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IPCC Process for Evaluating and
Communicating the Degree of
Certainty in Key Findings.

* Coordination croissante

» Differences persistantes entre groupes
* Pragmatique et rigoureux

 Eprouve par les pairs et |la politique



Premier rapport GIEC (1990)

Question 1: Is it a real problem ? — WG I's place

« Political pressure on WG | to adress
uncertainties rigorously, with peer review.

» Subjective perspective: certainties, degrees
of confidence. Predictions (!).

e No central inter-WG coordination

e Review and formulation of uncertainties less
systematic in WG Il and Ill.



Deuxieme rapport GIEC (1996)

WG |: No specific vocabulary. An
‘uncertainties” section. Projection instead of
prediction.

WG |l: Vocabulary for degrees of confidence.

WG llI: Reports intervalls, conditional cost
scenarios

Need for coordination is recognized



Depuis le troisieme rapport (2001)

» Coordination croissante par une directive

* Note pragmatique et rigoureuse, eéprouvee par
les pairs et la politique

» Differences persistantes entre groupes, WG Il
harmonisé seulement au AR4



Evaluate evidence

Present summary
and agreement
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I Present level
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Evidence and agreement terms

High agreement High agree
Limited evidence Medium evidenc

Medium agreement | Medium agreement
Limited evidence Medium evidence

Agreement ——p

Low agreement Low agreement Low agreement
Limited evidence Medium evidence Robust evidence Confidence

Scale

Evidence (type, amount, quality, consistency) =——p-

Figure 1: A depiction of evidence and agreement statements and their relationship to
confidence. Confidence increases towards the top-right corner as suggested by the
increasing strength of shading. Generally, evidence is most robust when there are multiple,
consistent independent lines of high-quality evidence.



L evels of confidence

* A level of confidence is expressed using five
gualifiers: “very low,” “low,” “medium,” “high,”
and “very high.”

* |t synthesizes the author teams’ judgments
about the validity of findings as determined
through evaluation of evidence and agreement.

* Figure 1 depicts summary statements for

evidence and agreement and their relationship
to confidence



Quantified measures

Table 1. Likelihood Scale

Term* Likelihood of the Outcome
Virtually certain 99-100% probability

Very likely 90-100% probability

Likely 66-100% probability

About as likely as not 33 to 66% probability

Unlikely 0-33% probability

Very unlikely 0-10% probability
Exceptionally unlikely 0-1% probability

* Additional terms that were used in limited circumstances in the AR4 (extremely likely —
95-100% probability, more likely than not — >50-100% probability, and extremely
unlikely — 0-5% probability) may also be used in the AR5 when appropriate.
New in AR5 reauire auantitative analvsis more orecise better



Bilan des guidance notes

Revisions ARS mineures = signe de consensus
Traite I'incertitude comme erreur
 Avec probabilites imprécises

Au dela
Construction sociale de lI'incertitude
GN comme procedures de qualite
* Tracabillite
 Communication
» Gestion des conflits d’'intéerét



narios

4

l'ir.jon ot decision ro

buste



Le modele de maximisation de
I’'esperance de l’'utilité unifie des
approches de I'incertitude ...

* Maximum de |'esperance de gain
* Maximin (précaution simpliste)
* Maximax

 Maximum de l'utilité espérée

¢m




... mais est constament remis en cause

Avantages
 Géneralité et rationalité

» Separe bien utilite u, probabilite p, et gain «

Limites (et controverses)
* Long terme (Actualisation)

* |ncertitude, incomplétude (Risque catastrophique)

» Rationalité et comportement réel (Normativité)
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... et en théorie

Si les probabilites sont imprecises
(exemple : s tres peu probable)

Alors les valeurs esperees sont
Imprecises

0) +co

vix) | VY) .

Comment comparer deux intervalles “?




Le principe de préecaution
reste sans formalisation economique

Precaution : principe legal

L’incertitude scientifique ne justifie pas
l'Ilnaction en cas de risque grave ou
irreversible



La decision robuste,
une reponse avec des scénarios

Robustesse : propriete mathematique

Les consequences de la décision restent
acceptables dans tous les scenarios



Scenarios de changement climatique et économique

RCP 2.6

RCP 4.5

RCP 6,0

RCP 8.5

Scenario A

Scenario B

Scenario C

Scenario D

I 7 1

N\ I 7

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Décision de stratégie d’adaptation




Changement de méthode des scénarios GIEC

AR4 ARS
(a) Sequential approach (b) Parallel approach
Emissions & socio- Representative concentration
economic scenarios pathways (RCPs) and levels
1 (IAMs) 1 of radiative forcing
l / - =
l 2 Radiative forcing | || Climate, atmospheric Emissions & socio-
l & C-cycle projections ' economic scenarios
2a (CMs) 2b (IAMSs)
Climate projections
3 (CMs) 4" 4
[ Impacts, adaptation,
vulnerability (IAV) &
Impacts, adaptation 3 mitigation analysis

& vulnerability
4 (IAV)
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Sur le fond peu de changement entre SRES...
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Representative Concentration Pathways ...et RCP
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Le mythe des Probabilites comme
logique de la Science est dépasseé

* The probabilistic model starts with an exhaustive
partition of the future into mutually exclusive states,
and assign each state a specific weight:

Risk, standard, classical model

» States are known, weights are imprecise:
Uncertainty, ambiguity

* Exhaustivity is incredible: structural uncertainty,
unknown unknowns, black swans ...



Les scenarios offrent plus
qu’une approche de la décision
sous incertitude

 Donnent un langage commun interne
e Clarifient la communication externe

* Ouvrent a la gestion des dimensions
humaines et sociales de I'ignorance



Trois questions en exemple

* Les risques locaux associes aux grands
equipements pour la transition énergétiqgue sont
IlIs vendables aux riverains ?

* L’incertitude sur la valeur sociale du carbone
devient elle plus critigue que l'incertitude sur la
sensibilite climatique ?

 Le GIEC peut il parler d’expertise, science et
societe ?
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