Submission to the Independent Climate Change Email Review
By
David Holland

This is a Redacted version of the submission including only those
sections published by the Russell Review in Evidence Item 120
Summary
1. In this submission I will show that there is evidence of the manipulation or
suppression of data, which is at odds with the stated rules of the IPCC and with
British law concerning disclosure of environmental information, and thus it
could be deemed to be at odds with acceptable scientific practice. The effect
of these things may therefore call into question the research outcomes insofar
as the normal operation of peer review and independent scrutiny has been
thwarted. In particular:
2. I will present evidence that some of CRU’s practices in regards to acquiring,
assembling, subjecting to peer review and disseminating data and research
findings are not in compliance with best scientific practice.
3. I will also show that CRU disregarded legitimate requests under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000 (“the FOIA”) and the Environmental Information
Regulations 2004 (“the EIR”) for the release of highly important data and
information in their possession.
4. This submission deals with two particular aspects of the emails: first, the IPCC
assessment of historic temperatures, and second, the actions by UEA with
others to block my Freedom of Information Requests into their apparent
circumvention of IPCC rules.

The IPCC
5. I begin by drawing attention to the functioning of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC). The credibility of the IPCC depends on the
adherence of its Lead Authors to a set of rules governing the writing and review
processes. The IPCC makes repeated reference to these rules in defence of
the quality of its findings. Yet the emails reveal that CRU members openly
flouted those rules in order to advance their personal views of some key issues.
6. The Climatic Research Unit (CRU)1 at the University of East Anglia (UEA) and
its sister organisation, the Hadley Centre of the Met Office, are inextricably
linked with the (IPCC) and its Assessment Reports. The initials IPCC appear
no less than 1330 times in the 1073 files of leaked emails. It is important that
Independent Climate Change Email Review (ICCER) takes the time to fully
understand the nature of the IPCC and the ‘Principles Governing IPCC Work’ 2
and their ‘Appendix A’3 procedures.
7. My involvement in the FOIA process arose in large part because of my
concerns that the CRU staff, namely Briffa and Jones, had violated IPCC
procedures in the course of their duties. These violations served to exclude or
denigrate legitimate evidence against a particular view of global warming that
they appeared to be committed to. Their actions in response to my FOIA
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information that would allow others to independently verify a study that had
global implications for policies costing vast sums of taxpayers’ money.
33. As for Jones, he admits that he has been refusing to release data that would
allow his work to be verified and makes it clear that he will defy the law and
delete it if he is pressed.
34. The intransigence of Mann would lead, in 2006, to Committees of the US
House of Representatives commissioning investigations of the ‘hockey stick’,
which totally discredited it in the eyes of the many scientists and statisticians
outside the CRU circle who are competent in the issues which are in dispute.
35. In 2004, a former student of Mann, Caspar Ammann, with Eugene Wahl had
been commissioned to write papers to discredit the work of McIntyre and
McKitrick. These papers ran into considerable difficulty in peer-review and
only by breaking the rules for the IPCC assessment, as will be described, was it
possible to cite Wahl and Ammann 2007 in AR4.
36. In addition, several new historic temperature reconstructions were to be cited to
corroborate Mann’s ‘hockey stick’, although the Chapter 6 Lead Authors
admitted, “these new records are not entirely independent reconstructions”. In
fact, they shared both authors and tree ring data.
Some used the same
bristlecone data series as Mann had used but others used a series from the
Yamal area of Russia, the raw data for which was not revealed until recently.
37. In email 1127614205 dated September 2005, it can be seen, that IPCC Expert
Reviewer McIntyre tried to gain access to the raw data for the new
reconstructions but it is equally clear that the IPCC authors were determined
that he should not, despite such access being a specific provision within the
IPCC ‘Appendix A’ procedures. For his persistence, Working Group Co-chair
Solomon threatened10 McIntyre with removal from the IPCC Review process.
38. The very first leaked UEA email, 826209667, dated March 1996 shows Briffa
developing relationships with Russian scientists that would lead to the Yamal
tree ring data series. These, like the bristlecone pine series used by Mann,
have an unusual growth spurt in the 20th century and may not be reliable
temperature indicators.
The historic temperature reconstructions, which
suggest that late 20th century warming is exceptional in more than a 1000
years, all depend excessively upon one or other of these two series.
39. In September 2009, the Yamal series was a media story of its own because
after nearly 10 years of Briffa’s refusal to archive his raw data, the Royal
Society obliged him to do so. This quickly led to the realisation that the Yamal
series used by Briffa and others was a subset of a larger data set, not all of
which have the 20th century growth spurt. Briffa has claimed that he had not
been selective in his choice of data. However, the complaint is not selection,
which at some stage is inevitable, but the lack of disclosure about the fact that
only some data were used and the results are sensitive to the choices made,
key weaknesses that readers ought to have been made aware of.

Actions by CRU Staff to Circumvent IPCC Deadlines
40. The IPCC Working Group One (WGI) timetable11 dated 20 January 2006,
issued by the WGI Technical Support Unit (TSU) stated in its entries for the
year 2005 [sic]:
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“Third Lead Author meeting, December 13 to 15, Christchurch, New
Zealand. This meeting considers comments on the first order draft and
writing of the second order draft starts immediately afterwards. Meeting
of the TS/SPM writing team December 16, Christchurch, New Zealand
Note. Literature to be cited will need to be published or in press by this
time.”
41. This entry was retained verbatim in the updated timetable12 dated 14 August
2006 and, other than the addition of the meeting of the TS/SPM writing team,
this entry was the same as for the earlier timetable of 8 February 2005. Thus
there can be no doubt that the TSU originally instructed participants that, to be
cited, papers must be published or “in press” by 16 December 2005.
42. More specific instructions are included in a 1 June 2005 “Deadlines” document,
written by Martin Manning and entitled “Deadlines for literature cited in the
Working Group I Fourth Assessment Report”. This document has since been
removed from the WGI website but it stated:
“When the second draft of the AR4 is written authors need to be sure
that any cited paper that is not yet published will actually appear in the
literature, is correctly referenced, and will not be subsequently modified
(except perhaps for copy editing). In practice this means that by
December 2005, papers cited need to be either published or "in press".
“When the second draft of the AR4 is sent to Governments and experts
for the second round review, the TSU must hold final preprint copies of
any unpublished papers that are cited in order that these can be made
available to reviewers. This means that by late-February 2006 if LAs can
not assure us that a paper is in press and provide a preprint we will ask
them to remove any reference to it.”
The above instruction imposed additional strict conditions necessary to ensure
that Government and Expert Reviewers were reviewing the actual paper, as it
would be published. It might be argued that it extended the “in press” deadline
to any time in December 2005, although it did not specifically state that. It did
make it absolutely clear, however, that a final preprint copy had to be held by
the TSU by late February 2006 and that failure meant that citations must be
removed.

Caspar Amman has problems with the deadline
43. As the writing team began work on the second order draft, Overpeck became
concerned at not having the “final preprint” of some papers as the end of
February 2006 approached. In leaked UEA email 1139591144, Eugene Wahl
reported on the slow progress to get accepted the papers he was writing with
Caspar Ammann in one case and Bette Otto-Bliesner in another other. On 10
February 2006, Overpeck replied:
“Based on your update (which is much appreciated), I'm not sure we'll be
able to cite either in the SOD due at the end of this month (sections will
have to be done this week, or earliest next week to meet this deadline).
The rule is that we can't cite any papers not in press by end of Feb.
From what you are saying, there isn't much chance for in press by the
end of the month? If this is not true, please let me, Keith, Tim and
Eystein know, and make sure you send the in press doc as soon as it is
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officially in press (as in you have written confirmation). We have to be
careful on these issues.”
44. On 11 February 2006 in email 1141180962, Wahl tries to secure the
acceptance of Wahl and Ammann writing to the editor, Stephen Schneider, of
the journal Climatic Change:
“Hello Steve:
Caspar and I expect to have the final manuscript to you in 7-10 days
with all the revisions you requested in December. I have recently had
some correspondance with Jonathan Overpeck about this, in his IPCC
role. He says that the paper needs to be in press by the end of February
to be acceptable to be cited in the SOD. [I had thought that we had
passed all chance for citation in the next IPCC report back in December,
but Peck has made it known to me this is not so.]
He and I have communicated re: what "in press" means for Climatic
Change, and I agreed to contact you to have a clear definition. What I
have understood from our conversations before is that if you receive the
mss and move it from "provisionally accepted" status to "accepted", then
this can be considered in press, in light of CC being a journal of record.
Peace, Gene”

Climatic Change Accept Wahl and Ammann on 1 March 2006
45. The sentence, that Wahl put in parentheses above, shows that he had
understood the clear TSU instruction that the paper had to be “in press” by 16
December and was not expecting his paper, written with Caspar Ammann, to
be acceptable to the IPCC WGI TSU. Overpeck was overlooking this and a
major effort was evidently underway to squeeze this critical paper into the IPCC
report. Schneider eventually replied from Australia, accepting the paper in
email 1141145428, received by Wahl at 9:33 PM on 28 February 2006.
46. This might suggest that the Wahl and Ammann paper was then “in press” but
the paper still failed to meet the 26 December 2005 deadline, and indeed if the
deadline could be argued to be 28 February 2006, it missed that as well since
the published version Wahl and Ammann 200713 states its acceptance date as
1 March 2006.

Final Preprint is in doubt
47. The matter of the “final preprint” was obviously not settled by end February
2006, as on 20 May 2006 well into the Expert Review stage, in email
1148299124 Martin Manning, the manager of the TSU writes:
“It has been pointed out to us by a reviewer that the version of the Wahl
and Amman paper (accepted by Climatic Change) on our review web
site differs from the version that is available publicly from the NCAR web
site”
48. Thus the TSU did not hold a “final preprint” copy by the end of February 2006.
In fact it could not have it until after the Government and Expert Review stage
had finished. This is because, for some of its assertions, the Wahl and
Ammann 2007 cited a “companion paper”, by Ammann and Wahl, which had
just been rejected for publication by the journal GRL and would not be
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accepted by Climatic Change until 13 June 200714 well after the IPCC
published its WGI Report. No genuine guarantee of being published could be
offered by any journal until the Ammann and Wahl paper was also “in press”.

Wahl and Ammann 2007 needs Ammann and Wahl 2007
49. This is not a technicality. The IPCC cites the Ammann and Wahl paper. But it
does not contain the calculations that support the conclusions. Those are in the
Wahl and Ammann paper (note change of author order). In particular AR4
WGI Chapter 6 relies upon the then unaccepted and unpublished paper from
Ammann and Wahl for its critical assertion in the text, that Wahl and Ammann
2007 disproves the work of McIntyre and McKitrick, which in its turn,
demonstrated that the iconic 1998/9 ‘hockey stick’ papers of Mann, Bradley and
Hughes failed standard statistical tests.
50. The methodology in Ammann and Wahl 2007 itself was not divulged in the
paper; instead readers were referred to an online supplement, which did not
appear until August 2008.

CRU “Cheque Kiting”
51. Insertion into the IPCC Report of published papers that rely upon other
unpublished papers can be likened to cheque kiting. In another instance the
IPCC explicitly ruled this out.
Back on 22 March 2006 in the email
1143137864, WGI Chapter 6 Coordinating Lead Author, Overpeck, had written
to Lead Author, Briffa, and Contributing Author Osborn. He was concerned
about the paper written by Caspar Ammann with others including Chapter 6
Lead Author Bette Otto-Bliesner, which was at that time cited in the working
copy of the second draft and which was soon to be sent out to the Government
and Expert Reviewers. Overpeck wrote:
“Hi Keith and Tim - need FAST help. Figure 6.13, and Table 6.2 cite
Amman et al., for the CSM curve. Since this paper doesn't yet exist in "in
press" form (I checked w/ Bette, who is a co-author), we have two
choices.”
52. Overpeck discussed options for finding another suitable citation or removing it.
The only alternate citation that existed relied upon a “private communication”
from Ammann and the decision was made to drop the citation altogether.
Manning later wrote:
“Susan and I have discussed your two options and have to say that we
can not agree to option 1 in the circumstances. Although the Jones and
Mann (2004) paper shows the NCAR simulation, the key point is that it
cites it as "C. Ammann et al private communication 2003". So in effect
option 1 would be bringing in material that was not peer reviewed and
not even separately documented. Anyone wanting to discredit your
chapter would highlight the fact that you appear to be depending on
work done in 2003 that had still not been peer-reviewed.”
53. This email exchange shows that the TSU, at that time, were anxious to observe
the “rules” and in particular did not want to allow undocumented claims to be
“smuggled” into the IPCC report hidden in another peer-reviewed paper.
However, this is exactly what Briffa did with Wahl and Amman 2007.
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The Second Order Draft is completed
54. The second order draft text of IPCC 2007 WGI Chapter 6 as sent late in March
2006 to the Government and Expert Reviewers, included on page 2915 the
following text relying on Wahl and Ammann to rebut McIntyre and McKitrick:
“McIntyre and McKitrick (2003) reported that they were unable to
replicate the results of Mann et al. (1998). Wahl and Ammann
(accepted) demonstrated that this was due to the omission by McIntyre
and McKitrick of several proxy series used by Mann et al. (1998). Wahl
and Ammann (accepted) were able to reproduce the original
reconstruction closely when all records were included. McIntyre and
McKitrick (2005) raised further concerns about the details of the Mann et
al. (1998) method, principally relating to the independent verification of
the reconstruction against 19th century instrumental temperature data
and to the extraction of the dominant modes of variability present in a
network of western North American tree-ring chronologies, using
Principal Components Analysis. The latter may have some foundation,
but it is unclear whether it has a marked impact upon the final
reconstruction (Von Storch et al., 2004; Huybers, 2005; McIntyre and
McKitrick, 2005).”

Government and Expert Reviewers Comment
55. Since the text written by Briffa was grossly inaccurate and unfair, this short
section of text was heavily criticised by Reviewers including the Reviewer for
the Government of United States of America, who wrote in comment 6-75016:
“The use of Wahl and Ammann (accepted) does not comply with WG1’s
deadlines and all text based on this reference should be deleted. WG1’s
rules require that all references be “published or in print” by December
16, 2005. Wahl and Ammann was “provisionally accepted” on that date,
and not fully accepted until February 28, 2006, at which time no final
preprint was available. Substantial changes were made in the paper
between December 16, 2005 and February 28, 2006, including insertion
of tables showing that the MBH98 reconstruction failed verification with
r-squared statsistics, as had been reported by McIntyre and McKitrick in
2003. These tables were not available in the draft considered by WG1
when developing the second-order draft.”
56. The Lead Authors’ response to the Government of the United States of
America was to refer to their response to the similar comment 6-1158. This
was:
“Rejected - the citation is allowed under current rules.”
57. Here it should be remembered how often the IPCC has been held up as being
open and transparent and the consensus of thousands of scientists. On 29
September 2009 Dr Pachauri told an Australian TV17 reporter:
“Every stage of the drafting of our report is peer reviewed, and whatever
comments we get from the peer review process are posted on the
website of the IPCC, and the reasons why we accept or reject those
comments are clearly specified. Where we accept a comment we say,
"Yes. Accepted." Where we don't, we have to adduce very clear reasons
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why the authors don't agree with the comment. So it's a very transparent
process.”
58. Pachauri’s statement is untrue and implies a very different system than has
ever existed in the IPCC process, though it is closer to the “strong interactive
peer review” originally called for by the American delegation at the first ever
session18 of the IPCC in 1988. Not every stage of the scheduled process is
peer-reviewed, and in both the TAR and AR4 additional changes were made,
which were not peer-reviewed.
Further, “Citation is allowed under current
rules” was not a “very clear reason” to reject the factual statements from
Reviewers, that a citation was in breach of the published rules in force at the
time the comment was made. Moreover, review comments have never been
posted at the IPCC web site nor anywhere else before the IPCC Report itself
so that the Reviewers could see the process had been followed correctly.
59. However a slightly more explicit, misspelled, response was given to a similar
Reviewer’s comment, 6-1115 which was [sic]:
“Rejected, guidlines used for preparing the draft have been followed and
new guidlines do not pose problems.”

The Manning Email Changes the Rules After the Event
The word “new” eventually reminded one Reviewer of a strange, though with
hindsight, cleverly worded email and attachment sent out to all Expert
Reviewers by the TSU on US Independence Day 4 July 2006.
60. The email read:
“Following the Government and Expert review of the Working Group I
contribution to the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report, the attached
guidelines are being provided to clarify how recent scientific literature
related to review comments may be included in the final draft. Please
feel free to distribute this information among your colleagues.”
Defra, the ‘focal point’ for IPCC matters and the official Government Reviewer
for the UK, was not sent this email19 as it should have been, if it had been an
officially sanctioned IPCC instruction.
61. The attachment, created by Martin Manning on 1 July 2006, read:
“We are very grateful to the many reviewers of the second draft of the
Working Group I contribution to the IPCC Fourth Assessment Report for
suggestions received on issues of balance and citation of additional
scientific literature. To ensure clarity and transparency in determining
how such material might be included in the final Working Group I report,
the following guidelines will be used by Lead Authors in considering
such suggestions.
In preparing the final draft of the IPCC Working Group I report, Lead
Authors may include scientific papers published in 2006 where, in their
judgment, doing so would advance the goal of achieving a balance of
scientific views in addressing reviewer comments. However, new issues
beyond those covered in the second order draft will not be introduced at
this stage in the preparation of the report.
Reviewers are invited to submit copies of additional papers that are
either in-press or published in 2006, along with the chapter and section
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number to which this material could pertain, via email to ipccwg1@al.noaa.gov, not later than July 24, 2006. In the case of in-press
papers a copy of the final acceptance letter from the journal is requested
for our records. All submissions must be received by the TSU not later
than July 24, 2006 and incomplete submissions cannot be accepted.”
62. I have extensively searched the thousands of comments in several chapters of
WGI and can find no evidence that “many” Reviewers wanted to add citations
to papers that did not meet the originally published timetable and guidelines,
but there will always be some that will ask for exemptions to any rule or
deadline.
63. As the official comments were not published until long after the final report, only
the individual Reviewers knew what comments they had each made on the
draft and were in no position to question the reason the TSU gave. Even if this
was the real reason, it does not justify the abandonment of the prescribed
criteria of the Expert Review process, which were there to ensure that it was
above reproach.

Jones tells us the real purpose of the Manning Email
64. One of the leaked UEA emails clearly shows that the real purpose of this email
from the TSU was an attempt to regularise the Wahl and Ammann 2007 and
other papers. It allowed the cryptic “new guidelines” responses to comments
to be made by the Lead Authors. On 12 September 2007, long after the
release of IPCC AR4 Report, in email 1189722851 Professor Jones replies to
Eugene Wahl and Caspar Ammann who had just sent him the final print copy of
Wahl and Ammann 2007. He wrote:
“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 search. You likely know that McIntyre
will check this one to make sure it hasn't changed since the IPCC closeoff date July 2006!”
Jones clearly regarded the “close-off date” for all papers to be “in press” as July
2006 which was as stated in the TSU “new guidelines”.
He had either
forgotten or was ignoring the fact that the earlier “in press” date was 16
December 2005. The “new guidelines” applied only to “additional scientific
literature” and only to papers actually “published in 2006”, which Wahl had just
told Jones his paper failed.
65. It is inconceivable that Jones and/or Briffa would not be fully aware of what had
been done and may even have been involved in the decision to change the
deadline and draft the clever email and memo. Had the “new guidelines”
explicitly stated that they would also allow papers that failed the 16 December
2005 deadline to be cited, several Expert Reviewers would have made public
their objections to this circumvention of the IPCC Government and Expert
process.
66. In fact no draft version of the Wahl and Ammann paper in the possession of
WGI during the assessment could have been construed as a “final preprint” as
there are significant differences in the published version including four
additional references to Ammann and Wahl 2007 and no less than 16 new
references to other papers. One new paper20 cited was only accepted for
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publication on 20 February 2007 so Wahl and Ammann 2007 could never have
actually been “in press” any earlier and must indeed have changed after “the
IPCC close-off date July 2006”. Most egregiously the Ammann and Wahl
companion paper has the temerity to reference Wegman et al. 2006 only to
make the scurrilous claim that it was not peer-reviewed.

Wahl knew his paper might not meet the new deadline
67. Back on 12 August 2006 a month before the final draft of Chapter 6 was
completed in email 1155402164, Wahl told Briffa:
“I should note that AW 2006 is still in "in press" status, and its exact
publication date will be affected by publication of an editorial designed to
go with it that Caspar and I are submitting this weekend. Thus I cannot
say it is certain this article will come out in 2006, but its final acceptance
for publication as of 2/28/06 remains completely solid.”
Although in the first sentence Wahl referred to AW 2006, in the second it is
clear from his comment, “its final acceptance for publication as of 2/28/06
remains completely solid” that he is referring to Wahl and Amman 2006. He is
making it known that he cannot guarantee the paper to be published in 2006,
which was the clear requirement of the “new guidelines”. Knowing this, Briffa
should have pulled all references to it.
68. Perhaps because of this Briffa hedged his bets and on page 466 of the IPCC’s
published AR4 Report the text cites the publication year as 2007 in one line
then 2006 a few lines later.

There was to be no Peer-Review of the many additional citations
69. It must be emphasised that, contrary to Pachauri’s statement that “Every stage
of the drafting of our report is peer reviewed” there was to be no further review
of how the new WGI citations were to be written into the second order draft and
the Government and Expert Reviewers would only find out when the IPCC
Report was published and it was far too late to complain.
70. For instance, NRC 2006, the report of the US National Research Council on
“Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2,000 Years”, was
published as a “prepublication” copy on 22 June 2006, three weeks after the
end of the official IPCC WGI second review stage. WGI Chapter 6 cites it as a
reference for the “divergence problem” but not for its many criticisms of the
Mann et al. ‘hockey stick’, or the fact that Panel was convened to examine in
detail the work of McIntyre and McKitrick but made not a single criticism of it.
71. There would have been many Expert comments on the added citation of NRC
2006 had it been subject to Expert Review. Reviewers would have insisted
that NRC Panel’s several criticisms of the ‘hockey stick’ be cited as well as their
devastating conclusion, which invalidated the Chapter 6 Lead Authors’
conclusion that recent warmth was up to 90% likely to be exceptional over 1300
years. NRC 2006 states:
“Largescale temperature reconstructions should always be viewed as
having a “murky” early period and a later period of relative clarity. The
boundary between murkiness and clarity is not precise but is nominally
around A.D. 1600.”
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The NRC was Nobbled
72. It might be mentioned here that the “divergence problem” and indeed all the
problems mentioned in NRC 2006 are almost sotto voce, which is not
surprising as, with the exception of John Christy, the NRC Panel were wellknown supporters of view that late 20th century warming was exceptional.
Chapter 6 Lead Author Bette Otto-Bliesner was an NRC Panel member.
Nevertheless Richard Alley was so worried by the serious concern, over the
“divergence problem”, being expressed by the Panel, that in email 1142108839
he warned the Lead Authors that they might have to revise their chapter.
73. Over four more of the leaked emails, 1141930111, 1142285374, 1142314357,
and 1142389768, we can see the anxiety of the CRU circle grow, resulting in
email 1142469228. In this, a letter from Ed Cook is sent to the NRC Panel in
what appears to have been a successful effort to take the sting out of their
report. A number of the CRU circle were invited to participate in the public
hearings of the NRC Panel but, as with journal editors, most preferred private
influence to achieve their aims.

The Retrospective Rule Change was agreed in Bergen
74. The “new guidelines” of 4 July 2006 also allowed Expert Reviewers to suggest
papers that met the criteria described. Such suggestions are clearly Expert
comments within the meaning of the IPCC ‘Appendix A’ and with the Lead
Authors’ responses should have been archived, but have not been. We know
from email 1154353922, not only that there were comments submitted, but that
the “new guidelines” were discussed and agreed upon at a Meeting in Bergen
in late June 2006. This would be the first time the Lead Authors would have
seen the comments from Reviewers objecting to the Wahl and Ammann paper
missing the original “in press” deadline.

The TSU sends the extra Reviewers Comments to Overpeck
75. Email 1154353922 also shows that on 26 July 2006 two days after the deadline
in the “new guidelines” expired, the WGI TSU sent all Coordinating Lead
Authors the comments for their chapters. The email read:
“Dear CLAs
Please find attached additional paper(s) that are relevant to your chapter
and have been submitted in response to our most recent guidelines for
consideration of papers published in 2006 following the expert and
government review. A separate spreadsheet file is attached listing: the
submitter, file name of the paper, its acceptance date, and the chapter
and section which the submitter feels is relevant.
As discussed in Bergen, please note the following:
* inclusion of additional papers in the final draft should not open up any
substantive issues that were not in the second draft and so not
previously reviewed;
* additional papers should only be used where in the view of the LAs
doing so provides a more balanced coverage of scientific views;”
76. Overpeck immediately forwarded the TSU email to his Chapter 6 Lead Authors
including Briffa.
The attachment to this email, containing these new
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unpublished comments, is not in the leaked emails but was precisely what I had
requested on 27 May 2008 from UEA, the Met Office and others. It is part of
what Jones sought to have deleted.

Wegman et al. 2006 is Requested
77. One obvious paper that met the criteria of the “new guidelines” and was
submitted21 to, and acknowledged by, the TSU was Wegman et al. 2006. This
was a paper that had been commissioned by a Committee of the US House of
Representatives, peer-reviewed in exactly the same way as NRC 2006, and
was read into the House record on 17 July 2006. Wegman was unambiguous
in his criticism of the 1998/9 Mann et al. studies. It corroborated McIntyre and
McKitrick and gave “a more balanced coverage of scientific views”.

Mann Does Not Approve Wegman
78. Email 1168883146 shows the contempt Michael Mann had for one of the most
respected statisticians in the USA. Writing in January 2007 he stated:
“I would not reference Wegman report as if it is a publication, i.e. a
legitimate piece of scientific literature. Its a piece of something else! It
should be cited in such a way as to indicate it is not a formal publication,
wasn't peer-reviewed, i.e. could be references as a "criticism
commissoned by Joe Barton (R, Exxon).”
79. This outburst from Mann tells many of the public and professionals outside of
climate science all they wish to know on the matter.
It was not the first
however, as on 14 July 2006 Mann claimed, at his RealClimate website22, that
the Wegman report was not peer reviewed, long before he or anyone could
possibly have know the facts, even if it were the case.
80. With the support of some Congressmen, Mann tried to delay the start of the
hearings and thus the acceptance of Wegman, 2006 in the House of
Representatives record beyond the critical 24 July 2006 date in the “new
guidelines”. The attempted delay, and the false claim that the Wegman report
was not peer-reviewed, is consistent with the many UEA emails in which Mann
and his colleagues attempt to prevent criticism of their work being published by
manipulating and disputing the peer-review of their critics.
81. Mann refused to attend the first day, 17 July 2006, of the Congressional
hearings at which the Wegman report was presented and the issue of its peerreview thoroughly ventilated. Mann did not avail himself of this opportunity, or
a further one on the second day of hearings, to present in person his views on
the peer-review status of Wegman et al. to the hearings and Edward Wegman.

North and Cicerone Endorse Wegman
82. A well-known supporter23 of the ‘hockey stick’, Gerry North, the Chairman of the
NRC Panel who had presented the NRC 2006 report to the Congressional
Committee, expressed his confidence in the Wegman report and added, “In
fact, pretty much the same thing is said in our report.”24 Ralph Cicerone, the
President of the US National Academy of Sciences, and others similarly
recommended Wegman to the Committee.
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Secret Agent Wahl
83. On 27 May 2008 I also asked for correspondence Briffa and Osborn had on the
Wahl and Ammann paper. This arose from Expert Reviewers comment 673525.
Ross McKitrick objected strongly to the “cheque kiting” of
unsubstantiated claims in the unsubmitted and unpublished Ammann and Wahl
2007 paper. The long-winded response to this comment, presumed to be by
Briffa, made no reference to any peer-reviewed literature that could dispute
McKitrick’s comment but outlined unpublished arguments, which could only
have come from discussions with Ammann or Wahl. As this sort of offline
communication is not permitted under IPCC rules I sought to ascertain if Briffa
had in fact subverted the review process.
84. On 18 May 2006 in email 1147982305, Professor Neil Roberts of the University
of Plymouth made some suggestions to Coordinating Lead Author Overpeck for
improving the draft text of Chapter 6. Roberts said Briffa had told him it would
be simpler if he made direct contact. Overpeck wrote back:
“We've been asked to keep everything squeaky clean, and not to get
comments informally.”
He told Roberts that he was getting the TSU to add him as an official Expert
Reviewer and to put in his comments officially.
According to the IPCC
procedures the TSU consolidates the Comments and hands them to the
Coordinating Lead Authors in batches. Roberts was indeed added and made
his comments officially.
85. The email was copied to Briffa who should have been well aware of the rules
anyway, but on 24 May 2006 in email 1148577381 Mann wrote:
“I wanted you to have an advance copy of the comments I'll be
submitting on the final draft of the AR4. I commend you for the excellent
work you've done and the tough battle I know you have had to fight. I
don't envy it, and you know the tough battles I've been through.”
“Confidentially, I do have a number of specific concerns mostly in the
area of discussions of where things actually now stand in terms of some
of the earlier criticisms. . . . . .”
86. Far from telling Mann who was an “Expert Reviewer” to go through the official
channels, Briffa thanks Mann, agrees with him that Co-Chair Susan Solomon
“was not as "hands off" as she might have been” and expresses other
reservations.
87. The ‘Principles Governing IPCC Work’ require the assessment process to be
open and transparent yet, as is seen above, individuals repeatedly use the
word “confidential” not just to keep matters from the public but from their
colleagues. It occurs 107 times in the leaked emails - several times in the
case of the next email to be discussed.
88. On 18 July 2006 in email 1153470204 we find Briffa writing to Eugene Wahl,
who is not an officially listed Expert Reviewer:
“Gene
I am taking the liberty (confidentially) to send you a copy of the
reviewers comments (please keep these to yourself) of the last IPCC
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draft chapter. I am concerned that I am not as objective as perhaps I
should be and would appreciate your take on the comments from
number 6-737 onwards , that relate to your reassessment of the Mann et
al work. I have to consider whether the current text is fair or whether I
should change things in the light of the sceptic comments. In practise
this brief version has evolved and there is little scope for additional text ,
but I must put on record responses to these comments - any
confidential help , opinions are appreciated . I have only days now to
complete this revision and response. note that the sub heading 6.6 the
last 2000 years is page 27 on the original (commented) draft.
Cheers
Keith”
89. This is an astonishing email. First, it is inconceivable why Briffa, already in
doubt about his own objectivity regarding the ‘hockey stick’ material, would turn
to a known, vocal partisan on Mann’s behalf for extra input. Any pretence of
neutrality was lost at this point. Second, sharing IPCC Review materials in this
way was well outside the rules. Members of the IPCC Review group were
subjected to extraordinary obstacles in gaining access to review comments.
90. When official Expert Reviewers James Annan26 asked for the review
comments, he was told to wait until the hard copy was in the Littauer library and
then fly half way round the world to see them. But here is Briffa handing them
(confidentially) to Wahl for him to help rebuff the comments from Expert
Reviewers critical of the Wahl and Ammann paper.
The email lists the
attachments showing that Briffa also sent Ammann the working draft of Chapter
6.
91. On 21 July 2006 in 1153470204 Wahl replies to Briffa in a rambling email
supporting his criticism of McIntyre and McKitrick and attached text that may
well have provided Briffa’s response to McKitrick’s review comment 6-735.
92. Also on 21 July 2006 in email 1155402164, Briffa thanks Wahl, but says he
needs time to digest what he sent. Nonetheless Wahl then sends yet more
arguments against McIntyre and McKitrick. Wahl says that some of what he
sends is confidential and asks if he can see Briffa’s responses. Wahl does
however admit that Mann’s ‘hockey stick’ as a whole stands or falls on the
appropriateness of the “bristlecone pine records”. Just a month earlier, as they
both knew, the NRC Panel had reported in NRC 2006 that these bristlecone
tree ring data should be “avoided” in historic temperature reconstructions.
93. The fact that the IPCC WGI included Wahl and Ammann, 2007 and not
Wegman et al. 2006 or the critical conclusions of NRC 2006, shows that the
assessment process failed to be “comprehensive and objective” as was
required by the IPCC. It is a further example, like the Himalayan matter, of
IPCC Authors determined to ensure their views prevail over their critics at all
costs.
In WGI the matter is made worse by the deliberate, retrospective,
unauthorised changing of the rules in which all Lead Authors, Review Editors
and Working Group Co-Chairs must have acquiesced. It is one of the worst
scientific scandals ever. The record clearly shows that CRU scientists played
key roles at every step where rules were broken and processes were
conducted in bad faith.
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a race to a deadline. A better approach might well be an annual or biannual
update to the report, rather than a rewrite.
It should employ the “strong
interactive peer review” first called for, should be Internet based and genuinely
open and transparent.
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