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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In this reportMinority Staff of the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public
Worksexamine key documents and emails
from the University
Climatic Research Un{tCRU). We have
concluded

1 The emails were written by the
worl dbés top cli
work at the most prestigious and
influential climate research
institutions in the world.

1 Many of them were lead authors
and coordinating lead authors of
UNOG s
Climate Change (IPCC) reports,
meaning that they had been
intimately involved in writing and
editing the
assessmentsThey also helped write
reports by the United States Global
Change Research Program
(USGCRP).

1 The CRU controversy and recent
revelations about errors in the
| PCCO0s most
assessment cast serious doubt on
the validity of
finding for greenhouse gases under
the Clean Air Act. The IPCC serves
as the primary
endangerment finding for
greenhouse gases.

1 Instead of moving forward on
greenhouse gas regulation, the
Agency should fully address the
CRU controversy andte |
flawed science.
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The scientists involvenh the CRU
controversyiolated fundamental ethical
principles governing taxpayéunded
research and, in some casesy have
violatedfederal laws. In addition to these
indifig® e bel@V2 thé dmaild &nd
accompanying documents seriously
compromise the IPC6G a c k e d

emissions are inexorably leading to
BnvidrfmerRaNchths@dpres. Wh o

An independent inquiry conducted
by the UKOGs
already concluded that the scientists
employed by the University of East Anglia,
and who were at the center of the

BbatrBaeepbkyonyviol ated

Information Act' Another independent
inquiry, headed by Sir Muir Russell, is

_investigating allegations that the scientists in
| PCCO s thé CRU 8darfd® manipulated climate

change data.

In our view, the CRU documents and

emails reveal, among other things, unethical

andpotentiallyillegal behavior by some of
the worl dés

CRU EMAILS SHOVBCIENTISTS

1 Obstructing release of damagin
data and information;

1 Manipulating data to reach
preconceived conclusions;

1 Colluding to pressure journal
editors who published work
guestioning the climate science
Afconsensuso; a

1 Assuming activist roles to
influence the political process.
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AThe truth is that promoting ®ctéecabbahdprpt
free and open inquiry. |l t6s about ensuring th
by politics Il t6s about d issay ndwmegn tvwh edrh aitt osur

especial |l y wh e n--Presidest BarackcObama, ®acengbe?0, 2008

AThe two MMs have been after the CRU stat:i
thereis a Freedom of Information Act now in the UK, | think I'll delete the file rather than
send to anyone. Does your similar act in the US force you to respond to enquiries within 20
days?- ours does ! The UK works on precedents, so the first requesestilt.tWe also have a
data protection act --Phi¥bones,liormer dwectdr bf théd Untversityb e hi n d
of East Angliads Climatic Research Uni

Al't's no use pretending that tblyalackerBom'the a maj
climatic research unit at the University of I
|l " m di smayed and deeply shaken by them. ... ..
the evidence | championed. | would h&meen a better journalist if | had investigated their

cl ai ms mo ¢ 6eorgd Mosb@t, opluninist, The Guardian



Glossary of Terms

CRU:
BBC:
IPCC:
EPA:
CRS:
ARA4:
UN:
MWP:
UCAR:
CLA:
NASA:
NOAA:
DOE:
TAR:
NAO:
WMO:
UNEP:
WMS:
UNFCC:
TSU:
FOIA:
OSTP:
FCA:
GHG:

USGCRP:

CCSP:
NRC:
GHCN:
OMB:
FOl:
LIA:
TSD:
GCM:

University of East Anglia Climatic Research Unit, UnitedKingdom
British Broadcasting Corporation

United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
United States Environmental Protection Agency

United States Congressional Research Service

IPCC Fourth AssessmehReport

United Nations

Medieval Warm Period

University Corporation for Atmospheric Research
Coordinating Lead Author

National Aeronautics and Space Administration

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

United States Department of Energy

IPCC Third Assessment Report

North Atlantic Oscillation

World Meteorological Organization

United Nations Environment Programme

World Meteorological Society

United Nations Framewak Convention on Climate Change
Technical Support Unit

Freedom of Information Act

WhitehouseOffice of Science and Technology Policy

False Claims Act

Greenhouse Gas

United States Global Change Research Program

United States Climate Change Science Program

National Research Council

Global Historical Climatology Network

United States Office of Management and Budget

United Kingdom Freedom of Information Act

Little Ice Age
Techni cal
Global Climate Model
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Introduction
Background

On October 12, 2009, email
correspondence and other information
bel onging to the Uniyv
Climatic Research Unit (CRU) were given
to a reporter with the BBC netwofkin
mid-November, additional emails and
documents were posted onwamber of file
servers, making it available to the broader
public’ A message accompanying the
materi al read, fAWe fe
is too important to be kept under wraps. We
hereby release a random selection of
correspondence, code, and docursent
Hopefully it will give some insight into the
science and the peopl

Thus far, no one has publicly denied
the authenticity of the material, including
the scientists whose names appear in the
emails! Some have alleged that the
information was stolen via computer
Ahacking, 0 yet no con
emerged to support that clafmOthers have
suggested the responsibility lies with an
internal CRU source, who, as some have
further speculated, vaacting as a
Awhi stl%®bl ower . o

An independent inquiry conducted
by the UKOGs I nformat.i
already concluded that the scientists
employed by the University of East Anglia,
and who are at the center of the controversy,
vi ol at e d eedbneof Ibfetroasion F r
Act.’® Another independent inquiry, headed
by Sir Muir Russell, is investigating
allegations that the scientists in the CRU
scandal manipulated climate change data.

After an initial review, the Minority
Staff of the Senate Committea
Environment and Public Works believe the
scientists involved violated fundamental
ethical principles governing taxpayemded
research and, in some casesy have
uiqlatedfederal lgws. Morequer, wg pefieve 5 6 s
the emails and accompanying documents
seriausly compromise the IPCGased
consensus and its central conclusion that
anthropogenic emissions are inexorably
leading to environmental catastrophes.

e | Thsgeportalsopravides@fagt o j e nc e
based overview of the players and

institutions involved in this scaad as well

as some preliminary analysis into whether
taxpayerfunded scientists violated the law

ar traduegd; basig ethical principles

governing taxpayefunded research. We

provide some initial analysis as to how the
release of the documerdaffects domstic

climate change poliéggys peci fi cal l vy,
endangerment finding for greenhouse gases
under the Clean Air Act. The report also

yill serve ap the faundatigndas U h 4 s
continuing investigation into this matter in

the weeks and months ahead.

Why this is important

The emails (and the data and
computer code released to the public) were
Whi Ebmmi b¥ibherwagkdos t
many of whom had bedeaad authors and
contributing lead authors of various sections
of the IPCC reports and were thingmately

i nvolved in writing and
science assessments. This is no small
matter. As noted science historian Naomi
Oreskes wrot e, the fAsci e
climate change fAis clear

reports of the Intergovernmentanel on
Cl i mat e CAccomliggeo ode top



Obama Administration official, the IPCC is
fithe gold standard for authoritative scientific
informationon climate change because of

the rigorous way in which they are prepared,
revi ewed, dd approve

These scientists work at the most
prestigious and influential climate research
institutions in the world. For example, Dr.
Phil Jones was director df¢ CRU until he
was forced to temporarily resign because of
his role in the scandal. According to the
Congressional Research Service (CRS),
CRU i s fAamong the r
centers in the worl
climate change research. It also has
ficontributed to the scientific assessments of
climate change conducted by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IrPCC) . o0 CRUOG s
key datasets of surface temperatures utilized

en
do

CRUTEMBsasJanksoh

basis for cafandtrade bills considered in
the House andow by the SenateFor

exampl e, H. R. 2454, t he

Energy and Secualsoity Act

Hnowin as WaxmaiVarkey, cites the IPCC

and its workno fewer than five times to

support the bil'fés vario

In short, the utility and probity of the
IPCC process and its results are crucial to
policymaking with respect to climate change
here in the United States.

whanhdoab the masesabshowh

on key aspects of

What emerges from review of the

emails and documents, which span ay&ar
period from 1996 through November 2009,
IS much more than, as EPA Administrator
pbe it, sci
i nt er per sRather, thedmails | s . 0

by the IPCC in its Fourth Assessment show the worlddés | eading
Report™* discussing, among other things:

Thel PCCO0s wor k ser vesY @Dbstructihgreldase vf damaging data
basis for climate policy decisions made by and information;
governments throughout the warld 1 Manipulating datand knowingly
including here in the United States using flawed climate modete reach
notable example is the EPBréconseied doiciagiogse r me nt
finding for greenhouse gases from mobile 1 Colluding to pressure journal editors
sources under the Clean Act, issued in who published work questioning the
Decembel>As the finding statcesi,maftiet sicSi ence ficons
EPAGs view that the scige Adsimingdttividt PoRLIGiISINRAEB T S O
of the I PCC firepresent t fhe&polRiklocedsef erence
materials for determining the general state of
knowledge on the scientific and technical The correspondence also reveals
issues before the aggnm makingan ~ something significantly more nuanctwn a
endangermefft ndebiesfomgedgd8nsuso on the state

Technical Support Document (TSD), in the
section onEFAzlamsthatb ut i
climate changes are tihesult of

anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions and
not natural forces|In this sectionEPA has

67 citations, 47 of which refer to the IPCC.
The 1 PCCb6bs work al so

7

Contrary to repeategublic assertions that
PReOfiscience is settled,
worl dés | eading climate
over critical issues, questioning key methods

and statistical technigs,expressing

concerns about historical periods (such as _
Aetefihe MBdfeval Wafin PErRMEP) t 1 T 1 C


http://globalwarming.house.gov/tools/3q08materials/files/lubchenco.pdf
http://globalwarming.house.gov/tools/3q08materials/files/lubchenco.pdf

was global in extefand doubting whether emails with technicalities. We'll be able to
there i s fAconsentteus 0 gehpadtthieonly @y graseisy realityd

extent of climate change. apologising where appropriate and
demonstrating that it cannot happen
Consider, for example, the deputy a g a 7 gliveCrook, a senior editor for
director of the CRU, who wrote to a theAtlanticc s hared Monbi ot 6s ¢

coll eague warning againmhbe dinindegnesp af these suppdsedt y o f
expressing an impression of more consensus men of science, 0 wrote C
than might actual ly e willingressdo g&sto anypléngthrs to defend a
Hayward,SeniorFellow at the American preconceived message, is surprising even to
Enterprise Instiite, has noted that me. The stink of intellectual corruption is
skepticism and doubt averpbobwprcab. of what

one might expect of an evolving scientific

enterprise. o Yet i n this c¢ase Ataminimum,

that there is doubt at all is ~ . considering thenagnitude of
APretending t ;

significant because, as the stakes involveil

Hayward wrote real crisis isn't going to domestic and international

the selfsame scientists who make it o a climate policies that will cost

have insistd most g consumers trillions of dollars

vehemently that there is a an attempt, and destroy millions of

settled consensus adhered t jobsd the matter is

by all researchers of repute further, fAt{ sufficiently serious to

and that there is nothing left| emails with technicalities. | warrant closer scrutin{? On

to débate. o We'll be able to get past this this point we are not alone.

Given these facts, only by grasping reality, As noted earlier, the
former Vice President Al - director of the CRU was
N : . apologising where : .

Gorebs di smis forced to temporarily resign

controversy a appropriate and . pehding an internal CRU
fury, signifyingnoh i n g, investigation?* Meanwhile,

baseles$' Observers from demorstrating that it Penn State University is

across the ideological cannot happg¢g proceeding with an
spectrum recognize that the investigation into whether
emails have unveiled a Dr. Michael Mann engaged
scandal of significant proportions. Even in, participated in, either directlyr
CRU6s Phil Jones, a prhndcrpatl yighdaeayiacthens
controversy, admitt ed deviftea fromtatcepteed preaticds withifi theo
not read well . 0 academic community for proposing,
conducting or reporting research or other

George Monbiot, @olumnist forThe scholarly activitieso (P

Guardian(UK), and a leading exponent of Mann of three other allegations leveled

the catastrophic global warming hypothesis,  againsthim).?*® Rajendra Pachauri, chairman
wrote, fAPretendi ng t haftheP®G, afterinisaily'dismissingrthe al cr i
isn't going to make i serioggmessoiitheyemdils, pldigédthatthes an
attempt, o he wrythee f uPEQveould coniluctdts gwi isvestigatidh.
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On December 10, 2009, 27 Republican
Senators sent a letter to UN Secretary
General BarKi-Moon, urging that the
investigation occur independent of the UN
and the IPCC!

In addition, members from the House
Select Committee on Energy Independence
and Global Warming; the House Energy and
Commerce Committee; and the Senate
Commerce, Sciencand Transportation
Committee have pressed Congressional
leaders and the Obama Administration to
investigate the controversy.



SECTION 1: Inside the Emaill
Trail 2

AThe researclenterprise has itself been
changing as science has become
increasingly integrated into everyday life.
But the core values on which the enterprise
is based honesty, skepticism, fairness,
collegiality, opennegsremain unchanged.
These values have helped puod a
research enterprise of unparalleled
productivity and creativity. So long as they
remain strong, scienéeand the society it
served wi | | p OroBeipgear . 0
Scientist: Responsible Conduct in
Research, the National Academy of
Sciences, 1988

As notedthe CRU controversy
features emails from
climate scientis& emails that show
behaviorcontrary to the practice of objective
science and potentially federal law. We note
at the outset an important distinction

~

between, as Stephen Haywgrdi t i t , A
politicized scientist
center of this contro
scientistso doing 1 mp

of climatology. One of the motivations

behind the Minority Report is to ensure that
theCRUscandal oes not MnAcast
the entire field, o fo
there are undoubtedly
scientists trying to do important and
valuabl e work. o

We agree with Hayward that this
scandal Amay represen
against the alarmit s . 0 And we
whol eheartedly that
serious climate science all along was not so
much contrarian arguments from skeptics,
but rather the damage that the hyperbole of

t
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the environmental community would inflict
on their ®own cause. ®
The CRU emails portray the work
and attitudes of leading climate scientists in
a profoundly negative light. As William
Anderson, a professor at Harvard
University, has observed, these scientists:

A Rfused to disclose their original data and
their methods of analysis, threatening to
destroy data rather than comply with
freedomof-information demands, as
required by law. This action constitutes
scientific malfeasance of the gravest type.
Alone it is sufficient to discredit their entire
enterprise. o

Political Science, Concealing Data,
Undermining Peer Review°

h o IWEP-S | d A o | on 1
fil tried hard to balance the needs |
of the science and the IPCC,
which were not always the sante.
Keith Briffa, Deputy Director of

the CRU, April 29, 2007

at t he
sober
fiel

e

versy, MmMMmortT e
ortant n the

Transparency and openness are
essential to producing good science. In
2006, iR & répBree¥ammifg the work of
Profes€of MicH M4 Mofe of tH teRtfhr
figlirés inltHe ERWPchntrdbdlsy, thé Rafidhal

Research Council stated:

all U

wor k i d

AOur view is that all research
benefits from full and open access to
U a pubiisiedPdatisBts dhdthal'alclear
agr Exﬁl}anation of analytical methods is
he Hhdnbatbd P8ets sHb@FLhavE ecebsP
to the information needed to
reproduce published results, so that
increased confidence in the outcome



of thestudy can be generated inside
and outside the scientific
communrli ty. o

This clear and timéaonored
principle was under attack in the CRU
emails. The evidence sugge these
scientists had a bias toward concealing data
and methods, and preventing scientists with
contrary views from publishing their work in
peerr evi ewed journal s.
Scientific Adviser, John Beddington,
condemned this behavior, writingatihi |
dondét think itds heal
scepticism. Science grows and improves in
the Iight*of criticis

Commenting on the CRU scandal,
Ralph Cicerone, President of the National
Academy of Sciences, wrote that such
behavior
conflict.o Further,
and transparency must be reinforced to build
and maintain trust internal and external
i n s c 3 Aaarding to recent polling,
the scientistso6 failuwu
exhortation has signdantly eroded public
trust in climate change sciente.

The emails also raise a fundamental
guestion: What, if any, are the boundaries
between science and activism? Wherever
one draws the line, many scientists confront,
and engage in, the politicatocess at some
level. As the National Academy of
Sciences wrote in AOnN
Responsi ble Conduct i
and technology have become such integral
parts of society that scientists can no longer

isolate themselves from societalb n ¢ €r nsb &y on d

We wonot delve into t
note that scientists who receive taxpayer
funds are held to a different legal and ethical
standard. For them, political or other sorts

of activism are highly circumscribed.
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Perhaps the statemtehat best
exemplifies the unusual political tendency
among the scientists in the CRU controversy
came from Dr. Keith Briffa, the Deputy
Director of the CRU, and lead author of the
| PCCO0s Fourth Assessment
wrotein one of the CRU emailsl| triied
hard to balance the needs of the science
and the IPCC, which were not always the
saméo eErpph&siadded] Asiomefwill see,
with these scientists, the political needs of
the IPCC usually came first.
thy to dismiss proper

As one reads through the emails, one
oan eadily identify an effort to keep data
and information under wraps. Consider, for
example, an exchange between Phil Jones,
former director of CRU, to Tom Wigley, of
the University Corporation of Atmospheric

fi i napnedd efisb r secei dBeseas QUCAR)® In an email to Wigley

bewi whoanecthao, BAGI &8ant gr
Livermore Laboratory), Jones discussed

strategies to conceal data from a Freedom of
Information Act request (FOIA), specifically

tbet wof bkl bbwaCcobklengtes

Al f  &o6sleyer get used by
anyone, there is also IPR [intellectual
property rights] to consider as well.
Data is covered by all the
agreements we sign with people, so

| will be hiding behind them. ©

Wigleyr esponded that 6éSar ah
shB lead only wridten $re itestimof thescode
anBReseheabeoefiscyenhent h

On May 29, 2008, Phil Jones went

Ahi ding behindod d
boilleaguen to tddlete emalisealated to workt  w e
produced f &aurthtA$tsessmiem CC0O s
Report (AR 4). In an email to Dr. Michael

Mann, Jones wrote:



fCan you delete any emails you to their own. o I n addit:.
may have had with Keith re AR 4? Aithey attempted to take
Keith will do | i ke editsseadd(@arnals that publishthe work

also email Gene and get him to do of their rivals. o
thesam& | dono6ét have his new
email addressWe will be getting Possibly the most egregious
Caspar to do | i ke wexampleofsuchbehavior occurredin
reaction to a paper published in the journal
y, Ma nn wr Climate Regelréhlinl2008. ol hetpapertposédle n e
ASAP. O a serious challenge to the conclusion
reachedinthesoal | ed thAihookcdk ey s
temperature reconstruction Byofessors
Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, and
Malcolm Hughes. The hockey stick graph,

Il n his

epl
about S

r

t hi
In an exchange on March 19, 2009,

Jones and Ben Santer expressed outrage

over the requirement imposed by the Royal

Meteorological Society (RMSjat authors which was featured prominently in the

of its journals publicize their data. Santer | PCCb6s Third Assessment

wrote: supported the conclusion that the 1990s, and
1998, werdikely the warmest decade, and

A Ithe RMS is going to require
authors to make ALL data
availabled raw data PLUS results
from all intermediate calculatiodsl
will not submit any further papers
to RMS journals. 0

Jones responded with:

fil've complained about him to the than 200 climate studies
RMS Chief Exec If | don't get him that the 20th century is neither the warmest

to back down, | won't be sending century nor the century with the most

any more papers to any RMS extreme weather of the p

journals and I'll be resigning from
the RMS. 0

Along with apparently hiding data
and information, thecsentists complained
that mainstream scientific journals were
publishing work by sac a |l | e d

disagreed with their views about the causes

of climate change. William Anderson, a
professor at Harvard University, wrote

recently
some of the principal investigators [in the

the warmest year, respectively, in at least a
millennium. Dr. Sallie Balunias and Dr.
Willie Soon, researchers at the Harvard
Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics,
contested this conclusion, and many of the
scientists in tts scandal savaged them for
doing sc®’

Balunias and Sooreviewed more

Thei r sfirmedthat thecMedieval
Warm Period of 800 to 1300 A.D. and the
Little Ice Age of 1300 to 1900 A.D. were
worldwide phenomena not limited to the
European and North American continents.
While 20th century temperatures are much

i s k e phigher tham in thé lattle IcAge period,

many parts of the world show the medieval
warmth to be greater than that of the 20th
centBry. o

t haobhs,amdahgCco mmuni cat i

The HarvardSmithsonian study

CRU controversy] suggest a conspiracy to
prevent the publication of work at variance

provoked strong criticism from Phil Jones,
Michael Mann, and othef. In an email on

12



March 11, 2003, titl
Jones appears agitated, writing that he and
his coll eagues fishoul
the SoorBaliunas study, the quality of

which he found hnappal

fil think the skeptics will use this
paper to their own ends and it will
set paleo [climatology] back a
number of years if it goes
unchallenged “B

Jones then went a step further, threatening to
shun Climate
themselves of this tr
That same day, Mann responded,
compla ni ng that the
bit of a coupo at CIi
that scientists who disagree with him could
never get published in peeszviewed
literature solely on the merits of their work.
Mann echoed Joneso0s
Cimat e Research by
colleagues in the climate research
community to no longer submit to, or cite

papers in, this

AThis was the
criticising the skeptics for not
publishing in the "peer
reviewedliterature". Obviously, they
found a solution to thatake over a
journal! So what do we do about

this?I think we have to stop
considering "Climate Research"

as a legitimate peetreviewed

journal . Perhaps we should

encourage our colleagues in the
climate research community tano
longer submit to, or cite papers in,

this journal . We would also need to
consider what we tell or request of

our more reasonable colleagues who
currently sit on t

13

ed

journal o

danger

ASoon and Baliunas, 0

In April 2003, Timothy Carter with
the Rindsh Envimoremertt Institgte®suggdstedu t
changes to the editorial process at Climate
Reésenighbin an email to Tom Wigley, a
scientist formerly with the University
Corporation for Atmospheric Research
(UCAR).* Noting communications with
AMIi keo ( Mi cépmesibus Mann) th
morning, Carter outlined specific changes

and posited a review of
Arefereeing policy. o He
to remove fisuspect edito

Re s e ar c h thesewhb apprdvé research byiskeptics. In

cepiyh Wigley desoeibeck adcantpaign to o
discredit Climate Research through a letter
signed by more than 50 scientists. He also

skementsohad Manhadedaaproac

mabaedRmembhbech, t ompkgiggo

fiOne approach is to go direct to
the publishers and point out the

S U g g &ad that their jotrral ispperceives! h
e nc o ur asbding @ mediomufor

disseminating misinformation

under the guise of refereed workl
use the word 'perceived’ here,

since whether it is true or not is

oot what thevulylishers care about

-- it is how the journal is seen by

the community that counts | think

we could get a large group of highly
credentialed scientists to sign such a
letter-- 50+ people. Note that | am
copying this view only to Mike
Hulme and Phil JonedMiike's idea

to get editorial board members to
resign will probably not work --

must get rid of von Storch toq
otherwise holes will eventually fill

up with people like Legates,

Balling, Lindzen, Michaels, Singer,
etc. | have heard that the publishers
are not happy with von Storch, so the

h e abdJe approachanlightibemave that . . 0



hurdle too. o

Along with attempting to remove
journal editors who held contrary views on
climate science, the emails show that the
scientists tried to prevent publication of
papers they disagreed with. On July 8,
2004, Jones suggested that he and a
colleague could keethe work of skeptics
from appearing in t
Assessment report:

he

fil can't see either of these papers
being in the next IPCC report.
Kevin and | will keep them out
somehow- even if we have to
redefine what the peefreview
literature is! 0

Even as the scientists atteragto
undermine peereview, theyoften assumed
a Arapid response mod
news reports they found objectionable. The
most frenzied response came in reaction to
an article by the BBC on October 9, 2009
titl e dhappemadltoaglobal
war mi“*nlgthedpiece, reporter Paul
Huds on HRenrthe tag 11 yéars we
have not observed any increase in global
temperatures. And our climate models did
not forecast it, even though mamade
carbon dioxide, the gas thoughtite
responsible for warming our planet, has
continued to rise.o

On October 11, Narsimha Rao, a
PhD candidate at Stan
Interdisciplinary Program in Environment
and Resources, sent an email to Stephen
Schneider, professor for Interdiscipliga
Environmental Studies at Stanford, with the
subject headuman of A
climate. o Given the
in the BBC piece, Rao asked whether a
Airesponseo from fa

14

Steve you may be aware of this
already.Paul Hudson, BBCs
reporter on climate change, on
Friday wrote that theres been no
warming since 1998, and that
pacific oscillations will force
cooling for the next 2030 years. It
IS not outrageously biased in

| P pré&séngatiof as are otHer skeptics
views.BBC has significant
influence on public opinion outside
the US. Do you think this merits
an op-ed response in the BBC
from a scientist?

The next day, Michael Mann
expressed alarm over the BBC piece in an
email to a distinguished list of climate
scientists, inluding Tom Wigley (formerly
with UCAR), Phil Jones (CRU), Ben Santer,
OOE-lmhrenoe Livenneore), Keeima d
Trenberth (UCAR), Michael Oppenheimer
(Princeton), Gavin Schmidt (NASA), James
Hansen (NASA), Tom Karl (NOAA), and
Stephen Schneider (Stanford). Desioig
the story as fdextremel
Mann noted that the BBC correspondent
who wrote the piece
weat her person a*and he
he suggested that the
Ahave a say about
recommended that leontact another BBC
environment
up here?bo:

f o r dxtrdhely disappoiniing tp See
something like this appear on
BBC. its particularly odd, since
climate is usually Richard Black's
beat at BBC (and he does a great

B B C |Jdb). from what I can tell, this guy
s k e wads foamerly anwehthegperson gth t e d

the Met Office. We may do

S c i e n somsething abbusthissoar r ant ed:

y

was
UK
UK
this.

corresponden



RealClimate [website], but
meanwhile it might be appropriate
for the Met Office to have a say
about this, | might ask Richard
Black what's up here?

At othe times, Mann and his

colleagues resembled campaign staffers in a
war room. On May 16, 2003, in response to

the HarvardSmithsonian study that
debunked the hockey stick graph, Mann

grandiosely called on

fell ow sci entinfosnatien t o

campaigno el se they
skeptics:

Athat i1t is the
entire community to fight this
intentional disinformation
campaign. o

Rather than accept the study in the
open spirit of scientificlebate Mann
denounced it awhingwen
do and believe inéo

As the foregoing shows, Mann and

r

e

believe that the recent wath was probably
matched about 1000 years ago Kei th
Briffa, Deputy Director, CRU, September
22,1999

Along with concealing data,
personally attacking scientific opponents,
and undermining peer reviethe scientists
in this scanda@ppear to haveanipulated
data to fit preconceived conclusions.
Perhaps the most infamous example of this

c b me s i € o mthaidhehcel yi nhepotl ee ma i |

This @rhail initieldy gadtniered widespread

madm@ atterttidn,i as welb as significard  wi t h

disagreement over what it means. In our
view, the emalil, as well as the contextual
higiooybehindoitj alppearsyto sbdw sevaral
scientists eager to present a particular
viewpoin® that anthropogenic emissions
are largely responsible for global
warming even when the data showed
something different.

f f r bleretis the emaé as evritten in 1999
by the CRUGs Jones:

il bve justMkeompl et ed

his colleagues were not disinterested [ Mann] 6 s Na&addimgen t r i ck
scientists. They acted more like a priestly the real temps to each series for
caste, viewing substantive challenges to the last 20 years (ie from 1981
their work as heresy. And rattian onwards) and from 1961 for
welcoming criticism and debate as essential Keithds to hiode the d
to scientific progress, they launched a
campaign of petty invective against Jones Atrickod arose be
scientists who dared question their findings di sagreement over the #dah
and methods. Mann and his colleagues cast temperature graph, authored by, among
their opponents as industry shills others, Dr. Michael Manf{. As is noted
masqueading as scientists, savaging their elsewhere in this report, the hockey stick
reputations, while assuaging themselves that showed a relatively straight shaft extending
they and they alone possessed the truth. from 1000 AD to 1900, whea blade turns

sharply upward, suggesting that warming in
Manipulating Data the 20" century was unprecedented, and

caused by anthropogenic sources. The IPCC
Al am not sure that this unusual warming is imputed great significance to the graph as it
so clear in the summer responsive data. | was featured on page 1 o
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Pol i cymakedAssessmant i t s

Report.

The Jones email has been the subject
of competing interpretationdn defending

hi msel f | Jones s

ai d,

used here colloquially as in a clever thing to
do. It is ludicrous to suggest that it refers to
anything untow r & Sienilarly, echoing

Dr . John
Advi ser,
cl ever
drends a
used i n

Jones,
Science
means fia
Bot h Hol
Atrick?o

Hol dr
asse
wHdy t
nd Jo
t his

support!” Unfortunately neither Jones nor

Hol dren addr esse

d t he

confronted Jones and his colleagues. The

problem in this case is the so called

Adi ver gen clhedivergeice e m. 0

problem is the fact that after 1960, tree ring

reconstructions sh@ a marked decline in

temperatures, while the ladthsed,

instrumental temperature record shows just

the oppositémore on this below}®

For some scientists, the divergence
of data was a cause of great concern, but not

necessarily for reasons scientifigor

instance, IPCC author Chris Folland warned

emai | t hat
rat her s

I n an
message

such
i gni f

in the late 28 century relative to the last

1,000 years is f

unpr e

A proxy diagram of temperature

change isa clear favourite for

the

Policy Makers summary. But the

current diagram with the tree

ring

only data somewhat contradicts

the multiproxy curve and dilutes

the message rather significantly

We want the truth. Mike thinks it lies
nearer his result (whickeems in
accord with what we know about
worldwide mountain glaciers and,

16

Thi

A Th

concern about a temperature reconstruction
authored Py Keith Briffe, a $enidd tesseanchdy s

fess clearly, suspect about solar
variations). The tree ring results may
still suffer from lack of multicentury
time scale variance. This is probably
the most important issue to reselw
€haptey 2 ad presdnt. i ¢ k 0

Specifically, Jones et al. expressed

wa s

with ERU. Bdtause refiable thecmlometeme r e |

datatg@abadk bnéy todhe p860s, Isdientists uge
prexyg dats suelas el angsad recanstruod f

anoualtteenpetaturesaoser leng pedodsnd.g., a r y
1000 years) (it must be noted that proxy

reéopstrustiors arenife wittuacertaintiés).
Unfortunately for those in the email chain,

Briffads reconstructi on
proxies that produced a sharp and steady

decline in temperature after 196@his

conflicted with the instrumental temperature
readings that showed a steeptisBr i f f ad s

graph was, according to Dr. Michael Mann,

a fprobl emo

ev
i ca

ced

t o
A un
cen
was

y

Keithodés serigemagdi ffer
in exactly the opposite direction that
Phil 6s does from

problem we all picked up on

(exes/ane ie thefrabm Bt IPC@was t h e

m adregndenthiatthastwasvaa r mi n g

problem and a potential
distraceod/detraction from the
reasonably consensus vievgint
webdd | i ke to
and Mann et al series

Briffa | ater add
present a nice t
precedentedo War
tury. I n his vi
mat ched about 1

is the email from Briffa in full:
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| know there is pressure to present
a nice tidy storyas regards
Gpparent unprecedented warming
in a thousand years or more in the
proxy data but in reality the
situation is not quite so simple

We don't have a lot of proxies that
come right up to date and those that
do (at least a significant number of
tree proxies) some unexpected
changes in response that do not mat

ch the recent warming. | do not think
it wise that this issue be ignored in
the chapter. For the record, | do
believe that the proxy data do show
unusually
warm
conditions in
recent
decadesl am
not sure that
this unusual
warming is so
clear in the
summer
responsive
data. |
believe that
the recent warmth was probably
matched about 1000 years agd do
not believe that global mean annual
temperatures have simply cooled
progressively over thousands of
years as Mike appears to and |
contend that that there is strong
evidencegor major changes in
climate over the Holocene (not
Milankovich) that require
explanation and that could represent
part of the current or future
background variability of our
climate.

Blowing up the graph shows it

disappears in 1961, artfully hidden
behind the other colours
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Mann was n
woul d have a
was featured in
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be the oneo to give t
September 22, 1999, Mann wrote:
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We would need to put in a few
words in this regard. Otherwise,

the skeptics have a field day
castingdoubt on our ability to
understand the factors that
influence these estimates and, thus,
can undermine faith in the
paleoestimates.The best approach
here is for us to circulate a paper

orc addressing all the

above points. I'll do
this as soon as
possible.l don't
think that doubt is
scientifically
justified, and I'd
hate to be the one to
have to give it
fodder!

-0.5°C

1900 Years 200

The reason? Because this is what

it shows after 1961: a dramatic
Jones

proceeded, then, to

Ahi de t he hteadymadee 0 wi
Atri ck. OisthelgoaphttHatevas e f t
eventually included in t
Assessment Report in 2001. It appears that

t h

Jonesds trick was succes
green is cutoff and dAhid
lines. *°

As UKodés Daily Mail re
[ Jones] had to do was cu

inconvenient data at the point where the
decline started, in 1961, and replace it with
actual temperature readings, which showed
an increase. o0



So it seems that, rather than

empl oyi ng adoiirc|iedwoeirc kvoaegpaocer ns, writ.i
perspectiveo of

honestly solve the pe4t960 declineJones
was trying to manipulate data to reach a
preconceived conclusion. His method has
been criticized by fellow scientists. Philip
Stott, emeritus professor of biogeography at

Londondés School of Or

Studies, suggested the trick wasealtal.

AAny scientist ought
canodt mix and match
Theyodore apples and o
exactly what [Jones]

As one can -thee e, t

declineo story is not

Rather, it providesanvincing evidence for
the view that Jones
like the facts as depicted by the data, so they
changed themIn short, Briffa, Mann,

Jones, and others, were aware of data that
suggested that the world was warmer 1000
years ago, andather than admit that openly,
they intentionally hid it from public view.
Moreover, they hid it by including
temperature records in a dataset composed
of tree ring data, which, by itself, is
exceedingly questionable.

Questioning the Consensus
AA ndgestoryo

Another theme pervading the emails
is a distinct expression of doubt among
some scientists about the IP@acked
consensus. For example, as noted earlier,
CRUG s K e witoth onEBBepiemidera22,
1999 of Apressure to
as regards Oapparent
in a thousand years or more in the proxy
data but in reality the situation is not quite

so simple. o Briffa
hockey stickgraph mentioned opagell.
Briffads coll eague,
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Thie foliowing és mrt excerpt érom
ks email, dated

his coll eagues di

Bradley still regards the MWP as
O6mysteriousdé and
incoherent” (his latest
pronouncement to me) based on
the available data. Of course he
and other members of the MBH
camp have a fundamental dislike
for the very concept of the MWP,
so | tend to view their evaluations
as starting out from a somewhat
biased perspective, i.ethe cup is
not only "half -empty"; it is
demonstrably "broken". | come
more from the "cup half-full”

camp when it comes to the MWP,
maybe yes, maybe no, but it is too
early to say what it is. Being a
natural skeptic, | guess you might
lean more towards theMBH camp,
which is fine as long as one is
bomeasttandapen abeukevaluatidgy
the avidedoe (I haeedny coabtsmii
about the MBH camp).We can

always politely(?) disagree given the
saené amittedlyneguivbcal evidénee.
| should say that Jan should at least
E d w a bedmadéovard of thig reanalysis of

Yy,
of
e

Ebokcahso

S
t

au
ck, 0 and questionin
ng @ hon e sittevalaatid) the p e n

Caosk

0

evidence. 0 As an asid
my doubts about MBH [Mann, Bradley, and

Heghabk] and
attack squado wihled wor k
twayknow Fbathgou
MBKYgsaoldl at euadlWamt af
Rarigd MWP), ref¥reng to hirhsaltadé s
f r o m-full ¢caimpewhénc u p
comes to the MWP.
Ahi de

r
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his data. Admittedly, all of the the National Research Council examined the
Schweingruber data are in the public ~ controversy and concluded that
domain | believe, so that should not

be an issue with those datgust fithe substantial uncertainties
don't want to get into an open currently present in the quantitative
critiqgue of the Esper data because assessment of largeale surface
it would just add fuel to the MBH temperature changes prior to about
attack squad. They tend to work in A.D. 1600 lowe our confidence in
their own somewhat agenddilled this conclusion compared to the high
ways. We should also work on this level of confidence we place in the
stuff on our own, but | do not Little lce Age cooling and 20th
think that we have an agenda per century warmingEven less
se, other than trying to objectively confidence can be placed in the
understand what is going on. original conclusions by Mann et al.
(1999) that oOotéde 1990
In a follow-up email, Briffa assured warmest decade, and 1998 the
Cook that Al amoadnfot i n t twvameMBedr, ircatleapt a
that be characterized by an unshakable millennium & o6
Obeli efd one way or the other, regarding the

absolute magnitude of t h & Fapluaryob2006,M\aRaotable

Briffa did write that, even with uncertainties, = passage, Briffa suggested language to

Al woubntesbutl favoringonhéehdédhi Bekeypeck for th
unprecedent ed war mt ho Assgsiment Report that se¥nestto cdneadict

al so wrote that HfAour thederntral ean obtheockeystitkB f urt her
explore the degree of certainty in this

belief. o | suggest this should b&aken
together, the sparse evidence of
Briffa did, in fact, further explore the Southern Hemisphere
substance of the hockey stick graph. In temperatures prior to the period of
Februay of 2006, Briffa wrote to Jonathan instrumental records indicates that
Overpeck that: overall warming has occurred
during the last 350 years, but the
there has been a lot of argument re even fewer longeregional records
Ohockey stickd and t h adicateeaillier periods that are as
independence of thenputs to most warm, or warmer than, 20th
subsequent analyses is minimal century means.
Briffa is likely referring to the debate that Briffa then appears to anticipate
erupted in 2003, when Steve Mcintyre, a criticism from Overpeck for his suggested
retired Canadian mining consultant, and language, reminding him of the controversy
Ross McKitrick, professor of economics at surrounding the hockey stick:
the University of Guelph (Ontario),
identified serious, and eventually fatal, Peck, youhave to consider that since
deficiencies irthe hockey stick. In 20086, the TAR [IPCC Third Assessment

Report],there has been a lot of
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argument re
real independence of the inputs to
most subsequent analyses is
minimal. True, there have been
many different techniques used to
aggregate and scale databut the
efficacy of these is still far from
established. We should be careful
not to push the conclusions beyond
what we can securely justify- and
this is not much other than a
confirmation of the general
conclusions of the TAR.

Finally, Briffa suggests that he and
Overpeck are being pressured for taking a
view contrary to Mann and his hockey stick
co-authors, including from Mann himself:

We must resist being pushed to
present the results such that we

will be accused of bias hence no
need to attack Moberg .Just need

to show the "most likelytourse of
temperatures over the last 1300 years
- which we do well | think. Strong
confirmation of TAR is a good

result, given that we discuss
uncertainty and base it on more data.
Let us not try to over egg the
pudding. For what it worth , the
above comments are my (honestly
long considered) views and |

would not be happy to go further .
Of course this discussion now needs
to go to the wider Chapter
authorshipput do not let Susan
[Solomon of NOAA] (or Mike)

push you (us) beyond where we
know is right.

These emails do not read as a group
of scientists in full agreement about the
fundamental issues in paleoclimatology.
Rather, they put the lie to the notion that the
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the climate science debate are no longer in
dispute. As one pulls back the veil, and
gets beneath the #fAni
serious disagreement over the extent & 20
century warming and whether it was
anomalousver the past millennium. As
Phil Jones admitted to the BBC recently,
AThere is much
Medieval Warm Period was global in extent
or not.o AOf course,
MWP was shown to be global in extent and
as warm or warmehan today (based on an
equivalent coverage over the NH and SH)
then obviously the lat&0th century warmth
woul d not

A Cooling World

AWe candt account
at the moment and it is a travesty that we
c a r&evin Trenberth, UCAR, October
12, 2009

(Mojib) Latif predicted that in the next
few years a natural cooling trend would
dominate over warming caused by
humans. The cooling would be down to
cyclical changes to ocean currents and
temperatures in the NdrtAtlantic, a
feature known as thidorth Atlantic
Oscillation(NAO). Breaking with
climatechange orthodoxy, he said NAO
cycles were probablyesponsible for

some of the strong global warming seen
in the past three decades. "But how
much? The jury is still out,” he told the
conference. The NAO is nhow moving into
acolderphasen Wor | dés «cl i
cool first, warm |
Sepgember 2009°

at

In the 1970s, global cooling was a
phenomenon of great concern to many in the
scientific community.f However Wwi
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http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg20126955.400-north-atlantic-is-worlds-climate-superpower.html
http://www.newscientist.com/article/mg20126955.400-north-atlantic-is-worlds-climate-superpower.html

weather varies from place to place and time prediction is wrong. Otherwise, the
t o t Tinmemagazine wrote in 1974, Skeptics will be all over us-the
Awhen meteorol ogof st s t ak worldisreaiyweoling, the models
temperatures around the globe they find that are no good, etc. And all this just
the atmosphere has been growing gradually as the US is abot ready to get
cooler for the past t hr e sericdieoo thaiswsNeall,andi me
noted ACI i matol ogi cal C a yos allingartedag neadhtambe a r e
Abecoming increasingly aprgparedhensi ve, for
the weather aberrations they are studyin
may be the harbinyer of AZwodadyhlaer, Tin dodns,drgrethed
UK Met Office, emailed Chris Folland and

Global cooling has emerged once Doug Smith. Johns referenced model runs
again as a topic of scientific concérn. that fAshow potential for
Professor Mojib Latif, a leading member of warming in the early21st
the I PCC, recently said, AFor the time being,
global warming has paused, and there may Also - relevant to your statement-
well be s om& (Ecen®hilJomeg . 0 A1B-AR4 runs show potential for
admitted in an interview with the BBC on a distinct lack of warming in the
February 13 that ther e h aasly2bse® whickilmasure
statistically signifi canskepticawouldlovetdseen 15
years>) The scientists in the CRU scandal replicated in the real world...
shared Latifdés concern about a filack of
war mi n ghe osskilitydthat Phil Jones intervened and expresse
predictions of warming would be proved concern about predictions (presumably made
wrong. In an email dated January 3, 2609 by Johns and Smith) of a

Mike McCracken of the Climate Instite |l asting till about 2020.
mentioned research suggesting that sulfates  about the dire cold weather forecasts from

were causing global cooling, and that this t he Met Office as being
hypothesis could serve as a fAbackupo if

your prediction of war mihogeyouwiegddright abouttheu p
eing wrongo: lack of warming lasting till about
2020.1'd rather hoped to see the

A
b

€ In any case, if the sulfate
hypothesis is right, then your
prediction of warming might end
up being wrong.lI think we have
been too readily explaining the
slow changes over past decade as a
result of variability --that
explanation is wearing thin. |
would just suggest, as a backup to
your prediction, that you also do
some cheking on the sulfate issue,
just so you might have a quantified
explanation in case the [warming]
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earlier Met Office press release with
Doug's paper that said something
like - half the years to 2014 would
exceed the warmest year currently on
record, 1998! Still a way to go before
2014.1 seem to be getting an email

a week fom skeptics saying

where's thewarming gone.l know
the warming is on the decadal

scale, but it would be nice to wear
their smug grins away.Chris - |
presume the Met Office

continually monitor the weather



forecasts. Maybe because I'm in warming has continued in recent years,

my 50s, but the language used in declaring that fneight of
the forecasts seems a bit over the on record have H®curred
top re the cold. Where I've been FR 66,517

for the last 20 days (in Norfolk) it
doesn't seem to have been as cold
as the forecasts

On October 12, 2009, Kevin
Trenberth olUCAR sent an email titled
ABBGt Wrn on climateo to some of the
most prestigious names in climatology,
including Michael Mann, Phil Jones (CRU),
Stephen Schneider (Stanford), Thomas Karl
(NOAA), and James Hansen (NASA).
Trenberth lamented the fact that:

[ W e candédt account for the |l ack of
warming at the moment and it is a
travesty that we canoét. The

CERES data published in the
August BAMS 09 supplement on
2008 shows there should be even
more warming: but the data are
surely wrong. Our observing
systemis inadequate.

Phil Jones seemed concerned about
gl obal cooling |l ong before Trenberthos
lament. As he wrote to John Christy of the
University of Alabama (Huntsville) on July
5, 2005:

The scientific community would
come down on me in No uncertain
termsif | said the world had
cooled from 1998. OK it has but it
is only 7 years of data and it isn't
statistically significant.

ltds i mportant to note here that on
February 13, Jones told the BBC that there
has been Ano statistically significant

war mi nrghe last 15gear€. Yet EPA
states in its endangerment finding that
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0Harry Read Med File

AYou see how messy it gets wheHawyowy ReadaWMéd feixlaen|
As noted earlier, CRU compiles the worl dds pr ¢
throughout its AssessmeRte por t s . CRUG6s dat aset s whcicdontaihe t he i

combined global historical land and marine surface temperatures; the CRUTEM3 dataset, which contains
global historical land surface temperature anomalies; and the CRU TS datasgisombain up to nine

different variables of global historical meteorological data (i.e. temperature, precipitation, cloud cover, etc.)
that, among other uses, are utilized by environmental researchers for climate modeling.

Among CRUG6s exposedaldbedmBHARRYSREABD_BMBO fil e,
detailed note keeping file from 2006 through 2009
As he worked to pdate and modify CRU TS2.1 to create the new CRU TS3.1dataset, the
HARRY_READ_ME.txt details Harrisbés frustration wi
As demonstrated through a handful of excerpts below, the 9&6@DHARRY_READ_MEfile raises
several serious questions as to the reliability a
protocols

Excerpts:

One thing that's unsettling is that many of the assigned WMo codes for Canadian stations domahyetur
hits with a web search. Usually the country's met office, or at least the Weather Underground, shaw up
for these stations, nothing at all. Makes me wonder if these arelisogntinued, or were even invented
somewhere other than Canada!

Here, the expected 192M03 period is MISSINGso the correlations aren't so hot! Yet the WMO codes and
station names /locations are identical (or close). What the hell is supposed to happen here?-Glheyeath
no 'supposed’, | can make it up.IS@ve :)

OH F**K THIS. It's Sunday evening, I've worked all weekend, and just when | thought it was done I'm hitting
yet another problem that's based on the hopeless state of our databases. There is no uniform data integrity, it's
just a cataloge of issues that continues to grow as they're found.

You can't imagine what this has cost e actually allow the operator to assign false WMO codes!! But what
else is there in such situations? Especially when dealing with a 'Master' datalthd®aafs provenance
(which, er, they all are and always will be).

So the 'duplicated' figure is slightly lower.. but what's this error with the .ann’ file?! Never seen before. Oh
GOD if | could start this project again and actually argue the das@unking the inherited program suite!!

| am seriously close to giving up, again. The history of this is so complex that | can't get far enough into it
before by head hurts and | have to stop. Each parameter has a tortuous history of manual @doseated
interventions that | simply cannatgt go back to early versions and run the update prog. | could be throwing
away all kinds of correctionsto lat/lons, to WMOs (yes!), and more.
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SECTION 2: Inside the IPCC
AConsensuso

As noted in the introduction, those
who accept the catastrophic global warming
hypothesis claim that the IPCC represents
the fAgol d
research. IPCC reports purportedly represent
the ficonsensuso Vview
This consesus is frequently invoked to
dismiss the CRU controversy as the mere
province of a few boorish paleo
climatologists, having no effect on the IPCC
and its findings. As Yvo de Boer, Executive
Secretary of the UN Framework Convention
on Climate Chandd saidr ecent | vy,
happened, it's unfortunate, it's bad, it's
wrong, but | don't think it has damaged the
basic $&éteerealty iDquite
different.

The scientists involved here played
key roles in shaping and editing the very
IPCC reports addied as dispositive proof of
a scientific consensus on catastrophic global
warming. The emails and documents reveal,
among other things, an insular world of
scientists working within the IPCC to
generate reports that reflected their biased
conclusions onhe causes of climate
change®’ In this section, we describe the
IPCC in more detail, and try to explain its
somewhat opaque inner workings. We also
show the links between this controversy and
the IPCC, specifically by identifying the
scientists in the CRYcandal who exercised
great influence over the IPCC assessment
reports.

The IPCC 1 A Short History

On a sweltering day in the summer
of 1988, in a hearing room without air
conditioning, Dr. James Hansen of NASA
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standar do og

testified before the Senate Energy and

Natural Resources Committ&& The topic

was global warming. As he wiped his brow,
Hansen stated that gl oba
reached a level such that we can ascribe with

a high degree of confidence a cause and

effect relationship between this greenhouse

fiecCt! 1 aMdt €0 KCsNeBM@rSdorew a r mi n ¢
simply, Hansen claimed that there is a

AuthandrfiuRit&dn th&'dlobaMinTat -

system. Ailn many ways

, O
test

observer, fiHansenos
official beginning of the global warming
policy debatethat ont i nues ™t o thi s

. Specifically, Hanseno
R PAdunch the IPCC in November of

1988. Organized at the request of the

United Nations Environment Program

(UNEP) and the World Meteorological

Society, the IPCC began with 35 countries

(including the U.S.) and was first led by

University of Stockholm professor Bert B.

Bol in. The I PCC was fo
the environmental, economic and social

impacts of climate change, and to develop
possible internlamas onal r
designedd provi de fAscientifi
sociceconomic information in a poliey

relevant but policy neutral way to decision
makers. o

To carry out this mission, the IPCC
produces fAcomprehensi ve
reportso on major aspect
and responses to it. These assessments do
not contain original research by the IPCC;
rather, the assessments are based mainly on
published ad peetreviewed scientific
technical literature. Theominalgoal of
these assessments is to inform international
policy and negotiations on climatelated
issues’? Moreover, when governments
accept the IPCC reports and approve their



Summary for Policna k er s,
acknowledge the legitimacy of their
scientiffc content. o

Thus far, the IPCC has produced
four such reports (with a fifth in the works),
each of which has made the scientific ¢ase
more definitively over timé for
anthropogenic global warmintn 2007, the

| PCCO6s Fourth
cl aimed that fAwar ming
i's unequivbdbfm]osandfthRECOS

observed increase in globally averaged
temperatures since the riz@th century is
very likely due to the observed incseain
anthropogenic (human) greenhouse gas
concentrations’d

ThelPCChelped to create the
United Nations Framework Convention on
Climate Change (UNFCCC), an
international treaty that the US Senate
ratified in 1992”> The aim of the UNFCC is
to Aistabilize greenho
in the atmosphere at a level that would
prevent dangeroumthropogenic
interference wi t°HThet he
UNFCC called on participating nations to
reduce their greenhouse gases voluntarily
below 1990 levels.

Over time, these voluntary measures
failed to reduce emissions, so the parties to
the UNFCC agreed tothe-soa | | e d
Mandat e o0 heBerlih Mahdate laid T
the groundwork for th&yoto Protocol in
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At h ey 1997, which established binding emissions

targets for developed countries. T@knton
Administrationsigned the Kyoto Protocol

but it was never submitted to the Senate for
ratification. TheSenate sent a clear message
of opposition to Kyoto in 1997 by voting 95
to O for the ByreHagel resolutior!

Despite Senate opposition to Kyoto,

A s s e s s meciertistsRardexperts from AR WS have

playéd leadme roleslinidenelapiegthey st e m
asseskermampge, r eport
Dr. Susan Solomon, a NOAA scientist (who
is also implicated in the CRU emails),
served as the echair of a key scientific
Awork groupo in the
Fourth Assessment Report published (AR 4)
in 2007’8 Also, the US Global Change
Research Program, which coordinates and
integrates federal climate change research
activities, has fAsupport
observational activities in collaboration with

several other national and international
Eseegas pongemamsadibnsl u

deve

The CRU-IPCC Connection

climate system. 0

The chart below shows that the

scientists at the center of the CRU scandal
were participants in drafting IPCC
assessment reports. Nearly all of the
scientists worked at the highest levels of the
IPCC, shaping and influencing the content

i B eftHe lag3essmereports that form the

i nternational gl obal war

The CRU emails merely show
scientists who
skill s. o

EPA Administrator Lisa Jackson
December 2, 2009
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How the Reports Are Made

found in the three wrking group
The work of the IPCC is divided into volumes.

three working groups:

T

l

volume synthesizes the material

Each of these working groups has

Working Group | assesses the two co-chair® one from a developed

scientific aspects of the climate country(e.g. Susan Solomon of NOAA was

system and climate change; selected for AR4 WG Iand one from a

developing country. An additional set of

Working Group Il assesses the governmental representatives (frequently
vulnerability of socioeconomic and scientists) are nominated by their countries
natural systems to climate change, to serve on the bureau of each working
negative and positive consequences  group. Together, the two ethairs and the
of climate change, and options for bureaumembers function as an executive
adapting to it; and committee, while the team of scientists

drafting individual chapters of each working

Working Group Il assesses

g r o wgséssment is sometimes referred to

nat i

options for limiting greenhouse gas as sclemificore 0 Coor di
emissions and otherwise mitigating efforts of each working group istechnical
climate change. A fourth, shorter support unit (TSUjhat provides both

Publication
of report

WG /IPCC
accepts/approves
Governments, Report and SPM
organisations
nominate experts

Final distribution and

Bureaux select Authors Government
f— Review of SPM

: w Expertand
Government

Review

and socio-economiic literature, manuscripts made available for
IPCC review and selected non-peer reviewed literature produced
by other relevant institutions including industry

Source: IPClttp://www.ipcc.ch/pdffipcc -principles/IPCC%?20Procedures.pdf
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technical and administrative support to the
bureau and the scientific core.

Documentgprepared by working
groups are subjected to three levels of
endorsements:

Acceptance Material has not been subject
to line-by-line discussion and agreement, but
presents a comprehensive, objective, and
balanced view of the subject matter.
1 Working Groupsaccept their reports
1 Task Force Reports are accepted by
the Panel
1 Working Group Summaries for
Policymakers are accepted by the
Panel after group approval

Adoption: Endorsed section by section (not
line by line).
1 Panel adopts Overview Chapters of
Methodobgy Reports
1 Panel adopts IPCC Synthesis Report

Approval: Material has been subjected to
detailed, lineby-line discussion and
agreement.

1 Working Group Summaries for
Policymakers are approved by their
Working Groups

1 Synthesis Report Summary for
Policymers is approved by Panel.

What the Scientists Do

The scientists who participate in the
Work Groups assume varying roles and
responsibilities in drafting and editing
Assessment Reports. The following are
short descriptions of those role and
responsibilities.

Working Group Chair: Overall
responsibilityfor content and responsible for
the Summary for Policymakers.
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Coordinating Lead Author: Assumes

overall responsibility for coordinating major
sections of an assessment report, and plays a
leading role in ensuring that any crosscutting
scientific or technical issues are addressed in
a complete and coherent manner and reflect
the latest infamation available.

Lead Author: Responsible for ensuring
work is based on the best scientific,
technical and socteconomic information
available. Lead authors typically work in
small groups which have responsibility for
ensuring that the various compons of

their sections are brought together on time,
are of uniformly high quality, and conform
to any overall standards of style set for the
document as a whole.

Contributing Author: Pr epar es @At echn
information in the form of text, graphs or

data br assimilation by the Lead Authors

into the draft section. o

solicited by Lead Author

supported as far as possible with references
from the peer reviewed and internationally
available literature, and with copies of any
unpublished material cited; clear indications
of how to access the latter should be

i ncluded in the contribu
Expert Reviewer:Comment s on @At he
accuracy and completeness of the
scientific/technical/soci@conomic content

and the overall scientditechnical/socio

economi c balance of the

comments are based on their own
knowledge and experience. They may be
nominated by Governments, national and
international organizations, lead and
contributing authors, and working
group/task forcéureaus.



SECTION 3: Lega| and POIle pass the Shelby Amendment. This
amendment showed Congres

Issues in the CRU Controversy to allow broader access to federdiynded
research data by explicitly bringing rito

The released CRU emails and the purview of the Freedom of Information
documents display unethical, apdssibly Act. The act covers research findings both
illegal, behavior. The scientists appear to published in peereviewed scientific or
discuss manipulating data to get their technical journals, as well as publically and
preferred results. On several occasions they officially sited by federal agencies in
appear to discuss subverting the scientific support of an agency action that has th

peer review process to ensure that skeptical  force and effect of law.
papers had no access to publication.

Moreover, there are emails discussing The Shelby has been codified in

unjustified changes to data by federal federal regulation$? The regulations

employees and federal grantees. require that all federalljunded institutions
be required to comply with the Shelby

These and other issues raise Amendment. Thus, the failure to comply

guestions about the lawful use of federal with an Agency request foaw data

funds and potential ethical misconduct. produced with federal funds could be

Discussed below are brief deiptions of the deemed a breach of the funding agreement.

statutes and regU|ati0nS that the Minority Consequences of a breach could range from

Staff believe are implicated in this scandal. suspension to debarment.

In our investigation, we are examining the

emails and documents and determining OSTP Policy Directive

whether any violations of these federal laws

and policies occurred. On December 12, 2000, the
Presidentds Office of Sc

Freedom of Information Act*° TechnologyPoty i ssued a fMiscc
Researcho policy-applica

The Freedom of Information Act wide to federal employees, contractors and

provides the public acces government grantees. Each agency was required to issue

information. The Nhority Staff is its own policy that followed the OSTP

examining emails to determine whether directive within a year of the effective date.

scientists deliberately withheld information The policy estalishes procedures and

to prevent FOIA releaselt is worth noting interim and final sanctions related to

that a federal employee who arbitrarily and misconduct. The highest penalty, in

capriciously withholds documents which are  addition to any criminal liability, is

subject to FOIA release may be subject to debarment.

disciplinary actiorf*
President Obamadbs Transp

Shelby Amendment Open Government Policy
In 1999, frustration by the private On January 21, 2009 President
sector and proponents of gomment Obama issued a Memorandum to the

transparency over the inaccessibility of data  Executive branch discussing his
used to support regulations led Congress to
29



requirements for an open government extends to affirmative acts of concealment

guided by the words # withamastyslstatenment peing requirdd.
Aparticipationdannd fAcoll aborationo.
December 8, 2009, OMB issued a Directive Moreover, as the case may be with
requiring certain implementation steps by some of these emails and their interaction
government agencies. with the IPCC process (and not US

government agencies directly), jurisdiction
The Directive requires adherence to exists regardless of whether the defendant

data quality requiremeritsand establishes communicated the statement directly to the
openness as the policy for freedom of government®or knew that the government
Information Act (FOIA) mattes. Thus, long had jurisdiction over the false stateméht.
delays in releasing information under the Similarly, knowingly submitting false data,
FOIA would appear to violate the from whatever source, could be deemed a

Presidentds Transpar eniagajionnand Openness

Policy. In addition, as the data quality

requirements defin i ghe &dlse Claints Adt{Criminat)c | u d e

Afobjectivityo andofiobjectivityo is defined t

include unbiased informatidfithe recent The False Claims Act (FCA)

questions about the impartiality of the IPCC ~ prohibits certain types of tgity generally

and EPAG6s TSD bring i mvolgingglaresdor payment @f meneytore r

EPA has followed the Freeptofipweerytingolving the Federal

Transparency and Open government policy.  government. The statute does not require a
showing of fraudulently intent or actual

e
A

Federal False Statements Act knowledge of fraud. The definition of
Aknowingo i s atteal i ned as
The Federal FalsBtatement Act applies knowledge of the informatiorfji) acts in
to anyone who, #fi n a n gelibgrate ignerancewpi the ruthror falsiyeof
jurisdiction of the executive, legislative, or the information; ofjii) acts in reckless
judicial branch of the Government of the disregard of the truth or falsity of the
United States, knowingly and willfully: (1) information; and requires no proof of

falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, ~ specific intent to defraud.

scheme, or dece a material fact; (2) makes

any materially false, fictitious, or fraudulent Directinteraction between the actor

statement or representation; or (3) makes or ~ and the government is not needed to trigger

uses any false writing or document knowing liability of this Act. Creating a tampered

the same to contain any materially false, data base and them making a claim for

fictitious, or fraudulent statement or entry; payment, e.g. for salaries and expenses,

shall be fined under this title, or imprisoned ~ which will be paid, in whole or in part, with

not more than?®5 vyear s Eaglgral funggamraise the prospect for a
False Claims Act violation.

The false statement must fall within

the jurisdiction of thexecutive, judicial and Obstruction of Justice: Interference with
legislative branchesind covers offenses Congressional Proceedings
spanning the ptmeei ous paragraphos
broadcategorie$’ Section 1001 also There are a number of different

Federal statutes concerning obstruction of
30



justice. Most deal with witness tampering,
bribery,threats of violence, or mail and wire
fraud. However, Federal statute 18 U.S.C.
1505 concerns obstruction of proceedings
before departments, agencies, or
committees, which includes Congressional
hearings* Thus, providing false or
misleading testimony add create liability
under this provision.
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SECTION 4. Endangerment
Finding and EPA Reliance on

IPCC Science

As we noted in the introduction, the
significance of the CRU scandabtentially
affects domestic climate change policy. We
are investigating the extent to which the
reveal s f
Assessment Reports, as many of the

CRU scandal

accompany the Endangerment Finding. In
this volume the agencyargelydismiss the
impact of the CRU emaifS. EPA also

dismisses the comments regarding the

destruction or inaccessibility of raw data to
support such temperature records, arguing
abil it yorEPd)Yto comment
reproduce or check raw data is not a
requirement before EPA may rely on
Infarmation] espedialy éenform&tiGnCGvidsly

it he

scientists at the center of this scandal drafted

and edited those reports (for mane this
point, see Section 2). In turn, we are
whet her
or
AEndangerment and Cause or Contribute
Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under

exami
wor k

ni ng
weaken

Section 202(a) of the Clean
Air Act. 0

Published on
Decemberd, 2009,
endangerment finding
concluded thatrgenhouse
gases (GHGs) endanger
public health and welfare,
and that the combined
emissions of these GHGs

from new motor vehicles and new vehicle
engines contribute to greenhouse gas air
Apol | ut iendarmyersyphbbiicchéalth
and welfar€? As EPA repeatedly explains,
thefinding primarily relies on IPCC
science’® And on the critical issue of
whether anthropogenic GHGs are causing
climate change, the Administrator relied
nearlyexclusively on the workfahe

IPCC

We believe

CRU issues is insufficient. EPA addresses
controversy
Public Comments Volume 2: Validity of
Measured

t he CRU

Observed and

On the critical issue of
whether anthropogenic
GHGs are causing climate
change, the Administrator
relied nearly exclusively on
the work of the IPCC.

accepted in the scientif
EPA also clearly rejects every
comment requiring a reassessment of the
fl awP CCao s tcranclusidhE O\bttoout any
under manalgsis @ Bigtdssion, EPA has either
discarded the adverse comments or has
prejudged the issues by not providing
detailed discussion and
analysis of the competing
commentsEPAGs only
response is to repeat the
mantra that théPCC,
CCSP/USGCRP, and NRC
reports have gone through
comprehensive review and
peer review?®
However, this
Acomprehensiveodo review f

key erros inthe IPCC reportand their

incorporation into the endangerment

finding.?” Over the lasseveral weeks, the
media has uncovered significant errors and
nonpeer evi ewed
Fourth Assessment Report (AR As it
turns out, the IPCC mistakenly claimed that
global warming would:

mat er i

1 Melt Himalayan glaciers by 2035;

EPAOGS
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91 Deplete water resources for 4.5
billion people by 2085, neglecting to
mention that global warming could
also increase water resources for as
many as 6 billion people;

1 Lead b rapidly increasing costs due
to extreme weatheelated events;
and

1 Slash crop production by 50 percent
in North Africa by 20207

In addition, the IPCC:

1 Incorrectly stated that 55 percent of
the Netherlands lies below sea level

1 Included a diagrarased to
demonstrate the potential for
generating electricity from wave
power that has been found to contain
numerous errors; and

1 Used a biased report by the activist
group Defenders of Wildlife to state
that salmon in US streams have been
affected by risig temperatures.

1 Downplayed the increase in sea ice
in the Antarctic to dramatize the
observed decline in sea ice in the
Arctic.

Despite EPAG6s insistence that t

he
assessment reports are the worl dos

comprehensive and accurate assessments of
climate change, the flaws in the IPCC

reports indicate serious deficiencies in the

| P CC 0 sevipnepmoeess. These flaws

and deficiencies should prod EPA back to

the drawing board, issuing notice and
comment on what the mistakes mean and
how t hey adnélusiontthatE P A0 s
GHGs endanger public health and welf#re.
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Conclusion

The scientists involvenh the CRU
controversyiolated fundamental ethical
principles governing taxpaydéunded
research and, in some casesy have
violatedfederal laws.The next phase of the

Mi norityds investigation will expl ore

whetherany such violations occurred.

An independent inquiry conducted

by the UK®&6s I nformation Commi ssioner

already concluded that the scientists
employed bythe University of East Anglia,
and who were at the center of the

has

controversy, violated the UK6s Freedom of

Information Act'®® Another independent

inquiry, headed by Sir Muir Russell, is
investigating allegations that the scientists in
the CRU scandal manitated climate

change datd*

In addition to these findings, we
believe the emails and accompanying
documents seriously compromise the IRCC
backed Aconsensuso and its central
conclusion that anthropogenic emissions are
inexorably leading to environmental
catastrophesBecause the EPAOGS
endangerment finding for greenhouse gases
rests in |l arge part on the | PCCO0s
endangerm finding should be thrown out.
EPA shouldssuenotice and comment on
what the mistakes mean and how they affect
E P A 6 <lusowthat GHGs endanger
public health and welfare
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BIOS OF KEY PLAYERS 1 CRU CONTROVERSY

Raymond Bradley

Currently a Professor in the Department of Geosciences and Director of the Qysize

Research Center at the University of Massachusetts Amherst. Served as a Contributing Author
in both the IPCC Third and Second Assessment Report.

Keith Briffa

Currently the Deputy Director of the Climatic Research Unit, University of East An§eaved

as a Lead Author of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, a Contributing Author and Reviewer of
the IPCC Third Assessment Report, and a Contributing Author of the IPCC Second Assessment
Report.

Timothy Carter

Currently a Research Professor at thenlsh Environment Institute (SYKE), Helsinki, Finland.
Served as an Expert Reviewer of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, Lead Author and
Reviewer of the IPCC Third Assessment Report, and Convening Lead Author of the IPCC
Second Assessment Report.

Edward Cook

Currently a Doherty Senior Scholar at the TRieg Laboratory, LamorDoherty Earth

Observatory, Palisades, New York. Served as a Contributing Author in the IPCC Fourth, Third,
and Second Assessment Reports.

Malcolm Hughes
Currently a Regats' Professor in the Laboratory of TiReéng Research at the University of
Arizona. Served as a Contributing Author and Reviewer of the IPCC Third Assessment Report.

Dr. Phil Jones

Current a Professor at Uni ver srdintatng ledd Aldlmst Ang
in the 2007 IPCC Fourth Assessment Report as well as an Expert Reviewer. Also was a
Contributing Author in both the IPCC Third and IPCC Second Assessment Reports. In early
December of 2009, Dr. Jones stepped down as Director ofg@Rting an independent review

of his actions.

Thomas Karl

Current Designated Transitional Director of the NOAA Climate Service. Served as a Review

Editor of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, Coordinating Lead Author and Lead Author of

the IPCCThird Assessment Report, and both Lead and Contributing Author on the IPCC Second
Assessment Report. Also has worked on multiple United States Global Change Research
Programds (USGCRP) i fChairand SyntigesidhTieasn Meroberloftres a Co
USGARP6s 2000 U. S. N a t iCbhair anid onA of threesEglitors m Chiedaf d  Co
the USGCRPG6s 2009 Gl obal Cli mate Change | mpac
as an Editor, Convening Lead AWeatheranClinmted Aut h
Extremes in a Changing Climate Report. \Wésef Editor and Federal Executive Team
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Me mber of the United States Climate Change Sc
the Lower Atmosphere report.

Dr. Michael Mann

Current Professorardi r ect or of Pennsyl vania State Unive
Served as an Expert Reviewer of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report as well as a Lead Author,
Contributing Author, and Reviewer of the IPCC Third Assessment Report. Dr. Mann is

currertly under investigation by Pennsylvania State University which is looking into whether he
engaged in, participated in, either directly
accepted practices within the academic community for propasimglucting or reporting

research or other scholarly activiti@s

Dr. Michael Oppenheimer

Current Albert G. Milbank Professor of Geosciences and International Affairs in the Woodrow
Wilson School and the Department of Geosciences at Princeton Univéxlsityisthe Director

of the Program in Science, Technology and Environmental Policy (STEP) at the Woodrow
Wilson School and Faculty Associate of the Atmospheric and Ocean Sciences Program,
Princeton Environmental Institute, and the Princeton Institutinfernational and Regional
Studies. Served as a Lead Author, Contributing Author, and Expert Reviewer of the IPCC
Fourth Report; Lead Author, Contributing Author, and reviewer of the IPCC Third Assessment
Report; and Contributing Author and Technical SwtaryrAuthor of the IPCC Second
Assessment Report.

Dr. Jonathan Overpeck

CurrentCo-Director of the Institute of the Environment as well as a Professor in the Department
of Geosciences and the Department of Atmospheric Sciences at the University ofArizo

Served as a Coordinating Lead Author, Contributing Author, and Expert Reviewer of the IPCC
Fourth Assessment Report; and Contributing Author of the IPCC Third and Second Assessment
Reports.

Dr. Benjamin Santer

Current Research Scientist foetRrogram for Climate Model Diagnosis and Intercomparison at

the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory. Served as a Contributing Author in both the

IPCC Fourth and Third Assessment Reports as well as Convening Lead Author, Technical

Summary and Contribimg Author of the IPCC Second Assessment Report. Also served as a
Convening Lead Author, Lead Author, and Contr
Temperature Trends in the Lower At mosphere re
Climate Change Inmgrcts in the United States report.

Gavin Schmidt
Currently workingaNASAG6s Goddard Institute for Space St
Author and Expert Reviewer for the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report.

Dr. Stephen Schneider
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Current Melvin and JoaLane Professor for Interdisciplinary Environmental Studies, Professor
of Biological Sciences, Professor (by courtesy) of Civil and Environmental Engineering, and a
Senior Fellow in the Woods Institute for the Environment at Stanford University. Sereed a
Reviewer of the IPCC Third Assessment Report and a Lead Author of the IPCC Second
Assessment Report.

Dr. Susan Solomon

Current Senior Scientist at the Chemical Sciences Division (CSD) Earth System Research
Laboratory (ESRL), NOAA. Served as a-Cbair of the IPCC Working Group |, Contributing
Author of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, and a Lead Author of the IPCC Third
Assessment Report.

Peter Stott

CurrentClimate Monitoring Expert andead of Climate Monitoring and Attribution at the Met
Office Hadley Centre. Served as a Lead Author, Contributing Author, and Expert Reviewer of
the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report and as a Contributing Author and Reviewer of the IPCC
Third Assessment Report.

Dr. Kevin Trenberth

Current Senior Scientist and &tkof the Climate Analysis Section at the National Center for
Atmospheric Research. Served as a Coordinating Lead Author, Contributing Author, and Expert
Reviewer of the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report; Lead Author, Contributing Author, and
Reviewer of thePCC Third Assessment Report; and Convening Lead Author, Technical
Summary Author, and Contributing Author of the IPCC Second Assessment Report.

Dr. Thomas Wigley

Current Senior Scientist in the Climate and Global Dynamics Division, Univélsifyoration

for Atmospheric Research. Served as a Contributing Author of the IPCC Fourth ahd Thir
Assessment Repmras well ag Lead Author and Contributing Author of the IPCC Second

Assessment Report. Also was a Convening Lead Author and ContriButinrigph or of US CC
2006 Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere report.
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APPENDIX A

A Sampling of Emails and Documents

Minority Staff has identified a preliminary sampling of CRU emails and documents which

seriously compromisethe IPddCac ked fAconsensuso and its centr
anthropogenic emissions are inexorably leading to environmental catastrophes, and which

represent unethical apassiblyillegal conduct by top IPCC scientists, among othémshe

interest of brevity, many of the emails are not reproduced in their entifagreforethereader

is encouraged to seek outside sources for broader reviegoatekt of the exposed emails and
documents. Email and document text is shown in blue italics. The emails are reproduced in
chronological order from oldest to newest under eackhsalding.

Concealing Data

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virgiaj

To: Tim Osborn [CRU]

July 31, 2003

Subject: Re: reconstruction errors

Tim,

Attached are the calibration residual series for experiments based on available networks back
to:

AD 1000

AD 1400

AD 1600

I candét find the one for the nettveoesidualdacec k t o
pretty red for the first 2 caseand then not significantly red for the 3rd ca#is even a bit better

for the AD 1700 and 1820 cases, but | can't seedigtthem up. . .p.s. | know | probably

don't need to mention this, but just to insure absolutely clarify on this, I'm providing these for
your own personal use, since you're a trusted colleagbe please don't pass this along to

others without checkig w/ me first. This is the sort of "dirty laundry” one doesn't want to fall
into the hands of those who might potentially try to distort things...

From: Phil Jones [CRU]
To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]
January 16, 2004

Mike,

This is for YOURS EYES ONLYDelete after reading please !I'm trying to redress the

balance. One reply from Pfister said you should make all available ! Pot calling the kettte blac

- Christian doesn't make his methods available. | replied to the wrong Christian message so you
don't get to see what he said. Probably b&std Steve separately and to get more advice from

a few others as well as Kluwer and legRILEASE DELETE - just for you, not even Ray and
Malcolm
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From: Phil Jones

To: Tas van Ommen [University of Tasmania, Australia]

Cc: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

February 9, 2004

Subject: Re: FW: Law Dome O18

Dear Tas,

Thanks for the emaiSteve Mclintyre hasn't contacted me directly about Law Dome (yet), nor

about any of the series used in the 1998 Holocene paper or the 2003 GRL one with Mike. |
suspect (hope) that he won't. | had some emails with him a few years ago when he wanted to get
all the station temperature data we use here in CRuUl behind the fact that some of the data

had been received from individualnd not directly from Met Services through the Global
Telecommunications Service (GTS) or through GCO'8e cc'd Mike on th, just for info.

Emails have also been sent to some other paleo people asking for datasets used in 1998 or 2003.
Keith Briffa here got one, for example. Here, they have also been in contact with some of Keith's
Russian contacts. All seem to relate tortgyio get series we've used.

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRUJ; Gabi Hergerl [Duke University]

August ?7?, 2004

[Subject: Mann and Jones (2003)]

Dear Phil and Gabi,

I've attached a cleanedp and commented version oétimatlab code that | wrote for doing the
Mann and Jones (2003) compositiedid this knowing that Phil and | are likely to have to
respond to more crap criticisms from the idiots in the near future, so best to clean up the code
and provide to some of myase colleagues in case they want to test it, etc. Please feel free to
use this code for your own internal purposes, but don't pass it along where it may get into the
hands of the wrong people.. .

From: Tom WigleyUniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

January 21, 2005

Phil,

Thanks for the quick replirhe leaflet appeared so general, but it was prepared by UEA so they
may have simplified thingrom their wording, computer coderould be covered by the FOIA.
My concern was if Sarah is/was still employed by UEA. | guess she could claim that she had
only written one tenth of the code and release every tenth Bary | won't see you, but | will

not come up to Norwich until Monday.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Tom Wigley [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]
Cc: Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory]
January 2%, 2005

Subject: Re: FOIA

Tom,
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.. .As for FOIA Sarah isn't technically employed by UBAhiversity of East Angliahnd she

will likely be paid by Manchester Metropolitan University. woul dndét worlfry about
FOIA does ever get used by anyone, there is also [inEellectual property rightsjo consider

as well.Data is covered bylbethe agreements we sign with peopss | will be hiding behind

them I'll be passing any requests onto the person at UEA who has been given a post to deal with
them.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

February 22005

[Subject: For your eyes only]

Mike,

| presume congratulations are in ordeso congrats etc ! Just sent loads of station data to Scott.
Make sure he documents everything better this time ! And don't leave stuff lying around on ftp
[file transfer praocol] sites- you never know who is trawling them. The two MMs have been
after the CRU station data for years. If they ever hehere is a Freedom of Information Act

now in the UK, I think I'll delete the file rather than send to anyon2oes your similaact in

the US force you to respond to enquiries within 20 days® does ! The UK works on
precedents, so the first request will teste also have a data protection act, which | will hide
behind. Tom Wigley has sent me a worried email when he hedrolut it- thought people

could ask him for his model code. He has retired officially from UEA so he can hide behind
that. IPR [intellectual property rightsjhould be relevant here, but | can see me getting into an
argument with someone at UEA who'll saye must adhere to it !

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]J

February 2, 2005

Thanks Phil,

Yes, we've learned olgsson about FTP. We're going to be very careful in the future what
gets put there. Scott really screwed up big time when he established that directory so that Tim
could access the data. Yeah, there is a freedom of information act in the U.S., and the
contrarians are going to try to use it for all its worth. But there are also intellectual property
rights issues, so it isn't clear how these sorts of things will play out ultimately in the Ls&wv
the paleo draft (actually | saw an early version, and $&ith some minor comments). It looks
very good at presentvill be interesting to see how they deal w/ the contrarian criticighere
will be many. I'm hoping they'll stand firm (I believe they-withink the chapter has the right
sort of personaligs for that)...

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

Cc: Raymond Bradley [University of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Malcolm Hughes [University of
Arizona]

February 21, 2005

Subject: Fwd: CCNet: PRESSURE GROWING@DNTROVERSIAL RESEARCHER TO
DISCLOSE SECRET DATA
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Mike, Ray and Malcolm,

The skeptics seem to be building up a head of steam héfaybe we can use this to our

advantage to get the series updated ! Odd idea to update the proxies with satellite estimates of
the | ower troposphere rather than surface dat
et al used the Jones and Moberg updated series ! Francis Zwiers is till ddsidaid that

PC1s produce hockey stickde stressed that the late 20th cewtis the warmest of the

mill enni um, but Regaldo didndét bother with th
other series looking similar to MBfann Bradley Hughes]rhe IPCC comes in for a lot of

stick. Leave it to you to delete as appropriate

Cheers

Phil

PS I'm getting hassled by a couple of people to release the CRU station temperature data.

Don't any of you three tell anybody that the UK has a Freedom of Information Act !

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Eugene R. Wabhl [Alfred University]; Caspar Ammann [University Corporation of
Atmospheric Research]

September 12, 2007

Subject: Wahl/Ammann

Gene/Caspar,

Good to see these two out. Wahl/Ammann doesn't appear to be in CC's online first, but comes up
if you searchYou likely know that Mcintyre will check this one to make sure it hasn't
changed since the IPCC clos#f date July 2006Hard copies of the WGL1 report from CUP
have arrived here todayaAmmann/Wabhl- try and change the Received date! Don't givese
skeptics something to amuse themselves with.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]
To: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

May 29, 2008

Subject: IPCC & FOI

Mike,

Can you delete any emails you may have had with Keith re AR€C Fourth Assessment

Report]? Keith will do likewiseHe 6 s n ot i ni manor family erisisCamyeunatso

email Gene and get himtodothesame? donét have hiVWewikewettmgnai | a (

Caspar to do likewisd.see that CAClimate Audit websiteflaimthey discovered the 1945
problem in the Nature paper!!
Cheers
Phil
From: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]
To: Phil Jones [CRU]
May 29, 2008
Subject: Re: IPCC & FOI
Hi Phil,
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laughable that CAClimate Audit]would claim to have discovered the problem. They would
have run off to the Wall Street Journal for an exclusive were that to have bedHl ttoatact
Gene about thigdeleting emailsASAP.His new emall is: . .

talk to you later,

mike

From: PhilJones [CRU]

To: Gavin SchmidtNJASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]

Cc: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

August 20, 2008

Gavin,

... Thinking about the final bit for the Appendix. Keith should be in later, so I'll check with him
and lookat that vineyard book. | did rephrase the bit about the 'evidence' as Lamb refers to it. |
wanted to use his phrasirighe used this word several times in these various papers. What he
means is his mind and its inherent bias(¥®ur final sentence thobigabout improvements in
reviewing and traceability is a bit of a hostage to fortuitee skeptics will try to hang on to
something, but | don't want to give them something clearly tangildleith/Tim still getting

FOI requests as well as MOH({Meteorologi@al Office Hadley Centerdnd ReadingAll our

FOI officers have been in discussions and are now using the same exceptions not to respond
advice they got from the Information Commissioner. . The FOI line we're all using is this.
IPCC is exempt fromany countries FOI- the skeptics have been told thiven though we
(MOHC, CRU/UEA) possibly hold relevant info the IPCC is not part our remit (mission
statement, aims etd¢herefore we don't have an obligation to pass it on.

Undermining Peer Review

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Unknown list

March 10, 2003

[Subject: Soon & Baliunas]

Dear all,

Tim Osborn has just come across this. Best to ignore probably, so don't let it spoil your day. I've
not looked at it yett results from this journal having a numbeof editors. The responsible
one for this is a wetknown skeptic in NZ. He has let a few papers through by Michaels and
Gray in the past. I've had words with Hans von Storch about this, but got nowhere. Another
thing to discuss in Nice !

Cheers

Phil

From: Phil Jones

To: Raymond Bradley [University of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Malcolm Hughes [University of
Arizona]; Scott Rutherford [University of Rhode Island]; Michael E. Mann [University of
Virginia]; Tom Crowley [Duke University]

Cc: Keith Briffa CRU]; Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]; Edward Cook [Columbia
University]; Keith Alverson [IGBPPAGES]
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March 11, 2003

Subject: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas

Dear All,

Apologies for sending this again. | was expecting a stack of emails this morningansesput

| inadvertently left Mike off (mistake in pasting) and picked up Tom's old address. Tom is busy
though with another offspring ! | looked briefly at the paper last night and it is appaNimgst
word | can think of today without the mood pepggpearing on the email ! I'll have time to

read more at the weekend as I'm coming to the US for the DoE CCPP meeting at Charleston.
Added Ed, Peck and Keith A. onto this list as well. | would like to have time to rise to the bait,
but I have so much elea at the moment. As a few of us will be at the EGS/AGU meet in Nice,
we should consider what to do there. The phrasing of the questions at the start of the paper
determine the answer they get. They have no idea what multiproxy averaging does. By their
logic, | could argue 1998 wasn't the warmest year globally, because it wasn't the warmest
everywhere. With their LIfLittle Ice Age]being 13001900 and their MWPMedieval Warm
Period]800-1300, there appears (at my quick first reading) no discussion oheymeity of the
cool/warm periods. Even with the instrumental record, the early and late 20th century warming
periods are only significant locally at between2@% of grid boxesWriting this | am

becoming more convinced we should do somethimyen ifthis is just to state once and for all
what we mean by the LIA and MWP. | think the skeptics will use this paper to their own ends
and it will set palefclimatology] back a number of years if it goes unchallenged. | will be
emailing the journal to tell then I'm having nothing more to do with it until they rid

themselves of this troublesome editor. A CRU person is on the editorial board, but papers get
dealt with by the editor assigned by Hans von Storch.

Cheers

Phil

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Yginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]; Raymond BradIgyniversity of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Malcolm
Hughes [University of Arizona]; Scott Rutherford [University of Rhode Island]; Tom Crowley
[Duke University]

Cc: Keith Briffa [CRU];Jonathan Overpeck [Univetgiof Arizona]; Edward Cook [Columbia
University]; Keith Alverson [IGBPPAGES];Mike MacCracken [Climate Institute]

March 11, 2003

Subject: Re: Fwd: Soon & Baliunas

Thanks Phil,

(Tom: Congrats again!)

The Soon & Baliunapaper couldn't have cleared a 'legitimate’ peer review process anywhere.
That leaves only one possibilitghat the peeireview process at Climate Research has been
hijacked by a few skeptics on the editorial board. And it isn't just De Frietas, unfortatyal

think this group also includes a member of my own department... The skeptics appear to have
staged a 'coup’ at "Climate ResearcH(it was a mediocre journal to begin with, but now its a
mediocre journal with a definite 'purpose’). Folks might wartheck out the editors and review
editors: [1]http://www.intres.com/journals/cr/crEditors.htmin fact, Mike McCracken first
pointed out this article to me, and he and | have discussed thtsI've cc'd Mike in on this as
well, and I've included Peck tobtold Mike that | believed our only choice was to ignore this
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paper. They've already achieved what they warttigk claim of a peereviewed paper. There

is nothing we can do about thanow, but the last thing we want to do is bring attention to this
paper, which will be ignored by the community on the whole... It is pretty clear that thee
skeptics here have staged a bit of a coup, even in the presence of a number of reasonable folks
on the editorial board (Whetton, Goodess, ...). My guess is that Von Storch is actually with
them (frankly, he's an odd individual, and I'm not sure he isn't himself somewhat of a skeptic
himself), and without Von Storch on their side, they would have a vfergeful personality
promoting their new vision. There have been several papers by Pat Michaels, as well as the
Soon & Baliunas paper, that couldn't get published in a reputable journghis was the

danger of always criticising the skeptics for not putiling in the "peerreviewed literature”.
Obviously, they found a solution to thatake over a journal!So what do we do about thig?
think we have testop considering "Climate Research” as a legitimate peeviewed journal
Perhaps we should encourageiocolleagues in the climate research communityrto longer
submit to, or cite papers in, this journalWe would also need to consider what we tell or
request of our more reasonable colleagues who currently sit on the editorial board...

What do others thk?

mike

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]
To: Malcolm Hugheg$University of Arizona]
March 11, 2003

HI Malcolm,
Thanks for the feedbacklargely concur. | do, though, think there is a particular problem with
AClI i mat e Re swherantyledlleagud Rati Michaels now publishes exclusively, and

his two closest colleagues are on the editorial board and review editor board. So | promise you,
we'll see more of this there, and | personally think there *is* a bigger problem with the
"messager” in this case.... .

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Unknown List

March 12, 2003

Dear All,

| agree with all the points being made and the rautihored article would be a good idea, but
how do we go about not letting it get buried somewl@aa. wenot address the misconceptions
by finally coming up with definitive dates for the LIA and MWP and redefining what we think
the terms really mean? With all of us and more on the paper, it should carry a lot of weight. In
a way we will be setting the agenitar what should be being done over the next few yeatrs.

From: Tom Wigley [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]J; Keith Briffa [CRU]; James HansBASA Goddard Institute for Space
Studies]; Michael E. Mann [University of VirginiaBen Santer [Lawrence Livermore National
Laboratory]; Thomas R Karl [NOAA]; Mark Eakin [NOAAEt al.

April 23, 2003

Subject: My turn
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... This second case gets to thexcai the matter. | suspect that deFreitas deliberately chose

other referees who are members of the skeptics camp. | also suspect that he has done this on
other occasionsHow to deal with this is unclear, since there are a number of individuals with
bona ide scientific credentials who could be used by an unscrupulous editor to ensure that
‘anti-greenhouse’ science can get through the peer review process (Legates, Balling, Lindzen,
Baliunas, Soon, and so on). The peer review process is being abused, hingthis would

be

difficult. The best response is, | strongly believe, to rebut the bad science that does get through.
Jim Salinger raises the more personal issue of deFreitas. He is clearly giving good science a bad
name, but | do not think a barrageadd hominem attacks or letters is the best way to counter

this. If Jim wishes to write a letter with multiple authors, | may be willing to sign it, but | would

not write such a letter myselh this case, deFreitas is such a poor scientist that he mahsim
disappear. | saw some work from his PhD, and it was awful (Pat Michaels' PhD is at the same
level).

Best wishes to all,

Tom.

From: Mark Eakin [NOAA]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia); et al.

April 24" 2003

[Subject: My turn]

.. .A leter to OSTHWhite House Office of Science and Technology Polisyjrobably in

order here. Since the White House has shown interest in this paper, OSTP really does need to
receive a measured, critical discussion of flaws in Soon and Balionedkods. | agree with Tom
that a noted group from the detection and attribution effort such as Mann, Crowley, Briffa,
Bradley, Jones and Hughes should spearhead such a letter. Many others of us could sign on in
support.This would provide Dave Halpern wi the ammunition he needs to provide the White
House with the needed documentation that hopefully will dismiss this paper for the slipshod
work that it is. Such a letter could be developed in parallel with a rebuttal article.

From: Timothy CartefFinnish Environment Institute]

To: Tom Wigley [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

April ??, 2003

[Subject: Java climate model]

...P.S. On the CClimate Research§sue, | agree that a rebuttal seems to be the only method
of addressing the problem (I communicated this to Mike yesterday moranagl) wonder if a
review of the refereeing policy is in order. The only way | can think of would be for all papers
to gothrough two Editors rather than one, the former to have overall responsibility, the latter
to provide a second opinion on a paper and reviewers' comments prior to publication. A
General Editor would be needed to adjudicate in the event of disagreent@intourse, this

could then slow down the review process enormotislywever, without an editorial board to

vote someone off, how can suspect Editors be removed except by the Publisher (in this case,
Inter-Research).

From: Tom Wigley [University Corporatioof Atmospheric Research]
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To: Timothy Carter [Finnish Environment Institute]

Cc: Mike Hulme [CRU]J; Phil Jones [CRU]

April 24, 2003

Subject: Re: Java climate model

...PS Re CR, I do not know the best way to handle the specifics of the ediiamsgvon

Storch is partly to blame he encourages the publication of crap science 'in order to stimulate
debate'One approach is to go direct to the publishers and point out the fact that their journal
is perceived as being a medium for disseminatinginformation under the guise of refereed
work. | use the word 'perceived’ hersince whether it is true or not is not what the publishers
care about- it is how the journal is seen by the community that counts. | think we could get a
large group of hidnly credentialed scientists to sign such a letteb60+ people. Note that | am
copying this view only to Mike Hulme and Phil Joneslike's idea to get editorial board
members to resigwill probably not work-- must get rid of von Storch tq@therwise loles

will eventually fill up with people like Legates, Balling, Lindzen, Michaels, Singer, etc. | have
heard that the publishers are not happy with von Storch, so the above approach might remove
that hurdle too.

From: Edward Cook [Columbia University]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]

June 4, 2003

[Subject: Reviewconfidential REALLY URGENT]

Hi Keith,

Okay, today. Promise! Now something to ask from you. Actually somewhat importéugfotios.
paper to review (submitted to the Journal of Agricultural, Biological, and Environmental
Sciences), written by a Korean guy and someone from Berieé¢yg)aims that the method of
reconstruction that we use in dendroclimatology (reverse regregs®wrong, biased, lousy,
horrible, etc They use your Tornetrask recon as the main whipping. boyl.would like to play
with it in an effort to refute their claimdf published as is, this paper could really do some
damagelt is also an ugly pagr to review because it is rather mathematical, with a lot of Box
Jenkins stuff in it. It won't be easy to dismiss out of hand as the math appears to be correct
theoreticallybut it suffers from the classic problem of pointing out theoretical deficienciels
am really sorry but | have to nag about that reviewonfidentially | now need a hard and if
required extensive case for rejectingo support Dave Stahle's and really as soon as you can.

From: Andrew Comrie [University of Arizona]

To: Phil bnes [CRU]

May, 2004

[Subject: IJOC040512 review]

Dear Prof. Jones,

IJOC040512"A Socioeconomic Fingerprint on the Spatial Distribution of

Surface Air Temperature Trends"

Authors:RR McKitrick & PJ Michaels

Target review date: July 5, 2004

| know you are very busy, bdo you have the time to review the above manusdfipim
skeptics McKitrick and Michaelgpr the International Journal of Climatologyf yes, can you

46



complete the review within about five to six weeks, say by the target date listed above? |

will send the manuscript electronicallyf. no, can you recommend someone who you think

might be a good choice to review this paper?

[ Not e: I n the peer review process, reviewer?od

From: PhilJones [CRU]

To: Andrew Comrie [University of Arizona]

May 24, 2004

Subject: RE:IJOC040512 review

Andrew,

| can do this.l am in France this week but back in the UK all June. So send and it will be
waiting my return.

Phil

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

August 13, 2004

Subject: Fwd: RE:[JOC040512 review

Mike,

The paper ! Now to find my review.did suggest to Andrew to find 3 reviewers.
Phil

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

August 13, 2004

[Subject: 1J0OC040512 review]

Thanks a bunch Phil,

Along lines as my other emaipuld it be (?) for me to forward this to the chair of our
commitee confidentially, and for his internal purposes only, to help bolster the case against
MM [skeptics McKitrick and Michaels}? let me know...

thanks,

mike

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

August 13, 2004

Subject: Re: Fwd: RHIJIOC040512 review

Mike,

I'd rather you didn't. | think it should be sufficient to forward the para from An@emrie's
email that sayshe paper has been rejected by all 3 review&isu can say that the paper was
an extended and updated version of that which appeared i©DBRwusly, under no
circumstances should any of this get back to Pielke.

Cheers

Phil
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From: Phil Jones [CRU]
To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]
July 8, 2004
Subject: HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL
Mike,
Only have it in the pdbrm. FYI ONLY- don't pass on. Relevant paras are the last 2 in section 4
on pl3. As | said it is worded carefully due to Adrian knowing Eugenia for years. He knows
the're wrong, but he succumbed to her almost pleading with him to tone it down ag iffieigth
her proposals in the future ! | didn't say any of this, so be careful how you-ukatitall. Keep
quiet also that you have the pdf. The attachment is a very good {plagebeen pushing Adrian
over the last weeks to get it submitted to J&irnal of Geophysical Research]J. Climate
[Journal of Climate] The main results are great for CRU and also for ERAThe basic
message is clearyou have to put enough surface and sonde obs into a model to produce
Reanalyses. The jumps when theadnput change stand out so clearly. NCEP does many odd
things also around sea ice and over snow and.ice.The other paper by MM is just garbage
as you knew. De Freitas again. Pielke is also losing all credibility as well by replying to the mad
Finn as well- frequently as | see itl can't see either of these papers being in the next IPCC
report. Kevin and | will keep them out somehoewven if we have to redefine what the peer
review literature i$
Cheers
Phil

Mike,
For your interest, there is an ECMWF ERA Report coming out soon, which shows that
Kalnay and Cai are wrong. It isn't that strongly worded as the first author is a personal friend of
Eugenia. The result is rather hidden in the middle of the refiosn't peer review, but a
slimmed down version will go to a journal. KC are wrong because the difference between NCEP
and real surface temps (CRU) over eastern N. America doesn't happen widDERRA40
assimilates surface temps (which NCEP didn't) andglthis makes the agreement with CRU
better. Also ERALO's trends in the lower atmosphere are all physically consistent where NCEP's
are not- over eastern US. | can send if you want, but it won't be out as a report for a couple of
months.
Cheers
Phil

From: Stephen Mackwell [Universities Space Research Association]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

Cc: Chris Reason [University of Cape Town]; James Saiers [Yale University]

January 20, 2005

Subject: Your concerns with 2004GL021750 Mclntyre

Dea Prof. Mann

In your recent email to Chris Reason, you laid out your concerns that | presume were the reason
for your phone call to me last week. | have reviewed the manuscript by Mcintyre, as well as the
reviews. The editor in this case was Prof. JamésrSade did note initially that the

manuscript did challenge published work, and so felt the need for an extensive and thorough
review. For that reason, he requested reviews from 3 knowledgable scientists. All three reviews
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recommended publicationVhile | do agree that this manuscript does challenge (somewhat
aggresively) some of your past work, | do not feel that it takes a particularly harsh ©nehe

other hand, | can understand your reaction. As this manuscript was not written as a Comment,
but rather as a fuHup scientific manuscript, you would not in general be asked to look it over.
And | am satisfied by the credentials of the reviewers. Thus, | do not feel that we have

sufficient reason to interfere in the timely publication of this wordowe\er, you are perfectly

in your rights to write a Comment, in which you challenge the authors' arguments and
assertions. Should you elect to do this, your Comment would be provided to them and they would
be offered the chance to write a Reply. Both CommehReply would then be reviewed and
published together (if they survived the review process). Comments are limited to the equivalent
of 2 journal pages.

Regards

Steve Mackwell

Editor in Chief, GRlGeophysical Research Letters]

From: Michael E. ManfUniversity of Virginia]
The following individuals may have been recipients: Tom Wiglétyiyersity Corporation of
Atmospheric Research]; Raymond Brad]eyiversity of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Tom
Osborn [CRUJ;Phil Jones [CRU]Keith Briffa [CRU]; GavinSchmidt{NASA Goddard Institute
for Space StudiesMalcolm Hughes [University of Arizona];

[Subject: Your concerns with 2004GL021750 Mclintyre]

January 20, 2005
Dear All,
Just a heads up. Apparently, the contrarians now have an "in" with[G&dphysial Research
Letters] This guy Saiers has a prior connection w/ the University of Virginia Dept. of
Environmental Sciences that causes me some unease. | think we now know how the various
Douglass et al papers w/ Michaels and Singer, the Soon et al papernaw this one have
gotten published in GRL,

Mike

From: Tom Wigley University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

The following individuals may also have been recipients: Raymond Brpditeyersity of
Massachusetts, Amherst]; Tom Osborn [CRRHjl Jones [CRU]Keith Briffa [CRU]; Gavin
Schmidt{NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studidgalcolm Hughes [University of Arizona];
January 20, 2005

[Subject: Your concerns with 2004GL021750 Mcintyre]

Mike,

This is truly awful. GRI[Geophysical Research Letters}s gone downhill rapidly in recent
years. | think the decline began before Saiers. | have had some unhelpful dealings with him
recently with regard to a paper Sarah and | have on glacigtsvas well received by the
referees, and so is in the publication pipeline. However, | got the impression that Saiers was
trying to keep it from being published. Proving bad behavior here is very diffiogdiu think

that Saiers is in the greenhouse skepti@p, then, if we can find documentary evidence of
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this, we could go through official AGUAmerican Geophysical Uniorghannels to get him
ousted.

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Tom Wigley Dniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

The following individuals may also have been recipief®aymond BradleyUniversity of
Massachusetts, Amherst]; Tom Osborn [CRRjl Jones [CRU]Keith Briffa [CRU]; Gavin
Schmidt{NASA Goddard Institutéor Space StudiesMalcolm Hughes [University of Arizona];
January 20, 2005

[Subject: Your concerns with 2004GL021750 Mcintyre]

Thanks Tom,

Yeah, basically this is just a heads up to people that something might be up here. What a shame
that would belt's one thing to lose "Climate Research". We can't afford to lose GRL
[Geophysical Research Lettersthink it would be useful if people begin to record their
experiences w/ both Saiers and potentially Mackwell (I don't know kime would seem to be
comgicit w/ what is going on here). If there is a clear body of evidence that something is
amiss, it could be taken through the proper channels. | don't that the entire ABkderican
Geophysical Unionhierarchy has yet been compromisetihe GRL article simplparrots the
rejected Nature commedittle substantial difference that | can see at all. Will keep you all
posted of any relevant developments,

Mike

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Malcolm Hughes [University of Arizona]

The following individuals may also have been recipients: Tom Widleyversity Corporation

of Atmospheric Research]; Raymond BradlEyiversity of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Tom
Osborn [CRUJ;Phil Jones [CRU]Keith Briffa [CRU]; Gavin SchmidfNASA Goddad Institute

for Space StudiesMalcolm Hughes [University of Arizona];

January 20 or 21, 2005

[Subject: Your concerns with 2004GL021750 Mcintyre]

Hi Malcolm,

This assumes that the editor/s in question would act in good faith. I'm not convincedlof this.
don't believe a response in GRL is warranted in any case. The MM claims in question are
debunked in other papers that are in press and in review elsewhergot sure that GRL can

be seen as an honest broker in these debates anymore, and it is prdiesgilfo do an end run
around GRL now where possible. They have published far too many deeply flawed contrarian
papers in the past year or so. There is no possible excuse for them publishing all 3 Douglass
papers and the Soon et al paper. These were aleprap. There appears to be a more
fundamental problem w/ GRL now, unfortunately...

Mike

From: Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]
March 19, 2009
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[Subject: See the link below]

.. .If the RMS [Royal MeteorologicaBociety]is going to require authors to make ALL data
available- raw data PLUS results from all intermediate calculatiemsvill not submit any
further papers to RMS journals.

Cheers,

Ben

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore Natal Laboratory]

March 19, 2009

Subject: Re: See the link below

...I'm having a dispute with the new editor of Weathee. complained about him to the RMS
Chief Exec If | don't get him to back down, | won't be sending any more papers to any RMS
journals and I'll be resigning from the RMS.

From: Kevin TrenbertflUniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

Cc: Grant Foster; Phil Jones [CRU]; Gavin Schmidt [NASA Goddard Institute for Space
Studies]j et al.

July 29, 2009

Subject: Re: ENSO blamed over warmirmgaper in JGR

Hi all

Wow this is a nice analysis by Grant et al. What we should do is turn this into a learning
experience for everyone: there is often misuse of filtefyiously the editor and reviewers
need to to also be taken to task heragree with Mike Mann that a couple of other key points
deserve to be made wrt this paper.

Manipulating Data

From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Chris Folland [UK Met Office]; RhJones [CRUJ; Michael E. Mann [University of
Virginia]

Cc: Tom Karl [National Climatic Data CenteNOAA]

September 22, 1999

Subject: RE: IPCC revisions

.. .1 know there is pressure to present a nice tidy stagyregardsapparent unprecedented
warming in a thousand years or more in the proxy dakalt in reality the situation is not quite
so simpleWe don't have a lot of proxies that come right up to date and those that do (at least a
significant number of tree proxiesgpme unexpected changesresponse that do not match
the recent warming. . .

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Ray Bradley [University of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Michael E. Mann [University of
Virginia]; Malcolm Hughes [University of Arizona]

Cc: Keith Briffa [CRU]; Tom OsborfiCRU]
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November 16, 1999

Subject: Diagram for WM@World Meteorological Organizatiorftatement

Dear Ray, Mike and Malcolm,

Once Tim's got a diagram here we'll send that either later today or first thing tomérdw. e | u st
completedMi k e 6 s N aotadding in the realktdmps to each series for the last 20 years

(ie from 1981 onwards) amd from 1961 f&re i t hés t o .Mikelseserieslyathaelec | i ne
annual land and marine values while the other two got Apeibt for NHNorthern Hemisphere]

land N of 20N. The latter two are real for 1999, while the estimate for 1999 for NH combined is
+0.44C wrt 6290. The Global estimate for 1999 with data through Oct is +0.35C cf. 0.57 for
1998.Thanks for the comments, Ray.

Cheers

Phil

From: Giorgi Filippo [nternational Centre for Theoretical Physics]

To: Chapter 10 LAs

September 11, 2000

Subject: On "what to do?"

Given this, | would like to add my own opinion developed through the weekend. First let me say
that in general, as my own opinidnfeel ratherunconfortable about using not only

unpublished but also un reviewed material as the backbone of our conclusions (or any
conclusions) | realize that chapter 9 is including SRES stuff, and thus we can and need to do
that too,but the fact is that in doing so the rules of IPCC have been softened to the point that
in this way the IPCC is not any more an assessment of published science (which is its
proclaimed goal) but production of result$he softened condition that the modaklsmself

have to be published does not even apply because the Japanese model for example is very
different from the published one which gave results not even close to the actual outlier version
(in the old dataset the CCC model was the outlesksentialy, | feel that at this point there are
very little rules and almost anything goes. | think this will set a dangerous precedent which
might mine the IPCC credibility, and | am a bit uncomfortable that now nearly everybody
seems to think that it is just olo do this.Anyways, this is only my opinion for what it is worth.

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRUJ; et al.

June 4, 2003

Subject: Re: Prospective Eos piece?

.. .Phil and I have recently submitted a paper using about a dozen NH records that fit this
category, and many of which are available nearly 2K b#c¢kink that trying to adopt a
timeframe of 2K, rather than the usual 1K, addresses a good earlier poiftegblatmade w/
regard to the memahat it would be nice to try to "contain” the putative "MWP; even if we
don't yet have a hemispheric mean reconstruction available that far &kl and | have one
in review-not sure it is kosher to show that yet thoutie put in an inquiry to Judy Jacobs at
AGU about this]. . .

From: David RindNASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]
To: Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]

52



Jaruary 4, 2005

[Subject: IPCC last 2000 years data]

. . .In addition, some of the comments are probably wrahg warmseason bias (p.12) should

if anything produce less variability, since warm seasons (at least in GCMs) feature smaller
climate changes #n cold seasons. The discussion of uncertainties in tree ring reconstructions
should be direct, not referred to other referenc's important for this document. How the
long-term growth is factored in/out should be mentioned as a prime problem. khef lac
tropical data- a few corals prior to 1700has got to be discussethe primary criticism of
Mclintyre and McKitrick, which has gotten a lot of play on the Internet, is that Mann et al.
transformed each tree ring prior to calculating PCs by subtractithe 19021980 mean, rather
than using the length of the full time series (e.g., 140980), as is generally done. M&M

claim that when they used that procedure with a red noise spectrum, it always resulted in a
'hockey stick'. Is this true? If so, it costitutes a devastating criticism of the approach; if not, it
should be refuted. While IPCC cannot be expected to respond to every criticism a priori, this
one has gotten such publicity it would be foolhardy to avoid it.

From: Jonathan Overpeck [Wersity of Arizona]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]; Eystein Jansen [Bjerknes Centre for Climate Research]; Tom Crowley
[Duke University]

July ??, 2005

ANOTHER THING THAT IS A REAL ISSUE IS SHOWING SOME OF THE TREERING
DATA FOR THE PERIOD AFTER 1950. BASED ON TH LITERATURE, WE KNOW
THESE ARE BIASED- RIGHT? SO SHOULD WE SAY THAT'S THE REASON THEY
ARE NOT SHOWN? OF COURSE, IF WE ONLY PLOT THE FIG FROM CA 800 TO 1400
AD, IT WOULD DO WHAT WE WANT, FOCUS ON THE MWP ONLYTHE TOPIC OF
THE BOX1 AND SHOW THAT THERE WERE NOT ANY PERIODS WHEN ALL THE
RECORDS ALL SHOWED WARMTH L.E., OF THE KIND WE'RE EXPERIENCING NOW.
TWO CENTS WORTH

From: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

To: Tim Osborn [CRUJ; Keith Briffa [CRU]

Cc: Gavin Schmidt [NASA Goddard Institute f8pace Studies]

February 9, 2006

guys, | see that Science has already gone online w/ the new issue, so we put ujiRésd RC
Climate websitepost. By now, you've probably read that nasty Mcintyre thing. Apparently, he
violated the embargo on his webgjtelon't go there personally, but so I'm informedijyway, |
wanted you guys to know that you're free to use RC in any way you think would be Galpful.
and | are going to be careful about what comments we screen throagi we'll be very

careful toanswer any questions that come up to any extent we can. On the other hand, you
might want to visit the thread and post replies yours&fe can hold comments up in the

gueue and contact you about whether or not you think they should be screened througbt,or
and if so, any comments you'd like us to includéou're also welcome to do a followup guest
post, etc. think of RC as a resource that is at your disposal to combat any disinformation put
forward by the Mcintyres of the world. Just let us kn@¥e'll use our best discretion to make
sure the skeptics dont'get to use the RC comments as a megaphone...
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From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Martin Juckes [??7?]; et al.

November 16, 2006

Subject: Re: Mitrie: Bristlecones

.. .1 still believe that it would be wise to involve Malcolm Hughes in this discus#ionigh |
recognise the point of view that says we might like to appear (and be) independent of the original
Mann, Bradley and Hughes team to avoid the appearance ofioollus my opinion (as
someone how has worked with the Bristlecone data hardly at all') there are undoubtedly
problems in their use that go beyond the strip bark problem (that I will come back to.later).
Another serious issue to be considered retate the fact that the PC1 time series in the Mann
et al. analysisvas adjusted to reduce the positive slope in the last 150 yearthe assumption

- following an earlier paper by Lamarche et athat this incressing growth was evidence of
carbon dioxde fertilization) , by differencing the data from another record produced by other
workers in northern Alaska and Canada (which incidentally was standardised in a totally
different way).This last adjustment obviously will have a large influence on the quantification
of the link between these Western US trees and N.Hemisphere temperafirgss point, it is
fair to say that this adjustment was arbitrary and the link between Bristlecpime growth and
CO2 s, at the very least, arguable.

From: Tom Wigley [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

Cc: Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory]

September 27, 2009

Subject: 1940s

Phil,

Here are some speculations on correcting S$$ea Surface Temperatures]partly explain

the 1940s warming bliplif you look at the attached plot you will see that the land also shows the
1940s blip (as I'm sure you know#p, if we could reduce the oceablip by, say, 0.15 degC,

then this would be significant for the globalmednb ut we 6d st i | | have to e
| 6ve chosen 0. IThis shlldeaves ad ecéan i and itthenk gne needs to

have some form of ocean blip to eguh the land blip(via either some common forcing, or

ocean forcing land, or vice versa, or all of thed&hen you look at other blips, the land blips

are 1.5 to 2 times (roughly) the ocean blipkigher sensitivity plus thermal inertia effects. My
0.15adjustment leaves things consistent with this, so you can see where | am coming.from.

From: Tom Wigley [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

October 5, 2009

[Subject: A Scientific Scandal Unfolds]

Phil,

It is distressing to read that American Stinker if@ot. 5" article from the American Thinker

which highlights Stephen Mclntyrebds discovery
regarding treeings from Yamal] But Keith does seem to have domself into a messAs |

pointed out in emails, Yamal is insignificant. And you say that (contrary to what M&M say)
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Yamal is *not* used in MBH, etc. So these facts alone are enough to shoot down M&M is a few
sentences (which surely is the only way te-gmmplex and wordy responses will be counter
productive) But, more generally, (even if it *is* irrelevant) how does Keith explain the

Mclntyre plot that compares Yamdl2 with Yamalall? And how does he explain the apparent
"selection” of the less welkeplicated chronology rather that the later (better replicated)
chronology? Of course, | don't know how often YamaR has really been used in recent, post
1995, work. | suspect from what you say it is much less often that M&M-séyt where did

they gettheir information? | presume they went thru papers to see if Yamal was cited, a pretty
foolproof method if you ask me. Perhaps these things can be explained clearly and cencisely
but I am not sure Keith is able to do this as he is too close to theeassiprobably quite pissed

of. And the issue of witkholding data is still a hot potato, one that affects both you and Keith
(and Mann). Yes, there are reasoingut many *good* scientists appear to be unsympathetic

to these. The trouble here is that witholding data looks like hiding something, and hiding
means (in some eyes) that it is bogus science that is being hiddeimk Keith needs to be

very, very careful in how he handles this. I'd be willing to check over anything he puts together.
Tom.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: John Mitchell [Director of Climate ScientdJK Met Office]

October 28, 2009

Subject: Yamal response from Keith

John,

... This went up last night about 5pm. There is a lot to read at various levels. If you get time just
the top level is necessarhere is also a bit from Tim Osborn showing that Yamal was used in
3 of the 12 millennial reconstructions used in Ch[éf IPCC Fairth Assessment Repart}lso
Mclintyre had the Yamal data in Feb 200dithough he seems to have forgotten this. Keith
succeeding in being very restrained in his respoldntyre knew what he was doing when

he replaced some of the trees with thosenfranother site.

Cheers

Phil

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]

October 28, 2009

Subject: FW: Yamal and paleoclimatology

Keith,

There is a lot more there on (@limate Audit websitehow.| would be very wary about
responding to this personow having seen what Mcintyre has put ugou and Tim talked
about Yamal. Why have the bristlecones come in nowThis is what happensthey just keep
moving the goalposts. Maybe get Tim to redo OB2006 without a few more series.

Cheers

Phil . ..

Dear Professor Briffa, | am pleased to hear that you appear to have recovered from your recent
iliness sufficiently to post a response to the controversy surrounding the use of the Yamal
chronology; and the chronology itself; Unfortunately | find your arptions lacking in
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scientific rigour and | am more inclined to believe the analysis of Mclnjy€an | have a
straightforward answer to the following questions 1) Are the reconstructions sensitive to the
removal of either the Yamal data and Strip pinstiecones, either when present singly or in
combination? 2) Why these series, when incorporated with white noise as a background, can still
produce a Hocketick shaped graph if they have, as you suggest, a low individual weighting?
And once you have de this, please do me the courtesy of answering my initial email.

Dr. D.R. Kelller

Questioning the Consensus?

From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Chris Folland [UK Met Office]; Phil Jones [CRU]; Michael E. Mann [University of
Virginia]

Cc: Tom Karl [NationaClimatic Data Centeir NOAA]

September 22, 1999

Subject: RE: IPCC revisions

.. .1 know there is pressure to present a nice tidy stasyregardsapparent unprecedented
warming in a thousand years or more in the proxy dakalt in reality the situationis not quite
so simpleWe don't have a lot of proxies that come right up to date and those that do (at least a
significant number of tree proxiespme unexpected changes in response that do not match
the recent warming. . .

From: Edward CookColumbia University]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]

April 29, 2003

[Subject: Reviewconfidential]

Hi Keith,

| will start out by sending you the chronologies that | sent Bradley, i.e. all but Mongolia. If you
can talk Gordon out of the latter, you'll be the ffilt®m outside this lab. The chronologies are in
tabbed column format and Tucson index format. The latter have sample size int¢lddesn't

take a rocket scientist (or even Bradley after | warned him about small sample size problems)
to realize that sme of the chronologies are down to only 1 series in their earliest parts.
Perhaps | should have truncated them before using them, but I just took what Jan gave me
and worked with the chronologies as best | couMly suspicion is that most of the gt200
divergence is due to low replication and a reduced number of available chronologies. | should
also say that the column data have had their means normalized to approximately 1.0, which is
not the case for the chronologies straight out of ARSTAN. Thatasigethe sitéevel RCS
detrended data were simply averaged to produce these chronologies, without concern for their
long-term means. Hence the "RAW" tag at the end of each line of inBreekey still regards

the MWP[Medieval Warm Periodgs "mysteriots" and "very incoherent” (his latest
pronouncement to me) based on the available data. Of course he and other members of the
MBH [Mann Bradley Hughesjamp have a fundamental dislike for the very concept of the
MWP, so | tend to view their evaluations amging out from a somewhat biased perspective,
i.e. the cup is not only "haHempty"; it is demonstrably "broken". | come more from the "cup
half-full" camp when it comes to the MWP, maybe yes, maybe no, but it is too early to say
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what it is. Being a natuwal skeptic, | guess you might lean more towards the MBH camp,

which is fine as long as one is honest and open about evaluating the evidence (I have my
doubts about the MBH camp). We can always politely(?) disagree given the same admittedly
equivocal evidece. | should say that Jan should at least be made aware of this reanalysis of his
data. Admittedly, all of the Schweingruber data are in the public domain | believe, so that should
not be an issue with those dakgust don't want to get into an open itrque of the Esper data
because it would just add fuel to the MBH attack squad. They tend to work in their own
somewhat agendéilled ways. We should also work on this stuff on our own, but | do not

think that we have an agenda per se, other than tryiogobjectively understand what is going

on.

Cheers,

Ed

From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Edward Cook [Columbia University]

April 29, 2003

Subject: Re: Reviewconfidential

Thanks Ed

Can | just say that | am not in the MBHMann Bradley Hughesjamp- if that be

characterized by an unshakable "belief* one way or the other , regarding the absolute
magnitude of the global MWPMedieval Warm Period]l certainly believe the " medieval”
period was warmer than the 18th centurghe equivalence of tb warmth in the post 1900
period, and the post 1980s ,compared to the circa Medieval times is very much still an area for
much better resolutionl think that the geographic / seasonal biases and dating/response time
issues still cloud the picture of whand how warm the Medieval period was . On present
evidence , even with such uncertainties | would still come out favouring the "likely
unprecedented recent warmth" opiniobut our motivation is to further explore the degree of
certainty in this belief based on the realistic interpretation of available data. Point re Jan well
taken and | will inform him

From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]; Tom WiglgWniversity Corporation of
Atmospheric Research]; Phil Jones [CRU]; Raymond Bradley [University of Massachusetts,
Amherst]

Cc: Jerry Meehl [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; Caspar Ammann
[University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

May 20, 2003

Subject: Re: Soon et al. paper

Mike and Tom and others

.. .As Tom W. stateghere are uncertainties and "difficulties" with our current knowledge of
Hemispheric temperature histories and valid criticisms or shortcomings in much of our work.
This is the nature of the beastand | have been loathe to become embroiled in polarised
debates that force too simplistic a presentation of the state of the art or "consensus view".
The one additional point | would make that seems to have bedaakesl in the discussions up
to now , is the invalidity of assuming that the existence of a global Medieval Warm period , even
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if shown to be as warm as the current climate , somehow negates the possibility of enhanced
greenhouse warming.. . The variaus papers apparently in production, regardless of their
individual emphasis or approaches, will find their way in to the literature and the next IPCC
can sift and present their message(s) as it wishiest in the meantime , why not a simple
statement ofite shortcomings of the BS paper as they have been listed in these messages and
why not in Climate Research?

Keith

From: Tom Wigley University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

Note:Ben Sant§r Lawr ence Liver more National Laborator
October 21, 2004

[Subject: MBH]

Phil,

| have just read the M&M stuff critcizing MBIMann Bradley HughesH] lot of it seems valid
to me. At the very least MBH is a very sloppy piece of wein opinion | have held for some
time. Presumably what you have done with Keith is better@r is it? | get asked about this a
lot. Can you give me a brief heads ugike is too deep into this to be helpful.

Tom.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Tom Wigley[University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

Cc: Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory]

October 22, 2004

Subject: Re: MBH

Tom,

.. .A'lot of people criticise MBifMann Bradley Hughesjnd other papers Mike has been
involved in, but how many people read them futly just read bits like the attached. The
attached is a complete distortion of the facts. M&M are completely wrong in virtually everything
they say or do.. . Mike's may hee slightly less variability on decadal scales than the others
(especially cf Esper et al), but he is using a lot more data than the dtineckon they are all
biased a little to the summer and none are truly annualsay all this in the Reviews of
Geophysics paper Bottom line- their is no way the MWHMedieval Warm Period{whenever

it was) was as warm globally as the last 20 years. There is also no way a whole decade in the
LIA [Little Ice Age]period was more than 1 deg C on a global basis cotilan the 196190
mean.This is all gut feeling, no science, but years of experience of dealing with global scales
and varaibility. Must got to Florence now. Back in Nov 1.

Cheers

Phil

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Kevin TrenberthjUniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; et al.

December 20, 2004

Subject: Re: [Fwd: Re: [Fwd: RéModel Mean Climate" for AR4[IPCC Fourth Assessment
Report]]]
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.. .1 would like to stick with 19690. | don't want to change this until 192010 is complete,

for 3 reasons : 1) We need 30 years andl8Wwill get all the MSU in nicely, ar@) | will be

near retirement !!3) is one of perceptionAs climatologists we are often changing base periods
and have done for years. | remember getting miper of comments when | changed from 1951
80 to 196190. If we go to a more recent one the anomalies will seem less wadrkmow this
makes no sense scientifically, but it gives the skeptics something to go on abfou !do the
simple way, they will gawe aren't doing it properly.. .

From: Keith Briffa [CRU]

To: Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]

February ??, 2006

[Subject: bullet debate #3]

Third

| suggest this should pg

Taken together , the sparse evidence of Southern Hemisph@eratumes prior to the period of
instrumental records indicates that overall warming has occurred during the last 350 years, but
the even fewer longer regional records indicate earlier periods that are as warm, or warmer
than, 20th century means.

.. .Peck, you have to consider that since the JIRRC Third Assessment Reporthere has
been a lot of argument re "hockey stick" and the real independence of the inputs to most
subsequent analyses is minimdlrue, there have been many different technicuesed to
aggregate and scale datébut the efficacy of these is still far from established. We should be
careful not to push the conclusions beyond what we can securely justifyd this is not much
other than a confirmation of the general conclusiohthe TAR We must resist being pushed
to present the results such that we will be accused of bizsnce no need to attack Moberg .
Just need to show the "most likely"course of temperatures over the last 1300wike@is we do
well I think. Strong cdirmation of TAR is a good result, given that we discuss uncertainty and
base it on more datd.et us not try to over egg the puddingor what it worth , the above
comments are my (honestly long considered) viewad | would not be happy to go further .
Of course this discussion now needs to go to the wider Chapter authdmsihgm not let Susan
[Solomon of NOAA](or Mike [Michael Mann) push you (us) beyond where we know is right.

From: Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]

To: Keith Briffa|[ CRU]

September 13, 2006

.. .1 think the second sentence could be more controvers@on't think our team feels it is
valid to say, as they did in TARPCC Third Assessment Repaorthat "It is also likely that, in
the Northern Hemisphere,... 1998as the warmest year" in the last 1000 years. But, it you
think about it for a while, Keith has come up with a clever 2nd sentence (when you insert
"Northern Hemisphere" language as | suggest below). At first, my reaction was leave it out,
but it grows onyou, especially if you acknowledge that many readers will want more explicit
prose on the 1998 (2005) issue..

From: David Rind [NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]
To: Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]
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Cc: Keith Briffa [CRU]J; et al.

September 13, 2006

Now getting back to the resolution issgezen what we know about the ability to reconstruct
global or NH temperatures in the pasttould we really in good conscience say we have the
precision from tree rings and the very sparse otlgata to make any definitive statement of

this nature (let alone accuracy)? While | appreciate the cleverness of the second sentence, the
problem is everybody will recognize that we are 'being clevext what point does one come

out looking aggressivelgefensive? agree that leaving the first sentence as the only sentence
suggests that one is somehow doubting the significance of the recent warm years, which is
probably not something we want to do.

A Cooling World

From: Jonathan Overpefldniversity of Arizona]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]

Cc: Eystein Jansen [Bjerknes Centre for Climate Research]

January 5, 2005

Subject: Fwd: Re: the Arctic paper and IPCC

...I'm still not convinced about the AO recj#rctic Oscillation reconstructionbpnd am

worried about the | ate 20th century Acool ness
instrumental but it's a nice piece of work in any case.

From: David Parker [UK Met Office]

To: Neil Plummer [Bureau of Meteorology, Australia]

January 5, @05

Neil

There is a preference in the atmospheric observations chapter of IPCRG Fourth
Assessment Reportth stay with the 1961990 normals. This is partly because a change of
normals confuses users, eamomalies will seem less positive tharfdre if we change to
newer normals, so the impression of global warming will be muted.

From: David RindNASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]

January 10, 2005

.. .Well, yes and no. If the mismatch between suggésteidg, model sensitivity, and

suggested response for the LIA suggests the forcing is overestimated (in particular the solar
forcing), then it makes an earlier warm period less likely, with little implication for future
warming. If it suggests climate sativity is really much lower, then it says nothing about the
earlier warm period (could still have been driven by solar forcing), but suggests future warming
is overestimated. If however it implies the reconstructions are underestimating past climate
charges, then it suggests the earlier warm period may well have been warmer than indicated
(driven by variability, if nothing else) while suggesting future climate changes will be large. This
is the essence of the problem.

David
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From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Jhn Christy [University of Alabama, Huntsville]

July 5, 2005

Subject: This and that

John,

There has been some email traffic in the last few days to aivegete a bit really, only a small
part about MSU. The main part has been one of your House subt¢eammianting Mike Mann
and others and IPCC to respond on how they produced their reconstructions and how IPCC
produced their report. In case you want to look at this see later in the eAlad this load of
rubbish ! This is from an Australian at BMR(Bureau of Meteorology Research Centfapt
Neville Nicholls). It began from the attached article. What an idiot. The scientific community
would come down on me in no uncertain terms if | said the world had cooled from 1998. OK it
has but it is only 7 year of data and it isn't statistically significant.

... The Hadley Centre are working on the day/night issue with sondes, but there are a lot of
problems as there are very few sites in the tropics with both and where both can be
distinguishedMy own viewif that the sondes are overdoing the coolimgt MSU4 in the lower
stratosphereand some of this likely (IPCC definition) affects the upper troposphere as well.
Sondes are a mess and the fact you get agreement with some of them is miraculous. Have you
looked at individual sondes, rather than averaggsarticularly tropical ones1.KS is good, but

the RATPAC update less so.

. . .What will be interesting is to see how IPCC pans out, as we've been told we can't use any
article that hasn't been submitted by May 31. This date isn't binding, but Aug 12 is a little more
as this is when we must submit our next dréfe one everybodyilvbe able to get access to

and comment upon. The science isn't going to stop from now unt[IRG@ Fourth Assessment
Report]Jcomes out in early 2007, so we are going to have to add in relevant new and important
papers. hope it is up to us to decidehat is important and new. So, unless you get something
to me soon, it won't be in this versiott.shouldn't matter though, as it will be ridiculous to keep
later drafts without itWe will be open to criticism though with what we do add in subsequent
drafts. Someone is going to check the final version and the Aug 12 draft. This is partly why I've
sent you the rest of this emdPCC, me and whoever will get accused of being political,
whatever we do. As you know, I'm not political. If anything, | woul@é to see the climate

change happen, so the science could be proved right, regardless of the consequences. This
isn't being political, it is being selfish.

Cheers

Phil

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Neville Nichols [Bureau of Meteorology, Australia]

July 6 2005

Subject: Fwd: Misc

Neuville,

Here's an email from John, with the trend from his latest version in. Also has trends for RATPAC
and HadAT2If you can stress in your talks that it is more likely the sondes are wroatleast
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as a groupSome may belQindividually. The tropical ones are the key, but it is these that least
is know about except for a few regiofbe sondes clearly show too much cooling in the
stratosphere (when compared to MSU4), and | reckon this must also affect their upper
troposphee trends as well. So, John may be putting too much faith in them wrt agreement
with UAH. Happy for you to use the figure, if you don't pass on to anyone else. Watch out for
Science though and the Mears/Wentz paper if it ever comeslsnitdo point outhat looking

at surface trends from 1998 isn't very clever.

Cheers

Phil

From: Neville Nichols [Bureau of Meteorology, Australia]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

July 6, 2005

[Subject: RE: Misc]

.. .1 thought Mike Mann's draft response was pretty goblad expected something more
vigorous, but | think he has got the "tone" pretty right. Do you expect to get a call from
Congress?

Neville Nicholls

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Neville Nichols [Bureau of Meteorology, Australia]

July 6", 2005

Subject: RE: Misc

Neuville,

Mike's response could do with a little work, but as you say he's got the tone almost.dead on
hope | don't get a call from congresbm hoping that no-one there realizes | have a US DoE
grant and have had this (with Tom W.) for the last 25 y&d'll send on one other email
received for interest.

Cheers

Phil

From: Mike MacCracken [Climate Institute]

To: Phil Jones [CRUJ; Chris Folland [UK Met Office]

Cc: John HoldrenRosina Bierbaum

January 3, 2009

Subject:Temperatures in 2009

Dear Philand Chris-

.. .In any case, if the sulfate hypothesis is right, then your prediction of warming might end up
being wrongl think we have been too readily explaining the slow changes over past decade as
a result of variability-that explanation is wearng thin. | would just suggest, as a backup to

your prediction, that you also do some checking on the sulfate issue, just so you might have a
quantified explanation in case thpvarming] prediction is wrong Otherwise, the Skeptics will

be all over ustheworld is really cooling, the models are no good, etc. And all this just as the
US is about ready to get serious on the iss& all, and you all in particular, need to be
prepared.
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Best, Mike MacCracken

From: Tim Johns [UK Met Office]

To: Chris FollandCRU]

Cc: Doug Smith [UK Met Office]

January 5, 2009

... The impact of the two alternative SO2 emissions trajectories is quite marked though in
terms of global temperature response in the first few decades of the 2(dtl€ast in our
HadGEM2AO simdations, reflecting actual aerosol forcings in that model plus some
divergence in GHG forcing). Ironically, the EMAGE scenario runs, although much cooler in
the long term of course, are considerably warmer than-ARB for several decadeAlso -
relevant to your statemert A1B-AR4 runs show potential for a distinct lack of warming in the
early 21st C, which I'm sure skeptics would love to see replicated in the real wqgee. the
attached plot for illustration but please don't circulate this anyhierr as these are results in
progress, not yet shared with other ENSEMBLES partners let alone publigfeth)ink the
different short term warming responses are largely attributable to the different SO2 emissions
trajectories.. . .

From: Phil Jones [RU]

To: Tim Johns [UK Met Office]; Chris Folland [UK Met Office]

Cc: Doug Smith [UK Met Office]

January 5, 2009

Subject: Re: FWTemperatures in 2009

Tim, Chris,

| hope you're not right about the lack of warming lasting till about 202@l rather hopedto
see the earlier Met Office press release with Doug's paper that said somethingHikié the
years to 2014 would exceed the warmest year currently on record, 19%9B& way to go
before 2014. | seem to be getting an email a week from skepticg sdngre's the warming
gone | know the warming is on the decadal scale, but it would be nice to wear their smug
grins away.Chris - | presume the Met Office continually monitor the weather foredsistgbe
because I'm in my 50s, but the language used ie fbrecasts seems a bit over the top re the
cold.Where I've been for the last 20 days (in Norfolk) it doesn't seem to have been as cold as
the forecasts. . .

From: Kevin Trenberth [University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Michael ManrfPenn State University]

Cc: Stephen Schneider [Stanford University]; Myles Allen [University of Oxford]; Peter Stott
[UK Met Office]; Phil Jones [CRU]; Ben Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory];

Tom Wigley [University Corporation of AtmosphefResearch]; Thomas R Karl [NOAA];

Gavin SchmidtlNASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]; James Hajiéa8A Goddard

Institute for Space Studiesflichael Oppenheimer [Princeton University]

October 12, 2009

Subject: Re: BBC Uturn on climate

Hi all. Welll have my own article on where the heck is global warming? We are asking that here
in Boulder where we have broken records the past two days for the coldest days on record. We
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had 4 inches of snow. The high the last 2 days was below 30F and the n@atglasd it

smashed the previous records for these days by 10F. The low was about 18F and also a record

low, well below the previous record low. This is January weather (see the Rockies baseball

playoff game was canceled on saturday and then playedi¢dtin below freezing weather).

The fact is that we cano6t account for the | ac
t hat wehe CERESdata published in the August BAMS 09 supplemam®2008 shows

there should be even more warming: but the data are surely wr@hgy. observing system is

inadequate. . .

From: Tom WigleyUniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

November 6, 2009

Subject: LAND vs OCEAN

Weprobably need to say more about thiand warming since 1980 has been twice the ocean
warmingd and skeptics might claim that this proves that urban warming is real and
important. See attached note.

Comments?

Tom

Political Science
From: Michael E. Man [ University of Virginia]

To: Keith Briffa [CRU]; Tom WigleyUniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; Phil
Jones [CRU]; Raymond Bradlg¢yniversity of Massachusetts, Amherst]

May 16, 2003
[Subject: Soon et al. paper]
Tom,

Thanks for your response, which | will maintain as confidential within the small group of the
original recipients (other than Ray whom I've included in as well), given the sensitivity of some
of the comments made.. In my view, it is the responsibiltof our entire community to fight

this intentional disinformation campaign, which represents an affront to everything we do and
believe in. I'm doing everything | can to do so, but | can't do it alerand if I'm left to, we'll

lose this battle,

mike

From: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]; Raymond Bradley [University of Massachusetts, Amherst]; Tom Wigley
[University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; Tom Crowley [Duke University]; Keith
Briffa [CRU]; Kevin Trenberth Pniversity Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; Michael
Oppenheimer [Princeton University]; Jonathan Overpeck [University of Arizona]

Cc: Scott Rutherforfiuniversity of Rhode Island]

June 3, 2003

[Subject: Prospective Eos piece?]

Dear Colleagues,
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.. .Phil, Ray, and Peck have already indicated tentative interest in betagtbors. I'm sending
this to the rest of you (Tom C, Keith, Tom W, Kevin) in the hopes of broadening the list of co
authors.l strongly believe that a piece of this sort-enithoredby 9 or so prominent members

of the climate research community (with background and/or interest in paleoclimate) will go a
long way ih helping to counter these attacks, which are being used, in turn, to launch attacks
against IPCC.. . .

From: Michael EMann [University of Virginia]

To: Phil Jones [CRUJ; et al.

June 4, 2003

Subject: Re: Prospective Eos piece?

Phil and | have recently submitted a paper using about a dozefiNbitthern Hemisphere]
records that fit this category, and many of which are available nearl2 ZHousand years]
back-I think that trying to adopt a timeframe of 2K, rather than the usual 1K, addresses a
good earlier point that PeckJonathan OverpedkUniversity of Arizora] made w/ regard to
the memo, that it would be nice to try to "contain” the putative "MWHMedieval Warm
Period] even if we don't yet have a hemispheric mean reconstruction available that far back
[Phil and | have one in reviewnot sure it is kosher to show that yet thoutjve put in an
inquiry to Judy Jacobs at AGU about this]..

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Michael E. Mann [University of Virginia]

June 4, 2003

[Subject: Prospectiveds piece?]
.. .EOS would get to most fellow scientists. As | said to you the other day, it is amazing how far
and wide the SB pieces have managed to percdten it comes out | would hope that
AGU/EQOS 'publicity machine' will shout the message fromoftops everywhereéAs many of us
need to be available when it comes out. There is still no firm news on what Climate Research
will do, although they will likely have two editors for potentially controversial papers, and the
editors will consult when papeget different reviews. All standard practice I'd have thought.
present the editors get no guidance whatsoever. It would seem that if they don't know what
standard practice is then they shouldn't be doing the job !
Cheers
Phil

From: Phil Jones [CRU]

To: Janice LoughAustralian Institute of Marine Science]

August 8", 2004

Subject: Re: liked the paper

.. .PSDo you want to get involved in IPCC this time? I'm the Cl[€oordinating Lead
Author] of the atmospheric obgobservationsthapterwith Kevin Trenberth andve'll be
looking for Contributing Authors to help the Lead Authors we hawraledclimatology]is in a
different section this time led by Peck and Eystein Janssen. Keith is a lead author as well.

From: Phil Jones [CRU]
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To: Micheel E. Mann [Penn State University]

May 19, 2009

[Subject: nomination: materials needed!]

.. .Apart from my meetingshave skeptics on my backstill, can't seem to get rid of them.
Also the new UK climate scenarios are giving gavihisters the jitters as they don't want to
appear stupid when they introduce them (late June?).

From: Narsimha D. Rao [Stanford University]

To: Stephen H. Schneider [Stanford University]

October 11, 2009

Subject:BBC U-turn on climate

SteveYou may be aware of this already. Paul Hudson, BBCs reporter on climate change, on
Friday wrote that theres been no warming since 1998, and that pacific oscillations will force
cooling for the next 230 yearslt is not outrageously biased in presentatias are other
skeptics views.. . BBC has significant influence on public opinion outside the US. Do you
think this merits an oped response in the BBC from a scientist?

From: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

To: Stephen H. Schneider [Stanfdydiversity]

Cc: Myles Allen [University of Oxford]; Peter Stott [UK Met Office]; Phil Jones [CRUJ; Ben
Santer [Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory]; Tom Wigley [University Corporation of
Atmospheric Research]; Thomas R Karl [NOAA]; Gavin Schmth$A Goddard Institute for
Space Studies]; James HanfdASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]; Kevin Trenberth
[University Corporation of Atmospheric Research]; Michael Oppenheimer [Princeton
University]

October 12, 2009

Subject: Re: BBC Uturn on climate

extremely disappointing to see something like this appear on BBC. its particularly odd, since
climate is usually Richard Black's beat at BBC (and he does a great job). from what | can tell,
this guy was formerly a weather person at the Met Office. We snagrdething about this on
RealClimatgwebsite] but meanwhile it might be appropriate for the Met OffifeUK 6 s
National Weather Servicé) have a say about this, | might ask Richard Bla&BC

environment correspondenthat's up here?

From: Phil JonefCRU]

To: Gavin SchmidtNJASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies]; Michael E. Mann [Penn State
University]; Andy Revkin [New York Times]

October 27, 2009

[Subject: The web page is up about the Yamalttireg chronology]

Gavin, Mike, Andy,

It has takerKeith longer than he would have liked, but it is up. There is a lot to read and
understand. It is structured for different levels. The link goes to the top level. There is more
detail below this and then there are the data below that!'ll let you make up you own minds!

It seems to me as though Mcintyre cherry picked for effect. There is an additional part that
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shows how many series from Ch 6 of AIRCC Fourth Assessment Reparjed Yamal most
didn't!

From: Michael E. Mann [Penn Stdtimiversity]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

Note: Gavin SchmidtNASA Goddard Institute for Space Studiesh y have been
October 27, 2009

[Subject: The web page is up about the Yamaltiregechronology]

thanks Phil,

Perhaps we'll do a simple update to themal post, e.g. linking Keith/s new pa@avin t? As
to the issues of robustness, particularly w.r.t. inclusion of the Yamal series, we actually
emphasized that (including the Osborn and Briffa '06 sensitivity test) in our originalAsost:
all know, this isn't about truth at all, its about plausibly deniable accusations,

m

From: Michael E. Mann [Penn State University]

To: Phil Jones [CRU]

Note: Gavin SchmidtNASA Goddard Institute for Space Studiesh y have been
October 27, 2009

[Subject: The web page is up about the Yamalttireg chronology]

Hi Phil,

Thanks-we know that. The point is simply that if we want to talk about about a meaningful
"2009" anomaly, every additional month that is available from which to calculate anlannua

mean makes the number more credible. We already have this for GISTEMP, but have been
awaiting HadCRU to be able to do a more decisive update of the status of the disingenuous

"globe is cooling" contrarian talking point,

mike

p.s. be a bit careful abowvhat information you send to AndjRevkin with the New York
Times]and what emails you copy him in on. He's not as predictable as we'd like
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O0Harry Read Med Fil e

Among CRUOGs exposedatbedmé@8hHARRKVs REABerdtia® f il e
a detailed note keeping file from 2006 through 2009 for CRU researcher and programmer lan

AHarryo Harris. As he worked to update and m
TS3.1ldataset, the HARRY_READ_ME. dubicusndte¢ochi | s H
CRUG6s meteorological datasets. As demonstrat

93,0006word HARRY_READ_ME file raises several serious questions as to the reliability and
integrity of CRUOGs dat a peowmenlg.i | ati on and qual.

| am very sorry to report that the rest of the databases seem to be in nearly as poor a state as
Australia was. There are hundreds if not thousands of pairs of dummy stations, one with no
WMO and one with, usually overlapping and with the same station aadeery similar
coordinates. | know it could be old and new stations, but why such large overlaps if that's the
case? Aarrggghhh! There truly is no end in sight.

One thing that's unsettling is that many of the assigned WMo codes for Canad@msstatinot

return any hits with a web search. Usually the country's met office, or at least the Weather
Underground, show upbut for these stations, nothing at all. Makes me wonder if these are
long-discontinued, or were even invented somewhere otherGaaada!

OH P* K THIS. It's Sunday evening, I've worked all weekend, and just when | thought it was

done I'm hitting yet another problem that's based on the hopeless state of our databases. There is
no uniform

dataintegrity, it's just a catalogue of issues that continues to grow as they're found.

Here, the expected 19203 period is MISSINGso the correlations aren't so hot! Yet the
WMO codes and station names /locations are identical (or close). Whhetl is supposed to
happen here? Oh yealthere is no 'supposed’, | can make it up. So | hgve :

You can't imagine what this has cost e actually allow the operator to assign false WMO
codes!! But what else is there in such situationg¥eEmlly when dealing with a 'Master'
database of dubious provenance (which, er, they all are and always will be).

False codes will be obtained by multiplying the legitimate code (5 digits) by 100, then adding 1
at a time until a number is found with natthes in the database. THIS IS NOT PERFECT but
as there is no central repository for WMO codespecially madeip ones we'll have to

chance duplicating one that's present in one of the other databases. In any case, anyone
comparing WMO codes betweestabases something I've studiously avoided doing except for
tmin/tmax where | had towill be treating the false codes with suspicion anyway. Hopefully.
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Of course, option 3 cannot be offered for CLIMAT bulletins, there being no metadata with which
to form a new station.

This still meant an awful lot of encounters with naughty Master stations, when really | suspect
nobody else gives a hoot about. So with a somewhat cynical shrug, | added the nuclear option
to match every WMO possible, and turn th&t ieto new stations (er, CLIMAT excepted). In

other words, what CRU usually do. It will allow bad databases to pass unnoticed, and good
databases to become bad, but | really don't think people care enough to fix ‘em, and it's the main
reason the projecsinearly a year late.

So.. we don't have the coefficients files (just .eps plots of something). But what are all those
monthly files? DON'T KNOW, UNDOCUMENTED. Wherever | ldlokre are data files, no info
about what they are other than their names. And that's useless.. take the above example, the
filenames in the _mon and _ann directories are identical, but the contents are not. And the only
difference is that one directory apparently 'monthly’ and the other 'annualet both contain
monthly files.

| find that they are broadly similar, except the normals lines (which both start with '6190') are
very different. | was expecting that maybe the latter contain€@D@rmals, what | wasn't

expecting was that

thet are in % x10 not %! Unbelievableven here the conventions have not been followed. It's
botch after botch after botch. Modified the conversion program to process either kind of normals
line.

The biggst immediate problem was the loss of an hour's edits to the program, when the network
died.. no explanations from anyone, | hope it's not a return to last year's troubles.

(some weeks later)

well, it compiles OK, and even runs enthusiastically. However there are loads of bugs that | now
have to fix. Eeeeek. Timesrunningouttimesrunningout.

(even later)
Getting there.. still ironing out glitches and poor programming.

25. Wahey! It's halfway thragi April and I'm still working on it. This surely is the worst project
I've ever attempted. Eeeek.
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So the 'duplicated’ figure is slightly lower.. but what's this error with the ".ann’ file?! Never seen
before. Oh GOD if I could start this projeaga@n and actually argue the case for junking the
inherited program suite!!

Wrote 'makedtr.for' to tackle the thorny problem of the tmin and tmax databases not being kept
in step. Sounds familiar, if worrying. am | the first person to attemptttthgeCRU databases in
working order?!! The program pulls no punches.

Back to the gridding. | am seriously worried that our flagship gridded data product is produced

by Delaunay triangulation apparently linear as well. As far as | can sees ti@nders the

station counts totally meaningless. It also means that we cannot say exactly how the gridded data
is arrived at from a statistical perspectiveince we're using an effie-shelf product that isn't
documented sufficiently to say that. Whg thiasn't coded up in Fortran | don't knewme

pressures perhaps? Was too much effort expended on homogenisation, that there wasn't enough
time to write a gridding procedure? Of course, it's too late for me to fix it too. Meh.

Now looking at thelates.. something bad has happened, hasn't it. COBAR AIRPORT AWS
cannot start in 1962, it didn't open until 1993! Looking at the dalte COBAR station 1962
2004 seems to be an exact copy of the COBAR AIRPORT AWS statictD@968xcept that the
latter has more missing

values. Now, COBAR AIRPORT AWS has 15 months of missing value codes beginning Oct
1993.. coincidence?

| am seriously close to giving up, again. The history of this is so complex that | can't get far
enough into it before by head hurts and | have to stop. Each parameter has a tortuous history of
manual and serrautomated interventions that | simply canngitjgo back to early versions and

run the update prog. | could be throwing away all kinds of correctidngat/lons, to WMOs

(yes!), and more.

So what the hell can | do about all these duplicate stations? Well, how about fixdupes.for? That
would be pdiect- except that | never finished it, | was diverted off to fight some other fire.
Aarrgghhh.

| - need- a - database cleaner.
What about the ones | used for the CRUTEMS3 work with Phil Brohan? Can't find the bugger!!
Looked everywhere, Matlab scri@plenty but not the one that produced the plots | used in my

CRU presentation in 2005. Oh¥K IT. Sorry. | will have to WRITE a program to find potential
duplicates. It can show me pairs of headers, and correlations between the data, and | can say
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'yay'or 'nay'. There is the finddupes.for program, though | think the comment for *this* program
sums it up nicely:
' program postprocdupes2
¢ Further postprocessing of the duplicates figust to show how crap the
c program that produced itas! Well- not so much that but that once it was
c running, it took 2 days to finish so | couldn't really reset it to improve
c things. Anyway, *this* version does the following useful stuff:
¢ (1) Removes and squirrels away all segments whees dan't match;
¢ (2) Marks segments >5 where dates don't match;
¢ (3) Groups segments from the same pair of stations;
c (4) Sorts based on total segment length for each station pair'

You see how messy it gets when you actually examipeatiblem?

Well, dtr2cld is not the world's most complicated program. Wheras cloudreg is, and |
immediately found a mistake! Scanning forward to 1951 was done with a loop that, for
completely unfathomable reasons, didn't include months! So we @egatls instead of 600!!!

That may have had something to do with it. | also noticed, as | was correcting THAT, that |
reopened the DTR and CLD data files when | should have been opening the bloody station files!!
| can only assume that | was being intetiegbcontinually when | was writing this thing.

Running with those bits fixed improved matters somewhat, though now there's a problem in that
one 5degree band (10S to 5S) has no stations! This will be due to low station counts in that
region, plus removabf duplicate values.
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APPENDIX B

The Temperature Data Sets

EPA and the IPCC relied upon three
global temperature data sets. The
temperature data are the most critical
information to the attribution of emissions of
greenhouse gases to anthropogenic global
warming. While EPA and IPCC argue that
there are other fagts supporting the
existence of anthropogenic global warming
or climate change, we believe that withaut
trend of increasing teperature, which is
unprecedented relative to historical trends,
one cannot properly demonstrate the
establishment of human incled
warming 2

EPA maintains that each data set was
based on different procedures to adjust the
data for various anomalies, such as the heat
island effect. With three different datasets
using three different procedures arriving at
similar conclusions, e.gclosely related
graphs of historical
conclusion is that the temperature trend has
been validated. Therefore, they conclude,
regardless of the problems with the CRU
dataset, there is no need for other scientists
to attempt to replicatthe data sets from the
raw data->

We believe that there is sufficient
information to support a conclusion that the
three data sedsNASA, NOAA, and
CRUQD all have significant problems.
Moreover, because all datasets use the
Global Historical ClimatologyNetwork
(GHCN) data, there is at least a 95 percent
overlap between the US data sets and the
CRU.

Aside from the fact that replication is
a basic feature of good science, if, as the
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leaked CRU emails seem to indicate, the
CRU data have been corrupted,rtfadter
correction there would be two similar and
one dissimilar datasets. We maintain that
good science requires a close examination
and peer review of the data sets, which EPA
has not done.

EPAG6s reliance
assessment reporighich used ta CRU
data,means that EPA also relied the
CRU data, in addition to the NOAA and
NASA data If the three data sets are linked,
they would all overlap and suffer similar
problems as the CRU data set. Therefore,
EPAG6s reliance on
require a reassessment of the temperature
records in order to make an endangerment
finding.

on

We also note that historical
temperature data are used to validate Global
Climate Models (GCM). If the temperature
data sets falsely show increasing
temperatureghen the GCM projections are
{BmBEFQfur@s WPhbsas
attribute global warming to human activity.
Many of the emails involve problems with
the GCMs and we will discuss this in a later
report.
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APPENDIX C

What is peer review?

Peer review is a documented critical
review of a specific Agency scientific and/or
technical work product. Peer review is
conducted by qualified individuals (or
organizationsjhatare independent of those
who performed the work, and who are
collectively equivalent in technical expertise
(i.e., peers) to those who performed the
original work. Peer review is conducted to
ensure that activities are technically
supportable, competentperformed,
properly documented, and consistent with
established quality criteria. Peer review is an
in-depth assessment of the assumptions,
calculations, extrapolations, alternate
interpretations, methodology, acceptance
criteria, and conclusions pertangi to the
specific major scientific and/or technical
work product and of the documentation that
supports them. Peer review may provide an
evaluation of a subject where quantitative
methods of analysis or measures of success
are unavailable or undefined $uas
research and developméfit.

In its endangerment finding, EPA
extensively relies on the fact that the finding
and the scientific conclusions were subject
to public comment'®® Peer review and
public commenthoweverare not the same
Public comment salited from the general
public through thé&ederal Registeor by
other means is often required by the
Administrative Procedure Act, other
relevant statutes, or both. The critical
distinction is that public comment does not
necessarily draw the kind of independent,
expert information and tdepth analyses
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expectedrom the peer review process. And
public comment doesot substitute for peer
review.

A regulation itself is not subject to
the Peer Review Policy. However, if a
regulation is supported by influential
scientific information or a highly influential
scientfic assessment, the underlying work
product should be peer reviewed before EPA
issues the proposed regulati§h.The
principle underlying the Peer Review Policy
is that allinfluential scientific and technical
work products used in decision making will
bepeer reviewed

As an EPA developed document, the
TSD should have gone through peer review.
EPAOGs explanation that
sent around to other government scientists
seems to indicate more of a peer comment
process and not full and complete pee
review.

Further, because these principal
IPCC scientists whose papers are relied
upon for much of the basis of the IPCC
Assessment Reports have refused to release
their raw data or to describe in detail the
adjustments made to historical temperature
data, the scientific method of replication
and verification could not take plat¥.
This later point strikes at the heart of peer
review.

EPAGs continued use
statement about the IPCC reports
representing the
opinion is misleading and incorreckcience
I's not based on
the scientific method, and the peeviewed
journal literature.
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'ClimateeY Af 4 NRg dzy A GSNEAGE Wo NBNNEWS.BOE.co.uk/2/hi/8B833BASIM). Wl Y ® H H S

26{ SYA2N) OAQGAt &ASNDLy(G G2 Ay@dSaaaariasS tSFE1SR SykLafta oS8
December 2009{tp://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/dec/03/leaked -emailueainquiry).

% We stress that this is a preliminary laftthe leaked materialas there are thousands of pages of emails, along
with computer code and other documentshichhave yet to be analyzed.

Y4/ EAYEGS /T KEy3aS adkyRIE RSSLISya Fa ../ SELSNI OflFAYa K
Online, 26 November 2008tp://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article -1230943/ClimatechangescandaiBBC
expert-sent-coveremailsmonth-public.html).

® As best as we can decipher, here is a timeline efitifiormation flow: On October 12, 2009 Paul Hudson, BBC
weather presenter and climate change expevgs forwarded a chain of the emails; Blovember 17,2009, the
RealClimate website was breached, using a computer in Turkey to upload a zip file corthihjdg0 emails and
documents; on November 19, 2009, using a computer in Saudi Arabia, a link to the emails was pdStesl Ain
Vent that sent users to @opy of the zip file stored on a Russian server.

42 SNB wdzaaAly &aSOdNAGe aSNBAOSE 0SKAYR GKS S 2F W/ ¢
Online fttp://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article -1233562/Emailgocked-climate-changecampaignleaked
Siberianclosedcity-university-built-KGB.htm)

"¢KS Ddzr NRAFYZEZ a/fAYLF(GS a0ASyidArad i (KSEZOSYrnaNB2FFYo6 SN
2009(http://lwww.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/nov/24/climateprofessorleaked-emails-ued).

®n fact, as the Guardian reported on 1 Feétir NE  Wherm ma¥ beén a marked change of emphasis on the part

of police and information commissioner investigators since the leak occurred last November. The university, which
had called in the police, talked about illegal hacking and "theft of ti&alice said they were investigating

“"criminal offences in relation to a data breach." But the most recent statement from the Information
Commissioner's Office, which said thaiversity of East Anglia had flouted Freedom of Information regulations in

its handling of requests for data from climate sceptics, uses much more cautious phrasing, leaving open the
possibility that no crime has actually occurred. It merely says: "Nopiolice are investigating how private emails

have become public.”

fYOASyGArAala . SKFEGAYI . FRfey | O2NNHzaJ Orotf 2F 3At206f o
by Steven F. Hayward, the W Standard, 14 December 2009
(http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/017/300ubchn.asp.

Pa{OaSytrata oNR1S GKS fl 6 o0& KARAY3I Ofaivtad 1OKR ¥ S8dzR$ R
David Derbyshire, Mail Online, 28 January 20t {//www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article -1246661/New
scandaiClimate Gate-scientistsaccusedhiding-data-globaltwarming-sceptics.htm}.
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Ya{ SyA2N) OAGAf ASNBIyl (2 Ay@gSaaadarasS €SE1TSR SYI At
December 2009{tp://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/dec/03/leaked -emailueainquiry).

“hl2YA hNBajlSas d. Se2yR (KS LO2NE ¢26SNY ¢KS { OASYUGATAC
2004 pttp://lwww.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/306/5702/1686).
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http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1233562/Emails-rocked-climate-change-campaign-leaked-Siberian-closed-city-university-built-KGB.html
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http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/nov/24/climate-professor-leaked-emails-uea
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http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2009/dec/03/leaked-email-uea-inquiry
http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/306/5702/1686

3 \Written testimony of Dr. Jane Lubchenko, Undersecretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere, and
Administrator, National Oceanic admospheric Administration, U.S. Department of Commerce, before the
House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming, December 2, 2009
(http://globalwarmi ng.house.gov/tools/3g08materials/files/lubchenco.pdf

Yr2yaNBaarzylf wSasSkNOK { SNBAOSE aSY2N} yRdzYs a¢KS /[t AYl
Jane Leggett, CRS Specialist in Environmental and Energy Policy, 1 December 2009.

>4 9 yhgerment and Cause or Contribute Finding For Greenhouse Gases under Section 202(a) under the Clean
FANI ! OG Z¢ wmp hith:/Bvdn8.apa.goWdlimatechgngedendangerment/downloads/Federal_Register
EPAHQOAR20090171-Dec.1509.pdf).

'®bid, p. 6651

" Technical Support Document, Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Finding for Greenhouse Gases. Pages 47
to 52.

®H.R. 2454, Aerican Clean Energy and Security Attip(//frvebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=111 cong_bills&docid=f:h2454pcs.txtpdf

YLlig [ SKNBNE 6Dht tdzaKSa 2y W EAYFGSAIGS=Q¢ t2tAGA025 ¢
(http://news.yahoo.com/s/politico/20091206/pl_politico/30172).

Dbid at 4.

ALY GSNBASs 6AGK 't D2NBT a2KFdG Ay (GKS 18ft 52 ¢KS& ¢KA)
(http://iwww.slate.com/id/2237789/ )

ZDS2NAS az2yoAiz2is atNBGSYRAY3I G(GKSSOXGYRZSI Sivéd3d DS2NES aa
blog, 25 November 200&itp://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/georgemonbiot/2009/nov/25/monbiot -
climate-leak-crisisresponsg.

BaeAYS F2NIF { YINISNI ! LILNR I OK ( 2dibthea\all StreeBJbUNMAY 3¢ 0 8& . «
December 200%The most efficient global carbon cuts designed to keep average global temperatures from rising

any higher than two egrees Celsius above pirdustrial levels (a plan proposed by the industrialize8 @ations)

would cost the worldb40 trillionayearA y f 24l SO2y2YAO INBGGK o6& HMnnXé
(http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704517504574589952331068322.html

9/ tAYEGS KSFR -MIIBLIAE RRYYE 2/06MNI So 550SY6SNI Hang
(http://www.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/europe/12/02/climate.stolen.emails/index.htm).

2§ w10 Inquiry Report: Concerning the Allegations of Research Misconduct Against Dr. Michael E. Mann,
Department of Meteorology, College of Earth and Mineral Sciences, Penin St ! vy A GSNR A (& X ¢
(http://www.research.psu.edu/orp/Findings_Mann_Inquiry.pdy.

Bg/tAYFGSIALGSY b LIYySt 2y OfAYFGS OKFy3IS G2 Ay@SadGAadl
(http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/6724249/Climategate-UN-panelon-climate-changeto-

investigateclaims.html).
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http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/6724249/Climategate-UN-panel-on-climate-change-to-investigate-claims.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/earthnews/6724249/Climategate-UN-panel-on-climate-change-to-investigate-claims.html

*’ Letter toBan KiMoon, 10 December 2009, available at
(http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressRoom.Pressisles&ContentRecord_id=7A95C7#C2
802A23AD4754D43002001498

2we reprinted the emails exactly as they were written, including grammatical and syntactical errors.
*Ibid at 4.

peer Review Handbook 3d edition, Section 1.Re&r review is a documenteditical review of a specific Agency
scientific and/or technical work product. Peer review is conducted by qualified individuals (or organizations) who
are independent of those who performed theork, and who are collectively equivalent in technical expertis.,

peers) to those who performed the original work. Peer review is conducted to ensure that activities are technically
supportable, competently performed, properly documented, and consistent @stablished quality criteria.

31 National Research 2 dzy OA £ = a{ dzNF I OS ¢ SYLISNI (dzNB wSO02y &G NHzOG A2y &
Surface Temperature for the Last 2,000 Years, 22 June 2006
(http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?recad_id=11676&page=R1 The NRC Committee was convened at

behest of Congress to study the controversy surroundingth®sof f SR a¢ K201 Se adGA01¢ GSYLISN
which was a temperature reconstruch of the last 1,000 years by ProfessblishaelMann, Raymond Bradley,

and Malcolm Hughes (MBH)heupshot of thegraph whichg | & TSI G dzZNBR LINRYAyYySydte Ay
Assessment Reponyas that the 1990s, and 1998, wdikely the warmest decade, and the warmest year,

NE & LIS Oiti it BeSth & > | & Y A tWhifeyhgbAvdzY @ AR G KS K201S& atAaAo]l NBO2yail
depictionof 26/ Sy (i dzNE 2 | NY Ay IS dubstamtiél dndertainfedzglRently [resént inthiek S

guantitative assessment of largecale surface temperaturehanges prior to about A.D. 1600 lower our confidence

in this conclusion compared to the high level of confidence we place in the Little Ice Age cooling and 20th century
warming.Even less confidence can be placed in the original comuéusy Mann et & 6 m ¢ dilp W99Gstare (i W

likely the warmest decade, and 1998 the warn$ | NE Ay | ( f[BrhphaSisddded]A f £ Sy y A dzy ¢ Q¢

2e{ OASYyOS OKAST W2KyYy . SRRAy3IlG2y OFftfa FT2NI K2ySaide 2y Of
January 2010http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7003622.ece).

BeoyadaNAy3d LydSanNnaide Ay {OASyOSseé o6& whkfLK /A0SNRYSs {
(http://www.climateaudit.info/pdf/news/cicerone.2010.pdf ).

#e1 YSNAOFYa {1SLIGAOKE 2F (GKS {OASyOdS . SKAYR Df2otf 2 NJ
(http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/current_events/environment_energy/americans_s

keptical_of science_behind_global warmingT &/ §{ SMGASAAY W2y GKS NAR&ASQS ../ LXk
February 2010http://climategate.tv/?p=817).

%0n Being a Scientist: Responsible Conduct in Research, the National Academy of Sciences, 1995 edition
(http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=4917&page=R1

% Tom Wigley concluded @n article in Geophysical Research Letieré K i G KS A YL} Ol 2y LINR2SC
increases, with all couries doing only what is required under Kyoto and then continuing with business as usual,

g2dZ R 0S | aoOlyid nonc G2 nommc/ ondmm G2 ndHncCO &AKI S|
(http://www.ucar.edu/news/record/ ).
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http://climategate.tv/?p=817
http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=4917&page=R1
http://www.ucar.edu/news/record/

¥ The Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, Full committee hearing. Climate history, science, and
health effect s of mercury emissions, Jul. 29, 2003,
http://epw.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=Hearings.Hearing&Hearing_ID=e02d{80aa23ad-4738
62182d959660

Bavp Sy ddzNE /ftAYFGS b2d { 2SmitedidhCenteNd Asfrophy$Scs, 81 Ma@tE2003F NI I NR
(http://www.cfa.harvard.edu/news/archive/pr0310.html).

% Jones has backed off support for the hockey stick, as he recently admitted to thé@BiEetquestion of
whether a Medieval Warm Period was global in nature is still in disputedSes ! Y t N2EFSaa2NJ t KAt W2
February 2010h{tp://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8 511670.stm).

“*This raises a fundamental question: Why would the scientists fear that a single paper could undermine the entire
field of paleoclimatology?

“! The Finnish Environment Institutalso known as SYKET G SNJ  KS Ly a (A G dibh 8 iese@chy Y A 3 K |
institute, and a centre for environmental expertise. SYKE's research focuses on changes in the environment, and
45814 s6Lea G2 O2yiaNRt (KSa$S -tileyitbSnedad monitoningvidSrangdNI A & S A
researchresults, and the Institute's highiyualified staffe

(http://www.ymparisto.fi/default.asp?node=6278&lan=EN ® I & rlowprofit @onsartium of universities that

grant Ph.D.s in fields lated to atmospheric sciencdJCAR's primary activity is managing the Natiomrait€r for

I GY2&LIKSNR Gttp:uivévivSucad&dé/dboud-us/quick-facts#shor). UCAR also provides semscto

support, enhance, and extend the capabilities of the universities through its colitymnegrams and by

advocating for strong federal science budgets on behalf of the geosciences community.

g2 KEG KEFELILISYSR G2 3Jf20Ff s00Bey2B00E t | dzf | dzRaA2Yy S ../ b
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8299079.stm).

*The UK Met Office is the UK equivalent of the National Weather Service.

**The other authors of the hockey stick are Raymond Bradley, UnivBistipguished Professor in the

Department of Geosciences and Director of the Climate Research Center, University of Massachusetts
(http://www.geo.umass.edu/faculty/bradley/ ) and Malcolm Hughes, Regénf2 t N2 FSad2NE ¢KS [} o621
Ring Research, University of Arizohag://www.ltrr.arizona.edu/people.html 0 @ . N} Rf SeQa 62N] A&
grants from NSF, NOAA, and the Departmer@ gf SNH & & ¢

o/ w! P LIRFGS bdzYoSNI mMzZé 6@ tKAf W2YySAT Ho b2OSYOSNI HAnc
(http://www.uea.ac.uk/mac/comm/media/press/2009/nov/CRU-update).

“**Dr. John Holdren, hearing, House Select Conemitin Energy Independence and Global Warming, 2 December

2009 pttp://www.noaanews.noaa.gov/stories2009/pdfs/cqtranscript_dec2houseclimatehearing.pdf

"SS5 F2NJ SEFYLI SS a¢NROl& 2F GKS ¢NIRSY 126 (G2 ¢KAYyl |
OEOSNLIIY a¢KS a20Alf &a0ASyOSasz y2 fS4a4a (KIy LY dzyoAay3d 2|
(http://www.press.uchicago.edu/Misc/Chicago/041247 .htm)l

*®For greater detail on the divergence problem, séwtp(://www.theclimateconspiracy.com/?p=354.
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9 SeeNational Research CouficE & { dzNF I OS ¢ SYLISNI (1 dzNB wS 02y a i NHzOGAZ2y A T
Surface Temperature for the Last 2,000 Years, 22 June Zofieexampl a d@dd GKS O2F NAS &AL GAL
our confidence in hemispheric mean or global mean temperaastenates prior to A.D. 1600 and makes it very

difficult to generate meaningful quantitative estimates of global temperature variations prior to about A.D. 900.

Moreover, the instrumental record is shorter than some of the features of interest in the guetrial period (i.e.,

the extended period of sporadic warmth from A.D. 800 to 1300 and the subsequent Little Ice Age), so there are

very few statistically independent pieces of information in the instrumental record for calibrating and validating

longterm temperature reconstructions. ... Thus, the reconstruction of centang trends has substantial

uncertainty when it is based on data that exhibit yeéatyear variabilitye

%0 Courtesy of Steve Mclintyrehtp://cli mateaudit.org/).

*! |bid at 26.
*2 Refer to footnote 23 for more discussion of the NRC report.

*3 Jonathan Overpeck is Director of the Environmental Studies Laboratory, Department of Geosciences, University
of Arizona. littp://www.geo.arizona.edu/dgesl/about/people/jonathanoverpeck/jonathanoverpeck.htm.

YavalY tNRFTSaaz2N t KA fhttpiaghShbccd.ukid/bi/so@ce/Mibize/8ER1670.8tmn 6
w2ySa | fa2 &arFrARX ahy (GKS 20KSNJ KFYyRX AT GKS a2t gl a 3t ;

g2dzf R 0SS dzy LNBOSRSY (i SR®¢

55(http://www. newscientist.com/article/dn17742 -worlds-climate-could-cookHirst-warm-
later.htmI?DCMP=0T€s&nsref=onlinenews).

FH{OAYSYIYR GKSNI LOS ! 3SKésS ¢AYS alb3IFTAYSS Hn WdzyS mopTtno

a2 KEG 1 FLIISYSR G2 Df2oblf 2FNYAY3ASE o6& tldA | dzRaAz2ys . ./
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8299079.stm).

BeKS YAYA AOS F3IS aiGlNIa KSNBzZ¢ o0& 5FOAR w2asSs ¢KS al Af
(http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-1242011/DAVIEROSH he-mini-ice-age-starts-here.html).

*Q & A: Professor Phil Jones, the BBC, 13 February 2010
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8511670.stm).

®The date on this email disprévda ! f D2NBQa RAaYAAaa
©wSYFAEB8 Aa Y2NB (KFry GSy &SI NaB 2f
(http://www.slate.com/id/2237789/ ).
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®. The Climate Institute is a neprofit 501(c)3, the mission of whichiis2 afakpz® Binovative and practical

solutions for climate change adaptation, mitigation, and climate stabilization, contribute to scientific research and
communicate the results dhat researchinanadzNJ ¢S | yR O2YLINBKSyai @S YI yySNE
(http://www.climate.org/about/mission.html ).

78


http://climateaudit.org/
http://www.geo.arizona.edu/dgesl/about/people/jonathanoverpeck/jonathanoverpeck.htm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8511670.stm
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn17742-worlds-climate-could-cool-first-warm-later.html?DCMP=OTC-rss&nsref=online-news
http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn17742-worlds-climate-could-cool-first-warm-later.html?DCMP=OTC-rss&nsref=online-news
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/8299079.stm
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/sciencetech/article-1242011/DAVID-ROSE-The-mini-ice-age-starts-here.html
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8511670.stm
http://www.slate.com/id/2237789/
http://www.climate.org/about/mission.html

2BBC New<Q&A: Professor Phil Jon&8, February 2010
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/science/nature/8511670.stm).

%3 See74 FR 66,517.

¥l LR/ w!l¢co A& 22Ayife O2YLIMESR 6AGK GKS 'YQa | RtSe /Sy
which, as noted earlier, is the UK equivalent of the National WezaService in the U.S. For more information on
the Hadley Centre, go tditp://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climatechange/science/hadleycentre)).

% yvo de Boer recently announced hél\be stepping down as Executive Secretary in July 1, 2010
(http://www.metoffice.gov.uk/climatechange/science/hadleycentre).

% Or onsider the following from EPAiIniiswSaLl2yas (2 tdzot A0 /2YYSytias =2t dzy$
t NEOSRdzNI f = | y R THe digciBshite of therprivity éoenrbiuvications of a few individual scientists,

among the hundreds of scientists that have participated in the development dP8€ reports and the thousands

that have developed the literature that was assessed, provides no evidence that contradicts the key conclusions

and basic science underlying climate chahge
(http://lwww.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment/downloads/RTC%20Volume%2011.jpdf

67 rejected paper that you spent months writing is fine if the research is bad," Auffhammer said at UC Berkeley's

Haas School of Business earligistweek. "But it seems to be an insular, small, contained set of individuals that

kept this paper from being published and making it into the IPCC's Fourth Assessment Raeentwire,

G/ EAYFGS3LGS NBazylrGSa Ay ouvaR0l®@ RStl & /IFfATPQa Of AYLE G

% As it turned out, the faulty air conditioning was not a random occurrence. According to former Sen. Tim Wirth

D/ 22003 AY |y AyidSNDAS S Mexaldd thé Weather BufeaulaiiHoHoktlwNat WCNR y (i f A
historically was théottest day of the summer. Well, it was June 6th or June 9th or whatever it was. So we

scheduled the hearing that day, and bingo, it was the hottest day on record in Washington, or clase to iz K Sy
Fa1SR 08 CNRYGftAYS gKSUIURFNIIKS KIST NENER NBRY S S ¥ WNKIKG dzNB
Syt Ay GKS yAIKG 0STF2NB FyR 2LISySR tf (GKS gAyR2gaz L
AYaARS GKS Ne2YO® l'YR a2 XgKSyYy (KS KlevdBntane<aOdzNNE RS (|
R2dz0f S FAIdzNBaxX o6dzi AG 6+ a NBIFffe K2U0X¢KS 62y RSNFdzA WA
0KS gAliySaa (GlofSY FYR IAGAYI KA& NBYIFINJFotS GSadtayzye
(http://planetgore.nationalreview.com/post/?g=MmIyM2VmYmVhNGUINTJIIZWI1ZTEQZGIzZTIxETkzMjE

69 Testimony of Dr. James Hansen, U.S. Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, June 23, 1988
(http://limage.guardian.co.uk/sysfiles/Environment/documents/2008/06/23/ClimateChangeHearing1988.9df

P8¢ KS I-MiciaelSGlobal WarmingDebi S5 ¢ 06& ¢AY20GKe& hQ52yyStts ! yAJISNEA
(http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/Pubdeb/O'Donnell.pdf ).

Lt/ / DSG&A ¢2 22NJ=é Dfz2olft /fAYhipFwwwidrigdg®cctidedSail s + 2 f
digest/1989/d89marl.htm).

& (http://lwww.ucsusa.org/global_warming/science_and_impacts/science/ipelsackgrounder.htm).
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