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PR214

In general, this is a very substantial, and robust, assessment which
represents a major advance over previous climate change impact
assessments made for England or the UK (for example, the two CCIRG
Reports of 1991 and 1996). These earlier assessments relied on reviews
of literature integrated with expert knowledge. The CCRA combines the
former with: a) extensive development/analysis of response functions for
many fields, b) weighting of potential impacts and fields according to
possible importance for the nation, and c) interpretation of results through
consultation with numerous stakeholders.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

No Action.

PR215

However, there are two aspects of the Assessment that warrant attention: Martin Parry the distillation of key conclusions, and the clarification of methods and
Letter, peer
caveats.
review panel
comments

No Action.

PR216

The Synthesis Report (SR): This comprises a 1.5 page Executive
Summary (ES), a 10 page Summary (S), and the c. 300-page SR. These
could report a hierarchy of overall results, eg from the ‘top ten’ risks in the
Summary to the wider range of potential impacts in more detail. But the
main conclusions of the CCRA are not made very clear in any of these 3
reports. There is a summary of key risks on page 304, and a version of
this could be brought to the fore.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR217

Each thematic table (HRW terms these ‘onset tables’) is a fair summary
in itself, but at the national level and across all themes the conclusions
are not clear as to which are the most important threats, which are most
urgent, and who/where are the most vulnerable people and places. There
is considerable material on this in Chapter 9 of the SR which deserves to
be brought to the front of the conclusions, and noted in the S and ES
reports.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR218

The SR needs to be clear that it is a risk assessment, not an impact
assessment. An impact assessment would analyse the climate risk net of
any adaptations that might occur, but the CCRA will be followed by a
national assessment of adaptation options. It is important, then, that this
Report uses the term ‘risk’ rather than consequence, or outcome or
impact, or to preface the latter with the term ‘potential’. Likewise, the SR
should avoid the term ‘will’ (rather than ‘would’, etc.) because the results
are conditional on the realised climate and range of possible responses
(adaptation) which are not examined here. The SR should emphasise
that the CCRA focuses on the risks of direct impacts to the UK and that
the effects of potential impacts outside of the UK are considered in the
IDCC.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

This release has been written and checked
with regard to the language used.

PR219

All substantive statements in the SR need to be cross-referenced to
evidence drawn from the sector reports. This would improve overall
transparency, enable the SR to ‘stand alone’, and would direct the reader
to more detail in the body of the Assessment (i.e. the sector reports).

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Sector reports are references throughout

PR220

The method of the Assessment: The 114 page separate Methods Report
(Part II) needs to re-written as an accurate record of how the work was
done, especially regarding the development of response functions and
socio-economic assumptions. At present it is a statement of how the
work ‘will be done’ and was presumably written some time ago. Some
methods and assumptions have altered since that time and are not
consistent with the end report. Others are poorly explained and some
appear to be incorrect.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Not done

PR221

Assumptions about future socio-trends in each sector, and how they may
affect both risks and the extent of adaptation required, need to be made
clearer. The picture is confusing for the reader: the Methods Report
indicates that these assumptions will be included, but the SR implies they
were not included in the ultimate Assessment (apart from population), and
that essentially the Assessment ‘imposes future climate on present
conditions’. This is a valid approach only if such assumptions are made
absolutely clear, and that they are applied consistently, and that they will
later be relaxed when the adaptation study is made.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

New short methods section in Appendix 1.
The main methods report has not been redrafted

PR222

Also, for some impacts fields which are highly sensitive to future trends in
exposure or ability to adapt (e.g. water demand, flood risk, etc.), it is very
important for the reader to be clear how this assumption can affect the
level of assessed risk. In other fields socio-economic trends can be less
relevant (e.g. the effect of shifting climate envelopes on potential habitats
of unmanaged species).

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Other drivers of change are discussed
throughout

PR223

There are two ways to overcome this problem. Firstly, always use
terminology reminding the reader that this Assessment concerns risk not
outcome. Secondly, make clear in the onset tables for each sector which
impact metric has a socio-economic trend included in the analysis and
which has not, especially where this may affect exposure and
autonomous adaptation.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Socio-economic trend are not shown in the
onset plots. They are discussed in the main
text

PR224

The use of response functions. The use of response functions is
appropriate given the specifications of the Assessment and the amount of
evidence and time available. These are used to explore both current
sensitivity to weather and future risk from possible changes of climate.
However, the functions necessarily vary in robustness, and it should be
made clear how far they hold under the extrapolated conditions (of
climate and time). It therefore seems inappropriate to describe all risks
that have been derived from response functions as having ‘high
confidence’.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

The confidence scores have been checked
and in some cases reduced

PR225

The weighting of relative importance of risks. A novel and significant
aspect of this Assessment is that it attempts to weight risks (as measured
by different metrics of impacts) according to: a) environmental, social and
economic importance and b) urgency, confidence and magnitude. This
enables ‘consequences’ [better to term them ‘risks’ or ‘potential
consequences’] to be ranked high, medium or low in the thematic onset
tables. This can be of considerable value for policymakers. However,
there remain concerns about comparing economic, social and economic
risks in the onset tables and it may be preferable to keep these separate,
listing relative importance within each of the three, and leaving the reader
to weight across these different dimensions.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

The onset plots are not separated into
environmental, economic and social as there
is a requirement to be able to compare
disparate impacts in this project.

PR226

The number of identified risks. The number of measured risks varies for
different fields. For example, there are several representing different
aspects of the flood risk, but only one representing changes in heating
demands. Simply to list these metrics in a table can give the reader a
misleading impression of the relative importance of (for example) flood
risk. A solution would be to batch the measured impacts by field (e.g.
flooding) and present in the SR a single overall risk for each (retaining the
full list of risks in the sector reports and theme chapters). There is also a
concern that the risks identified do not necessarily represent the full range
of potential risks, and the metrics were selected not on the basis of
importance but on the availability of evidence. Other significant risks may
be missed, and some risks listed in the report may not actually be very
significant at the national scale. It should also be emphasised in the SR
that in some sectors and themes the dominant risks will come from
international impacts.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

The risks provided in this report are not
intended to be a full range of risks. They are a
sub-set of a longer list based upon our method
for deducing the ones to analyse in more
detail.

PR227

Monetisation of risks. The monetisation of risks is a second aspect in
which this Assessment has tried to meet the needs of policy makers.
However, more explanation is needed of the methods used and related
caveats to the conclusions. In particular, as mentioned above, multiple
metrics for single fields tend to over-emphasise those fields and lead to
possible double-counting in the final cost estimate.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

The monetisation section has been re-viewed
and re-drafted

PR228

In addition, estimates of total annual damages are not well explained (see
page 316), and might best be set aside and picked up later in the
assessment of adaptation options. Damage estimates decomposed for
some sectors would be more useful in this report.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

This total has been removed

PR229

With these caveats, Figure 9.7, which is the outcome of this economic
analysis and which lays out the relative ‘economic importance’ of the
measured risks, deserves to be brought more to the fore in the Synthesis
Report and its Summary.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR230

Climate scenarios. It should be made clear that the UKCP09 scenarios
attempt to capture the range of IPCC model projections, and that the
given percentiles are more indicative of the range of uncertainties than of
probabilities per se.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR231

Gaps in knowledge and uncertainties. The understanding and
formulation of risks is more advanced in some sectors, and virtually
absent in others. This necessarily makes any nationwide assessment
uneven and the implications of this should be explained. There is little
about the longer term, about indirect effects (at least in the SR), and
several entire sectors are omitted from the assessment: mining/minerals,
retailing and other tertiary activities (which contribute a substantial fraction
of national income). Transport and the construction sector are only
partially addressed. An assessment such as this cannot be expected to
cover everything but it needs to explain to the reader what it has covered,
what not, and why.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

The sector reports described what is covered
and why

PR232

Other uncertainties deserve more attention such as our varying ability to
forecast different aspects of climate changes. For example, we have
greater confidence in risks arising from temperature changes than from
changes in fog, wind speed, cloud cover or extreme precipitation. As a
risk assessment, it would have been helpful to show the divergence from
current risk levels to future risk levels under the climate change
scenarios. While some future risks appear very significant in the SR, such
as flooding, this is already a sizeable risk in the UK. A question that
remains within many of the themes is: To what extent are the current
risks changing?

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR233

Other Reports. Other reports on international dimensions (IDCC) and on
adaptive capacity adopt methods which are different to those used by the
CCRA. This can be confusing to the reader, and it would be preferable
that they (i.e. the issues and the two reports) be considered separate
from the CCRA.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Other reports are discussed where relevant.

PR234

Further work and future management of the next CCRA. This Report
should make clear (in the Summary of the SR) what advances need to be
made by research before the next Assessment (in 2017), for example: In the sectors and systems not assessed here (see above). - In aspects
of extremes, timings, and hotspots (clustering of risks), etc. - In different
assessment approaches, such as a more ‘adjoint’ or ‘bottom-up’
approach that has characterised recent risk assessment elsewhere, with
more assessment of current risk profiles and vulnerabilities.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR235

There needs to be a plan to fill current knowledge gaps, and to mobilise
the required resources. This includes monitoring networks to detect
‘impacts’ in real time and improving access to data (e.g. tackling issues of
data ownership and cost).

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

PR236

Regarding the management of a five-yearly national climate risk
assessment: Government should develop a clear plan for transference
from HRW of all knowledge (data, models, etc.) developed for this
Assessment. It should consider how this could be used to develop future
capacity either in Government or in research institutions; and it should
consider whether a managed programme might be a more suitable
vehicle than competitive bidding for implementing similar assessments in
the future, as a way of sustaining the knowledge capacity and data
developed, especially if each five-year Assessment is expected to build
on its predecessor.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

No action.

PR237

In conclusion. This report represents a very major effort to advance our
understanding of the risks of climate change. It has extended our
knowledge by combining the analysis of response functions, for a wide
range of exposure fields, with the measurement of ‘importance’ of
different risks for the policymaker at the national level (through
stakeholder involvement, through weighting, and by monetisation of
risks). What is now needed is: a) better distillation of the key messages,
uncertainties and caveats, b) making these messages clearer at the
different levels of Executive Summary, Summary and Synthesis Report,
and c) sourcing all key statements to the evidence base in the sector
reports.

Martin Parry Letter, peer
review panel
comments

Addressed through a substantive redraft of the
Executive Summary, Chapter 1 and Chapter 2
and editing of Chapter 9

G.206

There are still some outstanding issues to resolve, in order to ensure the Letter from ASC see below
report is robust and has maximum impact. These are outlines below and
are structured around the three generic principles we set out in our
second annual progress report:

G.207

1. Providing a transparent comparison of risks:

Letter from ASC We have endeavoured to be far more
transparent and provide a clearer line of sight
between the Evidence Report and Sector
Reports

G.208

The Synthesis Report needs to clearly set out that the CCRA is a risk
assessment, and not an impact assessment. An impact assessment
would analyse the climate risk net of any adaptation that might occur.
Whereas the CCRA will be followed by a national assessment of
adaptation options.

Letter from ASC We have emphasised that the report deals
with potential risks, which have been assessed
without detailed consideration of adaptation
options. This is emphasised throughout the
evidence report and has been made very clear
in the Summary Report and Government
Report.

G.209

The Summary and Executive Summary do not systematically compare or Letter from ASC The ES has been redrafted, bringing in the
identify the key risks and opportunities to the UK that have emerged from
Chapter 9 material and clearly stating the top
the analysis. There is useful material in Chapter 9 to help do this (for
ten findings and main adaptation areas.
example see Table 9.5 and Figure 9.4).

G.210

The monetisation of risks and opportunties could help with these
Letter from ASC
comparisons, but is also open to misinterpretation. The report needs to
clearly set out the methodology for monetising each risk, the assumptions
underpinning the analysis, and how the monetised risks were combined to
produce and aggregate figure.

G.211

2. Characterising uncertainties:

G.212

The assumptions underpinning the analysis are not always clearly
Letter from ASC We have made made the level of adaptation
articulated or applied consistently across all sectors, despite having a
assumed a lot clearer in the latest version.
significant impact on the overall size of the risk. This is particularly true of
the assumptions concerning the level of autonomous or planned adaption
to climate change and socio-economic trends. This makes the
comparison of risks difficult and could lead people to draw misleading
conclusions. It would be helpful if the synthesis would make clear which
risks are calculated based on today's society/economy and which are
based on future trend, and what level of adaptation is assumed.

G.213

The CCRA has advanced thinking on how to incorporate the probabilities Letter from ASC We have added more text on uncertainties
assigned to particular climate outcomes into decision-making about
highlight this issue.
adaptation. The risk assessment uses some of the probabilities in
UKCP09 to calculate the scale of potential consequences, and in doing so
provides a method for incorporating climate uncertainty into future risk
assessments.

Improvements have been made to this section.
A decision has been made not to present an
overall figure and we understand that the CCC
will be producing some briefing material
related to this involving the CCRA economists.

Letter from ASC see below

G.214

However, there are limitations with this approach. For example, we
Letter from ASC Large caveats are now included in a series a
cannot be confident that the tenth, fifieth and ninetieth percentiles
boxes.
reported in UKCP09 accurately represent the range of possible climate
outcomes. The representation of uncertainties in climate models is an
active area of research, and it is important that the CCRA explains that
there are still considerable uncertainties about the assignment of
probabilities in future climate outcomes. Currentl there is no such caveat.

G.215

We suggest that in the next risk assessment, results should be drawn
from a range of reputable high-resolution climate models, for example
from different European institutes. This should provide more reliable
forecast probabilities than those based on a single model, even if the
Hadley Centre model is state of the art.

Letter from ASC This issue may be picked up in the lessons
learned report. However the report has made
use of the UKCP09 to provide a plausible
range and has not used the probabilities
formally to quatify risks.

G.216

3. Cross-checking results with current climate impacts and risks.

Letter from ASC see below

G.217

An assessment of the UK's vulnerability to current climate is a good
Letter from ASC Further work on consistency checking has
starting point for assessing future impacts, because it draws on what is
dealth with these issues
already known, and establishes a baseline against which changes in risk
and vulnerability can be tracked over time. The report, in our view, rightly
begins by discussing current climate risks to the UK and how these are
likely to change in the future under different possible climate scenarios.
However, this is not executed consistently across the sectors and
themes, and is confusing in some places. For example in the Summary
of Findings the overheating of buildings and transport systems is
described as a current risk in London, but later on in the report summer
overheating is stated as a risk that is only likely to emerge by the 2050s.

G.218

We believe that future risk assessments should do more to put this
understanding of the UK's current climate vulnerability at the heart of the
assessment.

Letter from ASC This may be picked up in the lessons learned
report.

