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Personal experiences in 2014 

 Participated in the review of the NC6/BR1 of Australia 

 Served as Lead Reviewer and reviewer of policies and 

measures 

 Few mandatory requirements (compared to inventory reviews) 

 Brand new review guidelines for NCs and BRs, but the reporting 

GL for NCs are very old (currently negotiations are taking place 

on the revision - Input from LR meeting could be useful) 

 How much should the review report repeat information reported 

in the NC/BR – seems to be a tendency to use plenty of 

paragraphs to describe/repeat the reporting rather than limiting 

the report to the findings/recommendations 

 Very useful with the checklists provided to ERTs prior to the 

review → provided an excellent overview and helped ensuring 

that the review covered all relevant elements 

 A lot (too much?) work for the ‘projections’ expert 



Cross-cutting issues: assessment completeness and transparency 

 Very difficult to assess the level of completeness, e.g. partially, 

mostly (Conclusions of the first LR meeting) – what triggers using 

one over the other 

 Very difficult to asses level of transparency, e.g. partially, mostly – 

what triggers using one over the other 

 How can this assessment be applied consistently? 



Cross-cutting issues: assessment completeness and transparency 

 Completeness: Has the information under the mandatory 

requirement been reported? If not, a “completeness” issue 

 Transparency - there is a “transparency” issue if any of the 

following is identified: 

 Incorrect or irrelevant information? 

 Poorly cross-referenced information? 

 Information not presented in the form/ format requested (e.g. 

different years reported)? 
 



Cross cutting issues: approaches in assessing completeness 
and transparency 

 If an issue is identified as a “completeness” issue, it is generally not 

listed as an issue of transparency, even though missing information 

might also lead to a lack of transparency 

 Missing mandatory information in CTF tables is a “completeness” 

issue, unless adequately explained in the BR reports and assessed 

by the ERT to be justifiable (Conclusions of the first BR NC LR 

meeting, March 2014 , para 5) 
 

 

 

 



Cross cutting issues: approach in assessing completeness 

 “Mostly complete” when information on the majority of the required 

elements are provided 

 

 “Partially complete” when less than half of the required elements 

are provided. Partial = < 50 % and mostly = 50-99 %  

 

 QA as one way to address the consistent treatment of the 

assessment of completeness and transparency 
 



NC vs. BR 

 Two separate review reports with potential for overlap 

 Some elements unique to NC, some to BR and most in 

common 

 Balance between avoiding duplication and ensuring that both 

reports are still useable 

 Important to be aware of the instances where reporting 

requirements are different between the NC and BR reporting 

guidelines → these instances could be flagged in the checklists 

for the ERT 



Questions for discussions   

 How a consistent application of assessment of transparency and 

completeness such as partially vs. mostly to be ensured?  

 Is it possible to further streamline the review report(s)? 

 How many paragraphs summarizing the reporting are required? 

 Could the concept of the checklists be further incorporated into 

the review report templates? 

 What are other cross-cutting issues that have been challenging in 

addressing during 2014 reviews?  

 What are applied solutions for these issues in 2014 reviews?  

 

 


