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Notes on the Informal Task Group on Procedures

(Submitted by Thomas Stocker, Co-Chair Working Group |
on behalf of the IPCC Chair, Vice-Chairs and Co-Chairs)

Introduction

The report of the independent review of IPCC conducted by the InterAcademy Council (IAC)
was presented on 30 August 2010 and will be considered by the Panel at its 32nd Session in
Busan, 11-14 October 2010. Discussions earlier in the year indicated that there may be a
number of improvements that could already be implemented without waiting for the outcome of
the independent review. In March 2010 the IPCC Chair asked an informal group consisting of:
Thomas Stocker (Co-Chair WGI), Hoesung Lee (IPCC Vice-Chair), Jean-Pascal van Ypersele
(IPCC Vice-Chair), Youba Sokona (Co-Chair WGIII), Kristie Ebi (Head of TSU, WGII) and
Renate Christ (IPCC Secretary), to consider the following topics and make suggestions:

Procedures for preparing IPCC reports and their implementation
Management and structure issues

How to deal with errors

Conflicts of interest

Security and confidentiality

moowp

Guidelines and Method of Working

There is considerable overlap between the terms of reference of the independent review and
the topics for the task group. It was important that this work did not in any way prejudice the
independence of the IAC review and subsequent deliberations and decisions by the Panel.
However the work of this task group may provide useful input to the development of options for
the implementation of the recommendations of the IAC review.

A. Procedures for preparing IPCC reports and their implementation

This topic is the main subject of the IAC review; therefore the task group considered only those
short-term steps that, in view of the ongoing preparation of the two Special Reports and the
work on AR5 that is commencing, need to be implemented before October 2010, the earliest
possible date for decision by the Panel on the outcome of the IAC review.

The IPCC Procedures (Appendix A to the Principles) provide a concise description, but there
are some aspects where the authors and/or Review Editors (REs) may benefit from more
guidance. This is most effectively done in briefings at Lead Author (LA) meetings or in the
form of guidance notes based on current procedures that are developed jointly for
consistency across the Working Groups (WGs). This has already been done in the case of the
ongoing Special Reports (SRs), with guidance notes on the use of literature in IPCC Reports
and on the role of the REs, both of which are included as Annexes to this note.

Al. Specific briefings have been given at LA meetings for the SR authors and REs on:
e Use of sources not based on peer-reviewed journal contributions (referred to in the
IPCC Procedures as non-published/non-peer-reviewed literature);
e Handling the full range of scientific views;
Drafting Summaries for Policymakers (SPMs) and maintaining integrity from the full
chapter through to the SPM (and Synthesis Report - SYR);
e Author responses to review comments and the role of REs.
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A2. The criteria used by the WG Bureaus for the selection of Review Editors for AR5 reflects
their increased importance and visibility in this assessment. A guidance note has been
developed by the WG Technical Support Units (WG TSUSs) specifically on the role of REs for
the ongoing Special Reports (see Annex). This will be adapted by the TSUs and the IPCC
Secretariat as necessary for use with the AR5.

A3. The expert review process must be as objective, open and transparent as possible, whilst
still being manageable. WGs 1&Il have developed a process for the expert review of the SREX
First Order Draft that effectively allows self-nominations subject to certain criteria, in addition to
experts nominated by governments, organisations and the Bureau. As well as the general
review, targeted reviews have been sought from identified experts on specific text, e.g. an
expert on glaciers was asked to review those sections of all chapters that referred to glaciers.

A4. Non-published/non-peer-reviewed literature: a guidance note has been prepared by the

WG TSUs for the ongoing Special Reports (see Annex). This will be developed further by the
TSUs and the IPCC Secretariat if necessary.

B. Management and structure issues

The IAC review has as its second main topic the analysis of the IPCC process, including
management and administrative functions within IPCC, and the role of UNEP, WMO and the
UN system.

B1l. Improvements in information flow and decision making when working under intense
external pressure. A better clarification of the roles of the IPCC Chair, Vice-Chairs and Co-
Chairs can improve decision making and response especially their timeliness.

B2. Clarification of the IPCC’s communications strategy by the IPCC Secretariat is
welcomed.

C. How to deal with errors

The IPCC Chair, Vice-Chairs and Co-Chairs have recognised the need for a transparent and
straightforward way of addressing errors in the short term; the longer term approach being part
of the IAC review.

C1. A distinction can be made between the scientific response to questions or allegations of
errors and how to convey that response to the media. The first question is to decide whether a
response is needed. Such responses have been prepared under the leadership of the current
WG Co-Chairs involving the AR4 Co-Chairs and the Coordinating Lead Authors (CLAS) of the
relevant Chapter, as well as LAs and REs if necessary.

C2. For minor errors (typos, missing information from tables, wrong axis labels, bibliographic
errors, etc.), there is now an errata page for each WG contribution to AR4 and the SYR.
Individual errata, substantive and otherwise, can be linked to the HTML and pdf text of the
reports for ease of access and transparency. The text will not be corrected in the report itself in
order to maintain consistency between the printed reports, pdfs and HTML versions.

C3. Statements have been posted on the relevant WG and/or IPCC web site where

appropriate, including statements on questions that were investigated but turned out not to
have been errors.
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C4. Further procedures for dealing with more substantive errata that would require replacing
or deleting text to correct factual statements or those which would require the text of an SPM to
be changed may need the approval of the Panel.

D. Conflicts of interest and rules of conduct

D1. The IPCC Procedures are silent about conflict of interest. Distinction should be made
between risks of biases and real conflicts of interest, financial and otherwise. In order to avoid
potential, perceived and real conflicts of interest for all those involved in IPCC activities, it is
appropriate to give this matter due consideration. The issues and potentially the outcome are
different for the various groups of people involved in IPCC activities: (i), elected officials
(Bureau); (ii), staff of the Secretariat; (iii), TSU staff; and (iv), experts involved in IPCC activities
such as CLAs, LAs, and REs.

D2. There are concerns about LAs, CLAs, REs, or elected IPCC Bureau members serving as
members of national delegations, not simply as advisers to a delegation, in an IPCC
approval Plenary. This could constitute a conflict of interest and should be avoided. For
example, the opinion of an individual LA who speaks on behalf of a national delegation might
gain undue weight to change wording agreed by the Chapter LAs collectively during the writing
process. However, it is recognised that this limitation may be difficult for countries with small
delegations. It is proposed that a rule of conduct for authors should be developed.

D3. IPCC provides policy-relevant but never policy-prescriptive information. Therefore, IPCC
officials, i.e. elected IPCC Bureau members, staff of the Secretariat and TSU staff, must
exercise great care in their oral and written communication. In particular, statements must not
be made in preference of certain targets, scenarios or actions that may imply advocacy. Also,
views of individual parties in the COP process should not be commented on, other than
providing information about the assessed science and its implications, in full coherence with
the contents of the approved IPCC reports.

D4. It can be problematic for IPCC officials to serve as members of delegations of Parties at
UNFCCC meetings other than as advisers to a delegation as this constitutes a potential conflict
of interest and should be avoided if possible. It is proposed that a rule of conduct could be
developed regarding communication in sensitive areas of policy options and regarding relations
for COP and other bodies.

E. Security and confidentiality

El. The issues of security and confidentiality in the work of preparing the next IPCC
Assessment Report require urgent attention in order to meet the challenges of modern
methods of working and communication and given the experiences during and since ARA4.
While IPCC is an institution that is open and transparent, the process of producing the reports
(e.g., approval meetings, the deliberations by LAs within their Chapters, during LA meetings,
and in related electronic communications) are pre-decisional processes which are not open to
the public. In order to facilitate exchange, closed electronic discussion fora could be
established when needed. The WG TSUs are already actively considering these issues.

E2. The rights and responsibilities of all those involved in IPCC activities under the Aarhus
Convention and in relation to requests under national Freedom of Information legislation needs
to be clarified for the various groups: elected officials (Bureau), staff of the Secretariat, TSU
staff, and experts involved in IPCC activities. However, IPCC cannot provide individual legal
advice.
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Role of Review Editors

Annex | of the IPCC Procedures (Appendix A to the Principles Governing IPCC Work) states
that Review Editors (RES) will:
e Assist the Working Group in identifying reviewers for the expert review process;

e Ensure that all substantive expert and government review comments are
afforded appropriate consideration;

e Advise lead authors on how to handle contentious/controversial issues;

o Ensure genuine controversies are reflected adequately in the text of the Report;
and

e Submit a written report to the Working Group Session. REs also may be
requested to attend Sessions of the Working Group.

REs will need to ensure that where significant differences of opinion on scientific issues
remain, such differences are described in an annex to the Report.

REs are not actively engaged in drafting Reports.

Review Editors are critical for achieving the IPCC mandate of producing comprehensive and
objective assessments in an open and transparent manner. They also help ensure that IPCC
reports are neutral with respect to policy. To achieve these goals, REs undertake a number of
activities:

Before the First Order Draft (for review by Experts) and the Second Order Draft (for review by
Governments and Experts) are sent for review, the REs should identify possible reviewers for
the entire chapter and for sections that reach key conclusions. The Technical Support Unit
(TSU) will contact these reviewers. During the review period, the REs should read their
Chapter carefully to prepare for the review comments and to identify possible crosscutting
issues that will need to be addressed.

It is important to note that REs may not submit a review of their own Chapter but may do so on
others. The REs do not rewrite the text — this is the job of the authors.

When the review comments are received, they will be collated by the TSU and sent to the
Chapter Coordinating Lead Authors (CLAs) and REs. The REs should read all comments on
their Chapter to identify critical issues that will likely require discussion with the Chapter author
team. The focus should be on sections where the review comments are inconsistent or
contradictory, where considerable rewriting will likely be needed, and where scientific
controversies exist. The REs should come prepared to the subsequent Lead Author Meeting to
ensure that the author team fully and appropriately addresses the review comments, and that
the author team fairly represents the range of scientific opinion.

This process will be repeated for the Second Order Draft.

Important dates for REs include (i) when the review periods begin, i.e., when you get access to
your chapter, (ii) when comments are distributed to the CLAs and REs, and (iii) the two Lead
Author meetings that you are expected to attend.

At the end of the process, the REs will provide a brief written report to the Working Group
Co-Chairs. The exact format of the report has yet to be determined. Where appropriate, REs
will be requested to attend Sessions of the Working Group and of the IPCC to communicate
their findings from the review process and to assist in finalizing the Summary for Policymakers
(SPM).
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General Guidance on the Use of Literature in IPCC Reports

Introduction

The TSUs of all three IPCC Working Groups drafted this guidance document to recall the
Principles Governing IPCC Work, particularly the “Procedure for using non-published/non-peer-
reviewed sources in IPCC Reports”, and to enhance implementation of the underlying
principles by posing questions whose answers will help ensure that the requirements are met.
Following these principles will ensure that all relevant statements and lines of discussion are
properly substantiated by adequate literature, and that all relevant text undergoes appropriate
review.

Guidance on the use of non-published/non-peer-reviewed (“grey”) literature
1. Overview of current Principles Governing IPCC Work

Appendix A, Section 4.2.3, to the Principles Governing IPCC Work states
Contributions should be supported as far as possible with references from the peer-
reviewed and internationally available literature

Extract from Annex 2 of Appendix A to the Principles Governing IPCC Work:
Procedure for using non-published/non-peer-reviewed sources in IPCC Reports

Because it is increasingly apparent that materials relevant to IPCC Reports, in
particular, information about the experience and practice of the private sector in
mitigation and adaptation activities, are found in sources that have not been published
or peer-reviewed (e.g., industry journals, internal organisational publications, non-peer
reviewed reports or working papers of research institutions, proceedings of workshops
etc) the following additional procedures are provided. These have been designed to
make all references used in IPCC Reports easily accessible and to ensure that the
IPCC process remains open and transparent.

1. Responsibilities of Coordinating, Lead and Contributing Authors

Authors who wish to include information from a non-published/non-peer-reviewed
source are requested to

a. Critically assess any source that they wish to include. This option may be used for
instance to obtain case study materials from private sector sources for assessment
of adaptation and mitigation options. Each chapter team should review the quality
and validity of each source before incorporating results from the source into an
IPCC Report.

b. Send the following materials to the Working Group/Task Force Bureau Co-Chairs
who are coordinating the Report:

e One copy of each unpublished source to be used in the IPCC Report

e The following information for each source:
o Title

Author(s)

Name of journal or other publication in which it appears, if applicable
Information on the availability of underlying data to the public
English-language executive summary or abstract, if the source is written in a
non-English language

0 Names and contact information for 1-2 people who can be contacted for
more information about the source.

O O O O
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5. Treatment in IPCC Reports

Non-peer-reviewed sources will be listed in the reference sections of IPCC Reports.
These will be integrated with references for the peer-reviewed sources.' These will be
integrated with references to the peer reviewed sources stating how the material can be
accessed, but will be followed by a statement that they are not published.

The two distinct but related principles that are at the core of these procedures are (1) to ensure
the quality, robustness and validity of the information assessed and (2) to ensure the
accessibility of the sources for reviewers of the report drafts.

2. Questions to help determine the appropriateness of including a non-published/non-
peer reviewed reference

Non-published/non-peer-reviewed sources are often called grey literature. Although highly
relevant information can be contained in the grey literature, use of this literature brings with it
an extra responsibility for the author teams to ensure the quality and validity of cited sources
and information. Authors need to be clear why a particular source is used and in some
circumstances may need to explain this in the text.

Considering the following questions will help ensure that the principles underlying the IPCC
Rules and Procedures are properly implemented.

a) Who (e.g., what organization) is the source of the grey literature citation?
b) What information does the citation add to the assessment?

c) Isthe information cited available from a peer-reviewed journal source? If yes, is the citation
needed?

d) Are there lines of evidence from other (peer-reviewed or non-peer-reviewed) sources that
support the citation or reach different conclusions? If yes, is the citation needed?

e) What are the qualifications of the author(s) of the document?

f) Was there any review of the material presented? If so, how wide or extensive was that
review? How credible are the reviewers?

g) Why was the document written? How was the research funded? Could the researcher
and/or publisher of the document be perceived as having a particular bias or agenda? If
yes, what caveats are needed?

h) Why wasn'’t the information published in a peer-reviewed journal?

3. Accessibility of non-published/non-peer reviewed references

Non-published/non-peer-reviewed references need to be accessible by the reviewers at the
time of the review. In order to ensure a minimum level of accessibility of all sources used in the
report, authors MUST provide a copy of each source of information that is not publicly
available (preferably as a non-editable electronic document) and the additional information
specified in the IPCC principles. These must be received by the TSU by the time that the First
Order Draft (FOD) and Second Order Draft (SOD) respectively are due to the TSU.

1 Non-published sources also will be listed in the reference sections of IPCC Reports.
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4. Guidance on the use of sources going through peer-review and literature cut off
dates

After the distribution of the SOD, authors may only include additional literature that further
supports statements that have already been substantiated by one or more references. Authors
may not introduce new information in the Final Draft (FD) that substantially alters the content
and conclusions of the report compared to the SOD.

In order to be included in the respective chapter drafts, literature must meet the following
requirements:

« Forinclusion in the First Order Draft (FOD): submitted for peer-review and a copy
provided to the TSU prior to the date when the FOD is due to the TSU;

«» Forinclusion in the Second Order Draft (SOD): submitted for peer-review and a copy
provided to the TSU prior to the date when the SOD is due to the TSU,;

« Forinclusion in the Final Draft (FD): accepted for publication and a copy provided to the
TSU prior to the date when the FD is due to the TSU. Acceptance for publication MUST
be substantiated by (i) letter from the editor, (ii) DOI-Nr., or (iii) published as
accepted on the journal’s website.

The specific cutoff dates will be provided to the authors by the TSU early in the cycle.
Any reference that does not fulfill these criteria will be removed from the draft contribution

together with the statement(s) that it supports if there are no other supporting references. It is
therefore not advisable to base a line of argument or conclusion on a single, not-yet accepted

paper.
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