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models should not be used by the IPCC until the literature provides the needed results and 

analysis. 

 

10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, 

and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? 

 

11. Any other comments 

 

The work of Andreas Roesch on the correlated positive surface albedo bias of the models was 

known at the time of the FAR. The models under represented the positive surface albedo 

feedback to the warming by an amount that was quantifiable at over 3 W/m^2 globally and 

annually averaged. Since the models will eventually catch up with the surface albedo feedback 

over the next few decades of simulation when making their projections and climate sensitivity 

runs, this is an error as large as the increases in forcing in the various IPCC CO2 forcing 

scenarios, raising the possibility that the model projections are twice as high as they should be 

based upon linear reasoning and that there is good reason to believe that the models no longer 

bracket the climate, if the every did, at the lower end of the reported results. The model 

projections in the FAR should be withdrawn during this correction process. It should be noted 

that since the model transient climate sensitivities taken at CO2 doubling when most of the 

surface albedo feedback will have caught up, should not be effected. 

 

The IPCC should acknowledge that significant diagnostic issues with the models have been 

published since the FAR, such as Wentz's report that models seriously under represent the 

increase in precipitation associated with the recent warming, and the correlated errors raised 

separately by Lindzen and Spencer with radiative imbalances and at tropical and sub-tropical 

latitudes. 

 

 

 

 

1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? 

 

Government focal point 

 

2. What are your views on the strengths and weaknesses of the following steps in the IPCC 

assessment process? Do you have any recommendations for improvement? 

 

2a. Scoping and identification of policy questions 

2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs 

2c. Selection of lead authors 

2d. Writing of working group reports 

2e. Review processes 

2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers 

2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary 

2h. Preparation of any special reports 
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IPCC assessment process is very robust with several levels of review. This has ensured that the 

IPCC reports are authoritative, comprehensive and balanced. The few errors that have come out 

of the vast scope of literature assessed is an indication that the procedures are on the whole fit for 

purpose.  

 

The recent events do suggest, though, that more consideration should be given to quality 

assurance and quality control through editorial checking and cross checking between working 

groups. We suggest the following practical steps to address this: 

 More training of and guidance to CLAs, LAs and REs.  

 Clarify who holds responsibility to ensure procedures are implemented. 

 Review Editors should not only have responsibility for ensuring that comments are properly 

addressed, but also for checking for accuracy of the text and references. They may need 

assistance to do this thoroughly, however, with implications for resources.  

 Consistent and better cross-checking, especially of factual statements between all working 

groups.  

 The recruitment of more experts from developing countries as authors and review editors 

would enhance the work in the regional chapters. 

 

Selection of Convening Lead Authors, LAs, and RE‘s 

 

Nomination process is left to individual countries to decide their own procedures but some 

sharing of approaches and even development of guidelines may be helpful. There is currently 

little guidance from the IPCC on what function the contact point has in the nominations – just to 

collect nominees or to provide a vetting role? This may help increase the number of nominations, 

noting that a significant number of developing countries did not make nominations.  

 

3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? 

 

The policy of the IPCC is to reflect the range of reviews. We would like to see some guidance 

about how this is implemented as part of the guidance to authors and editors on the process that 

ensures the full range of literature is assessed. There is of course a judgement about what 

constitutes ―scientific views.‖ It does not seem reasonable to expect the IPCC to give credence to 

views which are clearly not supported by evidence, although explaining this may be necessary.  

 

4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of 

governments in the entire process? 

 

Governments perform a very important role in indicating what issues they feel need to be within 

the scope of reports (ensuring reports are policy-relevant without being policy-prescriptive) and 

in challenging and clarifying conclusions. This ensures Governmental buy in to the outcome and 

that reports are relevant to the policy debate. This is a particular strength of the IPCC process. 

Governments also play an important role in the effective functioning of the IPCC by making 

nominations of authors and editors, supporting scientists and providing strategic direction to the 

IPCC as primary customers for its products.  

 

5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and 
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suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the 

literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? 

 

As note in Q3 we suggest that the methods used to identify relevant literature are systematised 

and that there is an agreed approach to this initial step.  

 

The use of the grey literature carries risks but it is also essential if Working Groups 2 and 3 are to 

provide a comprehensive view of the field. In particular, information about the experience and 

practice of the private sector and governments in mitigation and adaptation activities are found in 

sources that have not been published or peer-reviewed. This limitation is also particularly the 

case for the regional aspects, as many developing countries are not well represented in the peer 

review literature.  

 

The IPCC‘s rules on how to use and site grey literature are clear. However, it is evident that the 

implementation of these rules could be strengthened. We suggest that IPCC should:  

 Provide guidance on how to judge quality of grey literature . 

 Identify who should be responsible for quality checking. 

 Avoid the use of advocacy material. 

 Increase the use of non English –language journals. 

 As far as possible authors should make use of source literature and not secondarily quoted 

literature.  

 Identify what sources are from the grey literature.  

 

6. What are your views and suggestions regarding the characterization and handling of 

uncertainty in each of the working group reports and the synthesis report? 

 

This is an issue the IPCC rightly considers to be important and has sought to standardise the way 

in which confidence and uncertainties are communicated. This has proved difficult partly 

because different scientific disciplines themselves have different ways of communicating 

uncertainty. It is also important from a policy point of view to understand the implications of 

uncertainty from a risk management perspective and we would encourage the IPCC to consider 

further how risks can be presented as well as uncertainties.  

 

7. What is your view of how IPCC handles data quality assurance and quality control and 

identification and rectification of errors, including those discovered after publication? 

 

Communication presents a major challenge to the IPCC because of the nature of the organisation. 

It is not a strongly centralised body, by its nature it does not have a formal position on science 

apart from its assessed products, which can create problems when asked to respond to new 

material. In fact it‘s official output is constrained by Governments to that which has been 

approved in its Assessment Reports. It is in essence very different from a standard ‗corporate‘ 

body, but this difference is not widely presented or understood. In fact there is little control over 

who speaks for the IPCC. Individual authors may be taken by the media as IPCC spokespersons 

even although their role is very different from that of a corporate body. There is no guidance on 

whether past LAs or CLAs (even from earlier reports) can use their IPCC title when 

communicating – this gives a patchy picture of IPCC opinions. The challenge for the IPCC is to 
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be true to its scientific nature in communicating the outcome from assessments whilst at the 

same time dealing with criticism of the body or indeed parts of it, and managing who formally 

represents it. 

 

There is a clear need to develop a communications strategy to inform what the IPCC is, how it 

works, how it deals with criticism and errors and ensure that the it retains its reputation as the 

most reliable source of robust scientific evidence on climate change science. There were long 

delays in responses to criticisms in the press. . Public engagement has also been very limited, 

with a small number of television interviews and some seemingly uncoordinated news articles 

from IPCC scientists. The IPCC has no press response strategy in place and is unequipped to 

deal with crises. It has generally been poor in its attempts to retain public confidence. 

 

We suggest that the IPCC should appoint a senior communications officer and put in place a well 

co-ordinated and pro-active communication strategy. 

 

8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and 

suggestions for improving it? 

 

9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions 

for an alternative process? 

 

The basic assessment model has been remarkably effective and we do not propose that it should 

undergo wholesale change. It does however need to evolve in response to changing 

circumstances, including the increased scrutiny of the media, the increased political profile of 

climate change and the enormous growth in research output related to climate change and a large 

increase in review comments.  

 

In this regard we would suggest that the IPCC: 

 produces more frequent updates between major assessment reports 

 more strictly limits the size of reports  

 Governments to recognise the need to provide more support to authors and review editors  

 Invite sceptics to take part in the review process (though some already do)  

 

10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, 

and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? 

 

The IPCC has a light central management structure which has largely functioned effectively in 

the past but the increasing demands noted above suggest that the management structure needs to 

be strengthened and more activities clearly written down. Issues which should be reviewed 

include: 

 Clarification of responsibilities and management decision making, both on a day to day basis 

and strategically.  

 A tightening up of processes, such as recording of decisions in plenary, preparations of 

management materials further in advance.  

 A written IPCC strategic plan. 

 A clearer process to deal with errors and the media more generally.  
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 Better communication with member Governments.  

 Increased transparency. 

 TOR for all IPCC management posts, and written policies for conflicts of interest. 

 

Regarding IPCC management we suggest: 

Reconsider the role of the secretariat in providing a corporate picture and ensuring standards. 

The Chair has an informal management team (the e-team) but suggest IPCC needs a formal 

management board and a CEO who is separate from the Chair. At the moment the roles of Chair 

and CEO are embodied in one person. The chair is a part time role and it is unreasonable to 

expect him to cover all the roles required as a CEO. It would be helpful to clarify roles of the 

vice – Chairs and make more use of them.  

 

11. Any other comments 

 

We hold the IPCC to be an exemplar in the matter of scientific assessment and we have every 

confidence in its capability. We wish to IPCC to continue its work and to be strengthened to meet 

new challenges. At the same time we recognise that it is important to address mistakes in a 

timely and effective manner and to have processes that reduce the likelihood of serious mistakes 

to virtually zero. In this context we are very supportive of the IAC review and see it as a great 

opportunity to make an excellent organisation even more effective.  

 

 

 

 

1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? 

 

Contributor, Lead author, Convening lead author, author of the Synthesis report, Review editor 

 

2. What are your views on the strengths and weaknesses of the following steps in the IPCC 

assessment process? Do you have any recommendations for improvement? 

 

2a. Scoping and identification of policy questions 

 

In 2001, there was considerable overlap in the response to the policy questions which might have 

been avoided with more consultation with scientists when the bureau framed the questions 

 

2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs 

 

Need to ensure enough scientific expertise to oversee working groups. 

 

2c. Selection of lead authors 

 

2d. Writing of working group reports 

 

Reports have got longer and the process has got more bureaucratic. Being a lead author is now a 

major commitment for an active scientist. More is not necessarily better.  


