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Quality refers to the degree of excel
something. It’s a measure of how well -
meets expectations, standards, or reqt




EMRT analysis methodology

The EMRT includes all observations raised during the review and the history of these

observations can be tracked

e Each EMRT observation had a Q&A back-and-forth between the TERT and the Countries.

For each of these Q&As, keyword-based text scanning was used to identify transparency

and quality control related observations.

Transparency ‘"explanation", "clarify", "explain", "clarification", "transparent”,
"transparency", "not included", "unclear"”, "not clearly", "not
sufficient", "not provided", "confusing", "not mentioned", "not
present”, "no reference", "vague", "not documented"

o, Quality "error", "mistake", "incorrect", "wrong", "amended", "qc",
control "resubmit”, "typo", "quality control"



EMRT Analysis

* From the EMRT analysis, 110 LULUCF observations were identified as being related to

quality control. This affects around 16% of the all LULUCF observations.
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EMRT Analysis

*  64% of the observations flagged as related to quality control were flagged as also

related to transparency.
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EMRT Analysis - % observations with QAQC relevance Aetheré%
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Case Study A: Carbon fraction used instead of carbon stock Aether’é)o

* For 4E2 Land converted to Settlements in Country A the TERT noted a lack of transparency

regarding the carbon stock change factors applied to the living biomass pool.
* Inresponse to the question, Country A provided the calculation file.

 The TERT identified a few errors in the estimates including that the carbon fraction of above
ground biomass in Forest land is applied to calculate the losses in living biomass when Forest land

is converted to Settlements and Other lands instead of the total carbon stock.

* Thisis an example of an error relating to a mistake rather than a lack of understanding of the

methodology

* The implementation of an independent check of the estimates in the QC procedures can help

mitigate these types of issues being raised during reviews.



Case Study B: Incorrect yield tables used

*  Country B applying stock-difference method for living biomass and dead wood pools in 4A1 Forest land

remaining forest land.

*  The TERT raised a transparency question regarding missing information on the NFl and noted some significant

outliers in certain years.

e During the review, Country B found errors relating to the carbon stock change estimation in forest-related
subcategories. For example, it was discovered that the incorrect yield tables were used since 2020 in the

national forest database, affecting estimates for land converted to forest land

* Although revised estimates were provided by Country B, there were several iterations due to transparency
concerns and inconsistencies due to errors in the revised estimates. The review process has short timelines so

quality control during the original compilation process can limit errors being identified during the review.
* The final revised estimate provided by Country B was accepted

« Key recommendations to strengthen QC procedures to identify errors earlier during the compilation process

and to establish linked QC procedures between the LULUCF team and data providers



Key takeaways

Start small but start early: Develop a basic QA/QC plan that outlines roles,

responsibilities, and timelines.
* Prioritise key categories: Focus QA/QC efforts on key categories and significant pools.

* Use both automated and manual checking: Use automated checks to identify
transcription errors, unit mismatches, or calculation issues. Combine these with manual

checks such as trend checks and implied emission factor (IEF) checks

* Improve documentation: Maintain clear records of data sources, assumptions, and
QA/QC actions to support transparency and reproducibility. If this is formatted correctly,

tables can be copied from the compilation files into the NID

* Invest now to save later: While resource constraints are a challenge, even smaller

—lEs=
QA/QC investments reduce later revisions and errors identified in review findings. E—_—.—"



Discussion Aetheré%
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