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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? Les points forts du processus d‘évaluation du GIEC se révèlent efficaces et durables pour un organisme scientifique qui a pour principal rôle d‘édifier le public sur l‘évolution du climat planétaire. Ce processus d‘évaluation du GIEC viendrait une fois de plus de repréciser les différentes étapes d‘adoption d‘un rapport publié par le GIEC. Les climato-sceptiques de se prononcer sur la véracité de l‘information consignée dans le Rapport d‘évaluation afin d‘éviter les contestations orchestrées lors du Sommet de Copenhague. Le quatrième rapport du GIEC avait été adopté depuis Novembre 2007 et les climato-sceptiques ont profité de deux erreurs mineures pour remettre en cause tout le rapport. Les faiblesses risquent d‘être la lourdeur et coût financier du processus d‘évaluation. 2a. Scoping and identification of policy questions X 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs X 2c. Selection of lead authors 2d. Writing of working group reports X 2e. Review processes X 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers
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X 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary X 2h. Preparation of any special reports 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? Les avis scientifiques doivent faire l‘objet d‘une large diffusion et de grands débats afin de trouver un consensus sur l‘entièreté des vues . 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? Il sied de signaler que les scientifiques représentant les gouvernements doivent recueillir les informations auprès de toutes les parties prenantes (secteurs public et privé, la communauté scientifique, les ONG et des communautés locales de base). On fera allusion à une recherche participative intéressant tout le public. Le réchauffement climatique n‘est plus une question des «initiés» mais une question de survie de toute l‘humanité. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Pour améliorer l‘utilisation de ces documents, on doit les rendre accessibles à tout le monde dans un langage courant. 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? A mon humble avis, les anciennes présentations peuvent être maintenues 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? Le traitement de l‘assurance qualité des données, le contrôle qualité, l'identification et la correction d'erreurs, notamment celles découvertes après publication, doit se faire avec une rediffusion de la publication ou la reporter dans le prochain rapport d‘évaluation. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Les communicateurs doivent être impliqués dans la conception de ces documents. Ces informations doivent être dispensées dans les programmes d‘enseignement. Les
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changements climatiques apparaissent comme une nouvelle thématique des temps contemporains. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? IPCC doit être audité par un organisme indépendant. Le rapport de l‘audit doit être adopté lors d‘une session intergouvernementale. 11. Any other comments Les changements climatiques sont d‘enjeu planétaire, toutes les parties prenantes ont une pierre à apporter au dérèglement climatique.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Convening lead author, Reviewer, IPCC Bureau member 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 This has evolved substantially over two decades, but it remains highly bureaucratic, and unimaginative. At the conclusion of the third assessment several of us argued that another repeat cycle of WG 1, 2, & 3 format was not either the best way to advance understanding of climate science or the best use of authors‘ time and efforts. But we were told not to rock the boat – this is what nations wanted. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs It is arcane, and too geopolitical. I tried very hard to engage my WG2 bureau in author screening/selection, critical review of the zero order drafts, etc, and only one out of six was really helpful. Two others meant well, but didn‘t know the science well enough to be constructive, and the other three were simply unprepared to help in any meaningful way. 2c. Selection of lead authors My recollection was that we had nearly one thousand nominations from participating nations. I screened all of these dossiers, and found about eighty that we simply had to recruit. We then
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filled in the other half or so of the WG2 authors from the list of nominees plus a few other people for whom we sought nominations. This worked fine, and all who were asked did agree to serve as authors. 2d. Writing of working group reports Impossible without a first rate Technical Support Unit staff to keep everyone to the deadlines, and provide the co-chairs with early indications with any problems with delivery or quality of the writing. 2e. Review processes I thought this worked well with the TAR WG2. We selected top notch Review Editors for each chapter and instructed them to hold the author‘s feet to the fire in responding to reasonable reviews. Frankly I was appalled to see how poorly executed this was in AR4. Following the trail of some of the most publicized errors, it was obvious that the Review Editors did not pay sufficient attention to the authors‘ responses to reviewer‘s comments. 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers The process for the Synthesis report has been different for each cycle of IPCC assessment. I thought it worked pretty well for the Third Assessment. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary This final plenary is inordinately cumbersome and painful, but it is a valuable part of the IPCC process. Even though we had two government reviews prior to this plenary in the Third Assessment, it still seemed as if many delegates were reading it for the first time. Without this consensus process that ensures buy-in from all participating national delegations the value of the IPCC products would be diminished. Furthermore, the final document was improved by this process – especially clearing up potential misunderstandings in translation from English to other languages. 2h. Preparation of any special reports Unfortunately these take a lot of time and rarely seem to have much of an impact. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? In my experience this was never a problem. A wide range of views surfaced in discussions among authors and in responses to reviewers‘ comments. No author ever complained to me about lack of a respectful hearing for his views. Most authors seemed to go out of their way to be reasonable and inclusive. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process?
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This varies hugely from government to government, and especially in the sort of person who is chosen (and perhaps their marching orders) for the delegation. The Saudi delegates seemed to have only one thing in mind during our Third Assessment WG2 final plenary, which was to disrupt and delay the process as much as possible. They repeatedly challenged well-established science with absurd claims, but fortunately only rarely found any other delegation that was prepared to play such games. For the most part the delegates took this process very seriously, and as a result the SPM was improved. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? My guess is that there has been some drift in this practice within the IPCC over time. The term ―peer review‖ is being used more and more casually, and I contend that the assessment is most rigorous when it depends solely upon the science that has been published in (or is in press with) scholarly journals, not simply peer - reviewed publications. This ensures some measure of quality control, especially for recent papers that have not yet been fully vetted or challenged by the relevant research community. 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 was an enormous frustration during the Third Assessment. Early in the process there was agreement that a small group of authors would be tasked to develop a common methodology for ascertaining and describing confidence in the assessment‘s statements. Drafts were widely vetted by the authors and leaders of the TAR, and the product was produced in a timely way. Some while later, during the final author meeting of WG1, these authors rejected the common methodology and developed their own. Our final meeting of WG2 authors was about a month or later, and at this meeting Bob Watson (the chair of IPCC at the time) attempted to convince us to abandon the commonly agreed to methodology, which was now used throughout the WG2 report, and adopt that which had just been developed by WG1. Our authors rejected what they thought be the less useful methodology developed by WG1, and Bob clearly wasn‘t happy. My sense is that some of this friction regarding confidence statements carried over into AR4. 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? The first line of defense is to have conscientious coordinating lead authors, good reviewers and very tough review editors. Nevertheless, one has to expect that in spite of best efforts occasional errors will slip through. What we learned in the last several months is that the IPCC was ill prepared to acknowledge and correct errors. I stumbled across the silly 2035 Himalayan glacier melt statement a couple of years ago. I sent email to a glaciologist colleague to ask how anything like this could have been written, noting that it certainly wasn‘t supported by anything in the published literature. Of course I never could have imagined the embarrassment that it would cause when the erroneous statement became the fascination of the popular press. Reviewers had
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actually caught this error, and the authors and the review editors screwed up by not correcting it. The policies to find and correct serious errors are well established in the IPCC. The leaders did not ensure that authors and review editors took them seriously. The leaders then further confounded matters by not immediately acknowledging the error as well as the failure of process that allowed the error to persist all the way to the final report. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Over the past few years my sense of this has gone from ―adequately‖ to ―poorly‖. The Secretariat was asleep at the switch during an earlier incident involving response to Martin Durkin‘s ―Great Global Warming Swindle‖ TV show, and colossally so during the recent flap about errors in AR4. Perhaps the office needs more staff, but it surely needs more competent spokespersons. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? The 3 WG model has lasted longer than I would have expected. The leaders weren‘t bold or inspired enough to change it after the TAR, and unfortunately events since then, ranging from the Nobel Peace Prize recognition to the PR debacle earlier this year have prompted the current leadership to stay with what they know they can do and hunker down. I suggested several alternatives before, but it would be best to bring a younger set of climate scientists together and ask them rather than the generation about to retire how to best use their time in an IPCC assessment. Geoengineering is a topic that is absolutely begging for a serious asseeement. 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? A strong science presence in the Secretariat would certainly help. It is a little known fact that only a handful of people are paid to do the work of the IPCC, and they are largely the paper pushers, secretaries, etc. As essential as this work is, employing a few statured scientists in rotating positions within in the secretariat would raise the scientific profile and effectiveness of this office. 11. Any other comments I wish to add my thanks to members of the committee who are undertaking this review. It is very much needed and I wish them success in making course corrections in the IPCC trajectory.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Lead Author
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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 IPCC should continue its policy relevant and not policy prescriptive stand. IPCC should continue to maintain its scientific independence in its assessments, hence the scoping and identification of policy questions should continue to be based on credible science and not be influenced by the UNFCCC negotiation stands of any negotiating groups. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs Limitation of working group chairs to 1 term may bring fresher approach and more transparency to the process. 2c. Selection of lead authors A more structured rotation of lead authors would enhance assessment transparency. The need to engage more developing country scientists in the assessment would enhance the image that IPCC assessment is an inclusive assessment by all countries scientists and not confined to the developed countries scientists. 2d. Writing of working group reports Coordination between working groups reports can be further improved. 2e. Review processes Current process is good. However need to see how to overcome weaknesses that allow glaring errors to escape the review process. 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers Agree with current structure. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary Agree on current process. 2h. Preparation of any special reports Very useful reports. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? A more inclusive approach need to be taken in the handling of the full range of scientific views.
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4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? Current process should continue. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Reference to published work in English continue to dominate the IPCC assessment process. There is a need to enhance the mechanism for reference to work published in other languages. Regarding non peer reviewed literature, an internal IPCC review process is necessary (say within the working group itself) before the literature is used and quoted in the assessment. 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? Greater uniformity of characterization of uncertainties between each working group report and the synthesis report will make the reports easier to understanding and digest regarding uncertainties. Narrowing of uncertainties is also necessary to maintain interests by governments in the IPCC assessments. Interpretation of and how to use uncertainties at country level implementation are also necessary. 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? Transparency will help governments, the scientific community and the public continue to maintain their trust on IPCC. It is necessary for IPCC to quickly inform on any errors detected in its assessments.. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? IPCC should continue its proactive communication strategy with the media and public. IPCC should also be transparent on the weaknesses made in the assessments. The graphics produce by IPCC are useful at country level for communications to the public. If some of those graphics can also include a set of more country focus graphics, it will further help enhance applicability of IPCC assessments at local levels. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? For the short to medium term (5-20 years), the IPCC assessment need to have a higher component of regional focus. One of the way is to have a 6-8 year main assessment cycle, with a mid-term assessment focus on regional assessments.
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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 decision process within the IPCC management and Secretariat need to be made more transparent. Regarding funding, for the long term sustenance of IPCC, a more stable funding mechanism is required. A regular budget mechanism is one of the possible options. 11. Any other comments In the review process, the IPCC should also examine the overall structure of its inter-relationship and linkages with the UNFCCC, WMO, UNEP and other UN bodies, in particular of its long term existence, funding mechanism and the delivery of assessments and services.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? CLA, Reviewer 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 STRENGTH: It is lengthy and collaborative between experts so likely to be very pertinent. WEAKNESS: Few experts can be included outside govt. .nominated pool through search/call for individual nomination publicized through web. Recommendation: I think not always majority rule should dominate. Marginal voices also need careful consideration. marginal voices both in literature and public mind found in mass media, civil society voices. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs Recommendation: more gender balance be tried. 2c. Selection of lead authors WEAKNESS: country nodal points may not always have full list of experts in the field. Especially in developing countries the connection between academia and govt nodal institution is sometimes very weak or does not exist. Recommendation: scope for inclusion of one /two renowned experts be kept from outside the
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pool of national govt. nominations. 2d. Writing of working group reports STRENGTH: Writing is done by a team of experts in the subject. Weakness. There is no scope of cross verification of assessment done in the interim period with outside IPCC world of experts. So care must be taken for inclusion of any information. Information from peer reviewed literature be mandatory. For any grey literature very careful scrutiny is needed. Which calls for more time commitment if literature is not peer reviewed source. LAs an CLAs need to act as peer reviewer for such sources. Lack of information is non peer reviewed information is worse. The author team needs to be unbiased and independent. General observation is in many developing countries there is no time readjustment/recognition /compensation for LA/CLA and it becomes an additional responsibility mostly out of personal time. So experts taking part out of commitment to the subject despite good knowledge, intention are unable sometimes to devote desirable time for the task . More time commitment through official recognition and readjustment is necessary at country level to commit dedicated time for collation, assessment and cross verification of the knowledge. 2e. Review processes STRENGTH: It is very lengthy and meticulous . WEAKNESS: It may so happen that one reviewer may not have global knowledge and all detailed knowledge. Recommendation: So LA ‗s role in review process must increase. More emphasis need to be given to peer reviewed literature. If grey literature is used LAs be involved in peer review of the grey literature. Peer reviewing of grey literature needs to be done with as much seriousness as review and report writing. If needed grey literature can be peer reviewed by outside reviewers. 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers Strength: It is done in a very lengthy and meticulous way. But same rigour needs to be maintained across all working groups. WEAKNESS: It is important to reiterate the importance of the reports to participants at the beginning of each meeting of both SPM and Synthesis report. It will act as self warning and reminder. This is not done usually. An agreed upon rules may be circulated and kept on display to activate such effort. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary STRENGTH: It is very meticulously done.
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WEAKNESS: Balance between scientific knowledge and political demand sometimes comes in the way. Recommendation: Scientific information/assessment need not be traded off . If needed some explanation for scientific terms may be inserted if needed rather than taking off scientific facts. It is kind of caution. 2h. Preparation of any special reports Strength: Important reports are prepared WEAKNESS: time line for decision on special report sis rather rigid Recommendation: there should be some scope for late suggestions to be accommodated for special reports. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? STRENGTH: with necessary rigour Recommendation: with growing climate sckeptic viewes the need for rigour may have to be revisited and task will be tuffer. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? WEAKNESS: Governments try to avoid any statement which might become binding on them. Nationalistic views dominate. Recommendation: More country level/national dissemination meetings involving political heads are needed. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Recommendation: with growing climate sckeptic viewes the need for rigour may have to be revisited and task will be tuffer. 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? Weakness: currently not very sound Recommendation: uniformity across working groups is needed
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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? STRENGTH: they get discussed in LA meetings WEAKNESS: sometimes Las with regional knowledge are depended on such matters. Recommendation: LAs and CLA s need to be reminded of their responsibilities from time to time . they need to understand it is not like any research paper with much independence but it is presenting a knowledge pool . so orientation is needed through some instruction sheets etc. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? WEAKNESS: may be AR4 was first attempt to go to media most widely so past experience did not exist. Without any strategy for Media communication agreed upon within IPCC scientific committees which obviously needs to be done through consensus building it was like everybody‘s baby no one owning it . Recommendation: It is important to have a media strategy of course everybody should get due visibility and can take part without any single human face attached . IPCC as an institution has it‘s unique character , plurality that needs to get focused but in a well defined and strategic manner. May be all meetings should have a time slot to discuss this in AR5. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? STRENGTH: it is one single big global cooperative effort among experts Recommendation: It can have national replica (going beyond NATCOM) which can then become a good ground work for global assessment. 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



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Government Focal Point, government representative in the Bureau 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?
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Overall recommendation for improvement: Existing rules are efficient and working well. However IPCC should ensure that the existing rules, procedures and guidelines are well understood and applied through additional guidelines and a quality check. This would imply also additional funding and human resources. 2a. Scoping and identification of policy questions strengths:  Through focal points, policy questions issues can be identified, collected and prioritized with the help of experts in the ministries, representatives of the society, scientific experts.  The representatives of the IPCC (Secretary, Chair or Vice Chair) or other people active within the IPCC, such as WG Co Chairs, WG Vice Chairs, authors etc are often present in UNFCCC meetings and are so informed on policy needs.  The IPCC responds to formal requests by the UNFCCC regarding scientific support to policy needs and questions Weaknesses:  The IPCC is often not in the position to react promptly and to deliver within a short period of time because it works with well established procedures, budget arrangements have to be made, decisions are needed by the plenary, the work is well planned and reflected on and it seeks to have a balanced approach: representatives from complementary domains of expertise and also geographical balance. This way, strength (the organized way of working etc) can sometimes be a barrier to fast delivering. Recommendations for improvement:  It is to me very important to have periodical overall assessments. However, there is also a need to provide scientific support or update to the UNFCCC process in between two IPCC assessments. A possibility would be to have staggered reports: WGI, WG II and WG III. Another option would be to have more special or technical or methodological report. This demand a lot more effort from the TSU‘s and WG co chairs. This infers more resources have to made available e.g. via the UNFCCC. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs Strengths:  The IPCC tries to reach the right geographical balance as well as a balance regarding expertise and juniors versus senior experts.  for the election, member states can consult the CVs of the candidates Weaknesses  It is difficult to find out, based on the CV if experts are the best candidates, because not only the publications are important. Candidates should also have other capacities: able to work together, able to motivate others, able to chair meetings which one cannot deduct from a CV or paper.
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Recommendations for improvement:  It would however be useful if candidates introduce themselves in the regional groups and explain how they see the IPCC functioning in the future; things they would like to keep or change etc. 2c. Selection of lead authors Strengths:  IPCC tries to reach a geographical balance as well as a gender balance. Focal Points have the opportunities to nominate the best authors. Weaknesses  Sometimes nominations are very scarce for some regions Recommendations for improvement:  Probably, some focal points should do more effort in identifying the right experts. For this they could seek the help of existing mechanisms and/or a selection committee. Governments could foresee a budget for selected authors so that they can work properly. Now a lot of the IPCC work relies on voluntary work, additional work. Often, this type of work is not awarded properly although it is important, essential and quiet difficult. In general, scientists that do efforts for bridging the gap between scientists and policymakers should be rewarded so that this influences their career in a positive way. Maybe, in de education system, people could be trained for doing assessments and ‗translating‘ science outcome into policy relevant information. This might help in attracting the very best experts. 2d. Writing of working group reports (Was never involved, so difficult to judge) Strengths:  The TOR are discussed in depth. It is an iterative process with several occasions for reviewing. All stakeholders have a chance to give comments and provide amendments, as long as justified, based on peer reviewed literature. So, people that state that the IPCC report is not reflecting different views / schools etc should have done so in the review phase. Weaknesses  It is a long and labour-intensive activity. By the time the report is approved by the plenary, new literature is available and the report is thus conservative (outdated?) Recommendations for improvement:  Submit the process to a consultant to identify how the process of writing can be more efficient.  During the process of writing, more interaction is needed between the WGs in order to see if issues are dealt with in a coherent way by the different working groups. Therefore a clearer guidance by the IPCC is needed e.g. with respect to the handling of uncertainty (need for
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transparent and traceable judgments on likelihood, level of confidence,...) by the 3WGs, the use of scenarios, there should be a check of the references used by one or more experts for each of the Wgs; or it could also be a ‗cross cutting‘ task Introduce ―update reports‖ to inform governments and stakeholders of significant changes in scientific understanding 2e. Review processes



Strengths:  There are several occasions to comment on the assessment.  As long as the comments are based on peer reviewed literature, all stakeholders can provide input. Weaknesses  I do not know if all potential ‗reviewer‘ had a chance to read the drafts and provide input. Recommendations for improvement:  Make the drafts available on a website to allow more stakeholders to comment. Here, it is important to indicate the format of the comments, their justification, references from the peer reviewed literature etc. Comments that do not seem founded should be rejected to prevent expert‘s loose time dealing with these.  A greater transparency might be needed by making the comments including the response available on the web. It is maybe not needed to communicate the names of the reviewers.  rules should be applied in a rigorous way (e.g. with respect to dealing with grey literature)  there is a need for a better guidance by the IPCC of the review editors: a better description of the work that is expected from them. For example, review editors should not only focus on their chapter but also look into other chapters how the subject of their chapter is treated, to increase coherence and avoid errors. It could also be their role to check references and they could also be member of cross chapter and cross WG review panels.  The review editor should also get more visibility in the process. It is after all a difficult and challenging job. 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers Strengths:  The potential users of the report are requested (via the focal points) and via their involvement in the scoping process to provide insight in what policymakers need. So, the report should, respond as much as possible to the needs of policymakers. Weaknesses  It is difficult for policymakers to formulate a policy relevant question. Often it are short term questions. But Policymakers should learn to look far ahead and identify what type of scientific information they might need in the future.  The response to policy questions requires input from different working groups. WGs have their own agenda, way of working etc. Because of time constraints and also the difficulty for
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experts from different domains of expertise to communicate, it is difficult to reach an ‗integrated response‘ recommendations for improvement:  It is very important to identify the draft TOR of the SYR very soon in the process so that each WG can see what type of contribution is needed and how and when the WGs will work together to reach this integrated approach. This requires an additional effort of the scientists as well as from the WG co chairs. I think that here lies an important role for the IPCC vice chairs (which until now have no real description of their role and mandate). It is a task for them to oversee the work of the different WGs and to enhance a coherent and integrated approach, to increase the coherent treatment of issues in the different working groups. This could also reduce the errors (see error concerning glaciers in WG II; if WG I authors had been involved, the error would have been identified very soon). The Vice shares could also overlook the balances in the 3 WG reports  IPCC should be able take more profit from the ‗research dialogue‘ (UNFCCC SBSTA item 6) and discussions within the climate negotiations. UNFCCC secretariat could set up a system that identifies and collects policy questions and research needs in a systematic way. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary Strengths:  By this procedure, all parties have to adopt the underlying report and approve line by line the SPM. When finally entirely approved, it becomes a very good basis for the UNFCCC negotiations, since all parties agree on the content. Weaknesses  It is very time consuming. Its strength is also its weakness. Parties try to influence the texts made by the scientists. In some assessment fora, the work is done by scientists only and no parties are involved. This might deliver reports that scientifically are better but that are not entirely supported by the parties. Recommendations for improvement:  develop a process for a more efficient approval procedure for the SPM 2h. Preparation of any special reports Strengths:  it is a way of dealing with specific requests (e.g. by the UNFCCC) in between two assessments  it is an in depth assessment of an issue that later on could go into the normal periodic assessments Weaknesses  At some times, there are several proposals for SR. It is than difficult to set priorities. Budget and human resources are often a limiting factor.
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Recommendations for improvement:  ? 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? This depends on the nomination of experts and the final selection. If later on it seems that not all views are assessed, reviewers could make comments and provide the necessary peer reviewed literature to enhance the overall assessment 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? One of the roles of the governments is to give guidance to the assessment process, without interfering in the science itself by  identifying themes, items , policy questions  setting priorities and identifying calendars  developing rules and procedures  oversee the balance of the report (issues, geographical balance, balance in authors (expertise, geographical and gender balance)  guide and also control (in a way) the IPCC secretariat to see it is functioning well and the budget is spent well and in agreement with the decisions of the plenary.... 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Priority should be given to peer reviewed article. For some regions or research domains peer reviewed literature is lacking or very scarce. So, than there is no choice and if one wants information, it has to consider non peer reviewed literature. Dealing with non peer reviewed is difficult and dangerous. recommendations for improvement i. There are different categories of non peer reviewed literature. Some of this literature is of high quality and reviewed in one or another way such as OECD report, reports from the EEA,...Guidelines could differentiate between different types of literature ii. to increase the high quality and peer reviewed literature in some regions, capacity building is needed 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? It should be handled in a coherent way. 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?
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This question is about two different issues: data management and quality control at one side and dealing with errors at the other side. I think the IPCC does not have the means to deal with data management and quality control. Each scientist should respect certain ethics and be responsible. What the errors concern, I think it is important they are dealt with very fast and corrections should be communicated soon, via the web, via a corrigendum etc... Procedures on how to deal with errors should be developed, in particular for errors that occur in Sims that need the approval by the Plenary. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Communication with the media is very important. Apparently the climate skeptics were better organized and had the resources to communicate while the IPCC did not really have the capacity. It requires senior and trained staff. What the outreach towards the public at large concerns, probably other UN bodies are better placed. The IPCC has not the resources to communicate properly. A communication strategy has to be defined and the best people should be engaged in the secretariat. A few attempts were made to get insights from private consultants on this matter but the plenary had no access to the recommendations 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? The IPCC assessment mode has proven that it is working and is probably the best in its kind. At the other hand the world is getting more and more complex and climate change should be seen in the context of an earth system approach. It is also not obvious to have the best scientists involved in the process. It takes a lot of their time and is not really rewarding in term of ‗career planning‘. A solution has to be found to deal with this. The IPCC secretariat is having more and more difficult times because the IPCC process is getting bigger and more complex. The management structure should be adapted to the requirements of the assessment proces. 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 assessment work has been increasing, the requests from the UNFCCC increase, and the world gets more complex. This requires that also management structures adapt. Maybe it is time now to revise, adapt and clarify of the roles of The secretariat, the TSU, chair, vice chairs, co-
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chairs and vice chairs etc. The secretariat should be well equipped The budget should be stable and not only relying on voluntary contributions 11. Any other comments The WG on the future of the IPCC was closed down during the Turkey plenary (spring 2009). Maybe re-opening of this WG could be considered to deal with recommendations resulting from the IAC review. I think that overall the IPCC assessment worked well. Of course there is always space for enhancement. And taken into account the increasing importance of the results of IPCC assessments , the increasing amount of knowledge to assess and increasing complexity, it is time now to review the process and procedures.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Government delegate at IPCC panel sessions, Expert reviewer, IPCC Bureau member, Technical Support Unit, Coordinator of a Cross-WG process. Also Contributing Author to a Special Report 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 The wording of paragraph 2 in the ―Principles governing IPCC work‖ makes it clear that the panel‘s role is to assess the scientific basis for policy and that has to be carefully separated from identifying or scoping policy questions. It would not be possible for the IPCC to identify policy questions and still be seen as completely neutral in relation to policy. So far the identification of policy questions that merit a scientific response comes only broadly through government participation in the IPCC panel sessions and their approval for the preparation of special reports. This means that the scope of IPCC assessments has been tightly structured around the underlying science. Governments do formally approve the set of key points to be covered in the Synthesis Report that comes out of each assessment, but there could be a more detailed input to the focus and structure of the major assessment reports. However, it needs to be recognized that some attempts to set that up have shown that it is very difficult. In 2008, governments were asked to comment on the broad structure for the fifth IPCC assessment and there was a very mixed set of responses. The structure of the three Working Groups raises some impediments to covering the cross-
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disciplinary aspects of policy relevant questions. For example, the development of Representative Concentration Pathways (RCPs) as a basis for much more consistent cross disciplinary coordination was a major step by the research community, but has not been very well reflected in the final outlines for the WG2 and WG3 reports. This shows that the development of cross-disciplinary analysis of the current understanding of climate change has some structural barriers. A perspective on the need for better cross-disciplinary assessment was expressed by the UK in their comments during the initial planning stages for the AR5. (See document IPCCXXVIII/INF.1 for the Budapest Plenary meeting in April 2008, page 40). That proposal would reflect the growing understanding that adaptation and mitigation can no longer be separated in the context of climate change. It is time to consider some future restructuring of the Working Groups as that could lead to improvements in the interface between science and policy. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs In some ways the bureau elections are the most sensitive IPCC meetings with considerable active government involvement. Key parts of the selection process were set by Prof Bert Bolin in terms of ensuring balance between different WMO regions, and that remains necessary for what is a global issue. The selection of WG co-chairs is driven very much by government negotiations within these panel sessions. In principle, it would seem useful to try and arrange broader input to this through the international science organizations and the UNFCCC, but achieving that in a manageable way consistent with the present process and the controlling role of government delegates would be difficult. 2c. Selection of lead authors The selection of lead authors is primarily based on nominations made by governments but it requires the Working Group Bureaux to make a balanced selection from those nominations. Lead Authors can also subsequently ask for their chapter teams to be extended and this was done for a Chapter of the WG1-AR4 to broaden the range of expertise, but that was still based on the nominations that had originally come from governments. Some attempts have been made to set up a group of lead authors for a chapter who cover a range of views including the extremes, but in my experience these have led to a poorer quality assessment. Most of the top climate change scientists are heavily focused on the science and not linked to lobbying for or against policy responses. I have been privileged to meet many of the world‘s top scientists over the last forty years, both in climate change and other disciplines, and they are always open to new ideas and will never dismiss alternative viewpoints lightly. 2d. Writing of working group reports There is never enough time - but we can not make the process slower. In some cases the science is moving forward rapidly and there needs to be better recognition that the literature that is being
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used as a basis for the assessment changes between the two drafts that are available for open review. For the WG1-AR4, I played a role in ensuring that we had a moving deadline for the peer reviewed papers and reports that were being cited so that the drafts could keep up with the recent literature. To ensure that the reviews of the drafts could be thorough, we established a web based system to provide all reviewers with access to draft copies of all the papers that had been cited but were yet to be published. Then, for the final report, a very specific deadline was set for the publications that could be cited and this was closely tied to the end of the second review process. All those participating in the expert review were notified of the final publication deadline so they could submit a final round of papers, that had been accepted for publication, for consideration by the lead authors. 2e. Review processes In the AR4 the number of review comments got to a level where constructing responses to them took very large amounts of the lead authors‘ (LAs) time. While in most cases the comments were substantive and valuable thus leading to improvements in the text or figures, there were other cases that simply wasted the authors‘ time. Expert review comments should now become subject to a screening step by the Review Editors (REs) for each chapter before they are passed on to the LAs. This is consistent with the role set for REs and can be used to filter out comments that have no substance. For example, many comments submitted by Dr Vince Gray (from NZ) just said something like ―replace ‗very likely‘ with ‗most unlikely‘ ‖ and gave no reason for that radical change. (That was the full comment made on a sentence in Chapter 9 of the second draft of the WG1-AR4.) Expert review comments will need to meet a higher standard if the assessment process is not to become increasingly waylaid by floods of irrelevant or poorly based comments. 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers Preparation of the Synthesis Report (SYR) should not be mixed up with preparation of the Summaries for Policymakers of the Working Group reports. These are managed quite separately and the SYR requires a much more cross-disciplinary structure. A more substantive issue in this context is the relative timing of the SYR and the Working Group reports. It has been suggested that the SYR could be delayed until after completion of the WG reports to avoid some clashes in time for lead authors involved in both the WG and SYR reports. However, delays between the WG and SYR reports would lead to more complex problems because climate change science is always producing new results. In my view it would be better to give more consideration to extending the author team for the Synthesis Report beyond just those who are committed to the Working Group reports. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary While some argue that this takes a lot of time and does not result in much change. I would disagree and I have been formally involved in the adoption and SPM approval for ten major IPCC reports. There are issues with some governments having used, or tried to use, the plenary
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process to substantially modify language provided by the lead authors. Also the current process can be difficult for the Working Group co-chairs, however, this is the key step in connecting a rapidly developing aspect of science to the relevant policy process. I do not think it can be changed. The language used by specialists in constructing the draft SPM does often need to be modified to become more readable by a much broader community and this is an outcome of the approval process. However, in some cases the material that was approved in an SPM has also become partially restricted by government policy perspectives. But the WG1-AR4 SPM, which was very carefully set up by Susan Solomon and co-authors, showed that, where there is a very strong scientific basis for all the points being made, governments will adopt them. 2h. Preparation of any special reports Some special reports are very important. The Special Report on Emission Scenarios set up the framework for ten years of detailed climate modelling and close consistency across many different climate modelling groups that has led to better subsequent assessments of the science. Some other special reports have had only minor significance. However, the selection of topics for these lies very much with the governments rather than with the IPCC bureau or scientists. International science organisations should become more involved and the IPCC could have a clearer framework for considering special report proposals in a timetable that avoided clashes with the full assessment reports. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? This can be a confusing issue to those who are not scientists. The purpose of the IPCC process is to produce an ―assessment‖ and while that should consider the full range of current scientific views it should also reach some judgement on what are the more robust analyses in the light of recent data and analyses. In this respect, some will raise the question of how to define the range of ―scientific views‖ because there is a vast difference between what is presented in the general media and what appears in recent peer reviewed scientific journals. That vast difference has now been verified by several completely independent studies. There have also been some quite incorrect statements in published literature saying that the IPCC process is designed to create consensus. The approval process involving government delegates does require a consensus, but the development of the assessment reports by the authors certainly does not. In fact, the only place where the word ―consensus‖ appears in the instructions to lead authors shows quite clearly that the aim is to avoid that becoming a restriction as follows: ―Lead Authors are required to record in the report views which cannot be reconciled with a consensus view but which are nonetheless scientifically or technically valid.‖ In my experience, where there is a lack of consensus on key issues that has generally resulted in the IPCC assessments assigning a higher degree of uncertainty or else acknowledging that the uncertainties can not be defined quantitatively. A good example of that is the lack of any best estimates or specific confidence ranges for future sea level rise appearing in any of the previous assessments.
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Where the IPCC assessment reaches a conclusion that is inconsistent with views that are strongly held by some contrarians, the report should make clear statements as to why the majority of climate scientists do not accept those views. In that context, previous assessments may have placed too much emphasis on the most recent science literature. Repetition of why a continuing contrarian view does not appear to be objective or consistent with new data should be given a higher priority in future. The key point here is that while the IPCC was set up to inform governments about climate change science, it is now clearly doing that for the much broader community as well. This is a shift in context and it now requires some modification to the design of the reports. In the WG1AR4, Susan Solomon introduced Frequently Asked Questions which did cover some of the basic aspects of climate change science and these have now been seen as particularly useful. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? Generally the role of governments is very good. They have to approve the outline for a report and nominate authors, but then stand back while the WG co-chairs and bureau manage the process. Then the lead authors prepare a first draft that is subject to expert review before a second draft becomes open to government comments. So the role of governments is primarily to control the overall process and then have the opportunity to ensure that drafts are fully reviewed before they become accepted. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? The emphasis on peer-reviewed literature is valid but does in some cases raise constraints on the amount of material that can be considered in the assessment process. This varies considerably between the WGs. WG1 covers the basic science of climate change which is heavily based on peer reviewed literature. However, much of the analysis of climate change impacts and adaptation cover a local context and so do not always appear in papers that have been subject to peer review. This is particularly true in developing countries. Similarly, reviews of the distribution of energy consumption across different sectors of society, and plans for future energy production are often only available in non-peer reviewed reports. Some careful process is required to identify situations in which a non peer reviewed paper should be used in the assessment. That also needs to take some specific account of reports that have been prepared for governments. In the case of the USA, it is often the case that a major government report has been subject to peer review by more experts than any individual paper in a top journal. However, in some other cases it is not easy to define the level of independent review that has taken place, so this is an area where some further basis for careful judgment needs to be established. 6. What are your views and suggestions regarding the characterization and handling of
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uncertainty in each of the working group reports and the synthesis report? This is an area in which I have played a major role so my views are based on that, but there is a clear basis for recognising that the IPCC has made significant advances in the treatment of uncertainty. The whole approach to covering uncertainties in the AR4 was extensively reviewed at an experts meeting prior to the appointment of the lead authors (see http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/supporting-material/ipcc-workshop-2004-may.pdf). The ways of treating uncertainties in the AR4 were then discussed extensively with groups of lead authors and the finally agreed structure was made available publicly (see http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/supportingmaterial/uncertainty-guidance-note.pdf). A key development in this was to recognise that a simple approach using one set of terms had become too limited to cover all types of uncertainty. It has now been widely agreed that there are structural differences between describing uncertainties in understanding of underlying processes and in the ability to quantify them. For example, the causes of sea level rise are very well known but their rate of response to global warming can not currently be well quantified. In contrast, the effects of climate change on agricultural production go well beyond basic plant processes and have to consider the effects of climate change on pests and crop diseases, continuing developments in crop productivity, mobility in farming that is already occurring, as well as potential shifts in dietary choices across society. Similarly experts on the technology for alternative energy sources are able to make projections for what can happen in the next few decades and assign some levels of likelihood for the outcomes, but over the longer term this opens up questions for future development where there is no clear basis for a quantitative answer and so the analysis has to rely on covering a representative range of scenarios. In this perspective, we recognised that more than one type of description has to be covered if one is trying to explain uncertainties carefully. That leads to a separation between confidence in understanding the basis for changes and then estimating the likelihood of specific amounts of change. When giving an invited presentation on the IPCC‘s treatment of uncertainties, my talk was followed by experts on earthquake risk who were doing a similar split between regions where the fault lines were well defined, so a probability distribution for earthquake risk could be quantified, versus regions where all that could be said was whether there may or may not be an earthquake and so a much more qualitative framework was being used. There has been some criticism of the WG I report for using ten different levels of likelihood and using words rather than numbers. It may be clearer in future to use statements like ―more than 90% likely‖ rather than ―very likely‖. I will be raising this in an expert meeting that the IPCC is holding. 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? Data quality control is the responsibility of the scientists or research groups that collect or compile the data. IPCC lead authors can assess the reliability of what has been done, but are not involved in data management or extensive analyses.
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Rectifying errors that are made in producing an assessment report is a very different issue. In the case of the statement that Himalayan glaciers are susceptible to significant melting by 2035, that was a significant error and the reason for it is still not clear. The IPCC did the right thing in admitting the mistake, but the question is whether that should have been done more quickly. However, it also raises the question as to why it was not picked up during the two rounds of review because a very similar statement was being made in both the first and second drafts. Several review comments were made on the paragraph, including a query by the Japanese government as to the level of confidence in the statement. But this does raise a concern about the quality of the review process and it now seems necessary for IPCC Working Groups to ensure that each chapter is reviewed carefully by several experts rather than just relying on the open review process. Other issues being raised about wording in the AR4 are not so serious and some of the complaints are quite subjective themselves. To argue that citing a report by the World Wildlife Fund is inappropriate may have some basis, but it is rather unbalanced given that their report was clearly based on the underlying peer reviewed literature itself and was merely judged by the Lead Authors to have given a balanced summary. The furore in the media from November 2009 to March 2010 is starting to be recognised as unbalanced, as shown by the recent apology of the Sunday Times on this issue. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? The IPCC was not originally set up to communicate with either the media or general public and for quite some time a few governments were clearly opposed to inclusion of media liaison staff inside the IPCC Secretariat. This changed towards the end of the AR4 process and it did slowly improve. However, the resources for better communication are very limited and there also has to be a very careful allocation of responsibility between the IPCC Secretariat and the WGs that are managing most of the preparation of the assessment reports. The most important way forward for communication with the general public would be for the findings of each IPCC assessment to be rewritten in much more general terms for the public. This was the intent in covering Frequently Asked Questions in the WG1 AR4 but it could be broadened into the production of a simplified version of the Technical Summary of each report for distribution through bookstores, libraries or web sites. However, the key question is whether governments would cover the additional costs of this, and whether it would be more appropriate to have another organisation doing it. Unfortunately, I have to say that when UNEP produced a short summary of the WG1 AR4 some of us were very concerned at the way some levels of confidence were misrepresented. This shows that any move towards production of a general public version of the report has to be carefully controlled, but as we showed with the FAQs it can be done. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? While the assessment model has many strong features and the IPCC has pioneered this type of
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process, some aspects of the process can be improved as has been noted above. However, those who argue that the IPCC should be disbanded or totally replaced with national assessments are taking a very extreme stance on the need to deal with climate change. The IPCC process brings out a carefully balanced recognition of the issues for developing countries. Furthermore the recent formation of a similar organization to assess global changes in biodiversity is clear evidence that the IPCC process is being widely seen as very valid and increasingly important for other issues. 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? All these aspects can be improved but the first step should be to provide the IPCC with your external review comments and then allow changes to be decided in the context of the formal IPCC panel sessions. This review is important but it has to be recognised that it is the panel of government delegates that is the controlling body of the IPCC process, not the chair or secretariat, or working groups. 11. Any other comments The present review of the IPCC process is an important step. In my view this should be done more often – perhaps after the completion of every major assessment. However, this review process has to recognise that the IPCC process is run by governments.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? LA 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 I guess that the crucial point in the AR is the preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers. I recommended that in the preparation of TS or SPM extrapolations will be limited as much as possible.
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3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? I have a positive opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled in preparing the chapter of the report. More doubts are relative the way in which these are reported in TS and SPM 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? The governments should have a more productive role in the revision of the draft version of the report chapters. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? The role of corresponding authors may be focused on collecting and reviewing "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? The uncertainties are generally well reported in the report chapters; whereas when the information is summarised in the synthesis reports uncertainties are not always well described 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? I guess that the IPCC procedure for control and rectification of the errors is very good. For example each chapter reports passes at least 5 reviews. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? This is a very difficult point, since scientific communication with media is not very easy. Thus, I suggest that these communications should be managed by experts that filter the information from scientists and media 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? No 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale?
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I guess that local goverments should support with fundings the work of the CLA and LA. Unfortunately this is not always true. 11. Any other comments No



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? None 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 Follow IAC process. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? Emphasize quality rather than quantity. From the accumulated experience, prune sources of less than reliable input. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? In the IPCC study process, influence of government should be minimal. Otherwise science will be compromised. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Given that most governments have accepted the IPCC premise that human activities impact climate change adversely, the ongoing activities should focus on monitoring. What is more
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important is to assure that the global scientific community is actively engaged in the framing of treaties, protocols and implementation of S&T measures. Do not leave these to politicians and financiers and interested industries. This would require more expertise and number of experts in science policy in IPCC not scientists. 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? No comments. 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? No comments. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Please bear in mind that media depend on advertisements for surviving and the energy industry annual turnover is US $ 3.0 trillion. This is formidable in influencing media to resist changes in their vast investment in capital stock in polluting installations and systems. Let the increasing occurrences of major natural disasters speak for climate change advocacy and let IPCC focuses more on measures that alleviates human sufferings in their publicity. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? No comment. 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? No comment. 11. Any other comments Please strengthen IPCC capacity and capability in S&T inputs on treaties, protocols and implementation procedures after Cancun 2010. IPCC has general global political and public acceptance. IAC Review must not undermine IPCC as in undermining IPCC, we will unwittingly undermine the vital role of science and technology in combating adverse effects of human activities in climate change.
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1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Reviewer 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 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? I think IPCC does not give the appropriate weight to promote and report on experimental work 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? The problem is that only a FEW government seem to care about IPCC 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? As I said before IPCC should give more emphasis to the on going non published work. It should concentrate on key issues related to the global warming problem (i.e. the contribution of space observations). IPCC should not simply collect 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? The problem of uncertainty is another key question together with the issue of validation. Model validation (if philosophically acceptable) mut be done on quntitative basis and any mention of "third decimal digit" must be abandoed. The uncertainty in the prediction should be reported as an indication of the basic scientific discussion. 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?
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Data must be make available to the whole community in such a away that on voluntary basis different evaluation would be available 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? IPCC should always empasize that we are dealing with a very complex scientific problem. AS such nobody expect any definitive solution in reasonable time. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? IPCC should concentrate on discussions between mitigation of the consequence of climate change and adaptation. At the present time the basic philosophy of IPCC is mitigation. Almost alla scenario are based on the abatment of greenhouse gas emissions. At the present time there is apparently no chances to pursuits these objectives but instead of recurring to adaptation there is a growing interest in geoengineering. 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 I think IPCC has been dominated by modelist and the same research groups. The participation should be completely open and the data must be accessible to any one interested.



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? None 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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None of the steps would have any worthwhile effect. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? The full range of scientific views has not been handled by the IPCC. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? Governments misuse the IPCC to misrepresent propaganda supporting policy choices as science. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? This is part of the scientific process that is an inappropriate activity for an intergovernmental political panel at the UN. 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? The role of uncertainty, as used by the panel so far, has been to buy more time when public opinion is not in their favor. Anyone who has followed developments knows that they express none if they believe public support is on their side, and push uncertainty when they don't. 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? Criminal. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? There is no honest reason for the media and the general public to take any notice of them. The IPCC should not exist and should not have any official standing anywhere. The essential improvement is to disband the IPCC. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? Yes. Disband the IPCC. Scientific work should continue as it always has, within the scientific community. Science and politics do not mix. Politically driven science is not science. An additional improvement would result from a dramatic decrease in funding for so-called "climate science." This funding, in large amounts for hyped up nonsense, is diverting funds from worthwhile science. More money has obviously not sped up the increase in knowledge about climate.



616



10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? Yes. Disband the IPCC. What sort of management are you expecting of an organization that has no legitimate purpose? 11. Any other comments



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? CLA, RE, LA, Contributing Author. Most work was done in WG II. Also, LA in a special report. 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 No. First I believe it is good that policy questions are under the control of politicians and science should not meddle with this. Secondly, I do not believe that this part, which is now mostly under the control of governments and/or policy makers, can be influenced in any way by this review. Governments will and want to stay basically in power and control, regardless of any other influence. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs No, I see little need nor possibilities for any improvements (see also previous point). 2c. Selection of lead authors No suggestions (also for reasons explained in previous point). Moreover, I believe as a scientist, it is good to stay out of these considerations and leave them to other experts. I was asked to let myself be nominated, but then never wanted to know anything about the actual election process. As a scientist I wish to be elected first of all for my scientific expertise. Any involvement into this process would be against my principles and I therefore know very little about this process and can basically offer no advice. 2d. Writing of working group reports There are several possibilities from which I would expect some improvement of the writing process. Here just some points in addition to what I have proposed earlier this year to IPCC chair, secretariat, co-chairs and some other colleagues (see below point 11), containing further recommendations):
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1) Coordination among working groups. This needs improvement by establishing authors that serve as dedicated go-between authors and attend LA meetings of the other working group(s), at least partially. The duties of these gobetween authors would be to coordinate across working groups. They would enhance consistency, spot gaps and weaknesses and would make proposals to chapter CLAs to ask particular scientists of their writing teams or from additional authors recruited from the outside to help other working groups as CAs. Their role would be at a similar level as the CLAs within the working groups. This is not merely a matter of cross-cutting issues, of coordination, or ensuring consistency, it is also a matter of supporting each other to strengthen the quality of work, notably the "other" report. Since, expertise is not equally distributed among authors, authors with special knowledge can relatively easily provide more support to colleagues who are not so familiar with the subject at hand. Of course, this is trivial, but reality shows that this is far from trivial to put into practice. Broad as well sound expertise is a considerable challenge for the regional chapters, in particular the ones covering developping regions, as demonstrably was the case for AR4. The infamous Himalaya mistake as well as the other writings raising debate were all in regional chapters, and the most questionable ones in chapters with responsible authors from developing countries. IMHO no coincidence. In such chapters CLAs have a humungous task of covering everything from climate physics to economics, a basically too difficult task, unless sufficient specialized expertise can be mobilized. We had such go-between groups while writing the SAR, but none while writing the AR4. I consider the often found attitude that working group I authors are the better scientists and therefore need not care about the other working groups not particularly helpful and being IMHO partially responsible for the criticism that has been lately raised against IPCC. Despite the difficulties to overcome prejudices, efforts need to be made to strengthen the mutual respect among working groups to the benefit of the entire IPCC work. 2) Supporting CLAs I had first difficulties to get the support I needed from my university. Despite its wonderful library services, it was not always easy to keep up with the literature. The author team I was responsible for reviewed 3081 works. The big majority of those 3081 works being published since TAR and being peer reviewed articles or scientific books (879, 96%). I read all of those, fortunately not all were of high enough quality to require thorough study. To be able to focus on the reading, I needed some student assistant, who helped me to process the literature (maintain a data base under my guidance and download pdf's etc.). My government supported me fine, but not all scientists have sufficient understanding of how demanding the task of an IPCC CLA is. Since the literature will even become more abundant I believe it to be crucial that authors are well supported by their home institutions, a plea your review could perhaps make. I know in particular that there are also serious difficulties that many developing country authors face, if their home institutions are not able to support them sufficiently, notably the access to the scientific literature. I had to send often articles to colleagues, notably African professors. Open access literature would be crucial to ameliorate the situation, but I fear this is too far reaching an issue to expect soon some improvements. Unfortunately this impedes IPCC report writing and I believe its significance in the past was not minor. The Himalaya mistake "nicely" illustrates this: Authors responded at some point that they would currently not have access to the literature mentioned by some reviewers. The risk is that within the humungous task regional chapter CLAs
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face, such incidences are real and are likely to lessen the quality of the work. 3) To attract throughout top scientists as IPCC authors, IPCC reports should also enter the ISI WOS data base and each chapter should be assigned a doi. Springer does that for edited books, and I believe the same could be done with IPCC reports. I have suggested this already earlier to the IPCC secretariat. Only my idea of using a citation recommendations was observed in AR4 writing and publication. Unfortunately, ISI WOS is ignoring the IPCC reports. IPCC authors need to get the credit they deserve for doing top work, which means also that their contribution should be visible in the usual crediting of individual scientists. I believe this includes the ISI WOS citation index. 2e. Review processes The review process could and should be improved by strengthening the role of review editors. The following points are meant in addition to what I have proposed earlier this year to IPCC chair, secretariat, co-chairs and some other colleagues (see below point 11), containing other recommendations I have been sending): 1) REs should not just supervise whether the authors deal properly with the comments, but should also have a say to the thoroughness of the review round. REs could accomplish this by suggesting reviewers, by discussing with authors more specifically the relevance of comments, notably statements that might be of SPM importance, and by evaluating the quality of a review round while it still can be influenced (see next point). 2) Reviewers should be asked to early commit themselves to actually do the review. TSU could then put a list together of committed reviewers and show this list to REs who could evaluate early on whether there could be expected a sufficient and well balanced review round. Otherwise there would still be some time to urge potential reviewers to additionally commit themselves. This would not affect the overall schedule very much, yet make high quality reviews more likely. The Himalaya mistake was as much a failure by the reviewers as it was a mistake by the responsible authors (BTW, I base this recommendation on my insights I gained studying the Himalaya mistake in detail). (see my other recommendations under point 11) 2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers It should become more of a true synthesis and not merely a copy and paste exercise from the SPMs of the three working groups. Notably go-between CLAs could play here an important, new role. 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary No changes necessary. Allow me only this comment: It becomes more and more important that scientists' input is made regardless of policy consequences and politicians respect the independency of scientists. Policy relevance must not be confounded with policy prescription.
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The big majority of policy makers knows that difference very well, yet this does not prevent some lobbyists from trying to influence scientists for political reasons. The difficulty is that some scientists don't understand this always that well and need to be encouraged to resists such influences and that they are most of all responsible to science and its rigor, regardless of the political consequences of their assessment. 2h. Preparation of any special reports Same as I wrote above on full climate reports 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? IPCC authors and IPCC as a whole have handled this in the past very, very well!! For sure many, many orders of magnitude better than how allegations in public media want their audience to belive, in particular the blogosphere. I am fully aware of some of the allegations, some scientists such as Richard Lindzen, Martin Reiter, or John Christy are occasionally making in public. However, also knowing what these persons actually did within the IPCC writing of reports and knowing about their partly privileged role IPCC offered them, such statements appear to be in quite sharp contrast to reality. Any allegations of IPCC being biased, selective or even excluding actively "unwanted" authors are to my knowledge completely unfounded. In my experience the so-called sceptics have always made strong, albeit not very effective efforts to influence the writing, either by lobbying for authorships or by submitting comments during review rounds. The latter attempts are politically motivated and do rarely adequately reflect the true scientific state-of-the-art understanding of a topic. This makes them generally easy to spot. No surprise IPCC authors have in the past resisted mostly successfully merely politically motivated attempts to influence the assessment, yet the attempts to gain influence are a reality and authors have to make efforts to keep politics and science separate. Poor criticism made by peers is treated similarly, yet often requires disproportionate efforts from the side of the authors. I have spent days and ays responding carefully in writing to negligently and haphazardly formulated criticism jotted down in very little time by a few peers. Those are the IPCC rules! 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? With some notable exceptions governments play generally a very reasonable role in the preparation of reports. First they initiate the report preparation and enable the factual writing by financial support, notably for developing country authors (IPCC trust fund). Then they generally mobilize expertise within their own jurisdiction to review in the expert/government review round the drafts and may otherwise facilitate the writing by their authors, e.g. by paying for traveling expenses so that authors can meet. Finally they approve line by line the SPMs during a dedicated plenary session. The main purpose of the latter being that according to the rules of the UN all governments have agreed by consensus that (i) the SPM together with the underlying report properly reflects the current scientific understanding of the addressed topics and (ii) that all formulations were made with a language comprehensible and usable within the decision making context, notably that of the UNFCCC.
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The debates evolving during the SPM approval plenary sessions are often misunderstood. Yes, they show regularly politically motivated interventions, but interventions that have little effect on the scientific content. Since the SPM must fully reflect what is written in the underlying report, the scientific investment made during years of elaborate preparation, can not be easily overthrown during such a plenary session at the end of this process. I am not aware of any such incidence where one could strongly argue that politics would have altered the science in any fundamental manner. Yes language, formats and sequences in which material is presented was influenced by plenary delegates, but not the actual scientific content. Moreover, in my experience government delegates are very sensitive to any policy prescriptive formulations and help also to weed any such language out, not the least during these plenary sessions. Thanks to the fresh view delegates have, they often excel scientists in this respect, who may have unintentionally chosen a politically too loaded formulation. Finally, the overall result is generally merely an improvement of the quality of the reports, because questioning the assessment from any perspective makes the scientific argumentation generally more clear and more sound. There are very few exceptions to this, but I see little possibilities for preventing these. My recommendation is not to directly try to prevent the exceptions proving the rule. Preferable may be to simply stress, protect, and preserve the traditionally strong role of the scientists. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? Comprehensiveness and use of non-peer-reviewed literature are two rather distinct issues I would prefer not to mix too much. First, comprehensiveness has become more and more of a challenge, since the scientific literature is growing exponentially. Having personally experienced as CLA during SAR vs. AR4 preparation, by how much the literature has grown, the challenge is only growing. Yet, in my experience it is a doable task and it is also a rewarding task. I enjoyed learning so much about other ecosystems, which are normally not in my focus in today's highly specialized scientific research. As an experienced scientists I find it rather easy to judge when you have covered comprehensively the literature or not. What is also a fact is that many colleagues draw your attention to important literature continuously. The only real issue I see is the need to help authors from developing countries. But again, that can be relatively easily accomplished if adequate assistance is available to the authors, notably the CLAs. If this question tries also to address the possibility that some "heretic" literature would not be covered by IPCC assessments, I see absolutely no grounds for this criticism, albeit regularly heard in the blogosphere. In my experience IPCC authors succeed generally very well in covering the entire spectrum of ideas and scientific findings. Moreover, IPCC authors were always advised to represent any controversially discussed topic as an unresolved or simply controversial issue. I see therefore very little ground for accusing IPCC to reach superficial, unjustified consensus. In this context I find also the uncertainty guidance mostly developed by WG II since SAR very helpful and useful. I highly commend its use for the preparation of future reports by all three working groups in a consistent and thorough manner.
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The use of grey literature is unavoidable and requires to be done, in order to achieve a really comprehensive assessment of current understanding of climate change. Then it needs also to be cited. What does it help to base some assessment only on peer reviewed literature, while some widely read and respected grey literature would draw opposite conclusions and authors would not have bothered to assess this situation? Policy makers would be completely at a loss and would immediately need a new, more comprehensive assessment. Authors should not be plagued by unnecessary rules on the use or non-use of literature. However, authors need to be asked to always document fully any used grey literature or preprints to enable reviewers to do their task well. However, to derive critical conclusions only from non-peer reviewed literature appears to me to be inacceptable. A careful balance needs to be struck, again to be done by the responsible authors. They have to assess the quality of all relevant literature. I find the latter quite relevant, since an increasing fraction of the peer-reviewed literature is of a rather poor quality, while some non-peer reviewed grey literature is often not only quite interesting, but occasionally surprisingly sound and of an impressive high quality. IPCC Authors have to carefully judge and assess the reliability and robustness of scientific findings, be open-minded by including other sources as well, and must not "blindly trust" only the peer-reviewed 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? Extant uncertainty guidance seems to me to be very useful and should not be changed, but rather authors advised and encouraged to make good use of it. Some scientific communities, notably that of WG I, tend sometimes to emphasize a too narrow view, i.e. only a probabilistic interpretation of uncertainty. This is generally not appropriate and all WGs should make use of the entire spectrum of uncertainty assessments as appropriate, i.e. as contained in guidance used for AR4. WGII has a strong tradition in dealing with uncertainty in a differentiated manner. Other WGs could try to profit more from this experience. 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? First quality control has to happen during the writing. Strengthening the thoroughness of all processes, including reviews (point 2e), as I have described above under several points should generally further quality and assure it at a high level. Identification and rectification of possible errors discovered only after publication represents a considerable weakness of IPCC, notably during the time when TSUs are being disbanded. This clearly calls for improvements. I have proposed earlier this year very concrete measures to address these issues and sent my suggestions to IPCC chair, secretariat, co-chairs and some other colleagues (please see below point 11).
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8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? IPCC secretariat has generally done a good job in organizing communication with media by enabling and assisting authors to get in touch with journalists and the general public. Perhaps, the capacities by the secretariat are too limited in dealing with all tasks arising in this context. Yet, I like the secretariat to remain as lean as possible (but see also previous point and my recommendations on slightly improving the secretariat's capacity to respond always adequately). Concerning the role of authors I see little possibilities to improve the situation except for offering some guidance and basic rules to scientist on how to deal with media, who may otherwise encounter unsatisfactorily experiences when inexperienced. I envisage something similar to what was recently offered by current WGII co-chair to WGII authors. These rules mean also that individual authors may not speak on behalf of the IPCC unless explicitly entitled by some IPCC body and that in public IPCC authors should always make efforts to clearly and explicitly separate scientific findings as assessed by IPCC from politically loaded statements. Asking for considerably more engagement in communication is also quite a slippery slope, since particular formulations as produced by IPCC authors are to be taken literally or one risks to distort intended meanings. I therefore would be very hesitant to require IPCC bodies, e.g. the secretariat, to enhance its mandate in this area. To professionalize its current mandate by having all needed resources really allocated is not what I am arguing against. What I see as risky would be to widen its role in communication and dissemination. Again scientist should here have the lead and the main responsibility. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? Sustainability depends also on the reward participants get out of the process. Therefore one has to be careful not to over-regulate authors. With the recent criticism IPCC had to face, scientists could be scared off to participate, unless well protected from unfair attacks. Scientists need most of all sufficient scientific freedom to do their job. In the past IPCC authors have written the reports on a voluntary basis. This should remain so and if sufficient assistance and credit is given to authors (see previous recommendations) I believe the work as IPCC author and/or review editor should remain most rewarding. On such a basis I expect the IPCC assessment model to be sustainable. I see basically no possibilities for an alternative process. I have also been involved as CLA in similar attempts (SCOPE or recently, Global Forest Expert Panels, http://www.iufro.org/science/gfep/) and found only that the IPCC model is of an admirably considerate nature and sophistication, that many organizations would only hope to be able to copy. IMHO switching to an alternative model, as also suggested by some voices (e.g. Anonymous, 2010, notably Mike Hulme), disregard the accumulated experience and the considerable difficulties to do it better and the years needed to develop such capacities as a global community. All my suggestions for improvements are in my understanding merely the polishing of an already shiny surface (except last argument I made under point 7).
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10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? Yes. Sufficient IT personnel that can support the writing process and some more systematic means of assisting authors in their writing task and review editors in their overseeing of the review process, e.g. by their governments or their home institutions such as universities. This includes use of reference management software, preparation of preprint and grey literature repositories that greatly help reviewers do their job, providing revision tracking systems that assist review editors, cross-checking of content among chapters and working groups and other technical editing works. 11. Any other comments This is unmodified what I have proposed earlier this year to IPCC chair, secretariat, co-chairs and some other colleagues: I see following possibilities to improve on IPCC procedures for preparing reports: (i) If any mistake is brought to the attention of IPPC after completion of a report, procedures are needed to investigate and correct. In such a situation a process needs to be launched to investigate whether any key statements may be affected, the relevance of the mistake needs to be assessed in detail and if a decision is reached that an errata is necessary that should be published as swiftly as possible. I have studied the Himalaya mistake quite in detail and it appears to me that such a proper process was missing. AFAIK the mistake was only brought to the attention of the TSU and some IPCC authors after the report was completed. At that time IPCC was in a phase where TSU as well as lead author teams were disbanding. I believe that the secretariat in Geneva needs to get involved in such a case and that some track keeping is done. The secretariat also needs proper means to handle such cases, including the involvement of previous authors and independent experts serving as stand-by experts to help out in phases between the writing of two reports. (ii) IPCC could develop more stringent instructions for authors how to deal with various categories of comments. I suggest 3 categories: (i) potential SPM relevance; (ii) not quite SPM relevant, nevertheless of critical importance; (iii) all other comments. Distinguishing among these categories of comments would allow to establish some rules e.g. when to get the entire author team involved, when to get review editors involved, when to get authors from other working groups involved, or when to ask for advice from additional outside experts. For instance any comment that makes a reference to the SPM (Japanese comment G-10-120) is of a different category than merely editorial comments, such as "a comma has been forgotten somewhere". TSU supported by a particular software system (see above) could help to highlight critical comments needing special treatment. (iii) Cross-WG go-between authors need to be designated from the very beginning and they need to be systematically supported to improve on the consistency among WGs, e.g. by allocating in the schedule proper time to accomplish their task, e.g. by adding a day to the LA meetings where CLAs meet with these go-between WG authors. These among WG coordinating authors could
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also highlight consistency and other critical issues and draw the attention of the CLAs to them, so that better cooperation among WGs results. (iv) Review editors need more help to do their task, since I believe they also could have picked up this issue. I have also served as a review editor, but know if you have to deal with thousands of comments keeping track whether authors have properly dealt with ALL comments in detail is very difficult. I could think here of measures that assist review editors in keeping track of how exactly authors responded to comments. Special software could be developed to keep track of chapter versions together with the reviewer's comments and author's responses. This support should be targeted at enabling review editors to focus on critical comments (first two categories, see above). (v) Reviewers should be reminded that they need to give a rational if their comment is a mere request such as "delete". Actually such comments are not of much value and TSU as well as other staff, e.g. those helping the review editors, might request clarification from that particular reviewer. This would reduce the risk of misinterpreting a perhaps important comment as "Irrelevant editorial comment" only as this was the case in the Himalay incident. As author we normally do neither have the necessary contact information nor the time to chase down all individual reviewers. (vi) Authors from all WGs should have time (or otherwise enabling support) to read relevant sections in other WGs. In particular WGI authors should read and respect other WGs work much more than what they have been doing in the past. You can clearly see that WGII and WG III authors reference WGI chapters much more than vice versa, I fear not only because of the preparation sequence. For instance, my concrete suggestions to cross-reference our works was declined during AR4 preparation for reasons that could be avoided in future report preparation if appropriate measures are taken to strengthen cross-WG work. Final comments: Note, above suggestions address only issues related to the preparation of IPCC reports and my comments have no bearing on possibly also needed improvements in other areas such as how to deal with possible conflicts of interest by persons holding an IPCC office. I am clearly of the opinion that It's not the job of the chair or the vice-chairs to supervise every detail that is written in the reports. It is first of all the job of the authors and reviewers and authors serving as reviewers including the review editors to ensure all reviewing is done with utmost rigor. I strongly believe that existing and previously used rules and modalities to prepare reports are sound and have proven in general to yield very high quality results. The cases now discussed are clearly overstated and given a significance that is way out of proportion. Even the only clear-cut case, i.e. the Himalaya blunder where clearly IPCC rules were violated, the incidence could have most likely be avoided even without any changes in rules as suggested above. All what would have been needed is more IPCC authors, in particular from WG I, more thoroughly reviewing that Himalaya section.
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And let's not forget the perfect can be the enemy of the good! ;-) Cited References (in all points): Anonymous, 2010. IPCC: cherish it, tweak it or scrap it?. Nature, 463(7282): 730-732. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/463730a An267



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Lead author, 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 This is currently done in a workshop with an ad-hoc selection of scientists. This might be made more transparent, possibly in the context of a larger conference, and a circulation of the draft scoping document for comments in a wide scientific and policy maker community. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs This is currently not done very transparently. I suggest that this is done in the future by some inter-academy council and not by the UN, in order to keep it in the scientific realm. 2c. Selection of lead authors I support the present system: Nominations from the different nations but selection of the writing teams by the WG chairs. It is important to have flexibility for the WG chairs to form efficient writing teams. 2d. Writing of working group reports The present system suffers by the strict and very tight time schedules. Given the fact that lead authors typically have many other obligations as professors, lab directors or research scientists, it is important that there is enough time available for the writing of the chapters, but also for the reviews and the time for responding to the reviews. While deadlines are probably needed, there should be a mechanism to change these, in case problems arise. E.g. a controversy on some issue can arise from new papers or based on a constructive review comment, which might require more time to investigate and assess.



626



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 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? I do not think that the present operation of IPCC does in any way biases the assessment of the scientific views. The review process including the review editors makes sure that all opinions are adequately represented (at least in WGI). 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? Not negligible, but small. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? I believe that the current practice, at least in WGI is sound. 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 important issue that needs to be more strictly adhered to, in order that a uniform terminology is used consistently throughout the documents. 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? As with any encyclopedia, IPCC should publish regular ―errata sheets‖ periodically when needed. Errors could be better incorporated into minor updates of the reports if the assessments were performed according to the ―living reviews‖ model. (see below). 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 current model to produce a complete report every 5-7 years is very time consuming and also partly repetitious. In each new assessment the new writing teams have to reinvent the wheel in



627



the way the chapter‘s topic is presented. An alternative operational model could be the ―living reviews‖ model (http://www.livingreviews.org/) with placing the WG reports online. An editorial board, similar to the lead authors or convening lead authors decide periodically which chapters have to be updated or rewritten. New emerging topics can be added easily, and the time interval for minor or major updates can vary between the different chapters. Only the technical summaries and the summary for policymakers would have to be rewritten periodically according to the demands from the plenary. With this scheme the authoritative information as assessed by the editorial board and the writing teams would always be up to date. 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



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? None 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 More scenario analysis of mitigation pathways presenting and comparing alternative courses of action (policies, technologies) and their implications - e.g. along a standardized criteria catalogue - would be helpful to inform the public and policymakers about the consequences of certain actions. 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 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? In my perception a wide range of perspectives is taken into account. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process?
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Government participation is important to ensure that a shared political-level perception of climate change causes, consequences and policy pathways is created. This is a vital prerequisite for mututally beneficial international collective action. It is vital, though, to separate direct influence on text in the main text from the SPMs to avoid influence on academic questions. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed 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? 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? Maintain a homepage where authors respond to significant challenges of the validity of findings. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? IPCC should embrace the fact that science produces fallible truths, that is a learning institution, and that is creating internal procedures which reflect this. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? I think the exercise is of immense value, but a way needs to be found to represent concurring worldviews within the reports esp. in mitigation sections - the model of unanimity applied in the natural sciences is not apt for the social sciences including economics. 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? It appears to be desirable to have more UN funding available e.g. to make location of TSUs independent of government financing. 11. Any other comments



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Expert reviewer for a Special Report
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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 In my opinion the quality of writing in the zero, first, and at times even second order draft is low. Perhaps this is a problem of incentives. Since all authors are listed collectively at the beginning of each chapter, the author's incentive to deliver good quality for his/her individual sub-section is low. In this setting, good quality is a public good, giving rise to free-rider effects. Maybe it would help to state the names of the responsible auhtors at the beginning of each sub-section, giving sub-section contributors a reputational incentive to deliver better quality. 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 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed 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? 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? 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
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for an alternative process? 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



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Participant in an IPCC expert workshop 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 clearer research or focus questions should be defined by governments and/or policy. 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs 2c. Selection of lead authors very intransparent process. A clear quota for women should be introduced. 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 Special Reports are a good possibility to be up to date and not just to publish something every 7 years. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? ok 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process?
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Governments should give the direction for the assessment and the research questions. The IPCC and the scientific community should then assess these issues and feed it back into the policy process. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? grey literature is of absolute importance, given e.g. the fast developement of some technologies. Also for the contribution of scientists from developing countries the possibility to include grey literature is of importance. But the regularities should be clear. 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? 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? ok 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 IPCC should have a stronger mandate to perform an own assessment. So far e.g. the scenario process got stuck as the community only makes slow progress. But a consistent scenario process is needed for a proper assessment within the AR5. So the IPCC should have the mandate not only to review and put together new scientific findings, but also to structure an assessment along research foci and political relevant questions. 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 In general: more transparency on the basis of the chosen CLAs, LAs, etc is required. Moreover, this kind of structure does not seem to be appropriate for involving more women (perhaps because the IPCC is done at the weekends and in the evenings?). This should be elaborated. Good luck with AR5
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1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Nominated but not chosen as author 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 in principle the most things went quite well, but IPCC should avoid stick to their core fields of expertise 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? quite good, but some representative of the IPCC need media training, because in such a large report it is unavaoidable the minor errors can occur. The crisis handling after the "glacier issues" was not professional enough. We have to come to more comparable results, in particular with regard to the statements related to vulnerability and adaptation. 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? It plays an to important role, but IPCC should not try to solve all the problems of the world. Du to that fact the we step very detailed into adaption and vulnerability assessment for example we are touching political issues. Therefore we have to deal with responses from this community. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? non peer-revied literature should not considered, even by applying such a strict measure it can be the case the second class journal become quoted. But concerning the recent sitaution such a stricht rule is necessary 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?
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I think the whole report needs a common understanding of uncertainty. Due to fact the the report is mainly prepared for policy advice the stakeholders do not understand the diffrent concepts of uncertainty used. But we should also made clear how the results have to be interpreted in a policy context, because in comparision to other areas of research, we have for several fields a sound scientific basis. Nevertheless policy science interface needs to be broaden and mutual learning of both communities 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? Can be definitely improved. My feeling was that the responsible people were a bit astonished about the public echoes. This has to do with the fact the scientist are not so familiar to deal with media 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? media training 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? transparent and well seclected and independent review panels, as it was done for the writers 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? none 11. Any other comments none



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? None I have written and opposed their claim that biofuels reduces CO2. In 99% of the cases, biofuels increase the release of CO2. 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?
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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 a. and h. 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? Relatively poor 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? They have not investigated the report carefully. 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? IPPC needs to request inputs from a wide array of scientists. 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? The uncertainty needs to be spelled out. 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? Not very good. 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Disappointing 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? Need breadth.
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10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? Need to reach out to all. 11. Any other comments None



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Reviewer for a Special Report 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 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? At least in Working Group 3, use of non-peer-reviewed literature is definitely necessary. However, it might be possible to make the distinction more transparent by using a different layout for quoting peer-review and non-pr references, e.g., the numbers for npr might be written in bold or italics. 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? 7. What is your view of how IPCC handles data quality assurance and quality control and
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identification and rectification of errors, including those discovered after publication? 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? Not too well. There should be more (wo)manpower to handle the communication. In my personal perception, most official media contact and coordination of communication strategy has to go through one person in Geneva! This is not adequate for an organization with the size and importance of the IPCC. It is necessary to greatly increase the number of communication experts directly controlled and paid by the IPCC. 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? 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



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? None 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 strenght 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs weakness - this system should be more flexible/open 2c. Selection of lead authors 2d. Writing of working group reports strenght 2e. Review processes strenght
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2f. Preparation of the Synthesis report, including the Summary for Policy Makers 2g. Adoption of report by the IPCC plenary weakness - too much external influence on final report 2h. Preparation of any special reports 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? there is too much influece of Governments on the entire process 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? peer-reviews are NOT perfect, a fact we often neglect. Nevertheless, I dot not know a better way to handle/quality control information. Informations from grey literature should be assigned as such. 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? try to differentiate between Szenarios, Model Uncertainties and "real" 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? data quality assurance and quality control seems to be O.K. to me, rectification of errors needs too much time - the IPCC structure should be more flexible in this point. 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? 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
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1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Reviewer 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 all steps generally well organised. Addition of a step for coordination of contents across chapters would be helpful 3. What is your opinion on the way in which the full range of scientific views is handled? appropriate may be a system of tags for types of sources can further enhance transparency 4. Given the intergovernmental nature of IPCC, what are your views on the role of governments in the entire process? positive. Engagement of governments by approval is important although only a minor step on the road to action 5. Given that IPCC assessments consider a vast amount of literature, what are your views and suggestions for improvement on the sources of data and the comprehensiveness of the literature used, including non-peer-reviewed literature? see 3. 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? applied approach is good. I recommend to strengthen identification and communication of issues/aspects that were not yet studied and of uncertainties related to model structures / data analysis approaches applied
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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? ok 8. What is your view of how IPCC communicates with the media and general public, and suggestions for improving it? well done 9. Comment on the sustainability of the IPCC assessment model. Do you have any suggestions for an alternative process? no 10. Do you have any suggestions for improvements in the IPCC management, secretariat, and/or funding structure to support an assessment of this scale? no 11. Any other comments



1. What role(s), if any, have you played in any of the IPCC assessment processes? Contributing author, Expert reviewer, Member of government delegation at IPCC-plenaries 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 A robust process involving both scientists and gov 2b. Election of Bureau, including Working Group chairs More time is needed to see presentations of candidates, IPCC-secretariat should provide CVs etc in advance to parties WG-chairs should be selected based on scientific excellence (especially for industrializes countries ICs), management and communication and team working skills 2c. Selection of lead authors
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