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September 22, 2012 
 
A Review Editor Report by Sergey SEMENOV 
 
on the expert comments on the IPCC/AR5/WGII/chapter19/FOD 
“Emergent risks and key vulnerabilities” 

 
 
About 600 comments on ch19 were received from reviewers. They are of very different 
types, from editorial comments to principal ones touching a substantive side of the 
assessment.  
 
Below we, first, give short summaries of typical comments. After that, concrete comments 
that require priority attention of the chapter team are listed.    
 
 
SHORT SUMMARIES OF TYPICAL COMMENTS 
 
1) Reference list is either incomplete or there are inconsistencies between literature sources 
cited in the text and the list. 
  
2) Some citations in the text are too broad, e.g., to the whole SREX or AR4. It is expedient to 
be more specific and indicate concrete chapter/section/subsection to which readers can 
address. 
 
3) “Etc” is used too often in the text. It would be better to provide more complete and 
specific information.  
 
4) Sometimes the author team reassesses matters already considered in WGI/AR5 draft. It is 
expedient just to give cross-references in such cases.  
 
5) Terminology requires attention. Terms that are not generally accepted in science should be 
checked against the IPCC glossary (e.g., “tipping point”).   
 
6) There are a lot of comments on geoengineering that express certain concern on the 
approach to the issue taken by authors. Probably, rewriting is needed.   
  
7) Executive Summary requires substantial update, because some important points are not 
properly reflected. 
 
8) Characterizations of uncertainty require serious attention. In particular, uncertainty 
language might be calibrated per the guidance for authors.   
 
9) Some Tables&Figures need improvement.  
 
 
II. CONCRETE COMMENTS THAT REQUIRE PRIORITY ATTENTION 

 
Underlying science to clarify   

 
# 67 Is there any scientific reason for selecting this particular value of 2° ? (Petit, Michel , 
CGIET rue de Bercy) 
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# 88 The expressed formula does not represent what has been expressed … (Kienberger, Stefan, 
University of Salzburg) 
 
# 92 Using geoengineering, even just SRM,….makes no sense…. (MacCracken, Michael, 
Climate Institute) 
 
# 119 Using these criteria, which make good sense, it is really very hard to understand the focus 
on geo-engineering/SRM as an emergent risk at this point…. (MacCracken, Michael, Climate 
Institute) 
 
# 202 I would just suggest that care needs to be used when saying "extinction. … (MacCracken, 
Michael, Climate Institute) 
 
# 251 Is such an extrapolation appropriate, given that this may be extrapolation beyond the range 
of historical conditions? (Mastrandrea, Michael, IPCC WGII TSU) 
 
# 272 We are not sure that it is right that all renewable energy resources have lower flexibility 
compared to fossil fuels … (Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and Pollution Agency) 
 
# 341 This list is really misleading….(MacCracken, Michael, Climate Institute) 
 
 
Incompleteness  
 
# 64 Description of emergent risks form the largest part of the chapter. While we agree that it is 
highly important to point out these risks, it is also crucial to highlight ways to respond to 
emergent and other (key) risks. We would there for like to have response strategies better 
represented in the chapter, and in the executive summary. Inclusion of more examples of areas, 
populations, ecosystems at key risk are appreciated. (Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and 
Pollution Agency) 
 
# 150 Please take indirect effects into consideration and do not stop your analysis at the system 
boundaries as defined e. g. by GHG R&M guidelines. The results of Luyssaert et al. show that 
old-growth forests can be sinks  (Rock, Joachim, Johann Heinrich von Thuenen-Institute, Federal 
Research Institute for Rural Areas, Forestry and Fisheries) 
 
# 161 Why only biofuels and not bioenergy in generell? (Meyer-Aurich, Andreas, Leibniz-
Institute for Agricultural Engineering Potsdam-Bornim) 
 
# 172 Include also other bioenergy production as mitigation strategy…. (Meyer-Aurich, 
Andreas, Leibniz-Institute for Agricultural Engineering Potsdam-Bornim) 
 
# 540 Table 19-1: The use of "Benefit of mitigation *to/for XYZ*" is confusing because 
mitigation benefits all climate-sensitive systems and sectors….. (Füssel, Hans-Martin, European 
Environment Agency) 
 
 
Expansion and/or rewriting needed 
 
#5 … the conclusions do not yet bring to the surface…(Parry, Martin, Imperial College) 
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# 62 The executive summary of chapter 19 should be more in line with what is current practice 
in previous IPCC reports and the other chapters. It should clearly present the major … 
(Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and Pollution Agency). 
 
# 159 We think that the discussion of increased ground water extraction and water availability 
merits a place in the executive summary. (Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and Pollution 
Agency) 
 
# 285 Again, focusing in the opening sentences of this important section on geoengineering 
seems to me totally inappropriate …. (MacCracken, Michael, Climate Institute) 
 
# 304 I appreciate there is little literature on the risks of SRM. However this section is 
disappointing in its current version… (Boucher, Olivier, LMD/CNRS) 
 
# 375 The trends in risks should be included in the executive summary, particularly institutional 
vulnerability, and the positive sign of reduced poverty at the global level (Christophersen, 
Oyvind, Climate and Pollution Agency) 
 
# 413 Section 19.6.2.1. presents a lot of different issues, and currently appears somewhat 
confused …. (Marbaix, Philippe, Université catholique de Louvain) 
 
# 468 This sentence really misses the point (MacCracken, Michael, Climate Institute) 
 
# 534 The section on Frequently Asked Questions, should be further expanded and should try to 
cover the core of chapter 19….. (Kienberger, Stefan, University of Salzburg) 
 
 
Inconsistencies (within the chapter, with other chapters, contributions of other WGs, other 
materials) 
 
# 22 Section 19.5.4 on Geoengineering: This material needs to be based on WG1 AR5 
assessment of the physical science basis (see Ch6/7 of WGI AR5) – must avoid reassessing this 
material here in WGII (see, e.g., Figure 19.3). (Stocker, Thomas, IPCC WGI TSU) 
 
# 36 There is need to balance the statements on climate change and violent conflict in Chapters 
12 and 19… (Scheffran, Jürgen, University of Hamburg) 
 
# 227 These two sentences seem rather contradictory - the first implies that there is a weather 
effect. The 75 million undernourished people seems a particularly striking conclusion (reference 
is not yet given) - but the rest of the paragraph implies greater uncertainty in 
understanding/disentangling different effects. (Goodess, Claire, University of East Anglia) 
 
# 429 Need to ensure consistency with chapter 4 p 28 lines 8-46 including figure 4.9 (see my 
earlier comment on the utility of this figure). Ch 4 seems to be distancing itself somewhat from 
the findings of AR4 on extinction risk and is very vague. It is inconsistent in tone with this 
section. (Brooke, Cassandra, WWF-International) 
 
 
Terminology&definitions 
 
# 9 The terms (key) risks and (key) vulnerability/ies are defined (and used) inconsistently in 
different parts of the chapter … (Füssel, Hans-Martin, European Environment Agency) 
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# 83 Definition of vulnerability This definition follows the SREX, and is thus different from 
AR4. As in the SREX, this should be clearly mentioned… (Marbaix, Philippe, Université 
catholique de Louvain) 
 
# 90 Delete those lines : IPCC has always been very careful to avoid any implication in the 
definition of "dangerous"… (Petit, Michel , CGIET rue de Bercy) 
 
# 102 The definition of climate change used by the IPCC is not the definition used by the 
UNFCCC; it includes anthropogenic and natural climate change. (Ebi, Kristie L., IPCC WGII 
TSU) 
 
# 112 The term "Tipping point" is used here, and several other places in the chapter. Please make 
sure that this term is included in the AR5 glossary, and that it is used consistently with this 
definition through chapter 19. (Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and Pollution Agency) 
 
# 193 Is this definition consistent with definitions used elsewhere in AR5? Perhaps it would be 
useful to include this term in the Glossary. (Goodess, Claire, University of East Anglia) 
 
# 310 We see that geoengineering is included in the glossary of AR5. The definition is different 
from what is used by other organizations… (Christophersen, Oyvind, Climate and Pollution 
Agency) 
 
# 535 The definitions are not consistent with discussions in chapters 1, 2 and to some extent also 
5 (coasts, which deals with risk management). The distinction between the hazard and the risk is 
increasingly expressed in both research and real-world policy and practice, so this aspect needs 
to be dealt with here. (Cornell, Sarah, Stockholm Resilience Centre) 
 
#  536 The vulnerability definition here should be in line with the one provided in the definition 
box earlier …. (Kienberger, Stefan, University of Salzburg) 
 
 
 
Uncertainties  

 
#1 Only a very few statements in the chapter are associated with confidence or likelihood 
statements (nearly always in italics). Where they are given, it is not clear if these were arrived at 
by the chapter authors or by the authors of the cited studies ….. (Goodess, Claire, University of 
East Anglia) 
 
# 508 While there is uncertainty where the threshold will be, … (MacCracken, Michael, Climate 
Institute) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


