22357 Columbia Street

Dearborn, Michigan 
48124-3431  USA
11 November 2009

Mr. Rupert C. E. Wyndham

Little Killivose, Killivose

Camborne, Cornwall, TR14 9LQ
United Kingdom
Reference 1:
Your Letter of 27 August 2009 to Professor Alan Robock (Rutgers University / AGU)

Reference 2:
Telephone Interviews of Professor Alan Robock 
Dear Mr. Wyndham:
 

Thank you for forwarding your letter of 27 August 2009 to Professor Alan Robock (of Rutgers University and the American Geophysical Union) regarding Dr. Phil Jones and the HADCRUT data series (Attachment 1).  I have had two short telephone conversations with Professor Robock regarding your request letter.  These telephone calls were preceded by voicemails and in-session announcement of the fact that, as a matter of standard practice, I would be recording the conversations, which took place on 2 November and 9 November 2009.
 

In the first conversation with Robock he initiated discussion of Dr. James Hansen of NASA.  Dr. Hansen potentially provides a general basis for your request.  Public statements made by him relating to “global warming,” also included allegations that the promotion of "misinformation" amounted to criminal activity:
 

"When you are in that kind of position, as the CEO of one the primary players who have been putting out misinformation even via organizations that affect what gets into school textbooks, then I think that's a crime."
 

I fully agree with Hansen that misinformation or non-disclosure of basic information constitutes fraud, and this has the potential to cause harm.  Hansen also insinuates that various groups are guilty of "crimes against humanity."
 

Indeed, fraud is a crime.  There are at least two basic ways you can defraud: innocently/unconsciously or purposely/consciously.  Although either behavior causes harm, the Law provides an additional remedy for the conscious scenario: punitive damages.  Limited primarily by precedent, the courts usually uphold a jury's determination that punishment, in addition to compensation, is appropriate and useful; the usefulness borne by "sending the message" to the next potential wrongdoer.  
 

I do not advertise this, but here in the USA I am a nationally recognized expert witness.  I was certified by the Federal courts as a "General Automotive Safety Management Expert."  I won the Civil Justice Foundation National Champion Award in 2005; the only person so-named for work in automotive safety.  I have real-world experience with the law.  My position invokes responsibility that is implicitly legal, in-addition to being innately ethical.  In my experience the most substantial punitive judgments occur against those that have diverted from or concealed the whole truth, especially when those conscious acts have-caused or have the potential to cause great harm.
 

In this context I am very uncomfortable-with and surprised-by the responses from Professor Robock to my simple, direct and relevant questions which were partially based on Reference 1.  My discomfort is also caused by the fact that I was not conversing with the proverbial 'common man/woman.’  My inquiry was directed to a highly educated, high level representative of the American Geophysical Union at a major American university.  The response that is especially egregious is his statement that as a taxpayer, located in the USA, I am not entitled-to the "data."  To confirm this ruse I proposed to Robock that he consider eligibility for receipt of the data as a result of being a UK taxpayer; which ostensibly if not blatantly implied Rupert Wyndham!  However, it should be emphasized that Robock is fully aware that the U.S. taxpayer, not the UK taxpayer, originally funded the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) and its HADCRUT data series.  
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It would be irresponsible/naive to ignore the possibility that the U.S. Congress, the UK Parliament, the IPCC, the media, et al. are also being defrauded by the convolutions of this non-eligibility ruse. Given the gravity of your request, would Robock's associate Dr. Hansen be amenable to applying the Nuremberg precedents of "crimes against humanity," if inquiry confirms that this type of behavior/ruse is not relegated to the unconscious scenario?
 

On the background point of U.S. taxpayer funding of the HADCRUT data, Dr. Patrick Michaels of the CATO Institute recently wrote an article for the National Review which stated:
"In the early 1980s, with funding from the U.S. Department of Energy, scientists at the UK’s University of East Anglia established the Climatic Research Unit (CRU) to produce the world’s first comprehensive history of surface temperature. It’s known in the trade as the 'Jones and Wigley' record for its authors, Phil Jones and Tom Wigley, and it served as the primary reference standard for the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) until 2007.  It was this record that prompted the IPCC to claim a 'discernible human influence on global climate.’ ”
On the central point of general access to the "data," and in stark contrast to the responses from Robock that eligibility depends on the location of the taxpayer and/or Robock’s later revised claim that the data is openly available to “anyone,” Dr. Michaels quotes Dr. Phil Jones in the same National Review article:
 

“We have 25 years or so invested in the work. Why should I make the data available to you, when your aim is to try and find something wrong with it?”  (Dr. Phil Jones)
In summary, the “we” claimed by Dr. Jones is in-essence the global taxpayer, the proverbial ‘common man/woman.’   These taxpayers depend-on and demand that the words-and-deeds of high level public recipients of their tax dollars to be ‘on the record’ at all times.  This common sense expectation is especially true when applied to climate science research, and the safety & well-being of the common man/woman is implicitly at stake.  As such, I do not consider your efforts to be a "waste of time."  And I certainly will not submit to “off the record” attempts to bias media coverage of these efforts on the basis of specious arguments about a “flat earth.”   
Finally I suggest, as implied by Professor Robock, that you forward your request to the precise/correct individual of the American Geophysical Union, since the former was not predisposed to do so.









Sincerely,









Paul V. Sheridan
Attachments
 

List of embedded links in order of appearance:
http://www.envsci.rutgers.edu/~robock/
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/jun/23/fossilfuels.climatechange
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TH_0izSyPk0
http://links.veronicachapman.com/Schwab-Swearinga.pdf 

http://links.veronicachapman.com/TarrEthics.htm
http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=ZTBiMTRlMDQxNzEyMmRhZjU3ZmYzODI5MGY4ZWI5OWM=
