial budget etc. 
Therefore it could be relevant to present this chapter more as a guide: presenting possibilities, good examples, best experiences, each with there advantages and disadvantages and taken into account the different circumstances in individual countries. In stead of a more or less formal list of recommendations how to act in the current concept. 
Chapter 8

See my first remark on chapter 5
