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4. Sources of Data and Literature 

IAC recommendation: 

The IPCC should strengthen and enforce its procedure for the use of unpublished and nonpeer- 
reviewed literature, including providing more specific guidance on how to evaluate such 
information, adding guidelines on what types of literature are unacceptable, and ensuring that 
unpublished and non-peer-reviewed literature is appropriately flagged in the report. 

IPCC-32 decision: 

The Panel agreed with this recommendation. The Panel decided to strengthen the application of 
its procedures on the use of unpublished and non-peer reviewed literature. It decided to 
implement this recommendation and further key elements through its procedures and guidance 
notes.  

The Panel noted the General Guidance on the Use of Literature in IPCC Reports (contained in 
IPCC-XXXII/INF.4) as revised in General Guidance on the Use of Literature in IPCC Reports 
(Appendix 1 of the decision of IPCC-32) which addresses the related aspects in the IAC 
recommendations and decided to endorse them as a Guidance Note. 

The Panel urges the Co-Chairs of Working Group I, II, III and TFI to take any necessary steps to 
ensure that this guidance note is applied in the development of IPCC reports.  

Task Group consideration: 

The TG notes that changes to the procedures are warranted to respond to this IAC 
recommendation. 

The TG, after consulting the WG /TFI TSUs, found that the implementation of this IAC 
recommendation regarding the appropriate flagging of unpublished and non-peer reviewed 
literature would not be practical. 

Task Group recommendation for decision by the Panel: 

Replace the current Annex 2 of the Procedures (‘Procedure for using non-published/non-peer 
reviewed sources in IPCC reports’) by a new Annex 2 as described below: 

ANNEX 2: PROCEDURE ON THE USE OF LITERATURE IN IPCC REPORTS 

This annex is provided to ensure that the IPCC process for the use of literature be open 
and transparent. Non-journal-based sources can provide crucial information for an IPCC 
Report, including information about experience and practice with mitigation and 
adaptation activities (e.g. reports from governments, industry, and other organisations, 
reports or working papers of research institutions, workshop proceedings). In principle, 
newspapers and magazines are not valid sources of  scientific knowledge. Blogs, social 
networking sites, and broadcast media are not acceptable sources of information for 
IPCC Reports. 
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For the above mentioned sources the following additional procedures are needed. 

1. Responsibilities of Coordinating, Lead and Contributing Authors 

Authors are requested to critically assess any information they would like to include from 
a non-journal-based source. Each chapter team should review the quality and validity of 
each source before incorporating information from the source into an IPCC Report. 

Authors who wish to include information from a non-journal based source that is not 
commercially available are requested to send the full reference and a copy, preferably 
electronically, to the Working Group/Task Force Bureau Co-Chairs who are coordinating 
the Report. 

For any sources written in a language other than English, an executive summary or 
abstract in English is required. 

These procedures also apply to those papers undergoing the publication process in 
peer-reviewed journals at the time of the review. 

All sources will be integrated into a reference section of an IPCC Report. 

2. Responsibilities of the Review Editors 

The Review Editors will ensure that these sources are selected and used consistently 
with the procedures in this Annex. 

3. Responsibilities of the Working Group/Task Force Bureau Co-Chairs 

The Working Group/Task Force Bureau Co-Chairs coordinating the Report will  

(a) collect these sources received from authors, as well as the accompanying 
information about each source and  

(b) make these sources available to reviewers who request them during the review 
process. 

4. Responsibilities of the IPCC Secretariat 

The IPCC Secretariat will  

(a) collect these sources for each IPCC Report not prepared by a Working Group/the 
Task Force on National Greenhouse Gas Inventories and  

(b) make these sources available to reviewers who request them during the review 
process. 
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(Responses) 

Austria 

Annex 2, para 4 

There is some contradiction with the suggestion under para 11.3 / Repository. It is suggested by 
Austria to establish such repository at the IPCC secretariat in Geneva. This would add a 
corresponding additional responsibility of the IPCC Secretariat. 

Belgium 

In annex 2: 

(1) We suggest clarifying by replacing: "Non-journal-based" by: "nonscientific-journal-based " 

(2) Regarding 1: It is not enough to say that it needs to be done: some accounting is needed. 
We think that, for each such reference, authors should make a short note on  

(a) why the source is valuable and granted confidence,  

(b) why the source is needed and (c) if there is no summary or abstract in the document for any 
reason (and regardless of language), the note should include some information on the scope of 
the document.This should be part of the material made available by the TSUs or secretariat 
during the review process. 

(3) still regarding1: Why "commercially available"? There are also freely available documents. 
The problem may be more obvious with documents protected by a commercial license or 
copyright. We suggest the TG should propose to create a database of all publications that could 
be made available on request to all people that critically need these to support the work on the 
report, e.g. Review Editors. 

(4) stil regarding1: language other than English : This is very restrictive:  there could be useful 
documents that do not include a summary in EN. We would suggest establishing a mechanism 
by which an EN summary can be provided by the author; possibly with a signed declaration that 
he made all efforts to ensure that the translated summary actually reflects the content of the 
document. 

(5) regarding 2. It seems logical that REs are involved, but they already have a lot of work. 
Either there should be more REs, or there should have some kind of help - e.g. by nominating 
young scientists as assistants in either the RE process or the checking of sources. The TG 
should address the means which will allow Review Editors to do a good job, particularly if their 
responsibilities are broadened. Otherwise it will become increasingly difficult to find volunteers. 

(6) regarding 3: Please clarify which sources. All sources except those commercially available 
above? We find it annoying that this would mean that any source that cannot be distributed to 
anyone due to copyright restrictions could not be distributed at all. We believe that all sources 
should be made easily accessible (electronically) at least for some kind of "internal use". 
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Canada 

(1) The statement regarding the use of newspapers and magazines should be more carefully 
nuanced to ensure that research based on archival documentary evidence is not inadvertently 
excluded. While documentary evidence does not constitute a large source of information on 
historical climate change, there is serious research based on documented harvest dates, etc., 
as an indicator of historical climatic conditions; in these instances at least some of that 
documentary evidence has come from archived newspapers, and other similar sources. For 
example, in the first paragraph of the proposed Annex 2, Canada suggests replacing "In 
principle, newspapers and magazines are not" with "Except in rare instances, such as in studies 
of historical harvest dates or historical reports of weather impacts, newspapers and magazines 
are generally not."  

(2) Under item 3b, Canada suggests noting that making sources available to reviewers is 
conditional upon having permission from the owners of the grey literature to disseminate it to 
others.  

(3) Under item 3, Canada suggests that grey literature  should also be accessible upon request 
to readers of the final report (conditional upon permission of the owners). Accessibility of the 
referenced sources is important for the users of these assessment reports. 

Germany 

TG consideration: The reasons for the refusal of the IAC recommendation must be strengthened 
and explained more carefully as the issue of grey literature has been a major topic of the public 
discussion. A review of the new rules is needed after the end of each assessment cycles, as the 
way of scientific working changes.  

--- 4. Responsibilities of the secretariat, add a third point: 

"The IPCC Secretariat will (a) ..., (b)..., and c) will store these source after publication of an 
IPCC-report and make them available on request." 

India 

1. It is important to note that the Reports of many agencies particularly that of World Bank, 
UNEP, FAO, WMO, IEA, Regional Development Banks, etc are in most cases peer reviewed. 
Thus there is a need for a category that reports from such reputed multilateral institutions and 
agencies is treated appropriately. 

2. It should be ascertained and possibly certified by CLA and LAs that nonjournal- based 
information is not available in journals, and that it would add value to the IPCC report in 
reflecting a new point of view. In case inclusion of such unpublished and non-peer-reviewed 
literature changes the context and nature of discussions/inferences, certification by CLA/LAs 
should be mandatory. In any case, unpublished and non-peer-reviewed literature should not 
date more than 2 years than the last allowed reference citing date for any IPCC report, since if it 
were such an important work, why was it not published in these two years, which is a 
reasonable time for any journal publication. 
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Japan 

4. Sources of Data and Literature: 

Japan support the recommendation by the TG. Additionally, submitting a brief description of the 
nature of medias in which non-English literatures are presented would be preferable. (For 
example, descriptions such as "a local journal of Japanese Economic Association", or "its 
targeted readers are ...", etc.) 

Malaysia 

4. Sources of Data and Literature: 

We agree with the new proposed Annex 2 of the Procedures (‘Procedure for using non-
published/non-peer-reviewed sources in IPCC reports’). However, the IAC recommendation for 
unpublished and non-peer-reviewed literature to be appropriately flagged in the IPCC Report 
should still be considered if any relevant source of data and literature is deemed important/ 
useful. This “flagging” procedure shall be considered in the implementation after taking into 
consideration to the additional procedures (1 to 4) as stated in the newly proposed Annex 2 by 
the TG. 

Netherlands 

it should be emphasized that newspapers and magazines are in no circumstances valid sources 
of scientific knowledge. We suggest adding the possibility to refer to both sources only in case it 
is necessary to note media attention to climate events relevant for the report. 

Norway 

(1) Norway supports the recommendation from the TG 

(2) The TG says: The TG, after consulting the WG /TFI TSUs, found that the implementation of 
this IAC recommendation regarding the appropriate flagging of unpublished and non-peer 
reviewed litterature would not be practical. Would it be wise to include an explanation of why 
this is not practical? 

Russian Federation 

1. Acceptable sources of information, besides scientific journal papers, should be limited to  

a) scientific monographs having an editorial board or a scientific editor,  

b) scientific reports prepared by governmental agencies and national/international scientific 
organizations, and  

c) proceedings of scientific conferences having an editorial board. All such publications must 
have ISBN. Use of information sources of any other type in the IPCC reports is unacceptable. 

2. It remains unclear who will store the archive collected by a given TSU after the assessment 
cycle is ended. 
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Sweden 

We agree to the text in the box on Annex 2, but we would like to remove "In principle" in the last 
row on page 4. 

In page 5, bullet 1, Responsibilities, second para: Authors who wish to include information from 
a non-journal based source that is not commercially available. Does that mean a commercially 
or publicly? Or commercially or non-commercially? 

UK 

In the suggested Annex 2, recommend adding the word technical to the list of reports that are 
acceptable. Do we really want to include NGO reports or other docs emanating from advocacy 
organisations? Also we would want to make it explicit that policy documents shouldn't be 
included. 

Suggest we put together a more rigorous list of what literature is acceptable and what isnt. 

Recommend an easy mechanism for flagging non journal based vs. journal based. 

Para 4. can we refer to peer reviewed and non peer reviewed literature. Splitting the world into 
journals and others is not quite the issue. 

United States of America 

On the updated Annex 2, the US believes the first paragraph of Annex 2 as worded is still too 
ambiguous to provide guidance to authors as they consider information for assessments. 
Furthermore, we would prefer the emphasis to be placed on assurance of quality of the non-
peer-reviewed literature, (i.e. Was the data used in the report from a reliable source? Have 
previous reports from this source been subsequently verified as consistent with the peer-
reviewed literature?  

Has any data presented been validated and/or is of such a nature that authors have high 
confidence in its validity?  

Are the findings presented from a climate change subject area that normally presents new 
findings in peerreviewed journals e.g., observations in fields of natural science, or in a subject 
area that uses other valid avenues to present information e.g., case studies of adaptation or 
mitigation policies through government publications?) rather than on a differentiation of specific 
sources. We do not think it is useful to reference specific sources in a general policy. 

Inputs by Office Holders as decided by P-32 

TG consideration: In second sentence, for clarity suggest inserting "the part of" before "this", so 
it reads "the implementation of the part of this IAC recommendation " 

Box on Annex 2: In first sentence under point 1, replace "a non-journal based" in the second line 
by "any", so it reads "from any source. ". Then insert "nonjournal based" after "each" in the next 
line, so it reads "validity of each nonjournal based source. ". [Thomas Stocker, Co-chair, WG I] 
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Annex 2, first paragraph: The parenthetical examples, currently placed at the end of the 
sentence on non-journal-based sources, could be interpreted as giving examples only related to 
adaptation and mitigation activities as opposed to being general examples of nonjournalbased 
sources.  

Consider making the parenthetical a new sentence, e.g., “Nonjournalbased sources include 
reports from governments…”. 

Annex 2, section heading 1: It could be better to use “Coordinating Lead, Lead, and Contributing 
Authors” here. 

Annex 2, section 1: Please correct the unconventional paragraph structure used in this section. 
In addition, here and elsewhere the Task Force should be referred to as the “Task Force,” not 
the “Task Force Bureau.” 

Annex 2, section 1, second paragraph: It would be more appropriate to direct authors to provide 
sources that are not commercially available to the relevant Working Group/Task Force TSU, 
rather than to the Co-Chairs. 

Annex 2, section 1, third-to-last sentence of section: It might be clearer to say that an executive 
summary or abstract in English “must be provided” rather than “is required” to better clarify 
where responsibility falls for providing this summary.  

Annex 2, section 1, last sentence: The current phrasing could imply that these sources will 
appear in some separate reference section. It does not seem that this sentence adds clarity, so 
it could be removed. 

Annex 2, section 2: It would be clearer to say “are selected and used following the procedures in 
this Annex.” 

Annex 2, section 3: The previous comment on reference to the Task Force and on TSU vs. Co- 
Chairs collection of sources apply here as well. [Chris Field, Co-chair, WG II] 
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