
Supplemental Submission to the Climate Change Email Review 

I am writing to express my extreme concern over the following point in the minutes of your 

April 22, 2010 meeting which has only recently come to my attention: 

The Review Team emphasised that it had not been commissioned to examine the IPCC’s processes. As part 

of its remit, the Review is reviewing the CRU’s policies and practices for acquiring, assembling, subjecting 

to peer review and disseminating data and research findings, and their compliance or otherwise with best 

scientific practice. The Review recognised that a separate independent review of the IPCC’s processes and 

procedures is being conducted by the InterAcademy Council. 

 

I am concerned that this minute may evidence an intent of the Climate Change Email Review to 

avoid consideration of activities that are of great concern to the public and which are squarely 

within its mandate to examine “evidence of manipulation or suppression of data which is at odds 

with acceptable scientific practice”.  If, for some reason, you do not believe that your mandate to  

“evidence of manipulation or suppression of data which is at odds with acceptable scientific 

practice” extends to IPCC activities by CRU employees, then, noting that “the remit of the 

Review can be amended or added to at the discretion of the independent chair, Sir Muir Russell”, 

I urge and request you to forthwith amend or add to your remit so that you include IPCC 

activities of CRU authors, which, after all, are a primary concern of the public. 

Much of CRU’s prominence exists because of IPCC activities by its employees.  Much of the 

Climategate dossier, including some of the most controversial emails, arise out of IPCC activities 

by CRU employees. These include the emails arising from the September 1999 IPCC Lead 

Authors meeting in Arusha, Tanzania (up to and including the notorious “trick” email) and the 

Wahl-Briffa correspondence in July and August 2006, together with requests to delete this 

correspondence in May 2008.  

IPCC is the primary method by which climate scientists speak to the public and therefore the 

public reasonably expects particular vigilance by Climate Change Email Review in assessing the 

conduct of CRU scientists in the IPCC process.   

The terms of reference of the InterAcademy Council are “forward looking”. As a result, there is 

no reason to expect it to assessment of past conduct of CRU scientists, including their 

compliance with IPCC policies and procedures. Its existence should not be used as an excuse for 

the Climate Change Email Review to avoid examination issues involving the IPCC activities of 

CRU employees. 

One of the key issues pertaining to the Wahl-Briffa correspondence is its apparent violation of 

IPCC procedures on a number of counts. IPCC rules state that its process is “open and 

transparent” – a representation made frequently by its representatives. This “open and 

transparent” process requires that Review Comments be placed in a public archive for five years.  

Briffa and Wahl did not comply with this rule.  Secondly, IPCC rules require that reviewers be 

registered with IPCC; Wahl did not do so.   Third, IPCC rules for the preparation of the Final 



Draft appear to establish explicit procedures for consultation, procedures that entitled Briffa to 

consult with Review Editors, other Lead Authors and even convene a workshop with interested 

reviewers (something that would have then been feasible), but which precluded the actual form 

of exchange between Wahl and Briffa.  This may account for the otherwise inexplicable 

attempted secrecy of the exchange between Wahl and Briffa and the subsequent efforts in May 

2008 both to delete all record of this exchange and to suggest that Briffa deny the very existence 

of the exchange to FOI officer Palmer. 

The email exchanges in September 1999 after the IPCC Lead Authors meeting in Arusha, 

Tanzania, up to and including the notorious “trick” email in November 1999, clearly require 

particular investigation under this clause. Coordinating Lead Author Folland wrote that, although 

a proxy diagram was “a clear favourite for the Policy Makers summary”,  the Briffa 

reconstruction “dilutes the message rather significantly”, adding that this was “probably the most 

important issue to resolve in Chapter 2 at present”.  Mann wrote back that “everyone in the 

room” agreed that the Briffa series was a “potential distraction/detraction from the reasonably 

consensus viewpoint we’d like to show”.  Briffa recognized there was “pressure to present a nice 

tidy story as regards ‘apparent unprecedented warming in a thousand years or more ’”, but 

expressed many caveats, in particular that the proxies were not responding the way that they 

were supposed to and that that the recent warmth was “probably matched” 1000 years ago.
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Stephen McIntyre 
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1
 Please see http://climateaudit.org/2009/12/10/ipcc-and-the-trick/ and  

http://www.climateaudit.info/pdf/mcintyre-heartland_2010.pdf 


