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UK Climate Change Risk Assessment Evidence Report – Advisory 
Group - Minute 
 
Tuesday 28th October, 1000 - 1300 
South Room, 1st Floor, Committee on Climate Change, 7 Holbein Place, London, SW1W 8NR 
 
Attendees 
Lord Krebs (Chair)- ASC 
Graham Wynne- ASC 
Daniel Johns- ASC secretariat 
Alex Townsend- ASC secretariat 
Dave Thompson- ASC secretariat 

Roald Dickens- Defra 
Zebedee Nii-Naate- Defra 
Rosalind West- Defra 

Michael McCallion)- Dept of the Environment, 
Northern Ireland- by phone 
Paul Fagan – Scottish Government- by phone 
Lucy Corfield, Welsh Government- by phone 
Sahra Caffarate- Environment Agency 
Kathryn Humphrey- ASC (project manager) 
 
Apologies:   
Colin Church- Defra

 
Agenda 

1. Update on actions from the last meeting and recap of project plan (John Krebs)  

Most of the actions from the previous meeting had been completed.  Outstanding actions were: 

ACTION 1- Devolved Administrations (DAs) to clarify which risks from CCRA1 are priorities for re-
analysis for them on the basis of analysis being limited in CCRA1; Wales will send an update in due 
course.   
ACTION 2- ASC and Defra to follow up on identifying further papers for chapters that are lacking 
evidence currently (business, global security, cross-cutting issues). 
ACTION 3- Defra to share a risk register for the CCRA Government report with the advisory group. 
ACTION 4- Scottish Government to send through details of who should sit on the flooding project 
group from SEPA.  Any further DA representatives for the Expert Working Group to be provided to 
Rosalind. 
ACTION 5- Sasha to provide Kathryn with her ESRC contact. 
 
The advisory group approved the revised risk register with the following additions; add a risk related 
to the possibility of lead contributors being offered positions on the Adaptation Sub-Committee and 
potential conflicts of interest; revisit the green status of the risks to check if this is valid; delete the 
impact/likelihood key at the bottom as it does not relate to the colour coding. 
 
ACTION 6- Kathryn to update the risk register and consider contingency plans for lead contributors 
with the ASC.  Also to add time for consideration of cross-cutting issues in the project Gantt Chart. 

2.Presentation on the proposed method for the evidence report (Kathryn Humphrey) with 
comments and a steer from the advisory group on the questions outlined in the accompanying 
document. 
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Kathryn presented the latest draft method to the advisory group and asked for advice on the nine 
questions posed.  The advisory group recommended the following: 

 Question 1 – The EAP comments can be addressed by amending point iv to say that risks will 
be prioritised if doing something now could have the largest impact.  The advisory group 
approved of re-using the CCRA1 criteria to assign priority risks. 

 Question 2 – The DAs emphasised the importance of summarising risks so the main risks are 
identified and communicated clearly. A multi-criteria assessment could combine qualitative 
and quantitative information. There was an appetite to do some sort of scoring, but we 
would need to recognise that all caveats would be lost in translation if we communicate a 
single number, though there is no real way around this other than to explain all assumptions 
transparently in the report text.  The advisory group agreed that a Bayesian Belief network 
approach was too complicated for the nature of the exercise, and a simpler expert elicitation 
exercise would suffice. 

 Question 3 – The advisory group agreed that adaptation and socio-economic change should 
be kept separate, although there are some obvious overlaps between the two and these 
would need to be made explicit. 

 Question 4 – The focus of the report should be on current risks, 2050s and 2080s. In some 
cases however, it will be legitimate to have a separate assessment of risk for the 2020s such 
as for water resources planning.  But in most cases the level of risk for present-day on 2020s 
should be treated as the same thing. 

 Question 5- the advisory group recommended that both top-down (science-first) and 
bottom-up (vulnerability-led) assessments were needed in the report, and that an iterative 
approach should be employed that looks at the two approaches together when considering 
each risk. 

 Question 6- It was agreed that a 2 degree/4 degree paradigm for describing the degree of 
climate change was a useful communications tool and should be adopted, with appropriate 
explanations. 

 Question 7- The meeting did not come to an agreement on whether to recommend a “no 
adaptation” scenario alongside a “current action” and “ambitious action” scenario.  The ASC 
will consider comments from the various groups that have been consulted and come to a 
conclusion.  In doing so it would consider how the CCC creates scenarios for mitigation 
effort. 

 Question 8- the advisory group agreed that an open stakeholder review process would be 
valuable late in 2015, but that the ASC would need to make a judgement on how large a 
process it could handle based on resources at the time.  At the very least, a further 
stakeholder meeting would be held to explain the emerging findings, after which attendees 
would be given access to the chapters. 

 Question 9 –It was noted that it is important CCRA2 defines risk as magnitude multiplied by 
likelihood. To avoid any criticisms we should be clear that the estimates of likelihood are 
uncertain but fall within certain bands.  For event-based risks (e.g. a 2003 heatwave-type 
event) we can discuss how the likelihood may change in different scenarios, but for general 
risks (e.g. the impacts of heatwaves) the likelihood is 100% in every scenario, so instead we 
need to set the risk as “likely”, and then describe the scale of likely impact in different 
climate and socio-economic scenarios.  This is how impacts are treated in most of the 
literature. 

 
The advisory group also approved of plans to create a matrix for the report showing where different 
issues would be covered under the various chapters, and hyperlinks in the electronic version of the 
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report to link different sections.  It also suggested a section for chapter 2 that would describe what 
had changed in CCRA2 compared to CCRA1 (which would also be done in each chapter). 
 
ACTION 7- Kathryn to complete a draft of the method document for the ASC to approve by the end 
of 2014. 

3.Comments from the advisory group on the chapter structures, specifically on coverage of risks 
set out in the customer requirement document. 

This was not covered in the meeting due to more time being spent on the method document. 

ACTION 8- It was agreed that the advisory group would send written comments on the chapter 
structures to Kathryn by mid-November. 

4. Update from Defra on plans for Government report, expert working group (Rosalind West) 

Rosalind re-capped on the comments that had been received on the method from the expert 
working group.  These will be added to a comments log that the ASC hold with all comments on the 
draft method.  Work on the Government Report was starting, and Defra would provide a further 
update on plans for the report at the next meeting.  Defra have now invited agency representatives 
on to the expert working group. 

5. Communications plan (Lola Vallejo) 

The advisory group approved the communications plans with the following additions; begin a 
monthly email update to stakeholders in January 2015; organise a second stakeholder event to 
coincide with the first review phase of the evidence report in autumn 2015 (rather than spring 
2016). 

ACTION 9- Lola to update the communications plan. 

6. Update on research projects  (Kathryn Humphrey) 

Kathryn updated the group on the four NERC-funded research projects.  In particular she asked for 
further help from the Scottish Government in liaising with SEPA over the release of data needed for 
the flooding project; and any data on environmental flows from the DAs.   

7. Update on LWEC and the ADAPT programme (Daniel Johns) 

Sasha updated the advisory group with the latest plans for the Living with Environmental Change 
Programme (LWEC).  Emphasis is shifting on the programme becoming more of a network.  Daniel 
noted that while the ASC and UKCIP were attempting to take forward a group to consider what a 
future research framework would look like, they weren’t the responsible bodies and that Defra 
should try to input into future research requirements related to the CCRA.  They would be invited to 
a meeting being set up by NERC to discuss the issue. 

8. AOB and next steps (John Krebs) 
 
It was agreed that the next meeting would be held in January 2015. 


